City Council Meeting Minutes of October 24, 2013

          Thursday, October 24, 2013
Williamsport, PA

Council President Bill Hall brought the Williamsport City Council meeting to order on Thursday, October 10, 2013 at 7:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers.  The Cooley Studio did not televise the meeting.  The invocation was given by Councilwoman Liz Miele and was immediately followed by the “Pledge of Allegiance”.

  Council President Bill Hall called the meeting to order. He asked for approval of City Council Meeting Minutes dated 10/10/13.  Do I have a motion to approve these minutes?  

Ms. Katz made the motion and it was seconded by Mr. Allison.  There were no questions or comments.  The minutes were approved with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.
Limited Courtesy of the Floor
Craig Rowles, 1215 Isabella St.

I'm here in front of Council, I'm a blue-collar worker, I am here because the ordinance that you guys put out front here for the rental properties.. It's difficult for me to sit back and watch everything going on because most of you guys know me and what I've done in the city streets for years. I personally went to landlords myself and we have established this program in 2006. The only way it can work is if you take it in its entirety, you cannot cut up the ordinance, you giving the renting people power over us, the landlords. I hope during second reading you look at overlook it real good.  If you don't know who in the heck is in these houses that you're asking for trouble. It's going to jump on you with both shoulders, you have to know who's there you can't point a finger and say hey I think that I did it, you better know. You cannot cut into bits and pieces, that is my main reason here to say to you don't cut into bits and pieces.

Mark Holt, 107 Laurel Run Circle 
Two weeks ago you unanimously approved the Williamsport rental agreement and I'm here tonight to unanimously approved again this evening. The reason being is there is a perception in our area that Williamsport is divided into dangers and if you guys present a unified front on this crime and violence issue, that the word would get out that Williamsport is taken it seriously. I don't currently agree with the current rental agreement because some of the things were deleted from it, I still think it is a valuable tool that we need to use. Hopefully down the road of we see how successful this is. which I'm sure will be, future councils may be decide to reinstate some of the things that have been removed. What I am speaking of is the registration of the tenants. I am a property owner here in the city and I happened to be on several lists, one of the courthouse, one here in this building and also the Williamsport school district. With a phone call, I've done it many times I can call up these agencies and I can find all about me. I can find out how much my house is costs, how much my taxes or any who else is on my lease with me or my mortgage with me, those type of things. But as I stated last time I spoke here that the police, bees guys are here to protect me and I went those guys to know who lives in certain apartments. It is not important to me I don't need to know that they need to know that. Why I think that is important is I've made a story about this one time where if we have a bad guy who commits a crime and he comes running out of this house and a lady sees him who lives across the street and doesn't happen to know his name, but is the house he came from, she can let the police know that and be of this registration, they can find out who that guy was. But otherwise, they would know because if we don't have that information, he can't do it. So I think you are hamstringing it just like I believe you did on security cameras, the way they were neutered on in a certain way by telling everybody where they are and where we are not going to put it. That's telling the criminals were not really serious about this, this is a window-dressings. We need to get serious about this because this is dangerous. And I don't live in a dangerous area of the city, don't get me wrong, I don't carry a gun because I don't want to shoot anybody that is not my job. But if I do shoot somebody, I shoot them in the foot I want these guys to deal with the bad guys that would pay them for.  They risk their lives every day of their lives and I stated before, I was very uncomfortable when I ran for city Council and people would ask me questions about how I should direct the police. I am not a professional policeman, chief Foresman, and these gentlemen have 30 or 40 or 50 years of experience when it comes to law-enforcement. I went them given me the information so we can do the right thing. I don't want some layman or some rookie telling us what to do. So I take a lot of stock in these gentlemen, and I appreciate Captain Miller, Captain Orwig, Chief Foresman, and Mayor Campana all they have done to present this. There has been a lot of personal attacks, innuendos, I believe this ordinance is going to be helpful but not as effective as it could be. Thank you for your time.  
Mim Logue, 121 Shaffer St., Duboistown
I didn't know how to start out this tonight, I am going to be quick. When this ordinance first came out of his kind of against it. Because I was appalled about the perception that he gave to the city is you had to register your tenant like you register as sex offender, if you are going to register the tenants sounds like you were lower-class citizen and I'm against anything that brings down my city. I am a landlord, I am vested here I'm trying to spend a lot of money here and I went everywhere I properties up in value. I don't know how to start out explaining this, I had a neighbor who but a single house remodeled it and put it on the market as a rental, he let it sit for 17 months. It took 17 months to get attendant in it, he waited, he got good rant and he got a great tenant. But most of the landlords don't have that luxury. We have banks, and we have mortgages and we have to fill our properties up. I field a lot of calls from tenant every day. I want to talk about perception of the city. If you are from Trenton New Jersey and you want to move here, Mrs. Mayberry, they love it here. The perception of the city is they want to come here. This is a beautiful country town, you got your Windows and you see trees and it is a wonderful town. If you have your nose up in the air and your following these birds around here, I'm not the mention any names but they act like this is downtown Harlem. It is not true, I am talking about the perception of the city. I was against this ordinance because I felt like the perception was sending a message that we're on safer than we are. I know shootings, bring down the value of the city, but I don't know how to say it. I just think it started out wrong, it divided us. As a landlord, I asked so many questions, people hang up on me, I want a good tenant and a good quality tenant in my building. I am now changed. You did pull some of the stuff out of the way you put the ordinance out there and maybe down the road we could register and bring leases and. But I believe the freer minimal cost of a license is a good thing. The issue should not be the cost of the license. The issue should be keeping the license. I think if you put the license out there, landlord to choose risky tenants become more proactive in screening their tenants because they have a chance of losing their license. I have a problem with section 8 housing, again I am going to say it, we are 25% of the County, 71% of the section 8 housing is in Williamsport. There are good section 8 housing tenants, but it's the nature of the beast. There are a lot of problems in section 8 housing, I think it should be more dispersed throughout the County. I think by issuing a license, and revoking a license, I think it will make a lot of landlord to accept government money, because you get a check on the first of the month, and then they have a chance of losing everything, closing down there building if these tenants become risky, and risky behavior in the neighborhood. I just think it's going to work. It's going to take a long time, codes department did this inspections and it has changed the city for the better. It has taken five years. My tenants are the most protected tenants in this county. They are the safest tenants and I am proud of that. I just think the codes department did good job the last five years changing the city around from 20 years of being let go, and this ordinance is going to change things around slowly and surely. It is not going to happen overnight because right now we have a glut of houses that were fixed up for the gas guys, overly fixed up, high-end rentals that are empty. So the tenants are going to move to the high-end rentals on the lower rentals are going to have to pick a choose. So it's going to be a little bit to get where we want to go, but I do support this ordinance and I do support and want to thank Captain Miller for all he did.
Public Hearing – Conditional Use LGN Multi-family 

Mr. Hall declared the public hearing open.

 Mr. Knarr, what I have before you is a public hearing requests for conditional use for LGN LLC for conditional use in order to convert and create, one, two, and three bedroom apartments between 36 and 40 units. The property was posted and advertised and advertising was administered as well as notice to the neighbors. At this time I can answer any questions.

 Mr. Hall asked if there is anybody here who wishes to speak in favor of this conditional use. There was none.

 Mr. Hall asked if there is anybody here who wishes to speak against this conditional use.

Ms. Allison Fortunato, 1731 Chestnut St.

Upon learning of the plans of the convent, we had a lot of talk in the neighborhood of how would this affect our neighborhood and how we might change our neighborhood. Our biggest concern of all the neighbors that I spoke to are the already very congested traffic conditions that we have. The streets are very narrow, we have a hairpin turn at the south end of the street where it cuts up in front of the park where Mr. Casale lives.  He has had cars that had hit a telephone pole near his house. At the north end of the street were Grampian converses with Four Mile, there is a barrier there that has been demolished, asteroid many times, sometimes with very serious accidents. One evening a woman's house was run into, it is a very heavily traveled area. On Chestnut Street, down Sherman Street,
people use that as a cut through, we are a local street those people travel at a very high rate of speed. We have a lot of foot traffic on our street, walking, jogging, pushing strollers, the park is at the end of our street, it is also heavily used throughout the year. Football practice, soccer practice, baseball as well as neighborhood children using the park facilities and the tennis courts. That creates a lot of young children going back and forth across the streets. All of those issues concern us. One of the other issues when I looked up in the ordinance, is the compatibility and suitability with our neighborhood. Our neighborhood consists of solely, single-family homes except for one. That is our current makeup. And to have the convent converted into a 40 parking unit and that entire grassy area would be turned into a parking lot, brightly lit with enough parking for 40 units for two and three family apartments, seems it is not what we want in our neighborhood. It is not compatible with our neighborhood. It would affect the noise and the pollution, and how are people supposed get in and out of that area. We are combined as a local street. As far as the purpose of this conversion, first I would like to know how does this fit in with the city's plan a development, Mr. Hutchison has developed many apartments, two of the most recent ones where the sanctuary which is located at the Methodist Church 1400 W. 4th St. That is obviously a very busy street and is not solely surrounded by residents. That property is not full, it has never been able to be filled. It is luxury apartment, with one, two, and three units. He also has Brightened place, which is right off the highway on Grimesville road that has about 38 units and it.
They have also never been filled. I took a drive by there around 7:30 last Sunday morning just as see about the residential feel, there were eight cars in the parking lot. Regardless of the FP why the town, I think it shows that those luxury apartments are not being widely used.  She explained about apartments that were built for the gas and oil company that have never been filled.  She spoke about the vacancies in the Grampian Hill apartments.  Are we really in need in the city for luxury developments? I don't think we are. If we have many luxury apartments that cannot be filled, I don't see the need to do another. Is it just saying development for the sake of developing this? Or is there really a purpose? As far as the codes go, that building where the convent it is the city institutional zone, the run that comes down is a very small slither, and when the priest lives now, are R2. Susquehanna has tried over the years to put in some development there, with some support and some with not support, one of the things that I've learned is that the hospital cannot sell that property, it was stated in the paper that it was going to be sold. Unless that agreement with the Sisters of Christian Charity, with the hospitals merging, it cannot be sold. They had intended previously to lease that, through the elderly facility they wanted to build in daycare, as you know both of those projects fell through and were never developed, it would be interesting to know how that has changed or what the agreement is going to be between Susquehanna and Mr. Hutchinson. The project be sold to LGN, as a development. LGN development is the nonprofit, according to Mr. Hutchison's website. It is the nonprofit division of this contract, and it is registered as such. Is the plan to sell it to the nonprofit and then sell it back to his for-profit? We like to know the details on that.  The other point I would like to make is could we change this into RU zone? And if so, that is non-allowed zoning under the institutional. She stated that in certain zones this cannot be changed to a R2 family housing. If you'd like to speak to anybody, you can come to our neighborhood and hear more of our concerns. Thank you.

