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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The purpose of this parer has been to trace the movement far
constitutional home rule in Printe Georges County, daryland. Special
attention has‘been given tc the effects of the movement on Prince
Geérges County government. - As a conclusion to this study, several
more recommendations are sugzested as improvements on the loc i rovern-
ment administration,

It should be pqinted‘ont thar the author is no* an .outsider
ldoking in at the Countv governmént, vut ca County resident whose total
pre-colleye educétion wés received in Prines seorses ?;gnty. Purther-
more he has witnessed-the_tremend&aﬂ yrowth‘dnu AKALSion a; this County
in recent years which unﬁoubtedl7'proviued tne empnasis for fhwlw“ﬁe
rule movément.

An effort has been unade to'presént as impartial a pi?ruﬁg
possible without distorting the facts, Tt is h;;ed thar those ConCerLed,
pro and con home rule, will not find that iniustice has hewn dore Lo
tueir cause.

Since consideranie iﬂpcrtance WAL yiven ot ¢AAa:nat§nn ot
those persons QCtuai;Y involved in tna ;umé e omovement, toere aee
many}with whon 1 owe recornition and aopreciaticn. Ao troane nw L
follo&ing persons: dArs. Leuise Hroos, Lr. Llcent o, Dorsic oo, Ar,
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Joseph H, Deckman, Honcraole iranc
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Mrs. David A. Patterson,.ionorable Glaavs Keon Opellmuan’, Mro oL Swiger,

and Mr. James Vance.
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Without the understanding and support from my mother, Inez Clark,
and my fafher, Paul A. Clark, Sr., my task this year would have been
considerably more difficult, |
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Brenda, who encouraged and supported her husband while he was completing
his graduate education. |

My advisor, Professor Spenser D. Albright, Jr., gave freely of
his advice and time during the year and more appreciably during his
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CHAPTLR I
INTRODUCTION - TO COUNTY HOME RULE

"Home Rule i the sense of constitutionally granted autherity
to frame andwadopt;CBArters and>théreby deferminegigcai srpanization
has made less progress in the case of counties than in the municipal

1 T . Lohansin; o
field."  Counties must have raceived state constitutional autiority
or‘elSefSpe;ial;legislative permission before home rule can be insti-
tuted.i*Even so, it has peen affirmedjphlt the populap inténegt in
home rule has not been very widespreaa'eVQn;in‘ﬁhose counties ‘where
theréfiQilegé is already available.

This lack of public interest in-home rule might lead one to
jbglievelthat our county governments are in no need & reform or public:
attention. But 5ucﬂ/is définiteiy'pot tdgvcdsé for. most of cur county
governments. = There are,tﬁreeuimjcbfénf aréas qf'@qqnty‘adminis:hation
where reform is lagging.

Charles. F. Snider, in nis midcentury study on county. governmerit
found that dbout every ‘county faced the same administrative prohlecs.
”The_mqéf single weakness," he-wrote, "is the lack of ‘a county exesutive--
an-individual bfficér,charged wi;ﬁ géngbaI 9yer;2ght‘of‘q¢~intevrdtﬁi

s . 3
‘administrative system."

1. Charles F.-Snider, "American Cgunty hLoverament: A Mid-Zentury
“Review, American Political icience Review, XLVI (4arch, 1vi2), », 64,

2. Ibid.

3, Ibid., p. 7i.



Admitting sooe‘progress‘in county personnel administration, he
asserted secondly that, "Some ninety percent of'the country's counties
still lack even theifobm,'to,say nothing of'theisubstanee;,of‘a oerit
system."?' The extension of the‘mefit‘prinoiple thus remains one of the
basievreQuiremehtsfof county reform,

"Along with koveromentalicost,"fhe-disco#ered'in his third area~
of dieclosure;'"oounty expenditures have undergone a phenomenal rise."5
Yet'systematic;budgeting'continued to be overlooked in\coﬁnty_affairs;
most counties still purchaSed_their materials and suppiiesjin;pieceﬁeail
,faShion'without,centralized,purehasing.§

These criticisms and many others have led civic minded individuals
to turn to the idea of county home rule as a‘meanS'foplreform. Some
reformers doubtleesiy‘deeifed to see. county home rule enacted! while
others, through a home rule campaign, only wanted to apply pressure on
local units for change.

Oregon, with its spreading population and rural development,
sought home rule as the possibiefeolutiOn to‘itsacounty.governmental
problems. Legislation was enacted in 1958 that provided for the appoint-

e

‘ment of a committee in each coumtj to propose a charter.?,,By 1963,

4, Ibid., p. 72.
5. Ibid., p. 76.
6. Ibid.

; 7. Russel W, Maddox, "County Home Rule in Oregon," Western
Political Quarterly, XVI (September 1963), p. 22. SRR




however, only seven counties had submitted the charters to populgrkvpte
and no more than two had passed.

As should have been expected, the rate of Oregon county -urban
»growth seemed~to'infiuéﬁéefthé dutébme,of fheléhértérbcampéign; The
two Oregon counties approving a charter had an increase in urban popu-
lation within the last ten years bf 169 percent-and ninéty eight percent.
_Thd,countieswdhféating’chartérghad rates of ihcreésé from thirty;four per-
cent to minus one percent.8

Loéking'nOW’to-the5charter campaign itself. one must emphasize
its continuous nature, It starts before the members of the charter
‘commission are selected, and its effects continue long after the charter
is adopted.’

The mostvimportant“aSpect'of the campaign is the process of
publibkéducation.}o,fihe,education of the public should have an early
'start and be a continuous one with speeches before clubs and radio and
television stations. Furthermore, potential contributors to the charter
campaign fund 'should be well educated on the charter problems, especially
‘the need for adequate campaign funds, by the time the campaign is begun.

The five members of the charter commission have a responsibility

't6 the campaign. They must not only write a good charter but write -the

~ 9, - Charlton f;'chutq;'VCharter Campaigning," National Municipal
Review, XLV (December, 1956), p.. 537.

10, 'Ibids, p.. 538.



best one that can be adopted.ll ‘Then they must be available after its
adoption to insure that the charter is put into proper function.

County home rule, if adopted, is not without its benefits to the
state as wall as to the county. One authority acknowledged, "Home rule
has -helped state legislatures by relieving them of many{of-the local
bills that used to be ‘a great burden to their predecessors."

© It-also has encouraged local governments to attempt solutions to
their problems without constantly running to the state legislature.
This .dependence on local solutions to problems has encouraged many able

people to participate in local government that might have backed away
13

from accepting éuch responsibilities without the assurance of home rule.

On the other hand, home rule is not without its dangers .to
cohnfy\govérnment; During the campaign many unrealistic'prbmises are.
made ‘in the name of home rule which receive the credit if thev'are'ful-h
filled or the blame if they are not.}“'

There is also no clear-cut evidence that county home rule will

providegbpttef@county»governmeﬁt.j The quality of government at any

1evel depends on the persons elected to £ill the public offices and not

llo . ‘l-b—j-'-d-. " P. 539.

12. © lyle E. Schaller, "Home Rule--A Critical Appraisal,"

_Political.Science Quarterly,’ LXXXVI (September, 1961), p. "03.-

13. Ibid., p. 404,

lu. Ibido ' po 312.



5
on the structure of government. The best tﬁat hOme'bule.can possibly do
is to encourage more able people to participate in<;ocal government,ls"

County home' rule reform WasAundertaken in Prince Georges County,

Marylahd,,in 1961.«_It”is with»this_movément and its effects that this

_paper concerns.itself.




CHAPTER 11

BACKGROUND ANLD PROJECT MARLBOFRO

Thomas R. Hendrick asserted in the Washington Post on Qctober 7,

1962, that, "As suburban communities grow Iinto established neighborhoods,
s ? & 2
the conservative leaders of county courthouses across the 'nited States
. . . 1
find themselves faced with growing pressure for governmental reform."
g Lot £
These pressures, he stated, came :nainly from the new residents ¢f the
suburban developments who fenerally have taken an active interest in
2
local governmental affairs.

Meanwhile, the typical courthouse government was oriented toward
the old line residents and business interests., It refused to listen to
proposals to change its established form and method of operation, Inter-
. | 5 . 3
nal recorganization was taken grudginglv and only at slow intervals.

dendrick further affirred that, "In Prince Georpes Countv,
Maryland, one may observe what is taking place, or will be takin:- place,

- 13 L‘
almost everywhere in suburbia.'

The National Capital Pack and Planning Commission issued its

dashington Comprehensive Plan in 1950 wnich preticted that by 140 the

1. Thomas R. Hendrick, "shift tc the Suburbs Jtirs Cries for
County Reform," Washington Post, October 7, 1962.

2. Ibid.

3. ) Ibido

4, Ibid.
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Washington area would have two million inhabitants. Yeanwhile, the two

million mark was reached in 1960, striking down the prcjected growth of

thirty years in only ten years; Today it is believecd that the area will

have doubled the populatién which was originally expected.6

Prince Georges County, as part o this area, is the rastest grow-
ing surrounding section.  Since 1300, when the County had but a mere
thirty thousand citizens, its population has increased twelvefcold, More
so, at the present rate of expansion, it is expected that b§ 1980 its
population will exceed six hundred and seventy-théusand.

It was dufiﬁg this last decade of growth that‘much criticism was
directed against the Prince Georgés County government. One writer
expressed his fee;ings ot disconteﬁt whgn he declared, "Witih the chanye
of governmental form still distant, Prince Georges lags at leas® ten

' g v
years behind other area counties." In essence, the writer was saying
that all the other counties in the area, except Prince feorges, have

9
shifted their form of government,

5. William J, Avrutis and James "an
Prince Georges County," County Government &
Georges County Civic Federation, 1963, p. 1

ce, "dore Parwlands for
tudv Committee, i'rince

6, Ibid.