Mr. Ralph Kissburg, 1736 Almond St.

The hospital, of course we all knew was there when we purchased our homes, but is not a good neighbor as you can imagine, there's noise and there are other factors. Two years ago, when things they did was put up a big sign and for some reason they felt the need to light up the sign at night, it said Susquehanna logo, and the light is extremely annoying on my property which is on Almond Street, most of my time is spent in the back of the house, and the light when the lease go off the trees is very annoying. That's their prerogative, certainly they can do that if they want to be bad neighbors. This project will have more lights, a well lit parking lot and if you are changing the zoning, we bought our properties because, we knew there was empty space, there are some multi family units in the area, they don't have lit parking lots. So that factors big. If you start devouring our property, you know what can happen, it has happened before in this town. If the hospital expands and expands and takes property off the tax rolls. I think we should adhere to what we have now. Thank you.

Mr. Hall asked if there were any more comments. There were none. He made a motion to close the public hearing.   Ms. Miele seconded it.
Mr. Hall asked if there were any more comments on closing the public hearing, hearing none Mrs. Frank.

The public hearing was closed with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.

Conditional Use – Multi-family housing LGN Management LLC
Mr. Knarr stated what the proposed conditional use request from LGN, management LLC, is to, it is currently located, it is a vacant convent, it is in the institutional as well as the residential zoning district. The proposed plan would allow for multi-housing complex with approximately 36 to 40 units, one, two, and three bedrooms which will include improved parking areas with approximately 13 storage garage. Providing approval of the plan which has to come back before city Council for a subdivision, lot consolidation, a land development with meeting storm water management and zoning units as well as codes requirements. The planning commission did review this and make a positive recommendation from its approval. As far as to address some of the concerns, I do have a representative here to address some of the concerns. Some of these issues such as the lighting, the parking, all of that would have to actually come back before you for land development and those things would be addressed with both the developer, the owner, as well as the code Department, the fire department as well as storm water management and the city engineer. They would all be taken into of factor, if City Council approves the conditional use which the conditional use does permit multi family housing within the institutional zoning district. This time I can answer any questions.

Mr. Hall stated thank you and asked for questions from Council.

Dr. Williamson stated listening to some of the concerns, along with our communication letters and e-mails before this, I have some questions and just comments on trying to boil it down to the pieces that we have some role on the conditional use. For example, I think we have no role in relationship to the sale of the property.

Mr. Knarr, stated correct. The only thing that is required is when they asked for conditional use is I have to require showing that they have ownership, or the ability to have ownership to bring it before as a conditional use and I do have that in my possession.

Dr. Williamson said but basically it's none of the city government's business how that transaction expired. Another component of that has to do with the zoning, and you mentioned it, this is a multi family use, residential use in it institutional zone.

Mr. Knarr answered, what it is is in the institutional zone, residents is a permitted use whether it would be a single family, a double family or multi family. The multifamily is a conditional use which basically gives the opportunity for Council to put conditions on the actual use. It is an approve use, in the institutional zone but it does have to come back before city Council.

Dr. Williamson stated the other area that seems the most subsequently important is the safety of people moving through the area, both by foot and by vehicle. He spoke of the areas involved and asked if a traffic study is required by Penn Dot?

Mr. Knarr stated on certain streets, it is required by Penn Dot, again we have to coordinate with Mr. Grado and Penn Dot and this will help with conditional use.

Dr. Williamson stated that the land development pace, it would be time to think about ingress and egress and also the time to think about lighting. I know that parking lighting is a big issue in places where if you have to put up too much like, it spills over on the neighborhood.

Mr. Knarr, in the land development is basically about the tarring the glare away from the residential units.

Dr. Williamson stated one of the issues is a legitimate issues, is the cut through, is there way to at least slow it down or restrict it?

Mr. Knarr stated that is something we need to talk to Streets & Parks about that.

Dr. Williamson asked about traffic calming devices and asked about sidewalks.

Mr. Knarr stated we can sit down with the developers, Mr. Grado, Mr. Gerardi, Streets & Park to talk about what we need to place conditions on.  That is what the conditional use is for.

Dr. Williamson stated in the paper, it is said that this is going to be marketed to older citizens, but not restricted to them. Generally what you tend to see s apartment sizes that kind of tell potential tenants, what kind of units these are for.  He talked about the 3 bedroom apartments and asked why the 3 bedroom because there will be more people and could relieve some of the concern.
Mr. Gabe Hutchison, 515 Vallamont Drive, Vice President of LGN Management. We are a real estate development company, we have developed just under 200 apartments of Williamsport area. A lot of what we do is commercial real estate.  

Dr. Williamson stated if we were to put the condition that would restrict the total population growth, and therefore traffic and congestion, if we were to put a condition on that that said only one and two-bedroom apartments, which would be allowed as a condition for use in this institutional zone, would you still be able to go forward?

Mr. Hutchison stated we looked at it and we look at what will be best for the future. Not just short-term. So the option of having, one, two and three bedrooms makes the most sense. Will it come down to more three bedrooms, then two bedrooms, I am not sure. It is in the preliminary stage and are parking that were basing this off of will meet the one, two, three bedroom combination.
Dr. Williamson stated it is my understanding that code allows a certain level of marketing required and a different level required for two bedroom.

Mr. Knarr answered it is based on the number of bedrooms, whether would be an efficiency, one bedroom, etc. you can go anywhere from one a quarter parking stalls to up to 1 3/4 for a two or three bedroom apartment. For each three bedroom unit you would only be counting down a quarter of a parking stall.

Ms. Miele, do the three bedroom units, if you're aiming primarily for elderly housing, then why a three bedroom apartment? You are talking about families.

Mr. Hutchison said well it could really be anyone. Our other apartments were actually at least 100% before they reviewed completed. So there's a mixture of one, two, and three bedroom apartments. The two-bedroom are what basically people want.

 Ms. Miele asked who would take a three bedroom apartment?

Janene Jackson, 1749 Memorial Ave, as far as leasing goes, we are not aiming this towards the elderly, we have several prominent people in the city and we have several doctors that are interested. We do have some preliminary players that are out there, one person in particular is married and has no children, but he was a three-bedroom. He wants an office, his wife wants an office, there's a three-bedroom home. Primarily what we are looking at is a lot of wanted two-bedroom apartments. We are aiming more towards people that want to get out of homes in the city, and they went to get into something where they don't have property taxes anymore or yard and maintenance work. It will be available to pretty much anyone that wants it. As far as it being luxury apartments, you're going to have the option of picking out the flooring you want, the cabinets you want.  She talked about the other apartment complex’s and stated that the apartments are filled by at least 90%.  She spoke about the people and types of people that are interested in filling these apartments.  

Ms. Miele asked if the company has looked in to the traffic issues and so on?

Mr. Knarr, stated he did a traffic study himself and felt that it is not a constant flow on traffic.  He went out two or three different times.  

Mr. Hall asked Mr. J. David Smith asked developers who build and ask about responsibility for costs.

Mr. J. David Smith, in terms of that I am sure it is a Penn Dot requirement, local zoning requirements cannot have those kind of requirements.

Mr. Hall said as part of the conditional use, can we ask the developer to bear part of those costs? For instance what I'm thinking is, I heard they were talking about lack of sidewalks, in a conditional use could I ask for part of the conditional use being the requirement to that developer in addition to building is parking lot, but to the sidewalk on that side of the street?

Mr. Smith stated you were allowed to impose conditions that are consistent with the requirements, including primarily public health safety and welfare considerations. If councils determination is in order to address this from a safety perspective, meeting the objective criteria of the ordinance, then you can impose that.   
Mr. Hall, then I heard Mr. Knarr say this has to go through a storm water management and he noted how that street is marshy when it rains and snows and asks about imposing the cost on the developer for a storm water management system.

Mr. Knarr stated, during the land development phase they are required to meet storm water requirements, whether it be a parking lot or a building. They are reviewed by Mr. Grado, our City engineer.  He explained the procedure.
Mr. Hall stated if we wanted to place conditions on this we would do it in the conditional use based tonight.

Mr. J. David Smith stated, conditional use has two elements, the developer has the obligation to show the first instance with the zoning ordinance relative to the development. Obviously if those prerequisites are not met, you can either deny the conditional use or impose conditions to make sure that those requirements are fulfilled. Once the developers shows demonstration on compliance with the ordinance then the burden really shifts of those opposing the conditional use. Basically to demonstrate by clearing and convincing evidence, there are reasons to propose the conditions on the conditional use. 

Mr. Hall stated the paperwork states that the planning commission did approve this, and the next stage at the land development is where we can place conditions which they can meet or not.

Mr. Smith stated at the land development stage there is also need to show compliance with your zoning, however you can request that the developer accept certain conditions. If the developer doesn't except those conditions then you can deny.

Mr. Hall stated them we have to do this conditional use tonight.

Mr. Smith stated so the developer has met the burden of proof, so you would have to get to the subject of parts of it, which is safety, health, and welfare. You can impose reasonable conditions.

Mr. Knarr, stated when it was the convent they were looked residents, so we are going from residents to residents, so it is a permitted use conversion. If they were merely an office, and that is conversion and they don't meet the requirements and they would have to go before the zoning hearing board, but because it didn't and residents are a permitted use in the institutional zone it is a conditional use based up the zoning ordinance.

Mrs. Katz, one of the questions from a resident had to do with it was her understanding that this could not be sold for a nonprofit group.

Mr. Knarr, they are required to provide proof that they have the ability to take ownership and I do have that in by possession and they meet the requirements. 

Mrs. Katz when a clarification that LGN is a non-profit, is it?

Ms. Jackson stated we are clearly a profit organization. We have spilt millions of dollars in profits, I am sure I will get that corrected if it states wrong on our website.

Dr. Williamson, any conditions that apply in the conditional use hearing can boil down to seven categories that the developer or the representatives provide statements on, so we have the statements that are part of our ordinance and responses prepared by Larson Design Group.  The two issues that seemed to be most up in the air relates to accessibility and the second is serviceability. There is an issue of storm sewer, cars the propose parking area would be grass.  He spoke about Council's judgment to make sure that it meets the seven criteria.