7. 1Ibid, It is further estimated that Uy the vear tuc thousand
the population will have reached 1.2 million in Prince Ceorges County.

8. Hendrick, op. cit.

——

9. The Arlington fight led the way and this urban countv won home
rule in 1932, The Fairfax County heme rule referendum failed in 1342 but
succeeded by a narrow margin in 1850. Although the Montgomery County pro-



Thekcounfies of Maryland are gernﬁed,by public locél‘lAw,‘with
the exception of Montgoméby, Baltimore, Wiéomico, dand Anne Arundel
Counties., That is, those laws enacted specifically ior each county are
o . . o B 10
approved by all the members of the State Legislature.

Prince Georges ounty has operated uhder\the comnission form of
government sincé'1927., The ‘chairmman of‘ihe'cdmmiﬁéioners is‘fullvtime,
while the other foﬁr‘officevs are part-time. These commissiqner:‘muét
appropriate all the revénue;for_the County expenditures, as well a3 pass
local ordinances and determine'Couhty policv. fu@rﬁermore, their time
is divided byfthe_mahy functions thev performfon the,Various,boardsfand=
»debaqtments‘kitgin the (ounty.

Yet, as Prince Jeoryes officials will pnint out, they now have '
‘hany;localquwers{' During the’lgqo‘s;‘éﬁe.fo the growth oY ‘Prince
Georges County and the indications of further urbanizaticn, It was

L " o ' R . . oo
recognized that the local pgovernment would need to be risdernized, In

‘charter forces were defeated in 1942, they returned victorious in 1346
with the approval of -a'countv manager tcrm of covernment. Ibid,

10, Aaryland State Commission on rdﬂlnLQ’ra*zve Yeory ahization,
Local Legislation in Maryland, (Second Report, 1%2), i. 170 & bill
1s lntPOduced by the Senator or Delesate from' the county affected and
given its. first reading; then it is. refer"ed to A co*m tree, Zr‘ch
‘committee report is favoravle, the bill is passed Lv ioliser And
Senate, usually thhout any real dxvcu551on. «Bver, 5o tne COPu-;.PC‘
report must be given two readings, ‘and a vote ﬂust Se taken,

17v

11, Committee on County Government, "legislative History of
Prince Georges County,” Prince lecrges. Chamber of Zommerce, Leptembern 24,
1962, ‘ '

12, Ibid,




changes beinp enacted in-the LLL ard Home Rule Bill of 1953.7

1949 the commissioneprs began revising tne lass under which the {ointy
operated. -The subsequent legislation, bdtter “nown as tue vth"-a‘
Home Rule. Bill, was approved when the Countv was under thae contiaol-of
L 13- o 4 L .
the Democratic Party. . Following the 1850 lerislation, .a studv was
made again by the Republican County Commissicners with addit onal
14

‘It was durlng the Republican administration .of 1952 tnat thé
drive to reforn the Countv Comaissicn by seans of a home ruie ciarter
was first attempted. -3upported then bv the Princeftecr;esd Tuunty Civio
Federation and-the Leajue of Women Voters, the movement lackod the

necessary public appeal and political suppert.. The =2:for

'v'

éq’invd

[
u

decisive 'defeat for home ule 3% that time.

Project Marlboro: 4 Keport:

The Prince Georges Lountvvkivic federation, in January, .1,

established a local government orranization cemposed of delesates frow

13, aIDid.

14. xhe COmﬂ;balOﬁ s uere g;vcn the [ uwe: ;:u~ccn:rul
of proc edure for thelr meetings, Con:‘ructxun and
tranqoortatlon modxa, anu co‘¢ectxon o',cvurgr taken . -I'n 20
authorized tc provice an ‘ddequate ﬂodntv DGl f)PCP ans tevise

h
i
&
2 ©

reguldtions. for ccunty purc.aa’. and- udire ;xr.ﬁgon;zo‘.‘ PR wWero
empowered to provide for a systenm otjcomgetxtlve pladinge and to enuact

regulations that would insure the heualtn and safety of count: ¢irigsns.

15,  Themas R. Hendrick, "Snift to. the Juburids Stirs ries for
County Reform," Washington ?oat, jctober 7, - 1962,




10

5 : e ; _ 16 o -
the - various civic associations ‘in the County. Its objectives were
to-study and discuss the problems faced by the Prince SGeorges County
governmen*,. From this initial effort was to develop a County Government
Study Committee under the directorship of Mr., William Overton 4s chair-

. e _ L7 /
man and Mpr. William Avrutis as co-chairman, ‘After . eight months: of
examination, this committee published their findings known as Froiect
Marlboro,

The heart of the Prince Georges Civic Federation criticism

centered on the inability of the .commission form of county povernment .
to provide the necessary functions to-an expanding and demandin;; area.

‘The Government 5Study Committee found that the "Countv's form.cf povern-

) L , ) o - L . i8
ment was designed to meet simpler requirements, loni. since cutzrown.,'"

W

The remaining report proceeded to point out the conditions found unsat-
‘isfactory. toward the function and development of County goverument.
One of the priacipal drawbacks to the comnission form of zovera-
. ’ - T < . -
ment was its lack of a chief executive, ' The Prince Georres Uountyt
Commission was directed by a chairman who was clected by his fellew.

commissioners. “He had no specific term-as chairman and ~1z considered an

16, Statement by Hr, James Vance, Co-author, ‘'roject “ariboro

. B ; = f L ’ ; ]
nce Georges County Civic federation, personal Interviews, “Washinston,

D. C.y July 5, 1965-July 6, 1uf5,

17, Ibid.

18, County Covernnent Study Committee, Project farlbor:
.Prince Georges County Civic Federation, September 7, 19bli, p. »

19, Ibid., p. 1l.



equdl among equals. It was impossible, the studv stated,

[
—

to find wac

held the responsibility for Prince 5eorpges County in the rresant
r b b

} 20
situation,

Also, the . Chunty had not hired the authorized adrinistrative

assistant who was to carry out the policies of the commission, as well

21
as to coordinate the various departments and. agencles.

decause the commissioners were bLarh lepislators and executiyesy

policy makers and administrators, the commission form of goveramernt pro-

22

vided for no separation of powers. Trerefore, in addition to.a chief

executive, Prince Georges County neeced an elective council ta determine

~3

policy and insure a balance of power,

Another disadvantdze of this uon-sépdration of vpowers was the un-

limited governmental sperding; tie cormissioners approjriated as Wall

2

. , Lo
as levied the taxes tliev spernt.’ Furthernore, there was.

improved cooperative purchasing, centr.l warensusing, anca

25 ,
ventory, In Prince ;eorges County the purchasing arent

for some.of the county agencies but not for ail of tham:

22, 1bid,, p. 1li.

the reed for
central in-

makas surchasan

M - o 1
Subseusntliy,



(=]

it was pointed out that Prince Georges County itself paid a half cent
, . 26
more per gallon of gasoline than did the County 3oard of Educaticn.

The commissionérs had not taken advahtage of all *heir onpor-
tunities under public local law, as was evident in their failure tc
enact a merit system. Although the Maryland Leprislature had authorized
the commission to establish a merit system, they had continued their

. ‘D . . » 27
- policy of political appointments and patronages.,

Next to be criticized by the Committee was the investment policy
of the commissjon that allowed large balances to be left idle in the
County banks for long'periods of time at no interest, while the County

. ' , 28
borrowed money on short term loans.

Restricted bv public local law, Prince Georges County was pro-
hibited from investing its money on short terms. This restrictive pro-
vision should be removed and then the County would be able to take advantage

of this needless loss of income, Nevefthéiess, the County was still

misusing funds by lending money to banks on time deposits at interest

”

&£

rates below what it could have received.
No area of scrutiny was to receive more study than the zoning

policy used in Prince Georges County. There was 'some fear of what the

26, Ibid., p. xi.
27. 1Ibid,, p. 29.
28,  Ibid., p. 33.

29, Ibid,




13
continued policy of haphazard zoninj, speculative zecning, and svpet

. : 33
zoning would do to the future development of the Ccuntv.

Civic Federation Recommendations

Of the twenty—nine recommendaticns, thé.first tWo Were the most
important and necessary before the désiped reiorm would take place.
The first authorized the enactment of a charter, "under Article XI-A
of the Mafyiand Constitution which will provide‘HomeARule";,whiie the

‘ 31
second established a full time executive with a part time council.
The éubsequent reqommendations mocified the first two bv -quaiifyinr
that the council should have odd numbered members in ofder to avoid
deadlocks - and an administrative assistant to be anrointed with

specified qualifications and tenure.

Thereafter, the other recommendations called for the pubiic
inspection of the proposed bounty budget, cooperative ovurchasing with
the other 1ocal‘government units, adoption of a merit sviten, establinn-
nent of a central warehouse, removal o: the present nlnetv-day restric-
tion on inQeStment of County funds, and the enactment of conflict oi

”

interest laws. The committee called fer the encourarement of non-

partisan candidacy for local cffices, and for tne establisfment of

30. Ibid" p‘l —38‘
31, Ibid., =iii,

32. '1Ibid,

33, 1Ibid., p. xiii-ziv,



34
off-year elections for office in the Countv government.

The majority of the proposals concerned zoning, with the need for

certain specified safeguards against the misuse of zoning procedure.

Such protections provided. for the thoroush investigation of all appli-,
cations for zoning change and adequate counsel by the County before.zoning
approval was given.

The Project Marlboro Report was released to the public on September

1961; and it was'immediatgly.a controvefsial document. The politicians
and busineés interests were opposed to any changes in the Countv yovern-
ment and they began organizing rebuttal information. Some community:
members may have thoughf of refqrming ;he commission povernment but the
Civic Federation Committee rejectgd any such sugéestions. It was pre;
paring for a political confrontation with the announced problems, using

s L . s s 3t
home rule as their goal and Project Marlboro as their ammunition. - The

commission undoutbtedly consider~d the Charterites as a passing phase whe
would become overwhelmed by public apathy or soundly defeated Lv the

general electorate,

34, Ibid., p. xvi.
35, See index Tacle, reccnmendations 12-0¢.

36, Statement by Mr, James Vance, op. cit.

————

-

/



CHAPTER II1
HOME RULE CAMPAIGN 1962

With the opposition that was gatherinpg, the Proiect Marlborc

supporters had to have the endorsement of the County Civic Asusociation
that was meeting on December 7, 1961. For several months now the
Report had been debated or discussed before the member organizations.
At this meeting the home rule issue was rehashed before the 350
delegates with the question ot constitutional home rule and an elective
“executive with council being approved 140 to 83. . Ar editorlialist
claimed that, "Strong dissention, emotional outburst, ang charyes of
railroading...failed to keer the Prince Georges County Charter lovern-
; * . y [ 2
‘ment drive from cetting over its first hurdle.”
Nevertheless, the votins method used bv the Association was
severely criticized by some of the celepates. One delerate stated,
- _ , )
"The method of voting on the motion of home rule was a farce."
Another representative acclaimed that it was impossihle <o distinpulsh
B . N 4 N . . -
between the delegates and the non-deleyates. ‘r. sraham Lewis, d
i

member of the 3ocard of Directors of Yolunteer Firemen, thereaftir

expressed his ogposition to the handlin” of tie m2etins and he vowed

1. News Item, dashington Star, December o, lutl.

2. Editorial, 1lbid.

3

3.' News Item, Lnguirer Gazette, -December 21, lsoi.

4, Ibid.




16
to work at organizing the Volunteer Firemen's Association of the County
against a charter, a vow he fulfilled, incidentally.5

Befcre the termination of the Civic Association meetins. a

Project Marlboro County Government Committee was orsanized to take
command of;the‘signa;ure campaign that would 'be necessary to put charter
on the 1962’Ballot;6 John B. Murray of Greenbelt was_électeaAexecutiveé
secretary of the Committee, However,'in”January this Government Committe
was changed to the.Project Marlboro Home Rule Charter Committee with

Mr. Walter Mulligan, president of the Prince Ceorges County Civic
Fedefétion, as honorary chairman. Also at this“danuary‘meeting, thirteen

of the remaining twenty-seven recommendations of Project Marlboro were

given approval:

These recommendations urged on odd numbered council, hired.
adnlnlstrator, release of proposed budget before public hearlnﬁs.
co-operative purchasing, a:central warehouse, and an employee
merit system.

- ‘Also investment. of more idle county morey, evening: zonm'Y
hearlngs, and_legal justification for rezoning stated in all,
applications.”

Opposition to Home Rule

‘Expectedly, the County Commissioners opposed anv change in their
status... The chairman of the commission, Jesse 5. 3agyett, led the attack

on the charter forces when on October 11, 1961, he called the Civic

‘5, .News Item, Prince Georges Post, Uecember 1lu4, 1961,

6. News Item, Washington Star, December 8, 1961.

7. Ibid., January 5, 1962,



17

Federation Study.a "hit or miss‘report;written'by thé'oufs‘whO‘want'in."w
He‘expreséed his~6pinioﬁ that the'peoplé'of Prince Georges County did not
need 6r want a manager‘typezof.goVérnment;g

Support«fdrfthe:comﬁissidn in' its oppositior to a charter,tame'
~from the buéinéSSYCOmmunify}: A basic summary of the businéss community's
position was delivered by ﬁorﬁan Sabatini of’the(Pnggbess and Pablitity
Committee, He recalled to the citizens of Prince Ceorges the favorable
ttax rate, éducafional éystem;'health départmeht,iA bond rating, and.
’highways'whichAthey'%njoyed’underyfhe_commiséion;;o

-Affirming’itS'opposition to a charter, the Chamber of Commerce
ybécame the;spbkesman fob the.businesémen} ‘It.called the'commission.
form'bf\QOVérhment thev"most demdcratic'and léast>éxpenSive tvpe of

. T 11
government in the metropolitan area."?

After the Civic Association's endorsement of Project Marlboro,
the ‘remaining opposing forces of home rule issued.statements of their.
poiigy.—,As.ih 1952, both political partiesVrefused toc endorse the home

rule effort.  The Citizens Democratic Club of Prlnce Georges Lount:

L 12 |
expressed. its opposition to the charter efforts, Next, the County

8, “Ibid., October 11, 1961,

9, Ibid.

10. News Iten, Washing ton ‘Tost, 'Wovember 29, 961

11. 'News Item, Washington Star, March 26, 1962, Also workings
«agalnst a charter was the Prince Georges County Farﬂ Bureau.  The Prince
~ueorges'Chaptervof the Marvland Hunicipal League voted not to take a
stand on the charter issve, '

‘12, 'News Item, qupirer Cazettu, January 25, 1962. As. insurgent
Democrats gained influence in the Democratic Party after the Mav Primaries,
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Rapublican State Central Committee split oveb-thé'charter government
controversy and it finally voted to remair neutral during the coming
campaign. On the other hand, Frank Lillard, Jr., chairman of the
Committee, resigned. over the affair and annOUnéed'ﬁhét,'"Unless the
Party adopts a_charter,»itfﬁill have discarded the»méjor‘issue\in the
13
coming campaign.

A surprise occurred to the Charterites when on March .22-a zrand
jury delivered its report praising the County government. This jury
reportéd;fih reply to. commission critics, that the operations of the
‘County government were adninistered in a satisfactory manner. It also’
found:

Inspite of the tremendous increase in tax revenue required to
keep pace with ‘a constantly growing demand for such services'
as schools...it is the belief of this ‘jury that the County

Commissioners have continued to provide Eﬁe necessary funds with-
out over burdening the County takpayers.-

Campaign Officially Begins

Before the charter question could be placeden'the Novemter .
ballot, ‘Yaryland Constitutidnal_Law'rgquiréd‘that’fen thousand cﬁar;grw
referendum signatures be petitioned. Two tﬁoUsand_more signatutes were
‘necessary before a charter slate could Seiénteréd on'tﬁelbaildt;, Thisf

latter qualification did not apply‘ to the County- Commissicners, which

the Democratic Party'becahe non-committal. The old guard faction con-
tinued to work for charter defeat,

13, ‘News Item, Washington Post, February 25, 1962.

14, News Item, Charter Facts, October, 1962.
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cbuld forego . the petition campaigh'but stili enteb its own slate.
Having already begun their signature campaign, the Charterites
looked to the Marvland primaries onJMéy~lS_as an excellent opportunify
to raise the necessary endbrsément;ls':Also involvad iﬁ'theaMay‘primaries
were a gréngof‘insurgent‘Demoérats.imany ofkﬁhomJWere assbciated with;
the charter movement.  They were attempting.to overthrow the established
'gounty'politicél orgaﬁizatibn"otherwise known as the Sasser Machine.le
The next several months following- the primaries weré spentin
gathering the remaining signatures-until by July 13, the Project Marlboro
Home Rule Charter Committee confirmed that a list of fifteen thousand -
charter signatures had beénfcollécted;ly
One newspaper editor summarized the work-that now.remained, thusly:
Tb-put.through\theip,program, thefCharteriteSEére,going
to have to draft a workable governmental plan, elect a charter
board.to:put it through, and then convince an electorate that
doesn't give a tinkers damn that it is better than what they’
now have, ™

After anhouncithh'éommittee to hominatevtie meﬁbeﬁézdf their

charter board, the Project Marlboro Home Rulé Charter Committee developed

15. ~Statement by Mr. Julian Holmes, ViceTChéirman; Prince
Georges Home'  Rule Charter Committee, personal interview, Oxon Hill,
“Maryland,. May 19, 1965.

16, .The insurgent Democrats gained a controlling number of seats
“in the State Central Committee, five nominations to.the Coumtv's legis-
~lative delegation, and two County commission nominations. YNews Item,
Washington Post, June 6, 1962.

‘175 Ibid., July 14, 1962,

18; Editorial, Citizen News, June 29, 1962.
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their platform as follows:

(1) Home Rule for the County to be obtained in the manner
set out in our State Constitution.

(2) ‘A County government to meet modern needs: ' an elected
chief executive and a separate elected chief council

to make local "laws..

(3) A Public Bill of Righfs'in the Home Rule Charter.lg

Charter and the Courts

Left out in the cold by botii political pa?;ig;‘and‘fighting‘
orgahized'éffortsrtb_confusevaﬁd bloék;thé issué,’thé_Chartefites,fa;ed
a .new roadblock.: On Augustbao;:thevcdunty Board &f Llection Supervisor:
refusad to certify: the charter petxtlons ior the November referendun.
The supervisors claimed that one dndualified'Voter on a petition sheet

: .20 .
invalidated the entire.sheet., = The courts were left tc decide on the
"merits of the case.

Following several adverse decisions, the Charterites aon‘q'decisivg'
victory when Circuit Judge Roscoe H. Parker ordered that the home ‘rule
Quéstibn be put on the Novembper ballot unless the opponents could prove

R
L4

that the petition signatures were invalid.