Mr. Hall asked for a motion to approve the conditional use as it is.

Ms. Miele made the motion to approve the conditional use as it is and it was seconded by Mrs. Katz.

Dr. Williamson made the motion to add a condition to the conditional use which would be a sidewalk along Chestnut Street.  Ms. Miele seconded it.

Mr. Hall asked the developer if he would accept the condition.

Mr. Hutchison replied yes we will accept that. 

Mr. Hall said I would like to vote on that, Mrs. Frank.

The amendment to the conditional use was carried with seven yes roll call votes. The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall stated that system votes saying you guys will under the condition to have the sidewalk on the Eastside  of Chestnut St.

Mr. Allison asked Mr. Knarr about the general conditional use questions.

Mr. Knarr stated that is just for Council to look at showing you that they need all of those criteria for us to bring it forward as a conditional use. It just gives you a check list of what we look at in the city to determine moving forward as conditional use.

Mr. Noviello asked with this maybe for some action on Chestnut Street to include that 90° turn?

Mr. Grado stated yes, in light of the concern of the neighbors, we will look at Shaw Place and Chestnut Street.
Ms. Miele stated the only other concern that we are hearing is about the traffic generated within this and by this parcel. Should we be requiring a traffic study?

Mr. Gerardi answered that should be up to Council the one add a further condition to have a traffic count so when it comes back to land development you can have that answer how much traffic is on the street. That would be a condition that should be good.

Ms. Miele made a motion to request as a condition of this conditional use that in order to further satisfy item D under criteria, the developer consents to provide a traffic study to Council or to the administration submitting the amount of traffic generated by this use will not adversely affect the area.

Mr. Noviello seconded it.

Mr. Grado discussed how the study will be done and we will be asking Larson Design to prepare it.

The traffic study will look at the turning radius of how is coming out and the egress how they are getting in another facility.

Mr. Hall asked the developer he is willing to accept that condition to do traffic study.

Mr. Hutchison replied yes we will.

Mr. Hall asked if there is any other questions on that condition?

The amendment to the conditional use was carried with seven yes roll call votes. The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall asked if there's any questions on the conditional use in its totality? Hearing none, Mrs. Frank.

The conditional use was carried with seven yes roll call votes with the conditions placed on. The vote was 7 to 0.

Certificate of Appropriateness  -  33 West Third St.

Mr. Gerardi stated this is a request to replace all existing signage on the exterior side of the structure at 33 W. 3rd St. Sovereign bank has changed owners and it is now Santander.  The change includes all business identification signs, directional signs and machine signage. The building is located in the central business district. I attached sheets for design color and location. The planning commission reviewed this request on Monday October 21, 2013.
Dr. Williamson asked if there is any questions from Council.

Mr. Noviello stated some of the signs have already been changed.

Mr. Gerardi answered daily put up temporary signs just to show new ownership. The ordinance reads that you can put up a temporary banner for 30 days in the City of Williamsport.

Dr. Williamson asked if there were any more questions. Hearing none Mrs. Frank.

The certificate of appropriateness was carried with five yes roll call votes.  Mr. Smith left the room. Mr. Hall left the room.  The vote was 5 to 0.
Ordinance Williamsport Rental Ordinance (Bill # 1610-13) (final reading)
The City Clerk read the ordinance.
Dr. Williamson asked for a motion to accept the ordinance.

Mr. Allison made the motion and it was seconded by Mr. Noviello.

Captain Tim Miller spoke:

PRESENTATION

Good evening ladies and gentlemen, members of city council, Mr. President, Mr. Vice President.  I am here to present the Williamsport Rental Ordinance for its second reading, and ask you to unanimously pass this Ordinance with no further cuts.

I think that many of YOU including some members of the public were shocked when I approached the MAYOR and asked him to remove the TENANT registration portion of this ordinance.  Many have asked WHY I made that recommendation.  Allow me to explain.  I was notified by MANY individuals in the days prior to our last meeting that CITY COUNCIL was going to table this Ordinance and prevent the administration from presenting our case before them due to this controversial issue.   
Due to the importance of this Ordinance to the health, safety, and welfare of our community, I did not feel that it would be fair to our citizens to allow this tool to be shot down due to personal opinions including my OWN regarding someone’s right to privacy.  I think many people agree that this perceived privacy issue is really nothing more than a double standard.  However, this city deserves a fighting chance and this ordinance is that fighting chance.  

I apologize if you think that I was going to come here tonight and take it easy.  As I stated at the last meeting OUR community is in serious trouble and I cannot sit back and TRUST that this Ordinance is going to pass without further debate and cuts like ones that occurred at the last meeting.

Throughout this process there have been many hands in this cookie jar.  Things have been taken out and the political process has reduced us to what I have brought before you.  If we remove anything else, we might as well scrap the entire thing and prepare for the worst because it will be useless.  

As Mr. Vinsko stated at the last meeting, our Ordinance is much less stringent than the one enacted in Wilkes Barre.  I will go one step further and state that it is less Stringent than most I have reviewed and I have reviewed numerous.  This causes one to ask the question WHY is Williamsport willing to gamble and risk the safety of our residents and other communities are not.

Ladies and gentlemen I thank you for the unanimous vote upon first reading.  And I urge you to once again vote unanimously in favor upon this second reading and send a STRONG message to our community: 

We are not going to sit back allow those who do not respect their neighbors and fellow citizens to take advantage of US any longer.

WE as a community are SERIOUS and if you aren’t willing to live by our rules then YOU have got to go somewhere else.

Members of City Council YOU have the power to send this message.  Our community needs YOU to lead by example and SEND this message unanimously.

Another recommendation that I made was to eliminate the fees associated with the licensing.  Allow me to explain why I made that recommendation.  Just as I stated in regards to the registration portion, I did not think that it was fair to our citizens to have this tool to be shot down due to personal opinions and pressure that those in the rental BUSINESS already pay their fair share.

My research has shown that people who get into the rental business do so to make a profit.  It is common sense why some landlords would be in opposition to this ordinance because more revenue is generated when ALL of their units are rented and if they are held accountable by this ordinance THEY will suffer the consequences of losing income.  It is extremely important to understand that the closure of a rental property WILL only occur when WE can prove that the landlord was aware of SERIOUS criminal activity and chose to accept the income over his/her responsibility.   

To give you an example of this principle consider the following circumstances: 

The Williamsport Bureau of Police conduct a narcotics investigation and make several purchases of a controlled substance from a rental property.  During the course of the investigation, residents of neighboring properties routinely provide information to the investigation and state that numerous residents have personally contacted the landlord/manager and were told that it was not the landlord/managers job and to call the police.  (Ladies and gentlemen this is just one example of imputed knowledge where a property can be closed down.)  We as the POLICE see this occur every single day.  

The Williamsport Bureau of Police arrests a TENANT of a rental property for delivery of a controlled substance.  The Police department notifies the landlord/manager of the arrest.  The TENANT who was arrested makes bail, and continues to live in the same rental property for the next year while filing appeals and awaiting trial.  If the landlord/manager refuses to accept responsibility after being notified or having Police knowledge of the arrest imputed to them THEY CAN be closed down.  (This too happens every single day)

As demonstrated in the map presented at the last meeting, my research has shown that there is a high correlation between rental units and crime in the city of Williamsport.  It is a fact that the rental business is a profitable business yet is a financial burden to the police and our citizens as RENTAL PROPERTIES consume the most resources yet place the burden of paying for the services they eat up upon the homeowners.   As I stated previously, we handle approximately 15,000 police calls a year.  Approximately 70 % of these calls or higher occur at or are directly related to rental properties.  This causes me to wonder WHY is this case?  

Some people are questioning why WE are placing an additional burden upon those who are in the RENTAL BUSINESS.   This so called burden is because this community needs YOUR help and civil law places the rental property owner in a perfect position to deter and control crime due to their contractual relationship with TENANTS.  In fact a good contract can allow a Landlord/Owner to do things the police or codes department cannot.

In fact the Landlord Tenant Act states that it is their DUTY.  Why would anyone in a position to help OUR city say no to this very basic HUMAN duty?  If those property owners who are in the RENTAL BUSINESS exercise their DUTY of reasonable care and safety in the use of THEIR properties that is placed upon them in the LANDLORD/TENANT ACT then THEY will not have to worry about losing revenue as a result of their failure to accept their DUTY. 

How much is our community’s safety and quality of life worth?  Is it too much to ask for a little supervision over rental properties or is that too expensive?  I guess that it is free to pass the buck and state that it is someone else’s problem and put the responsibility on others such as the POLICE.

Many local landlords are citing fear of the Federal Fair Housing laws that prohibit discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, handicap, national origin, or familial status.  Nothing in the fair housing laws forbids landlords from setting fair screening guidelines and applying them equally to all applicants.  Some landlords are using this as an excuse to rent to questionable individuals who are willing to pay cash which can become a source of hidden income for the absentee landlord.
When I was approached to work on this project it was never intended to be politicized.  The reasons behind the work and the data, is to improve our neighborhoods, to slow or stop the encroachment of deterioration of this fine city.   

I have never said nor will you hear me say that all landlords or tenants are bad and that all landlords are not taking responsibility.   The purpose of this ordinance is to hold tenants accountable and when that fails and it does, to hold the people who provide housing to these persons accountable because it is the right thing to do.  

I have been approached by home owning residents for years, regarding the erosion of their neighborhoods solely based on bad tenants and weak management of the properties some of them reside in.  This is a downward spiraling trend with no end in sight.   Williamsport is not in a vacuum on this issue.  It is occurring in municipalities across this state, who as the news will show have quickly adopted similar ordinances to protect their municipalities from the very thing we are talking about.  

The problem we are facing in this city as it pertains to drugs and crime is not new and we as a community have been dealing with it for decades.  We continue to rely heavily on the old traditional “eyes and ears” mentality when it relates to the public’s involvement in helping the police make their neighborhoods safer.  This traditional involvement model didn’t work twenty years ago and it won’t work now.  
The traditional policing approach of waiting for enough evidence to execute a search warrant or make an arrest to protect our neighborhoods didn’t work twenty years ago and it won’t work now.  