19, .The oelected menserq of the cnarter board incluasd: .P;ﬁl,a.
Garbleman of -Oxon Hill, Dean of Strayer Junior College of Financej.
Walter H. Maloney of - ChlllJﬂ, practxc*n? attcrney; iawuelAV,‘H; Melay
of Upper Harlboro, a United States Commissioner; Theocdore L. Miizga,
University Park Trail Magistrate; Franc;s J. dilson of Bow! e, “avor of
Bowie, -lews Item, nashxngton sgar, J uly 20, - 1962,

20, News Item,'PPinceJGeorges P6§t; August 30, 1496z,

21, News Item, Washington Pcst, Cctober ‘1z, 136..
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Seeing the useless nature of theirvstruggle; thé ‘Board of flection’
Supervisors verified the signatures as the charter question léft the
legal arena to re-enter the political sphere. The Charterites,
furthermore,'had émergedhﬂithVa good dedl‘ofvfreevpdblicify that they

could not have afforded Otherwise,:)Z

Commissioner Charter Board

-ThefCounty/CpmmiSSioners, moreover, incensed .the Charter Committee

leaders when they announced their own slate of candidates fur a charter
i o o . . >3 ;

writing board, an anti-charter tactic used in 1952, The:leaders of -the
Home Rule Charter Committee called the commissioners’ move an attempt to

. : i 2w . : .
defeat home rule by confusing the electorate. The Charterites claimed
that the new nominees, if elected, would not want any change in the
Prince Georges County form of goverpment.;»Indeed,'thevLeague of Women
Voters revealed that three of the commission candidates had lent their-

. . . : 25
names to anti-charter publications. -

22, SfatemethSy.Mp. Julian,qumes; Vice-Chairman, Prince
‘Georges Home Rule Charter lommitteej personal interview, ©xon !1ill,
"Maryland, May 19, 1965,

23.\”Thej nominated the following: T, Earle 3nurne of niversitv
Park, President of Schindlers' Peahut'produc*s, Incorpordteds;. Uadley H,
Smlth of Mitchellville, Ptnsxdent of the Prince Georyes (ountvy Farm
Bureau; Carlton G. Beall of Suitland, District of £ Colunbia Postmaster;
Merrill L. Harrison of Laurel, Superintendent of Xann's Department
Store, Joseph F. Lilly of H)a*tsvxlle, Hayor of Hvattgv1lle. ‘News
Item, Prince Georges Post, September 13, 1962,

24, Newsrltem,”Wéshington Star, Séptember 15, 1962,

25, WNews;Item, Washington Pbs:, Septehbepy20, 1962,
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With little more than a week left to the campaign, the Commission
Charter Board published the following principles:

(1) Hold -public meetings at separate places throughout
-the County.

(2) Present provisions of the law relating to existing
County government will be studied carefully.

(3) The Charter form of government in other cities and
counties will be studied.

(u) The impact of every preonosal on cost will be studlied.

(5) Competent legal advice will be arranged fecr the
'ddration of the Committee -study,

(6) A full cohsiuergéion will be given the twenty-eisht
municinalities,

‘Election Day

With the aid of considerable radio time and severai pamphlets,
the ‘anti-charter forces initiated a powerful effort in the final week
of the campaign. - Tnis last minute push was to have a decisive influence
- = - ‘ . 2T
‘on _the outcome of ‘the election.
Not to be: outdone; the Charterites published severai additions

“to the newspaper The iHom=2 Rule News dnd released a condensaticr o!

Project Marlboro in the form of "Instdnt Proiect Marilore.” lonetheless,

their desire for a county-wide mailing to counter the anti-charter crusade

| | 28
was vetoed by their lack‘of funds.

26. - News Item, Wéshingtonrsta:, September 22, 1962

27, Statement by Mr. Julian Holmes, op. ¢it.

——

28, Ibid.
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on eiectioh day of November 6, 1962, there were 47,609 votes cast
out of 124,727 registéréd votes;zgv Théwhohe,fple'referéndum.was defeated
by only 311 votes. Tovthe.cpntrary,-the slate of charter boabdvcéndidates
backed by the Project Marlboro Home ﬁﬁ;e Charter Cqmmittée easily defeated
the\cdmmiSsion sponsored candidates. ~The Charterites had éonfidgntiélly‘
expected defeat but not by -so narrow a margin; their hopes for future
o - 30
success received -immediate strength,
As someone then observed, governmental change in;Drince‘Ceorges
Cdﬁhty'seems inevitable, "but Qhén and what form it will take remains
a quéstiohfﬁafk;“3; 'It‘was also pdndgredrwhetbgr a group as’ contro-
versial-as the Project Marlboro COmmi;tee zould attract the grass.-root
support so eSsential for'victory.sz’kwaevér;‘tHe‘optimisti; charterite
were ready to,try.égain; as ‘one charter cagdidate, Walter Maloncy, 

, : ; S : . e . 133
~declared, "It-goes without saying, we will be back again in 196u4,"-

29, News Item, Lnquirer Gazette, November 15, 1962,

‘30; Statement by Mr. Julian Holmes, op.'cit.

| —————

al, Thomas R,'Heﬁdrick,%"Shift to  the Suburbs 3tirs Cries fop
County Reform," Washington Post, Cctober 7, 1362,

32. Ibid.

33.. News Item, Washington Post, November 3, 19562,




CHAPTER 1V
ROUND TWO ‘= 1964 CAMPAIGH

Following the 1962 defeat there were three important deve lop-
ments;that cavried ovéb into the lGGM;Campaign.~-The'first of these.
concerned the failure of the charter factions to unite in support of
/a,céntral concept on how the charter campaign should'be féught,l

Severél~¢harter;workers belonging to thejCounty Civic Federation
 hédfresigned from the Project Marlbdro Home Rule Cormittee just three
weeks before the 1962~e1ection.2 'Although,still gi?ihg‘theirfSUpéort‘
.to.the“char;er;concept,-they.disassociatedithemselves from-thistommittée;
In June of 1963, Walter F. Mulligan, president of the Civic Federation,
also_résigned'fromgthe'Committee, as it decided to change its name to
theininceiGeorgéS Home Rule Charteyr"Committee.A3 The'Projéct Haribbfo
_Committée méanwhiléﬂwasvreactivated by the Civic Féderationfléadefs
‘and continued in existence though it was not to élayfé substantial role
N P . u
in the next campeign.

Efforts at reconciliation throughout 163 terminated in failure.

These rival groups for home rale were unified in their Support for an

1. 'Statement by Mr. James Vance, co-authar, Profect Mariboro,
member, Prince Georges County Civic Federation, personal Interviews,
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1965, and July 7, 19865,

2, News Item, Washington Star, Januarv 10, 1963.

3,.. Statement by Mr,1James'Vaﬂce,~gg.;cit.

u'. : Ibido
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eiected executive of the County and in a éhafcer ép§rovéd by the County
voters.5 It was within these two afeas.thatvunity might have been
encouraged but was never achieved.

The next development can be seen in the polifigal'reOrganization
of PrinceiGéorges’County;‘iTwo of the County Commissioners'were in=
Surgent'Demdcrats-and,'as»such,.more-favorgb}e toward‘a‘charter.d In
fa;f,_Commissionerleédys Spéllmah was: out-spokenly pro-charter.

Due' to the: charter effort, definife'administrative reforms had
come about in Prince Geurges County.6' A merit cystem had been adopted
with a personnel‘direCtpv; The CQmpetitiyg b;dding?SyStem‘gasfgiﬁén
ﬁewbenfotCemeht; ‘Along with these a five: point revision in general
zoningfprocedure'receiyed'aﬁthorization{

The third development was the announced support of- the char
concept given by the League of Women Voters. The League had not
previ§u51y spoken gublicly’in'fayoriof charter because its charter
study was incomplete fob'1963;7' But by November 1963, the League
membexship had voiced their appPOle‘Of a charter for Prince Gecrres
Cdunty; They expressed the following desire:

To seék a governmént consisting of a County Council
to be “the legislative and policy making body, and a

‘5, News,Item,‘Washinpton Post, November 24, 1963.

6; Memorandum from Del “alkie, Community Relations director,
Prince Georges County, June 7, 1963,

7. ‘Statement by Hrs, David Pa*terson, aPcre;ary, Prince leorges
County Home Rule Charter Committee,:nember, Prince Georges County Leasue
- of Women Voters,,personal interview, Temole Hllls, Maryland, June: 29 1965,
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séparate elected head of governmént to take control of .

administration with the aid of a professional administrator
responsible to him.

1964 Campaign

As soon as the 1962 defeat occurred, the Charterites announced
their intentions :to try again in 1964, .with the ‘1964 cémpaign nearing,
the home rule leaders seémedpto possess more_confidenée of victory,
‘Walter Maloney,‘chairman of the PrihcerGeorgesvHome,Rule,Chartery
Committee;waffitmedfon;February.S, lQSQ,Athat the organization "is:
larger and better obganized than in 1962."

The drive to collect the necessary ten thousand charter re‘erendunm
sighatures for the November 1969 electiohsfbegan on February 10: At
the kick-off rally the featured speaker.was Spiro. T. Agnew, elected
‘executive of Baltimdre;County,'who'explaihéd the operation of the.
Baltimore éharter.;g Another speaker was Gordon Gemeny, a Gréenbélt
insurance underwriter, who accused Prince Georges County officials of
‘wasting!tax dollars because of mismanagement ‘and political patronage

, . S AL
in the purchase of County insurance.