Many citizens don’t understand the limits of police power and often simplify it in their minds that because we know where a drug house is or who the drug dealers are that we should be able to shut them down and arrest them.  
The truth is, it’s not that simple.  In order to obtain a search warrant or an arrest warrant a Police officer needs probable cause.  In order to convict a person at trial we need proof beyond a reasonable doubt.  Each one of these terms has its own definition and is not as simple to understand as one may think.  A citizen’s observation relayed to the police does not rise to the level of probable cause.  It may not even rise to the level of reasonable suspicion depending on the circumstances.
Many citizens including landlords don’t understand how much power they have to close drug houses and eliminate them from our neighborhoods.  They actually have more power than the police in this regard however, due to a lack of knowledge they have no idea.  I wonder do they even care to know.

The problem that we are seeing in our community is highly connected to drugs and their destructive cycle in decaying our neighborhoods.  The drug world thrives on supply and demand.  In order to truly address the drug problem one would have to either cut off the supply or cut off the demand.  Law enforcement and Government officials have been trying to fix the supply versus demand equation for decades in the so called war on drugs to no avail.  
As City leaders we are responsible to our tax payers to find ways to protect our residents and their quality of life.  This ordinance is A way to accomplish that goal without building a bigger prison or mass incarcerating individuals with the Burden of paying for it resting on the shoulders of our taxpayers.  This ordinance will attack both the supply and demand at minimal cost to the taxpayer.  
This ordinance will allow city officials to protect our citizens by addressing owners and tenants who have knowledge of drug activity or criminal activity involving firearms on their properties.  The goal of this ordinance is to remove tenants who allow drug related crime to flourish and ruin our neighborhoods and to also hold negligent landlords who allow their properties to harbor these individuals responsible to our citizens.  

Some people are asking WHY we are modeling OUR ordinance after the one enacted in Wilkes Barre and have enlisted the assistance of their assistant City solicitor Mr. William Vinsko.  

Allow me to explain.  The population of Wilkes Barre is 41,243 according to the latest city-data report.  The population of Williamsport is 29,497 according to city-data.  The median income in Wilkes Barre is $30,033 compared to $29,497 in Williamsport.  The median gross rent is $612 in Wilkes Barre compared to $604 in Williamsport.  The percentage of persons 25 yrs and older that hold a bachelors degree is 14.8 % in Wilkes Barre compared to 18% in Williamsport.

To give our residents an idea of how Wilkes Barre compares to Williamsport in regards to crime consider the following information.  There are 56 registered sex offenders in Wilkes Barre versus 64 in Williamsport.  There are 732 residents per sex offender in Wilkes Barre compared to 458 residents per sex offender in Williamsport.  There are 4.8 murders per 100,000 in Wilkes Barre versus 3.4 murders per 100,000 in Williamsport.  There are 309 robberies per 100,000 in Wilkes Barre versus 190 per 100,000 in Williamsport.  There are 761 burglaries per 100,000 in Wilkes Barre versus 753 per 100,000 in Williamsport.  There are 2,594 thefts per 100,000 in Wilkes Barre versus 3,331 per 100,000 in Williamsport.

 As you can see the crime statistics are very similar.  Ladies and gentlemen Wilkes Barre city leaders took a hard stance with their Ordinance and so should we.  Mr. Vinsko is here this evening and if you want to know the effect it is having in Wilkes Barre just ask him, as he is directly involved in the administration of their Ordinance.
Now let me direct your attention to some points stated by some members of the public regarding the language in the ordinance during the last City Council meeting.  One person stated that the language was ambiguous and some of it contradicted itself.  Well she is exactly right. 

The Occupancy of Uninspected Rental Units Section 1749.05(a) ISSUANCE AND FILING OF CERTIFICATE OF INSPECTION was passed by Williamsport city Council in 2006 along with an UNCONSTIUTIONAL provision that all real estate taxes are paid current in order to receive the certificate of inspection.   This Ordinance is now titled Section 1 RENTAL INSPECTION.   I did not write this section and merely transferred it from the existing Ordinance under the assumption that since it was already on the books that it was reviewed by a SOLICITOR and THOROUGHLY dissected by City Council like this Ordinance prior to its passing.

I will further direct your attention to the Occupancy of Uninspected Rental Units section 1749.09 GROUNDS FOR DENIAL, NONRENEWAL, SUSPENSION, OR REVOCATION OF LICENSE.  This Section of the same Ordinance passed in 2006 and currently on the books refers to a license and imposes discipline for a license that did not exist.  I guess I will have to agree that this is confusing.  I have to apologize for not scrutinizing this Ordinance passed in 2006 a little closer.  I guess I assumed that it had been done prior to its passing.

Now, others have asked WHY we don’t just enforce what is currently on the books?  This is just one example of things currently on the books that are unenforceable.   

Allow me to share another.   Article 720 Brandon Park Conduct Section 720.08 PROHIBITION AGAINST FIREARMS AND DESTRUCTIVE WEAPONS states that no persons SHALL carry a firearm within the Park.  This is a violation of peoples Constitutional right to Bear arms and Open Carry for those legally allowed to possess a firearm and was addressed in 2011 by Norm Lubin however, still is on the books in the Codified Ordinances of the city of Williamsport and unenforceable.  I am sure if I had time to go through all of them I would find OTHERS.

I ask you this question do WE really want to rely ONLY on the things currently on the books? Laws evolve however; these are examples of how far behind WE are in this process of evolution.  While I agree that laws currently on the books are important to our efforts, I must argue that they are not the ONLY tools we should consider.

I have also heard many arguments regarding the International Property Maintenance Code.  I have studied this code and have familiarized myself with it.  According to this code its purpose is to ensure public health, safety and welfare insofar as they are affected by the continued OCCUPANCY and MAINTENANCE of structures and premises.  Existing structures and premises that do not comply with these provisions shall be ALTERED or REPAIRED to provide a MINIMUM level of health and safety as required herein.  Where does this hold the persons responsible who are permitting CRIMES to occur within these structures?

 It goes on to state that it applies MINIMUM requirements and standards for premises , structures, equipment, and facilities for light, ventilation, space, heating, sanitation, protection from the elements, life safety, safety from fire and other hazards, and for safe and sanitary maintenance.  I agree that under the broken windows philosophy of policing that the International Property Maintenance Code is an important tool but it is not the only tool that should be utilized.  This code addresses issues such as blight, and issues of safety as a result of the BUILDING not its occupants or owners actions or failure to act regarding criminal activity.  As I stated at the last city Council meeting, like a doctor with many medicines, law enforcement too needs many medicines to combat crime and its effects on our citizen’s quality of life.  We need to consider a multifaceted approach and EVOLVE like many municipalities have done before us.

Some people have accused this administration of calling Owners of rental properties and their tenant’s second class citizens and have led some to question our vested interest.  I have heard some say that WE are labeling people and making them carry around a SCARLET LETTER “R” for recommending that they register.  Please consider the following:

First he takes an Oath

Now look at all he takes.

He takes…

It in stride when people call him pig, rookie, bacon boy, cop, and myriad of other derogatory names.

He takes…

Your criticism for not being able to stop crime even though it is impossible.

He takes…

Your expectations to heart even though he realizes that he will never live up to them.

He takes…

On your attacks as you spit upon his face.

He takes…

Your cheap shots and expert opinion on how to do his job with a grain of salt because he has to.

He takes…

YOUR problem serious even though you laugh at HIS.

He takes…

Time away from HIS family to keep YOURS safe.

He takes…

His life into his hands daily and willingly risks it for YOU even though he doesn’t know your name.

He takes…

Your stares and ridicule while minding his own business during his lunch break or while having a cup of coffee.

He takes…

In sights that would make most people cry.

Sometimes he cries too but he takes it anyway because someone has to.

He takes…

HIS right to privacy and forfeits it to YOU because you pay his salary and it belongs to YOU

He takes…

His tears and hides them because HE is who everyone leans on when THEY have problems yet he is abandoned when HE has one.

Sometimes he takes a bullet.

And yes sometimes he takes a police car home at your expense.

And everyday could be the day he pays for all he takes…

With his life at YOUR expense.

But he is JUST a cop or is he a second class citizen because of all he TAKES.

Ladies and gentlemen, I find it offensive that some of you don’t bat an eye to bombard the POLICE with YOUR problems yet some of you crucify US for asking for your help with what YOU perceive is OUR problem.    YOU want comfort but offer no commitment.  YOU talk about a scarlet letter.  The weight of this BADGE is heavier than any letter YOU could ever imagine.  

Try being viewed every day as an uneducated Neanderthal who is always picking on the wrong person.  Try being reminded everyday that the people you WILLINGLY risk your life for pay your salary and because of that they OWN you and should be able to dictate where YOU live and where YOUR kids go to school.  Why does my children deserve to be punished for what I chose to do for a living?  How do you think that the children of people their father LOCKED UP would treat them knowing their father put away their mommy or daddy?   

How would you like for your employer to tell you where to live because they pay your salary and OWN you.  Let’s stop looking out the window and pointing the finger and look in the mirror for a second.   It’s high time that someone stands up for what is right.  Ladies and gentlemen it is time to do the right thing for no other reason than it is the right thing to do and unanimously pass this ordinance for the health safety, and wellbeing of our community.

I also have asked Mr. William Vinsko to come back and assist YOU with any other legal questions or issues that you may have
Now Captain Orwig has a few things to share with you.
Good Evening Members of City Council

I would like to touch upon some concerns and clarify some issues and questions raised earlier.

At the last meeting someone asked why the police just don’t target “bad landlords”

Unlike other cities, the police here aren’t even entrusted to place cameras in areas that would serve as a “crime deterrent” in neighborhoods which we know needs them. How then can someone here now ask police to “target bad landlords?”

That statement is discriminatory. Bad landlords will identify themselves by their actions or inactions. Secondly, target them with what? Up until now members of Council, there was NO MECHANISM in place other than building code violations and superficial property nuisance ordinances. These do not deal with tenant drug/crime and chronic behavioral issues. This ordinance does that, it is the MECHANISM.

This Ordinance is designed to improve the quality of life for everyone. We as a community and as citizens ,be they tenant, home owner or landlord need to understand that if someone allows their place to be used to deal drugs, deals drugs themselves, commits riot, or illegal criminal actions with a firearm they need to be swiftly dealt with. The good standing tenants and their neighborhoods deserve this and no one should have to deal with this type of conduct. This is an ordinance and the mechanism to ensure that proper action is taken. It also has the important ability to deal with someone who refuses to take such action. Our neighborhoods, and the peaceful law abiding citizens deserve this and more.

I will let you know what other communities are doing in PA.

Start reading other tenant laws in PA.

I have researched neighboring Loyalsock Township. In Loyalsock, anyone acting as a Landlord in the business of renting properties has to obtain a BUSINESS PRIVILEDGE LICENSE every January at their tax office. They have to pay an annual $10 dollar fee. The type of BUISNESS printed on the License states-LANDLORD-RENTAL. A Landlord in Loyalsock Township also has to list their tenants on their annual license forms with the township tax office. They also have to file a township tax form with a copy of their Federal Schedule E with that office and pay applicable township taxes on their rental income by April 30th of every tax year.

Old Lycoming Township-Adopted in 2002           READ ACTUAL ORD….

I now ask the question to the public and to you:

Why was there no debate? Where was the outcry? Why didn’t that get into the newspaper? Why were there no letters to the editor? Where was the landlord association when that was done????? Or is it just ok for our neighboring townships and not this City? I seriously question this, and so should you.

It would appear; that Old Lycoming Township and Loyalsock and a host of others I have mentioned aren’t as concerned with a tenant’s alleged privacy as some of you are. They don’t entertain the notion or fear of someone finding out who lives where. For a homeowner, like I said two weeks ago, they have no privacy; just visit the Lycoming County Court House. This makes NO SENSE AT ALL.

In fact, after consulting with City Attorney J. David Smith he stated the original tenant registration, and the limited information that was proposed to be collected was indeed protected under the right to know law and it would be the Cities position that any requests would be denied as such.

To alleviate any of your concerns about behavior lets review federal HUD law.

And yes, to answer another person’s question, this ordinance will apply to section 8, and all housing authorities. This is the only way to equally apply the law and to alleviate concerns. ALL need the same standard. It is improper to pick and choose as what some people think should happen.

These Federal Housing Laws have been on the books for some time now. Let me hit some high points:

READ HUD HIGH POINTS--------

And we can all ask the questions to ourselves. 

Are these federal standards being used and applied????? I think we know that answer.

Read Montoursville Council minutes dated 1JULY2013

I want to thank you for your time and effort in this very important matter. We are looking for solutions to a serious chronic problem that has been festering for decades. Although we can agree to disagree on certain aspects, I would hope doing the right thing, at the right time, will occur. The time is now. He who hesitates is will surely be lost. We need to save our neighborhoods and bring back a better quality of life here in our City. 

This is not their world that we just choose to live in. This is my community, this is the County seat and we should demand a higher standard.
I would like to introduce a special guest Dr. Gregory Koehle assistant professor of Criminal Justice at Lock Haven University.  He would like to share his vast knowledge of this subject with you as he wrote his dissertation on this issue.  
 Mr. Gregory Koehle stated I with the police officer for 12 years in State College.   I became the crime convention officer there in 2005 which is exactly one year after they revised their nuisance property ordinance. So but one year after they revised their ordinance which had the same type of teeth that this ordinance had, I became responsible for administering the ordinance. I worked with the codes, fire, and rental property managers. I did that for six years and I wrote my doctoral dissertation on it. I studied the crime rates inside and outside of rentals, I surveyed rental property managers and I copy of my dissertation which is 175 pages long. You're more than welcome to look at it. What I will tell you is this based on my experience and just so you know how I came into contact with your agency, I have no connections to Williamsport, in fact this is the first time I've been here 20 years. One of my colleagues at lock Haven heard about this and told me about this and said Williamsport is looking at a new rental ordinance. There is not a whole lot of literature on this when you look at the criminal justice system in this particular area, so I called the cheap and introduced myself and told him of my research. In State College, after we had the ordinance,
80% of their housing is rental and that number of rentals was growing, from 1950.  We had a growing level of rentals, and as a police Department we did not have an effective way to deal with nuisance rental properties. It just was not stopping the problem. So when we enacted the ordinance, we took a look at the hard crime rates, what we found was it was kind of similar to this, the ordinance provided us with a real tool, I helped to train property managers, to help them deal with their properties. From 2005 to 2010 we saw and 8% increase in crime, and about the same time we saw a 55% reduction in crime. I can tell you personally from working with rental property managers and residents of neighborhoods, this type of ordinance provides a police department with the necessary documents. You can act on this, you can use this in the see the need for change you can make changes and tailor it to your problems. You can make it work for your city and your residence. It works, it is a great way to control climate disorders and rental properties.
Mr. Hall stated we know that we are on the second reading in two weeks ago we passed it on the first reading 7 to 0, and this is the second reading if we pass this tonight, it will go into effect in 20 days. We have established that we are all on the same page, we all want to have correct tools to deal with the issues and we also know that when we do ordinances, we may find things that we have to change later. The important part is to get this on the books right now and then see where we have to go, what we have to change in where we go from here. 

Mr. Allison thanked Mr.Koehle, and asked for a copy of his dissertation. He had questions about the dissertation and its content.
Mr. Koehle stated just as a side note we shut down properties for minor ordinances, and you're going to find that people are going to support this and it's fair and reasonable. You are only asking them to do contractual things that any business owner manager would do with the property and be responsible with it. State College has an ordinance that requires to register tenants. There was further discussion as to how this ordinance worked in State College. A lot of times an owner wants to do things with their properties but they just don't know how. Just having an application process alone cuts down on problems with the property.  It is shown in research and it is shown in his research. Having good property techniques is going to deter a lot of problems. 
Ms. Miele wanted to know about point system.

Mr. Koehle, stated basically the way it worked as we had three point offenses, two point offenses and one point offenses, most of the felonies for three point offenses, or nothing code violations for one point. In 12 months of the rental property accumulated five pending points, they go letter from stating that their property has been identified as a nuisance please submit a corrective plan. If they did not submit a corrective action plan, there was no penalty just yet, if they got to 10 points, they got suspension. If they got to 10 points and they did submit a corrective action plan and they were actually working towards it, it was okay if they came up with a solution. You couldn't accumulate more than three points in a 24-hour period. He continued to talk about how the point system worked.  He spoke how he could flag those properties and how to make the community more safe. We went out and talked to tenants and educated them. He spoke about making it hard enough to the criminals they won't commit the same crime in your communities. 

Dr. Williamson stated to me the core of all of this and makes the most sense is the empowering of the landlords and making it easier for them to initiate evictions. He stated you can’t challenge this, it will encourage you to do the right thing.  Dr. Williamson stated he wanted to make sure he understood the intent of the licensing.
Captain Miller, stated if the building has 10 apartment, it is one building. So it's one license per building and not apartment.

Dr. Williamson stated the last sentences each apartment within the building is a separate structure.

Capt. Miller stated he got out either the international property maintenance code. Dr. Williamson stated to me, structure equals building.

Dr. Williamson also stated part two of this particular thing is on page 19, we made a change here and I think we made the wrong change. The owner shall be required to obtain a license for each structure containing a residential unit, the rental license shall be issued by a successfully….. So I have change premises to structure,
Capt. Miller stated it should be under number three it should be rental unit building. So the license shall be issued to each residential unit building per year. So, I should cross out building .

Dr. Williamson said and part 2 for the record, as a pre-requisite to entering into a rental agreement for permitting the occupancy I residential rental unit, the owner of every such residential unit should be required to obtain a license for each structure containing a residential unit in it. The rental license will be issued upon successfully registering under that section, the duties registration and after compliance with all applicable codes.  We are going to delete number two because that is redundant now,  the license shall be issued to each residential unit building per year, there will be no fees for this license.  So number three will become number two. The changes on page 19, and the change on “s” on page 16 are my motions.
Mr. Hall stated okay so we have a motion to change the word premise to structure on page 19, the word building to structure in paragraph 3 on page 19 which will now become number two because we are striking number two and delete everything after it. But we are leaving there will be no fee for this license. And then on page 16, simply delete the last sentence.   Is there second that motion?

Ms. Miele seconded it. 

Mr. Hall asked Mrs. Frank for a vote on that amendment.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was  7 to 0.

Dr. Williamson stated the next item is number five where it says three or more nuisance items under section 3. And under section 3 there's not a definition for nuisance but there's a definition for public nuisance, so simply to clarify.

Capt. Miller said more public nuisance violations so you want me to insert public and he said he will look at it and put that in front of it.

Mr. Hall said the motion is on page 20 number five to add the word public before nuisance, do I have a second, do I have a second?

Ms. Miele seconded it.

Mr. Hall asked Mrs. Frank take vote on that amendment.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll votes. The vote was 7 to 0.

 Dr. Williamson said nothing we have done so far has change substance. The next amendment is about how basically the owner can be a renter. For example on page 16, the definition of tenant says an individual who resides in residential unit whether or not he or she is an owner with whom a legal relationship with an owner established the releases and other things. Can an owner have a legal relationship that is a lease with an owner?
Mr. Vinsko, these ordinances that are written this way a lot of time deals with the property owner, you are living there, and you are leasing to for other people there, you are technically a tenant, but you are also the owner, it should be artfully worded because it is intended to be just the tenant. It should not apply to you because you are the majority owner.

Dr. Williamson stated if we simply have it deleted whether he or she is the owner thereof. And the second piece of this potential motion is on page 18 in 3 d. Would be appropriate to say that residential units occupied by the owner are exempt?  Delete the word rental.  

Capt. Miller said that should stay because the one they live in is exempt, the other three are not.

Dr. Williamson then on page 15, in k which is the definition of occupant, basically the same thing.

He made the motion to take out whether or not he/she is the owner.  Take out t & k.

Mr. Hall repeated the motion and asked for second.

Ms. Miele seconded that.

Mr. Hall asked for a vote on this.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. S. Smith, we have some ambiguous language and illegal parts in this current ordinance and that is currently titled article 1749 which discusses licenses and also certificates of inspection. That has been on the books for a number years. Therefore due to that ambiguous and yield legal language, I want to make a motion that we completely delete article 1749 because the pieces and parts that are legal will be moved to the new ordinance. I make that motion that article 1749 be deleted completely.

Dr. Williamson asked for a point of order and asked if he meant this one….

Capt. Miller said 1749 was enacted in 2006, section 1 of the new proposed ordinance is that particular ordinance. We kept the number 1749 the same but change the name to Williamsport rental ordinance. Section 1 is the old ordinance, it was cut and pasted the document we are reviewing tonight.