) ‘r8.'~PrinceAGébrges County League of Women Voters, "The Voter,"
March, 1964,

9. NeNS'Item,kWashington Post, February 5, 1964,
10, ‘Ibid.,, February 11, 195g{

11. Ibid.




Editorialists now took time to state their opinions as to- the

virtue of a. charter for Prince. Georges County.. The Lnquirer Gazette

_on February 13 published the' following:

‘Their cry of more home rule- under charter is just as.mis-
leadlng in our opinion as their demand for an elected
;County executive....We cannot see merit in turnlng over
our government.to one administrator who may veto the Board,
when we now have a Board, which twice a week can veto the
full time administrator, the Chairman.1?

A pro-charter view can be seen in the following editorial ‘from the

Washington Post:

It is a petition deserving the support of. every citizen
whé wants businesslike public administration.in'a county
that has long.since outgrown the loose,‘ uncoordinated,
carefree customs of a system de\iaed for the rural
communities of -the last century.

Three Charter Group Platforms-

As soon as it became evident that the necessary referendum

signatures would be:achieéved, the Prince Georges Homeé Rule Charter

On May 13 the Committee adopted the following platform:

(1) An elected County executive who would avpoint his
own administrative assistant.

(2). A separately elected council...

12, Editorial, Enquirer Gazette, February 13, 19f4,

13, Editorial, Washington Post, May 19, 146&4.

14, See earlier list on p. 20,

o ) . . . ) ] Lt
Committee began making preparations -for their selection of candidates.
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(3) A Code of Ethics outlawing,..conflict of interests.

() Zonlng reforms. requiring written justlf;catxons for
all decisions...

(5) A new County accountlng system, with records made
available "to the public showing the cost of capital
assets.

(6) A mandatory merit system for all County employees,

'(7) Recognition and support of volunteer firemen.

(8) Competitive purchasing by sealed bids.

{9) Referendums on County bond issues...

(10)  Advanced publication of proposed. laws ,- except in’

emergencies; prior announcement -of budgets, and
‘regular. publgcatlon of .certified flnanc1al
statements.

The Citizens for Charter Convention bec¢ame the next ‘group. to
enter the charter campaign.l6 This group pledged to contact represen-
tatives of the sundry County organizations and discuss with them the
various types. of County government available under‘a charter.¥7 Their
charter. board, which would be 'selected by a convention, was to be non-

committal to any particular form of local gover'nment.18

15. News'Itém;,Washing;on'Star, Yay 5, 1964,

16. It was charged that this’ group was formed. by Democratic
State Central Committee chazrnan, James J. Casey, as an .anti-charter
tactxc.v A spokesman for the Home Rule Charter Committee dnnounCLd
"How-that many Prince Georges. pollt1c1ans feel that the charter movement
will succeed, a few are seeking to blunt’ 1ts -effectiveness by ‘promoting:
a blank- cherk»charter board." News Item, Countz News', June 18, 196u..

17, NeWS"Item,'Washiqgﬁon Star; ‘June 15, 1964,

18, Their slate consisted of:- Edva* L. Smithj ‘mayor of
‘Greenbelt‘ Richard E. Painter, substitute People's Court Judge, Shenﬁa1
Funk, Bowie councilman; J. “ Theodore Baxlej, a teacher at Francis Scott'
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As 'in the preceding campaign, the Coﬁnty.Commissioners planned

to enter/a charter writing board.. Community Relations Director, DéL

Malkie, sent a letter to the leadership of twenty-two County-wide

organizations inviting them to help in the selection'of the Commissioner's

charter board,™’
Not all of the County organizations accepted these invitations,

but twelve sent in thirty nine nominations. Five of these were. findlly

approved by the Commissi@ners.zo Of these Nonpartisan candidates,

‘two .reportedly approved a charter,.one was opposed, and the-other two

“approved a»charter>bgcause they felt County voters .desired one; not

because they saw it as the best form of“‘govex*nment’.'21
;Claiming'independénce frem any political party or faction in

the County, the Nonpértisén‘candidates'publishednthe following platform:

(;) Your Charter Board will consist of-a buolnessman,
" a Federal Employee, and three lawyers — no, polltLC1anst

(2);You will: get the. charter wanted by the majority of the
people - not the Drefab job which some are: trvlng to aee.

(3) Your charter will emphasize simplicity and:economy —

3
z.
e

Key ‘Junior:High; Harold J. . Qodgero, attorney rrow'carrcllton N
Item, Wwashington’ Post August 17, 1964..

fS;’:Ner_Item.,Enqdirér Gazette, August 20, 1964,

20. Memorandum from Del Halkie, Community Relaticns Director,
Prince Georges County, September 15, 1964, Comnlssxonef"Gladvs uppllman
abstalned from-voting with the other Commlssxoneps. %he dlsapdroved of
‘the Commissioners entering a charter board.

21, News Item, Washinpton Post, September 22, 1964..




30

‘out with overlapping functions and needless complék
_government; in

(. with a commonsense system of management and hpdgeﬁs;

(5) You will get-an honest job of charter writing:from
‘ able peéple‘with’nO;ax to’ grind.

(6) Your Charter Board will hold hearings and’ take actlon
where indicated. necessary.”

Which of the charter groups was best qualified fofrepréseht'tﬁg
County in the formation of home rule? This question became the issue
for the next several months. County Commissioner Gladys Spellman
acéhséd'the‘oﬁpbsition of'résortiné'to.meaSuresltd_éredte;éOnfUSiop
in their'attempts to defeat charter. At a charter rallyfshé affirmgd:
"Intended to confuse the voter...are the formation of the Citizens Charter
Committee and another slate placed in the field by the County Commissioners
themselves." .

Charter candidates in-a series of debates could agree on only
one point, that a charter was;hetessary:?u ,Waltelehlonéy'of,the
Home Rule Charter Committee criticized thefo;herféhabtér»qrdups:qu

, . o e . o . .25
not favoring.a strong executive-council type of County government. ..

22, . Their. candidates were’: *rv1ng . Fisher, Oxon Hill attorney,
M. Dale Hill, Suitland attorney; Norman Lawrence, Un;ted States, Census -
Bureau statistician; Hayden S:-Melvin, insurance and real estate man: :
from Bowie; Thomas V. Moore, Cheverly dttornev. New< Item, Wu;ning*on
Star, September 16 1964,

23, News Item, Washington Post; September‘28; l§§ﬁ;

24, Ibid., October 2, 1964,

25 Ibid.
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Meanwhilé,'the‘Citizenstfor Charter ConVention.and'the¥N§hpapthan
kCoﬁmitteé\ériticized'the Home Rule Charter Committee for publicly
Sanctionihg a specific type of. charter government. °

Vigorously oppbsedjto thelhome'Rule Charter‘CQmmittee,]the
Citizens for Charter Convention aécgsed that Committee has "constantly
misrepresentéd every item relgted‘tbtthe issue.ﬁz'. They further
claimed, "These people don't-want to reform the County. *They only
want to take it over. It is a naked play for poueréfée

"One of the purposes of the Citizens for Cha?te?_Cénventioh:and’thé
Nonpartisan‘Comﬁittéé'Qas'td discredit the Home Rule Charter Committee.
This'ﬁas;evident"in’thé'public'debatés whére the former two combined in
‘attacking the latten,?{:;@ut/éh:attémpt;ngttd doi593 they also .did
kdamége'to,thébéharter movement_ by creéting'confdsiqn qnq«dingStﬁémong

| o
the: voters.

26, - Ibid.
27.  Ibid., October 5, 1364,
28; News: Item, Chesapeake Times, October B, 1564, It is- the

opxnlon of the -author-that these charpes were unsubstantiated but must
be- accepted in the polltlcal context.

29, News'Item;.washington>Pbst,90ctobebb?,‘196“,

30, Statement by Mrs. David Patterson, Secretary, Prince: ueorges
County Home: Rule.Charter Conmlttee, member, Prince beoryus Qount\ELeagu#-
of Women Voters, pergonal interview, Temple Hills, ﬂdrvland, uane 129 1963.
Also,'statement bj Mrs,- ulaaja Noon Spellman, Board of- Dlrectors, Pr;nce
Georges Home Rule Cahrter Commltte -Prince oeorges Countv Connxqsxoners,
personal interview, Upper- Marlborc ,'Hapyland July 12 l965
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Anti-Charter Organization

With the divergent charter committees stfuggling'ambné”théhsélbés,;
the anti-charter répresehtativeé werefbrgénizing toldeféaf'fhéfﬁéﬁeffuie
proposal,  Remaining silent until almost .a month before the November.

‘election, the Committee to Maintain and Improve the Present System 'of
Government held a. breakfast meeting on October 21, where-over thirty
thousand dollars were reportedly pledged to fightjchartepi?l

This Committee wWas organized under the leadership of: Mrs.. Mildred
Harkness and Mr. Harry E. Hasslinger. It was their opinion that. 'the

“County.voters did not really support-a charter but would stay away’ from
the polls unless“arpoused»by_antiéCHarter’leadership.azy

Within the last week of the campaign;. this Committee mailed 'to"
the County résidents a pamphlet entitled "A Pig-in-=a-Poke.".. As its
theme it-stated: ."Charter is a Pig-in-a Poke. Let it ldosefandgyou;
»the»taXpayér,imuSt‘pay its high price of livingL"§3

"+ It warned of three important effects that charter would have on
Prince Georges County. Of primary concern was the tax rate that would
invariably go up under a charter; next, was the school boabﬁvthéf’ﬁ§g;d'

become elective as in Montgomery, instead of remaininy apppintive. 'The.

31, News: Item, Haéhington Star, Octoler 22,:1964L

: 32,  Statement by Mrs. ﬁildreé Harkness ; Treasurer, Committee to
-Maintain and Improve Present System of'GQvernment,in,Prihce,Georgésf
County, personal interview, Temple Hills, Maryland, June 29, 1965.

33, ZCommittee to Maintain and Improve Present System of ‘
Government in Prince Georges County, "A Pig-in-a Poke," Hvattsville,
.Maryland, October, 19€4.
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third threat was to the municipalities that would be’ abolished bv'a
3y
charter.
"pig-in-a Poke" was an effective piece of anti-charter propsganda,
especially since it was issued just before election time‘and while the

S e : S S .- : A < L
charter groups did not have ' the finances to counter 1t57accusét;onsf

Zoning Opinion

James Vance, a‘charter advocate and one of the authors: of

Project Marlbéro;wwrdté of home rule and zoning:

The Public’is little 1nterested in ‘home ‘rule for: its ‘own’
sake, -They are interested in- the reforms. ZXhat will go thh
it, partlcularly zoning reforms. Perhaps two thirds: oﬁ<ouv
movement's best workers were and are people eager for zoning
reforms....The other reforms were relatively minor; 36

Zonlng was a. very lmportant issue in the movenent for home fﬁle
in Prince Georges County. 'To many charter leaders zoning was“their
motivating force: On the other hand, many anti-charter leaders opposed
home ‘rule because of the oroposed zoning refonﬁs‘thét'§f§habf€ﬁfﬁpﬁlg*
bring.

The original Project Mérlboro'reéommendéd aféthfdéfébié%amduht

of ‘zoning reforms for Prince Georges County. The Report criticized the

34, Ibid.

35.. Statement by Dr- - Elbert M. Byrd, Jr., member, Board of
Directors, Home Rule Cnarter Committee, personal interview, vaerdale,
Maryland, July 12, 1965,

36,  Statement by Mr. James' Vance, Co-author, Project Harlboro,
member, Prince Georges County Civic Federation, personal letter,
July 16, 1965,




County'sfpolicy on.zonihg,;Qarning against the dangers ‘that haphazard
zoning sanctions would bring to the County's future'development.37.

Another study was completed after the 1962 election by the
‘County'Economic Development Committee. Several of its members had
vocations connected with the builaihg:éhd induétrial-trades>of Prince-
Georges ‘County. -Other members wereconcerned with .the future develop-
ment of Prince Georges County if the(zoning3poli&:y'shouid~be_'altefe"d.38

 Headed by Joseph H. Deckman, .the Economic Development Committee

produced a report relating the costs of services in Prince Georges
County to the dwelling units or business units that received these
services, - 'From this analysis.of income and. costs, the report demcnstrated
that the business¢q9mpuni:y more than paid their share of taxes for
servicesjfeceiﬁedtsg Residential ‘units, meanwhile, lagged behind in
‘paying for their .services.and were 'a burden to the County, as far as
revenue raising was concérnedguo

"The most dramatic discovery in the report is. the fact that.the

much maligned apartment units more than pay their way, byfan‘amp;g

37. County Government ‘Study Comnlttee, Pro]ect Harlboro,
-Prince Georges County Civie Federation, September 7, 1961, p. xi.

38, . Statement by Mr. Joseph H., Deckman, Vice-Chairmar, Econonic
Development Committee,: Prince Georges -County, personal interview,
.Riverdale, Maryland, July 16, 1965.

39, . Prince Georges County Economic Development Committee, A
Studzrof Income and Expenditures by Family Dwelling, Apartment, and
Business Unit, and Individual School Children for the, K Fiscal Year
~1963-1964, October 7, 1963, (pages unnumbered).

40. Ibid.
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u;r Apartment dwellers could be “'recognized

margin, for all services..."
as responsible taxpaying citizens who are more than paying their fair
share of the cost of all government services, as reflected through their
rental fees.““g
Disagreeing with the charteér attacks on the .recent zoning

‘decisions, the bﬁilding.répregentativeé,baéed.their rebuttal on the
concept of supply and demand. 'Stated succinctly, when the County's
“development diminished, the amount .of zoning appeals, would fall off;u3

- .They maintained that the development of Prince Georges County had.
created the necessity for zoning.changeé;uu‘ Humercus young couples
‘moving{intb Pfinée,GedrgesTﬁeedédvépartments.ﬂs Business and industrial
‘concerns were acquiring more land for grewth and expansion. - Only through
acquiescent zoning decisions could this expansion® be maintaihed;?s

On the contrary, a critical analysis of the Deckman study was

made by the Prince Georges Citizens Planning Association. Containing

41, Ibid:

uz. .Ibid.

43, Statement by Mr. Joseoh H. Deckman. ot. cit.

44, Statement by Mr. Ai;Swigeb;,ViceéPresidéntk Prince Georges
County -Chamber.of Commerce, personal interview, Piverdale, Marvland.
July 17, 1965.

45, Ibid.

46, Ibid.
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several‘charter leaders, the Association study, in‘direct contrast to the
Economic Development“Cpmmittée's report, found thatjapﬁrtment_units cost
the County more in services than they provided inktaxfrevenue.u7

Increased apartment construction would inevitably generate a
greater demand for services.”. fs the Association’ commented:

It is,theréfobeiabdndénily appéfént that the tax base- in
Prince Georges County has not been keeping'pace with the
increased need for services and as more and more apart-.
ments. are bullt...hlgher and hb “her taxes for Prince Georges
‘County are almost a certalnty.

The Planning Association maintained that commercial development
was getting out of balance with the rest of the County. "Unrestricted
commercial development would not, invariably, be beneficial to the
ﬁCountyAtbeasurys"qg

Home owners, being exonerated by the Citizens Planning'ASsociatign,
were found to have paid their appropriate taxes for services received.
‘Other means of ‘local revenue,.such as automobile titlinj, car regis-
tration, and-gasoline taxes 'were paid mostly by home owneérs and had been

. , 51
‘overlooked -in the Deckman study.

47, Prince Georges Citizeas Plannins Assc:iatien, "Analysis...
Revenues: and Expenditures. relatlﬁg to the Business.and Residential
‘Community of Prince Georges County," May- 4, 1964

48, 1Ibid., p. 20..

‘49 o ' Ibido\,po 9’:7:"

50. ‘Ibid:, p. 16

51. 'Ibid., pp. 11-13,
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Leaving ‘this analysis, charter adherents claimed that zoning had
‘and still was being used by the politicians as a form of local patronage.
One charter worker'Sféfedf~,"Zdning EfbfitSfaﬁd favors‘are what makes

the Sasser machine go,"52

_Another claimed that zoning was being used to
milk Prince Georges County dffici§l§.53 'The Home Rule Charter Committee
reported: "In Prince Georges County millionaires are being made by
zoning.’"su
 This Committee called for a strong conflict of interest 'law to
insure that zoninéﬂdetisibnsﬁﬁill‘rémaid'in‘thé:bﬁblié interest;ssv A
home rule charter, they assured, would contain specific zoning repulations
that would guide the future development of Prince Georges County.
- In my opinion, although many charter and anti-charter :leaders
were motivated by the ‘zoning issue, the common’ voter cared less about
zoning than he did taxes, education, or the government structure. Zoning
should have been de-emphasized and more stress given to the other issues

in the campaign, especially on the educational nature of what a charter

could or could not do.

52,  Statement by Mr. James Vance,.op. cit.
53, ‘Statément by Mr, Walter H, Haloney, Jr., Chairman, Prince
Georges Home Rule Charter Committee, personal interview. Chillum,
Maryland, July 12, 1965.

54, News' Item, Washington Star, October 10, 1964,

55, Ibid.
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Editorial Opinion-

Although located in Washington D. C., the metropolitan news-
papers have considerable influence among Prince Georges. County reader‘s.'s6
They have the largest circulation in the County, as well as the ear of its
better educated citizens. And they editorialized in endorsement .of a
home. rule charter.

"An interesting editorial among the pro-charter papers expressed
the opinion that, "The big question about charter:;in Prince Georges this
year is not whether it will be  approved by the voters, but rather who
will be chosen to develop the new form of County goVernment§657 “This
obvious expression-.of optimism for charter was shared to a degree by

the other metropolitan newspapers. A Washington Star editorial voiced

the .following:  "Two years ago in Pri.ce Georges, the initial steps
toward a charter narrowly missed approval.. This time, with wider public
exposure and far better organization among the Charterites, the prospects
happily-éréibbighterQ"Sé}:Théseweditqrials, significantly, were ahnquﬁced
before the effective-organization of the. anti-charter campaign.

These pro-charter newspapers had to decide which of the various
charter groups theyﬂwou1d7support;'fAlmost invariably the Home Rule -

‘Charter Committee was .enunciated ''as the authentic voice of reform in

56. ' These papers were The Washingtor Star, The Washinzrton Post,
and The Washington Daily News. '

57, = Editorial, Washington News, September 22, 1964.

58.~;Editoriél; Washinétoh Stary September S,‘lQSQ;
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Prince ééorges.»"sg The Star,on October 28, labeled the group as.'the
long time, well informed workers in the,charterjmoveméﬂt‘"so WMAL radio,
moreover, stated:

Since 1962 the Home ‘Rule Charter Committee has. led:the

fight to draft a Prince Georges County: charter.— Thes :Committee
best qualifies with experience which puts its members ahead
of the preliminary work necessary- to ‘draft tne document.  We
recommend the citizens of Prince Georges: ‘County. vote for’ ‘the

following cg&dxdates- Garbleman Maloney, Meloy, Miazga,
‘and Wilson,

With few exceptions the County newspapers in‘their editorials
o ‘ 62 L
were opposed to a home rule charter. No'better representative. for

them could be found than the Enquirer Gazette, located directly’ across

from the County courthouse. They published the following editorial on
October 22:

You know What's What under our present elected Commissxoner
‘'system. There's the lowest tax ratein ‘thearea;ithe  finest:
'schools, continued orderly, progress and fiscal respogglbllxty.
The What's What of charter is impossible- to predicty

59, Editorial, Washington Post, ‘Séptember-19,. 1964,

60, Editqriél} Washington Star, Octobar.28, 1964,

6l. Editorial, WMAL ‘Radio, October .25,71964.