Dr. Williamson stated so your motion would be to basically add to what we are considering….. If we pass this and pass this off tonight, we wouldn't have section 1 in the books.

Mr. Hall address Mr. Smith and said there has been a statement that says there has been an ordinance enacted that is illegal, do we have any law that tells us it has been enacted in the city in the last 10 years in terms of this ordinance that has been illegal,

Mr. J David Smith answered no. Mr. Hall asked we have had any court cases to determine that anything we have enacted in terms of this rental inspection ordinance in the last 10 years the states this is illegal?

Mr. J David Smith said that particular portion that was address by Mr. Smith there has been some case law that says you cannot tie the ability to rent with this is relative to taxes and Mr. Smith is right, that is not allowed.

Mr. Allison stated that is on page 6, 1749.05.

Capt. Miller stated if you look at page 600 general provision it says upon completion of inspection, that all real estate taxes are paid in current, that is and illegal provision that is currently on the book, that needs to be taken out.

Mr. J David Smith stated I am sure that was illegal when it was enacted.

Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Smith's motion is to actually take all of 1749 and deleted it all.

Capt. Miller stated there is an automatic repeal or at the end of the ordinance that says that any ordinance or law of the city of Williamsport that is in conflict provision of this ordinance is outlined here, and it is automatically repealed and this ordinance,,,,,
Mr. J David Smith stated this is an existing ordinance, we are incorporating that ordinance into this new ordinance, I think the simple amendment is to take it out of this ordinance that you're looking at right now and take out the whole thing, but you do have to take out the reference to the requirement that all applicable real estate taxes are paid and current.

Mr. S Smith stated them don't we have two that are on the books….

Mr. J David Smith said this is an ordinance that is going to take an existing ordinance and put it together as part of a packet. So this is the ordinance that we are acting on and it's going to effectively repeal the old 1749. We only have at one time and if you do is you want to do Mr. Smith, I don't think you have to take out all of 1749, the only thing you have to do is delete the reference to all applicable real estate taxes are paid and current.

Mr. Hall stated in that would be under one, 1749.05 A on page 6.

Mr. J David Smith said yeah so it will now read upon completion of inspection, that there were no violations found.

Mr. Smith changed his motion to take that part out about the real estate taxes have to be paid.

Dr. Williamson and seconded that motion.

Mr. Hall asked for a vote on that amendment.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0. 
Mr. S Smith said next in subsection 1749.09 of the old ordinance, should be transferred to the new ordinance and moved to section 2 from section 1. What that will do is insert in section 2 as part of the owners duties, after D, rental license requirement, and what it will translate to is section 2 1740.04 and include the following subsections, E, F, I, and J.

Capt. Miller stated he had it on paper that will make it much easier to see and he handed it out.

Capt. Miller stated that the first reading we voted and passed the rental license, and we're taking the certain pattern of these and move it from section 1 to section 2 to make it flow better. On page 13, of the new one you will see subsection D rental license requirement and that if he turned the page 14, section E where it says general, that is the old 1749.09 it becomes section E and follow the language that follows the rental license. It was taken at a section 1 because it didn't make sense, so it makes sense to take the licensing language from section 1 and move it to section 2 were section 2 addresses the license.

Mr. Hall stated that makes perfect sense for me that in order for us to deal with ordinances, we have to deal with items one at a time. The reason that makes sense is because belongs here but in our codified ordinances we don't have one – law and two – law. So that's a motion is there a second?

Mr. Allison seconded.

Mr. Hall asked for a vote.

The amendment does carry with seven yes roll call votes.

Ms. Miele asked about the minimum standards, so we are moving them around and we have not made them for a criteria for a certificate of inspection, but just for a license.

Mr. Gerardi stated it is part of the original ordinance…

Ms. Miele stated that night minimum standards are no longer listed in this section, now that we removed it are moved it from being a criteria from certificate of inspection for criteria for certificates a license?

Capt. Miller stated that nine minimum standards that are outlined in this section, as outlined in section 2 1749.04, E 2 should alleviate that.

The motion on the floor is to take this thing and move it over, so let's take a vote moving at first.

The amendment does carry with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall stated now we want to go back to changing the wording on page 8, 1749.10 (b)

Ms. Miele stated subsection be will now read, in the event that all units past the nine minimum standards as outlined in section 2 – 1749.04, e 2 upon initial inspection, said fee will be waived.

Mr. Hall asked for a second.

Mr. Allison seconded.

Mr. Hall asked for questions on that amendment. Hearing none Mrs. Frank.

The amendment does carry with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall asked if there were any more amendments.

Mr. Smith stated if you look at the one that we passed on first reading, and go to page 14, under section 2, 1749.02, which is definitions. I am looking at section d disruptive conduct. I would like to make a motion that that disruptive conduct be changed to the following, any form of conduct, action, or behavior perpetrated caused are permitted by any tenant or guest of residential rental unit, that is a violation of an existing ordinance of the city of Williamsport or statute to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, in order for such destructive conduct to constitute an offense under this article, I citation or criminal complaint must be issued by the police. That is the change that I'm making a motion on to the new definition.

Mr. Hall stated so you are striking the rest of the definition.

Mr. Smith stated that you look on page 15 we will strike out and successfully prosecuted or guilty the for district rustic, an appeal is filed from a decision of the district justice, the matter shall not be deemed to constitute disruptive conduct, unless a finding of guilty is affirmed by a final decision appeal. Part of the rationale for this is the length of time that this could take to go before a magistrate and the conviction.

Mr. Hall said I have a motion, do I have a second?

Ms. Miele seconded it.

Dr. Williamson stated before was three convictions, now it is three citations.
Ms. Miele asked what would qualify disruptive conduct?

Capt. Miller answered disorderly conduct, harassment, things like that, unreasonable noise, any violation that you would get a citation for is disruptive conduct. If it disturbs the peace and tranquility of the neighbors it is disruptive conduct. 

Ms. Miele, so regardless, on page 20 also doesn’t change……

Capt. Miller stated we are staying at the officer responds and writes a citation, that is disruptive conduct.

Ms. Miele stated she will not be supporting that motion.

Mr. Allison stated there is still due process in this?

Capt. Miller answered absolutely they will have the means to appeal, there is still due process there.  We are mandating that the landlord do something it could be as something as simple as they write a letter to the tenant.  If it is the tenant, the landlord could use this disruptive conduct reports to help them to get rid of this tenant who is not following the rules.

Mr. Hall stated before we go on because of the lateness of the hour, I'm going to pull two items from this agenda, number seven the ordinance amending article 901 Street excavation and also pulling article 711 entertainment district. Both will be on the agenda next time.

Ms. Miele, so let's discuss the difference between a disruptive conduct in a police report, on page 20 of the first reading.

Capt. Miller stated that disruptive conduct is triggered when there's an arrest made, with the police report, there is no arrests made, we just dispatch the police for disturbance, loud party or whatever. We might not issue a citation but we responded there for loud music or whatever. Maybe the person I called did not want to be a victim, but they wanted the police to be notified and wanted the music to be turned down so we went and we asked them to turn the music down and they did, but we still responded there so that is the difference between a police report and a disruptive conduct.

Ms. Miele, said disruptive conduct would remain a more stringent report.

Dr. Williamson stated one of the first questions I asked two weeks ago on this particular section, related to the idea that we want to protect the victims. So I think I am satisfied with the answer on this amendment that is before us to make it where it is just citations and convictions, but I want to asked the question again just to be sure. If the woman calls who is claiming to be a victim of domestic abuse, and you cite someone three times at that property, and the landlord is nonresponsive, it means that the bid them could be evicted I fear.

Capt. Miller stated that is incorrect. With any law, the police have a lot of discretion in how that is applied. I don't think it's necessary to put in there that domestic violence is exempt, I am aware that there are cases out there that are lawsuits, were cities have enacted similar ordinances, obviously we need to protect this terms of domestic violence. Police were called because the woman called, because their husband or their boyfriend was abusing them will not be considered disruptive conduct or held against them in any manner for the enforcement of this ordinance. That's not what the ordinance is designed to do. There will be oversight over that.

Dr. Williamson asked to J David Smith if we were to make the amendment that Mr. S Smith offered, I want to make sure that we have put ourselves in a place where we are evicting victims.

Mr. J David Smith said I think Capt. Miller explained that, so that's not going to be the case.  
Dr. Williamson asked is discretion of our police department enough for is that your advice at the language?

Mr. J David Smith said I think discretion is enough.

Mr.  Vinkso stated for the record, there's a 2002 US Supreme Court case, this case chief justice ……. Addressed this in a public housing contents because the Court of Appeals had reversed the situation as it relates to the Clinton Housing law, the Chief Justice actually said there are no serious constitutional doubts about affording local authorities that discretion that he talked about to conduct these evictions for these types of crimes. The court actually said that this discretion is necessary and that's why importing to the actual ordinance if you look at the paragraph under section 7, it says the rental unit may be, there is sure discretion to protect.

Dr. Williamson stated his second question related to this, where it says disruptive conduct and/or police reports in the definition and makes a whole lot of sense, but I still wonder about the police reports part, may be discretion is the answer to this question, but how me understand the situation where you would go to a property three times in a six months period, not issue citations, that issue police reports in which the result is you would want to evict.

Capt. Miller stated to boil it down for you, we go the same properties over and over again, and these people even call the ambulance because they stubbed their toe, our taxpayers pay for, these people called the police over and over again for nothing, we get there if there's no crime being committed, there is no danger to the people there, but they're a nuisance because they are wasting our resources and making us respond there because what we are dispatched we have to go. And if we get there because you are having a bad day and you want somebody just to talk to, we are not those people. So the intent is those people who chronically called the police for no apparent reason whatsoever, in pulling us away from our citizens from doing the proactive policing that we want to do, there needs to be a mechanism to deal with these people who use our resources so that's what these three reports about. Now there's a great deal of discretion in there as well, obviously domestic violence reports, were not get a hold that against anybody. The victim of a crime, if the person is a legitimate victim of a crime, we are not a hold that against them but if we get there and it's just a total abuse of the system, then that is going to be held against them for wasting our resources and making us respond is spending 10 to 15 min. there were we could've been spending 10 to 15 min. elsewhere.

Ms. Miele, stated I do question, and I do understand your point that there are people there that are a nuisance, under any circumstance are going to find people who were abused a given service that is provided. But I question whether we want to provide basically a penalizing proposition for someone who is just over using a service, to me there is a line there. I think disruptive conduct is one thing, but someone who is calling the cops, mainly to the call the cops, while it is unfortunate, I don't think it's fair that we can penalize them the same fashion.

Capt. Miller stated unless the police can’t respond to your emergency because their handling and nonemergency type of fashion and we need a mechanism to deal with that. Sometimes they call in bogus calls, so that they can go into a robbery, that just happened two weeks ago. It happens all the time.

Ms. Miele that is to say that I don't think you're going to prevent that from happening because you could call them claim to be any place in the city are claimed to be making a call from anyplace in the city so that when triggered this.

Capt. Miller stated the idea is in this section is to reduce the number of calls per service. These people need to understand if you call and abuse our service, you will be penalized. It is to change the behavior. Somebody knows if I called the police six times the three months., I am going to be penalized for it. They need to know that. There is nothing right now that deals with that. And because it doesn't, we go out here and drive around circles all day long answering calls. It would be great if we could go deal with the drug dealers everywhere and help me deal with all these other calls all the time.

Mr. J David Smith dated to respond to Dr. Williamsons issue, there's a distinction in my mind between a disruptive conduct report and a police report. A disruptive conduct report is a violation of a statute or claimed violation of the statute or an ordinance that is put on the disruptive conduct form. A police report, may be a report of a criminal activity that doesn't go on the forms. So it is covering something that is otherwise sanction able that just wasn't put on the form which I think is the reason why it says disruptive conduct report which is a defined term under defined form.
Capt. Miller stated that is correct we may not make an arrest, there still report on it and it could still could be a reportable crime.  He spoke about the statistics of the people that are get shot in this town.

Mr. Hall stated his concern is, one person's emergency, is another's person crap. I think it goes back to 

what Mr. Smith says and that is police discretion and, we have to rely on US professionals and you can determine whether it's a real emergency are just garbage that you are responding to. At the same time you are probably going to issues where you describe it is garbage and then you find out that it's not so don't put us at risk in terms of liability for that if we go with this definition.
Capt. Miller stated absolutely, it is important to have a mechanism there, and like I said I call a chemotherapy, we have to have many medicines, this is just one more medicine for those cases that don't fall within that well defined parameter, but yet we saw the tool to deal with it. It is not something to be abused, please don't think that this document is something that will be abuse. This is something that's going to be scrutinized on a daily basis and overseeing very closely. We are going to have to work with the solicitor's office, if any building gets shut down, there could be working hand-in-hand with us. So these decisions aren't discussed be made by us, there's got to be people involved in these decisions before we go out there and drop the hammer on somebody.

Mr. Hall stated I am not questioning your professionalism is much as I might be concerned about some first-year rookie cop on the street to get the call and says…..

Capt. Miller stated those officers will not be making these decisions, these decisions will be made by us.

Mr. Hall asked for any other questions on this? We are still on the motion, on page 14, and we've had the discussion, Mrs. Frank on that amendment please

The amendment is carried with six yes roll call votes.  Ms. Miele voted no.  The vote was 6 to 1.

Mr. Smith said let's go to section 2, 1749.04, B 2, the change that I want to make on page 17. I want to make a motion to change to reflect a two-month registration period instead of four, making districts, one and two, during month one, and district 3 and four, during month two. The rationale behind that is because we are no longer registering tenants, only landlords. Which means that we only have to do less than half the amount of work, so we went to condense that to combining districts one and two, and three and four together. This will make it quicker to be able to implement the ordinance.
Mr. Hall stated that the motion do I have a second?

Dr. Williamson seconded the motion.

Mr. Gerardi explained the procedure and stated it will be less of a burden on the Codes Office.
Dr. Williamson stated maybe they should make it available online so they can make one trip instead of 2.

Ms. Miele, said if we are expecting to turn around these license approvals, we have to ensure that all minimum standards are handled with these properties.
Mr. Gerardi stated we inspect these buildings once every four years after that I have standard and a license say that they have meet those standards, and I will assume that they have unless I get a phone call. 
Mr. Hall asked if there were any questions on that amendments., Hearing none Mrs. Frank.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. S Smith, if you look at 1749.05 which is on page 23, the motion that I would like to make is adding back in the penalties for the tenants and the occupants. On first reading, that is what we had taken out, I would like to add those sections that we took out, and add back in, one a, B, and C as they were. The rationale behind that is the fact that we have to put some teeth into this and I think by taking out the fines and penalties, we have somewhat watered this entire ordinance down. The fees are reasonable compared to some of the other cities that have enacted these ordinances with their violations and penalties and fees, so therefore I would like to add that back in.

Mr. Hall asked Mr. J David Smith if the person making the motion voted no two weeks ago can make this 

motion?
Mr. J. David Smith stated you are correct.

Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Smith is going to have to have someone else to make the motion for him, so everything stands so that we are never challenged in court, and people will go to that length. Do I have someone will make a motion?

Mr. Noviello stated I have spoken to a number of landlords, to have extensional holdings, it and they were kind of upset that we had taken that out, and so based on that and their hopes for what we expect to get accomplished,

Mr. Hall stated we have a motion, do I have a second?

Ms. Miele seconded it.

Dr. Williamson asked Mrs. Frank help us find in the minutes what page is associated with this. It was page 24.

Mr. Hall stated that the question is that he will make the second. 

Mr. Smith stated section F said enforcement, violations and penalties shall be unlawful for any occupant to violate any provision of section 2 1749.05 number one, penalties for tenant and occupants, in addition to closure options, as part of this ordinance in article, (a) for the first offense, any occupant or tenant violating any of the above listed sections shall upon conviction thereof and a summary proceedings shall be sentenced to pay a fine of not more than $100. Part B, for the second offense, any occupant/tenant violating any of the above in a summary proceeding sentence to pay a fine of not more than $300, part C, for the third offense, any occupant or tenant violating any of the above listed section shall upon conviction thereof in a summary proceeding, be sentenced to pay a fine of not more than $500. Number two says fines that are opposed in this ordinance shall be collected by law.

Mr. Hall stated my memory of that, it was my belief that if I am a homeowner and I am in charge of specific things, I could be fined for those specific things. As a renter, I can be fine for specific things and I can also be fine for these specific things. In other words I can get to fines, double dipping is how I remember that. I believe that was my rationale from removing in here because they are already being fines.

Mr. Noviello, we also said it was to the discretion of the magistrate himself whether he or she which use both or choose one.

Capt. Miller stated that is correct and I will go one step further, you say about double dipping, what is the difference between a motorcycle, there are helmet laws on the books for motorcycle, if you don't have a motorcycle's license and riding under permit, you need to wear a helmet, well if you are speeding on a motorcycle without a permit, can get cited for speeding and not wearing a helmet. A motor vehicle can't get cited for not wearing a helmet, but they can get cited for speeding. The motorcycle laws deal with motorcycles, rental deal with rental properties. I don't see the argument. This is a rental ordinance dealing with rental situations. If you don't live in a rental that you can't violate the rental law. It is pretty simple.

Ms. Miele, the issue is is we are creating two classes of citizens in Williamsport. If we separate tenants, from homeowners and say the tenets can be charge more money for making the same mistakes that homeowners can, that to me is simply not fair. You were saying you going to fine a tenant twice for the same crime for which a homeowner can only be charged once. That to me is simply not good practice. On many levels we are further penalizing our tenants for being tenants and I don't think that especially with the population of tenants so high in the city I don't think we want to be penalizing our tenants just for the act of renting. For misbehaving in a rental, they of course space all the same penalties that any person who violates the law would face and we've also added a few means by which they can face further penalties as in losing their home by violating the laws of the city. I don't feel that a fine structure fee structure serves any purpose except to make you feel that they are second class citizens.

Capt. Miller stated you are certainly entitled to your opinion but is really no different if you get cited were firearms in the school, on school property, it is a stiffer penalty than if you get caught in the Park. That is just the way the laws are.

Ms. Miele, that is not quite the same thing. Being in your own apartment doesn't strike me different from being in your own home.

Capt. Miller stated I don't understand your argument I'm going to have to agree to disagree at this time.

Mr. Noviello, I would just like to remind us that this is a rental ordinance, we are talking about renters and not  homeowners.

Mr. Hall stated he actually understands what she is saying and he agrees with Ms. Miele, it is hard for him to understand how you can charge a renter and not a homeowner, he gave examples.

Mr. Smith stated I tend to agree with you Mr. Hall but as I pointed out the last time, if they are represented by an attorney, that attorney is going to represent them, and they will be charged under one or the other, if they committed in the rental unit they should be charged under that not the rental section. Again that is the officers discretion and I think when that goes to the magistrate, I would certainly think that the magistrate would probably question that as to why did you charged them with under a rental offense ordinance and then charge them under another area. 

Mr. Gerardi stated basically with the argument is, presently we inspect all rental properties in the city of Williamsport and we require the owner of that property to spend money to bring it up to the standards. I don't commit your home and make you bring it up to standards. Technically, if we are saving lives, we probably should. Then we really should be inspecting all single-family houses and making sure they comply with the standards. It is kind of a double standard also. He discussed some of the different violations.

Mr. Allison asked if the intent of the fines and the rental ordinance, to actually fine them twice? 
Captain Miller answered no that is not content of all.

Mr. Allison asked if we could have language to change that?

Mrs. Katz stated if you have reached the point where it's going to be an offense, then you know you are really dealing with someone who is breaking the law. So therefore why aren't you going to charge them money? That is the only way that people respond is when you take away their freedom and their money, that they can do something with.

Capt. Orwig stated, well why are we worrying about people getting citations, stop getting citations. I'd rather not be there at all charging anybody. That seems about what we are worried about today.
Mr. Allison stated is the intent to fine them twice?

Capt. Miller answered no the intent is not to do that, it is to hit them with two violations like we do in any case and let the mat the street decide which one is more applicable. Because that's what happens 
Dr. Williamson stated two weeks ago I voted no on the removing of this section along with Mr. Smith and Mrs. Katz. And I said something along the lines of I didn't think removing it the way we did was exactly what needed to happen, I am sympathetic, empathetic with Ms. Miele and Mr. Hall on their points, but my concern is what we were left with under this ordinance if somebody violated rule and kicking them out and nothing short of that. The other concern and this one is probably a more important concern is a question. If his motion fails and there is nothing in here about fines, is there any other way that a tenant can be help responsible for illegal activities by their guest other than eviction?

Capt. Miller stated no there's no other way, there is nothing.