62. * The newspapers covered in this study 'were:the:Enquirer
Gazette, Chesqpeake Times, Prince oeo:ges “Post, and Prince” Georges
Courier, - As the exception, rthe Countz News'was a charter advocate.

It wrote, "Prince Georges. County-perhaps the second fastest growing ccunty

ln,Amerlca...has outgrown the Board of annty Comm;ss;oner system, It
needs streamlined government."

63.. ‘Editorial, Enquirer Gazette, October {22.+196u,
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Thus as the voters-went to the polls, the newspapers:had'decreed
their choice. Even more important was the fact established’after the
election that the most influential newspapers in the meétropolitan: area
came up on the losing side of the issue. The County newspapers had

Selected what final tabulation would 5ustain.

Election 1964

The 1964 election campaign certainly stimulated the: voting con-.
science in Prince Georges County. ‘Governor Wallace had’ conducted his
Maryland segregation primary and left: the race issue remainedito have
overtones in-the local electiOns.S“

Exhibiting their interest this year, one of the largest electorates
in the history of. Prince Georges County expressed their opinion. The
charter writing . proposal after final tabulation was defeated 51,597 to

95.23“.6§f.Among,the sundry charter candidates the Home. Rule Charter

Board easily won but their victory was again in vain.
In direct contrast to the 1962 aftermath, the charter leadership
was divided and:uncertain about its future. Some were ready to .try

.. : 66 o . N
again in 1966, ~ Others were opposed to another effort:.in the-near

64. Statement by Dr, Elbert ¥, Byrd, Jr., member, Board of
Directors, Prince Georges Home Rule Charter:Committee, personal inter-
view, Riverdale, Maryland, July+12,:1965.

65. News Item, Washington Star, November 11, 1964,

66.,‘Stat¢méht,by;Mi; James Vance, gR.;cit{
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87 . . o
future. Then there were those who decided reform must come ‘from

) . _s8
within the commission pgovernment since home rule had not been' achieved.

67. 'Statement by Dr. Elbert:M. Byrd, Jr., op. cit.

68, Statement by Judge Francis B. Francois, member, Board of
Directors, Prince Georges Home Rule Charter Committee,-personal interview,
Upper Marlboro, Maryland, July 12, ‘1965,



CHAPTER V
DEFEAT. AND. CONCLUSION

The overshadowing cause for defeat in both the 1962 and 1964
campaigns lies in the failure of the:Charterites to educate the elec-
torate on what home rule would mean, Given this fact. the opposition
found it easier to confuse the voter and create issues against home
rule,

One example of this educational failure.was the campaign issue
of taxes. The opposition maintained that home rule would bring about
higher taxes through the establishment of an expensive bureaucracy,
such as had been established in Montgomery County under ,homve'vr"ule.l

Certainly the tax rate..in Prince Georges.County would remain
about the same under home rule‘as with the commission form of govern-
ment. if the same conservative-fiscal policies were followed. On the
other hand, the rapid rate of.developbment ‘in Prince Georges Ccunty
will create demands for services that only higher taxes can satisfy,
Therefore the tax. ‘raté-has little to do with home rule and mecre to'do
with the fiscal administration.of the County.

Another area of confusion was- the relationship of home rule.in

, o 2 .
Montgomery: County to Prinze Georges County. ... Prince -Georges Countv

1. Committee to daintain and Improve Present System of Govern-
ment in Prince.Georges County, "A Pig In-a-Poke," Hyattsville, Maryland,
October, 1964,

2, Statement by Mrs. Mildred Harkness, Treasurer, Committee to
Maintain and Improve Present System of Government in Frince Georges
County, personal .interview, Temple Hills, Maryland, June 29, 195¢.
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was constantly being compared to Montgomery County. .This comparison'led
some. anti-charter leaders to state that home rule would change the
Prince Georges COunty-appqintiye school board-system’f;3
school board. Many voters did not know this and: they/voted'to’protect
the County's school system by opposing home{rule'.u

Montgomery:County was also having problems with ‘its charter that
became associated with the charter movement in PrihcelGeorgeéECounty;s
Since charter had been presented in some quarters as.a panacea, the
efforts at revision in Montgomery :County did harm!to!the homé ‘rule
movement.in Prince’ Georges County.

It could be maintained that the Charterites‘did‘riot‘have' the
necessary finances to' conduct adequate political or educational ‘cam-
paigns.7' It was: this. fact that enabled the oppositionito conduct effective
anti=charter campaigns just before election day without:the:ifearfof:a
counter~campaign by the Home Rule Charter Committee. The!'Charterites

had to.rely on door-by-door handouts ‘and editorial ‘support:’instead of

3.”‘ 2 Ibid.

4, < Statement by Mrs. Gladys Noon Spellman; menber, anrd ‘of.
Directors;, Prince Georges Home Rule Charter Commlttee, member; Prlnce
Georges: County Commissioners, pe“sonal interview, Uppe“ qar*bo“o,
Maryland, July 12, 1965,

6, Ibid.

‘7. Statement by Dr. Elbert M., Byrd, Jr., member,-Boardiof
Directors, Prince Georges Home Rule Charter Committee, personal interview,
Riverdale, Maryland, July 12, 1965.



Y
being able to use purchased newspaper space, radio time, or county-wide
< qs 8

mailings.

It can now be said that, "Any future campaign must be run ‘on’a
strong bi;péftiSan basis with ample"funds to conduct: a thorough edu-

: ; N - B
cational program to inform the electorate fully.”" The sooner:financial
support can be encouraged to support a charter the sooner ‘a new' charter

: S 10
effort will be initiated,

Conclusion

Princé-GeorgéSvCounty government ‘is not directed bthhe?samé“bidﬁ
"courthouse politicians” since the home rule movement begani Many
varied innovations have been accepted and put into practice 'since ‘1961,
Fobemost,among‘thémLhaﬁe‘beeQ réforms in ‘the hiring of personnel. ~A
merit law has been supplemented by: the employment of the "Brain?TrﬁStﬁ
or "Campuszéfugées,"Aas’thgy;have‘been éaIléd.ll These are ‘thé‘recent’
department heads, several of whom have ‘come straight from Maryland

. .12
University.

8, It should be nentloned that ‘the home rule effort did” Teceive
_excellent editorial support and coverage of ‘their views from the; Hashxngton
newspapers, radio and television stations. Statement by‘Del ﬂalkle,
Community Relations Director, Prince Georges County, personalinterview;
Upper Marlboro, Maryland June 28; 1965,

9, . Editorial, WMAL Radio, Hovember 5, 1964,
10, :Statement by Mr. Walter H. ‘Maloney, Jr., Chalrman 1964 Prince
Georges Home Rule Charter Committee, personal interview, 31Verdale,

Maryland July 12, 1965,

11, News Item, Washington Daily News, July 12, 1965.

12.. Ibid.
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A different trend of thought is emerging from the commission it=
self.lq New ideas  are being accepted with-less scepticism, and govern-
ment for the benefit of the County is not always unheard of-as a motive
for local political action.

Charter in the future will“find its efforts more difficult.
Many of the original charter reform recommendations have been approved
by ‘the commission;lu Furthermore, future campaigns will have to face
the problem of eduzating the tremendous influx of new :.individuals who
are arriving each week without any knowliedge of home rule. This
crucial educational problem will grow more serious as the weeks pass.

Meanwhile home rule fcr Prince Georges County has a very uncertain
future,  .This uncertainty . is manifested in the 'attitude :of the present
leadership of the charter reformers. It is reenforced by the fact that
previous charter workers have turried to relook at' the commission form
of government and see if it can be made responsive to local demands.

The County may be compelled to look at the .commission form of
government and make the necessary changes ‘there. This may be the only -
feasible ‘avenue remaining for County reform.

First Recdmmendatioh;‘ Thatvthe/chéirmah of the\CommissiOnersﬁbe

. L , : .15
selected by the County ‘electorate instead of by his fellow:Commissioners.’

13, Statement by Mrs.:Gladys Noon Spellman, op. cit.

14, Ibid.

] 15, ‘Statement by~Judge ?bancis B. Francois, Member, Boabd of
Directors, Prince Georges- Home Rule Charter Committee, personal interview,
Upper Marlboro, Maryland, July 12, 1965.
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County-wide election of the chairman would undoubtedly increase the
chairman's base of political power but it would also make him more
réspdnsivebto’the.demandsﬁbffthe local voters.: The .chairman could now
appeal-to the voters to support his program instead of to just several
fellow commissioners.

By giving the chairman more prestige and power -through popular
election, it would also encourage more able residents to seek that
positioh("The"electioh“wOuld‘HEComp‘comparahlé;to4the‘fdcefforfmayor*in
most of our cities.

Increased public interest in local elections would be'stimulated
since the electorate would play an active part in the ‘selection of the
chairman, Under the conditions now existing, the voters never know
who will be chairman until the Commissioners announce their choice.

Second Recommendation. A Grand Jury Report published ‘in March

of 1965 recommended, "That. the ‘County government be headed by five full
‘time Commissioners instead ‘of' the present system of one  full time and
four part time Commissioners.':
This recommendation would have many merits not the least of
B . s N . [ > g B oo 3 - - . .- 17
which would be to decrease the probability of conflict of interest.
Full time Commissioners with commensurate salaries would not be as. in-

‘clined to maintain outside interests as are ‘the part time Commissioners

w#ho must' use outside employment to support their families., A conflict

16, NewS”Itém,vEngufrer'Gazette,'Marchfés,»IGSS.