Ms. Miele can we perhaps make the fee structure only apply to their guests?  That is to say if you've already been cited for something, there is a fee associated with that in terms of prosecution, however if your guest has been cited for a noise violation and you have not, you could still be fine under this ordinance for violation under this ordinance. That would be the wisest option, to figure out wording were the fee structure only applies if you were dealing with a guest violation.

Capt. Miller stated that makes no sense to me whatsoever. If we are going to get to that extent, we might as will just leave it out, as it is not worth staying here till one o'clock in the morning and arguing over it. That's just leave it out.

Mrs. Katz stated I don't buy that.

Mr. Hall reminded Capt. Miller the way it works is you only need four votes. Mr. Hall stated there's a motion, and the discussion and there has been a second motion, is there any other discussion? Mr. Hall stated on the amendment, Mrs. Frank.

The amendment carried with five yes roll call votes. Ms. Miele voted no, Mr. Hall voted no.  The vote was 5 to 2 in favor.

Mr. Hall asked are there any other motions on the rental ordinance.?

Mr. Allison said on page 19, under one it's g and the other one is M. That should say corrective action report. I make a motion we change that correction action report. Dr. Williamson seconded.
Mr. Hall asked Mrs. Frank for a vote on that amendment.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes. The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall asked if there were any other amendments or requirements? 

Dr. Williamson stated I do have one last one, on page 23, just one more question, C at the top states it shall not permit any person to engage in any illegal contact, in D1 it says tenant occupant shall not engage store tolerate disruptive conduct or violations of the ordinance, what is the substance difference of those two paragraphs?

Capt. Miller stated under C, an example would be somebody smoking marijuana, under D1 would be then disconnecting the smoke detectors.

Dr. Williamson stated don't we have been ordinance and the city of Williamsport?

Mr. J David Smith stated I think you could live with C without D1 because I think C is pretty all inclusive.

Dr. Williamson stated I would make the motion to just delete the underlying disruptive conduct and everything following one, and change 2 just to D.

Mr. Noviello seconded it.

Mr. Hall asked Mrs. Frank for a vote on that amendment.

The amendment was carried with seven yes roll call votes. The vote was 7 to 0.

Mr. Hall asked if there were any more comments or changes to this ordinance on final reading.

Ms. Miele stated I just want to make one quick comment, when I came in here tonight with changes that we had made last time on the ordinance, I felt completely comfortable with the ordinance and I didn't think the ordinance was violating the rights of any citizens of Williamsport, I said it was good to go, and I still salute you, you did a wonderful job and you put a lot of hard work into it and I really appreciate that, however; the amendments made tonight I will not be able to support it. I am a landlord, and as a landlord I appreciate the efforts in the ordinance, but I have many friends who were tenants and I cannot vote to reduce their rights in the city in this way. I believe that we should appreciate all of our citizens and that everyone within Williamsport is valuable until they prove themselves to be not valuable and therefore I cannot support something which questions the value of more than half of the people of Williamsport. Thank you.

Mr. Hall said thank you anymore comments or questions on the Williamsport rental ordinance? Mrs. Frank on the ordinance in second reading please.

The ordinance carried on second reading with six yes roll call votes.  Ms. Miele voted no.  The vote was 6 to 1 on the second reading.
Ordinance Fortieth Year (2014) Community Development Budget (first reading)
The City Clerk read the ordinance.
Mr. Hall asked for a motion to approve this ordinance.

Dr. Williamson made the motion and it was seconded by Mr. Allison.

Mr. Grado, this is our 40th community development budget, it is similar to last year's allocation, most of our funding is through public facilities and improvements, the street improvement program. Most of the streets that are listed are around the Brodart project, he named some of the streets.  We also funding a fire pumper, that is the first of three payments, the SPCA is being funded this year, Codes has also provided, and the homebuyer funding.  There is a detailed list.  Finance Committee reviewed this. It has to be in by November 7. 

Dr. Williamson said we passed this to the full body of Council with a positive recommendation. He spoke about the built in fixed costs.

Mr. Allison thanked Mr. Grado for a very readable document and good job.

Mr. Smith asked about blight activities and Mr. Grado gave an example of using Community Development money to demolish. 

Mr. Hall asked for other questions and a vote on this ordinance in first reading.

The ordinance was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.
Resolution Setting City Council Meeting Dates for 2014

The City Clerk read the resolution.

Mr. Hall asked for a motion to approve this resolution.

Mrs. Katz made the motion and it was seconded by Mr. Allison.

Mr. Hall stated you will notice when you put this on your calendars for next years, the third class city code requires a Monday reorganizational meeting.

Mr. J David Smith stated he had nothing to add.

Mr. Hall asked for questions or changes, hearing none Mrs. Frank.

The resolution was carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.
RESOLUTION 

 SETTING CITY COUNCIL MEETING DATES FOR YEAR 2014 


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILLIAMSPORT that the Williamsport City Council will meet in City Hall, Council Chambers, 245 West Fourth Street on the following dates, at 7:30 PM [unless otherwise indicated below] during the year 2014 for the purpose of conducting business for the City of Williamsport to comply with Article IV, Section 408, Third Class City Code; Optional Charter Law; Mayor-Council Plan A.

Monday, January 6, 2014 reorganizational

Thursday, July 10, 2014

Thursday, January 9, 2014


Thursday, July 24, 2014

Thursday, January 23, 2014


Thursday, August 7, 2014

Thursday, February 6, 2014


Thursday, August 28, 2014

Thursday, February 20, 2014


Thursday, September 11, 2014

Thursday, March 6, 2014


Thursday, September 25, 2014

Thursday, March 20, 2014


Thursday, October 9, 2014

Thursday, April 3, 2014


Thursday, October 23, 2014


Thursday, April 17, 2014


Thursday, November 6, 2014


Thursday, May 1, 2014


Thursday, November 20, 2014 
Thursday, May 15, 2014


Monday December 1, 2014-Budget WS#1  7:00 PM
 
Thursday, May 29, 2014


Wednesday, December 3, 2014 – Budget WS#2, 7:00PM

Thursday, June 12, 2014


Thursday, December 11, 2014– Budget (1st Reading)


Thursday, June 26, 2014


Thursday, December 18, 2014-Budget (2nd Reading)


Ordinance Amending Article 901 Street Excavations(first reading)
This item was taken off the agenda and will go on the November 7, 2013 Agenda

Ordinance Article 711 Entertainment District
(first reading)
This item was taken off the agenda and will go on the November 7, 2013 Agenda             
Certificates of Appropriateness - HARB 

All items are recommended for approval unless other wise indicated

Item3. Cochran Holdings

308 Campbell Street

A. Remove existing porch banister/railings.  Install new banisters with large handrail style top and bottom rails and square, closely spaced spindles.  Existing porch posts are to be retained.

B. Replace front door with new wood paneled door.

C. Re-point brick as needed.  Use properly sized tools, high lime mortar, and match existing joint color, style, and profile.  

D. Repair or replace any rotted trim on porch or windowsills.  Match originals in shape, size and material.

E. Paint all to match existing colors.

 Item 4.  Michael Fink
338 Mifflin Pl
Sign location – corner of Mifflin Place & W 4thSt
A. Install new sign in existing standard.  Colors: red and white, alternating background and lettering colors, and Benjamin Moore logo.  Sign lettering similar to the existing sign script font.  Small Logo lettering as presented

B. Paint frame.  Color: same as existing

 Item5. Mirabito Properties

710 West Third Street

A. Revise previously approved porch deck tongue & groove board size from 2 ½” to 3 ¼” width.  

B. Paint as previously approved.
 Item6. Mirabito Properties
1005 Vine Avenue

A.      Install 2, double-faced signs, one facing Vine, one facing Park St.  Or 1 single sign

All signs a maximum 3’2” X 6’ in size on a ¾” board between 2 posts with ball top finials.  See attached design.

Colors: Green Background (same family as house color), Cottage red (burgundy) trim   Gold leaf or white letters    

Locations: as approved by Zoning Board 

 

Item7. Mirabito Properties
 936 West Third Street
A. Demolish the one story addition on the east side of the rear barn.

B. Repair the main barn using wood, same style as existing, wood window sashes, and a carriage house style door, with an option to install a single entry door in the carriage house doors. 

C. Paint cottage red.
Mr. Hall asked for a motion to approve.
Mr. Allison made the motion and it was seconded by Mr. Noviello.

There were no further questions or comments.

The HARB certificates were carried with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.
Accept for filing:

Veteran’s Memorial Park Meeting Minutes 9/8/13

Financial Statement Sept. 2013 

Mr. Hall asked for a motion to approve these minutes.

Mr. Noviello made the motion and Dr. Williamson seconded.

The minutes were accepted with seven yes roll call votes.  The vote was 7 to 0.
Announcements

   The next regularly scheduled City Council meeting will be held on Thursday November 7, 2013 at 7:30 PM, in City Hall Council Chambers. There will be an Executive Session after the meeting tonight .  (Enter through the police department at rear of building for meetings after 5:00 PM.)
 
~ Upcoming Meetings:




      Monday, Oct 28

            7:00 PM   Landlord Association Meeting



      Monday, Nov. 4

          12:00 PM   Planning Commission Meeting


                  Tuesday, Nov. 5

          12:00 PM   Public Safety Committee Meeting







            1:00 PM   Public Works Committee Meeting



     Wednesday, Nov. 6

          12:00 PM   Finance Committee Meeting



     Thursday, Nov. 7

            7:30 PM   City Council Meeting 


[Meetings Held in Council Chambers Unless Otherwise Noted – [scr] = William Sechler Community Room]
Mr. Hall stated that he believes Council did a good job with this rental ordinance this evening. He thinks, he knows he heard a lot of comments from the police captains again as they introduce the second reading of this and he wanted to make a note for the record that it was not this Council who removed the tenant registration or licensing fee, that was gone before we ever saw it. So we may evolve the situation to where we actually will need to do that, or are able to do that, but at least we have something on the books and I believe we did it the fashion with this group that we haven't been finger-pointing and screaming at each other. We have agreed to disagree on some things and we have agreed on most things and I believe Mayor Campana, you have your ordinance. Let's make it work. 
Adjournment
 Mr. Hall asked for a motion to adjourn.

Dr. Williamson made the motion and it was seconded by Mrs. Katz.  Meeting was adjourned with unanimous ayes.
Janice Frank

City Clerk   11:36 PM
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