17. - Ibid.
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of interest law could be enacted whereby,the CdmmisSionérs Qodld be
required to release their outside holdings that might develdp‘intq-g
conflict of interest.

Under the present part time commissioner system, only those
individuals with-independent incomes and spare time cen particdipate on
the commission. Full time commissioners would invite more civic minded
individuals to enter local politics who presently could not ‘afford to.
These individuals could leave ‘one vocation to become commissioner,
something that is -now impossible.

Not to be overlooked is the growth that Prince Georges County:iig
facing, Within this century, the County has developed from one of
rural character to an urban area. A government basically designed for a
small rural county must be streamlined to administer a city. ‘And only
full time officials can administer this urban County.

Third Recommendation. - It would be excellent for local government

in Prince Georges County if there was to remain a group of active civic
minded reformers. The local government would be pressured into acting
in the best interest of the County. : Reexamination periods for local
governmént”administration would be encouraged. While the generally
complacent citizens of County government might be aroused to take more
interest in.local affairs at a time when national issues seem all
important.

" ‘With the continued growth of counties due to the shift from
urban to suburban-areas, county governments will be .forced to change

‘their structure. Many of them will not.be preparcd for the new burdens
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they will have to face and will seek solutions to their problems.  Among
these,fsome'willvlean‘;oﬁardvcounty;home rule;,in{fact,‘notfall the
future home rule ‘attempts-will'end in defeat as we witnessed in Prince
Georges County.

Evenfin;defeat,7if hdmefruie‘efforts'caﬁ-pboduce the emphasis
toward local reform-as’in Prince Georses County, they will be more.than

worth while,
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APPENDIX

The table on the next several pages lists the original Project
Marlboro recommendations as published in 1961. These reccmmer-
dations became the reform measures that sparked the movement for

home rule.



1.

2,

4,

S

|,

9.

10,

11,

12,

Project Marlboro Recommendations

That a charter be adopted under Article XI-A of the Marvland
Constitution which will provide Home Rule and the changes in
Prince George's County government next recommended.

That the executive and legislative functions of the Countv
Government be separated and given respectively to a fuil-

time exeécutive and a part-time council, all to be elacted

officials,

That the council have an odd number of members in order to
avoid deadlocks.,

That provision be made for appointment of a professioral
assistant for the executive,

-That stated qualifications, such as those later set forth in

this report, be required of such profecsional assistant,

That-provision be made that such professional assistant shall
have tenure of office- for a stated period, and that his term of
office shall overlap that of an executive.

That it be required that copies of the proposed budget for a
given year shall be available tor .public inspection. for a
stated period of time before it shall be lawful to adopt a
budget for that year.

‘That the Board of Education, the County Hospital, County

municipalities, and other local government units be invited
to enter into an effective agreement for cooperative purcinasinz
with the County.

That the merit system be put into effect wherever possitle
in connection with employment by tne County Government.

That a central warehouse be set up and maintaine«d and central
inventory control be put into effect.

That the present 90-day restriction upon the investaent of
idle County funds be removed and. procedures for rrsfessiornal
investment of all idle general funds be set up,

That public hearings in planning and zoning matters be heid
only during evening hours.



13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

18;

18,

20,

21.

22.

That the filing of applicaticns in zoning matters be linited
to periods during two months in the vear, and that public
hearings on such matters affecting the same communitv be
held on the same evening or on successive evenings.,

That applicants in zoning matters be required to shew in
their applications the legal basis and justification for
their requested changes.

That-applicénts in zoning matters be required to disclose
in their applications the present and contingent property
interests of all perscns in the land involved.

‘That applicants for zoning,changes be required at the,public

hearing to establish the legal basis and justification for
their requested changes by the greater weight of the evidence.

That the Planning Board's recommendation in zoning matteérs
include statistics showing the current acreage and the acreage
prospectively needed in the classification requested, within
the county and within the neighborhood involved,

That the District Council be required tc make findings on
the record of facts and of conclusions reached regardin: the
applications for rezoning or special exceptions, and their
justifications,

That the District Council adopt and publish a statement i
rules and procedures for the conduct of public hedrings on
zoning matters, and provide for equal rights and treatment tc
all parties at such hearings.,

That all communications to the Plannins Board and tc¢ the
District Councili regarding pending or prospective appli-
cations in 2zoning matters be made a part of the uublic record
and that privdte or ex parte communications on thase matters
be prohibited.

That counsel representing the County Planning hcard avrear
and participate in zouins hearings in eaczh case.

That the District Counzil Chairman make specific rulings
as to the admission or ex~lusion of evidence, statemants,
questions, or answers at Zoning hearings and tnat.a reccrd
of the rulings adequate fcc a court review be preserved.



23,

24,

25,

26,

5?;

28,

56

That the~dec151on of the Dlotrlct Council in zcnlng mat‘
be mailed to: all parties filing an’ appearance in.any’ case:

the.decision is not announced at” the ‘public hearing.

That:applications’ in: zoning matters which have been-denied
be barred: from reflllng ‘regarding the: 'same . or substantlally#
the same land -for. elghteen months after: the date of theif
denlal ‘and for' three:years after the date of the. second’
denial.

That the District Council:.adopt.additional zonlng class
flcatxons .of -land" use.,adequate to protect.present development
in the future.

That: procedures ‘be- adopted adequate to correct zoningire=
classxtxcatlons whlch should not: have been. made.

That leglslatlon be’ enacfed barrlng conflict ‘of “interest: on
the ‘part of all County officials.and enplovees.

affectxng the County ,overnment, and it thev wxsh to}become
candldatesufo::offlgg therein,

to the state andvnatxonal e‘ectxona.
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"
o ,
; T 27' .
p Edltorlallatq now . took tlme to state thelr oplnlons as to the_"g'
~3 v1rtue oF a. charter for Prlnce Georges County.‘ The’bnqulrer Gazetter SR
_on February lS-;‘published the‘ f’onowing:“ :
“fThelr cry of more “home rule under charter is ]ust as:mis-
- leadlng in our opinion as their demand for an elected ;
*, County executive...,We cannot see merit in turning over o . -
' our government to one administrator who may veto the Board, . = = 7
~ when we now have a Board, which twice a week can veto the T B
i ‘Vfull tlme adminlstrator, the Chalrman 12 it R TR AR
‘Atpro-charter view can be seen'ln the”followlng ediforiél“fromwthglff  “ o

PR C ’ 3 . . - o

Washlngton Post"”7f-’v  ;”:.;,'“
It is a petltlon deserv1ng the support of every c1tlzeﬁ SRS -
. who wants businesslike public admlnlstratlon in"a county ‘ ’57‘7;
that has long since outgrown the loose, uncoordinated, s

~ carefree customs of a system deviged for the rural ‘ N ERRR N S
‘communxtles of ‘the last century. L s Ty
Three Charter GroqplPlatformsf., o 'J”;‘ ;{5f' 8

r- Ty e : . . S BRS o
. o A X E 5 . o - % “ . . - . . . R L
v . R L

As soon -as 1t‘became evxdent that-the necessary referendum "

-

. SLgnatures would be achleved the Prlnce Georye Home Rulé Chartgbﬁw%

TR 'Commlttee began nak;ng preparatlons for thelr selectLOﬁ of candidates. SR ;%
On May 13 the Conmlttee adopted the followlng platform- S ’f ' g
) : s al(
(l) An elected County executive who wou~d appoint his i; L ‘ %
own_ admznlstratwve assxstant. . RS T i
;i,”(2).A‘separately elected(council.,f" ) ' i
;il2.f,Editorial, Enquirer Gazette, February 13, 19€uw, - . .7 0
ﬂi - :;i {i”;flS.. Editotial, Washihgton Post, May 19, 1464. . - A’ . 'if;

v-{iugf Seé earlier list on p. 20.






” 'enter the charter campaxgn.;s Thls grouo pledged to contact represen-

i commlttal to any partlcular form of local government.l

(3) A Code of Ethlcs outlawxng...conflxct of 1n~erestg.;

(u) Zonlng reforms requlrlng wrxtten 3ust1f;cat10ns for

.0 - all decisions... : L T
(5) A new County accountlng systen wlth records made

available" to the publlc showing the cost of canttal

-assets.. . AL R § o

" (6) A mandatory merlt sjstem for all County employees.’

(7) Recognltlon and support of vo;unteer flremen.

(8)‘Compet1t1ve purcha31ny by sealed blde.~_ﬁ;““

‘ff(g)fReferendums on County bond 1ssues...’r1w>’
L e i
,V(10) Advanced publlcatlon of pronosed laws, except qn’
' emergencies; prior announcement -of budgets, aﬁd
‘regular. publgcatxon of. certlfled fxnanc1a1 L
- statements._. v :

The Cxtxzens for Charter Conventlon became the next grovp.to‘f

'z‘ -/.,.

;‘varxous types of County government avallable under a charter.¥7 Thelr‘

SO > B .o SRS T

Loa blank check charter board." News Item, Countz Newa, June 18 196u~

: 7‘ff::f?l News Iten Washlqbﬁon Star, June 15, 196u

”“:‘L5.~ News Iten, Waahlnpton atar, %ay 5, lGoU

-16.' It was charged that thlS group was formed by 3enocrat1c T

:,State Central Committee chalrnan, Jame, J. Casey, as‘‘an ant--charter f:
. tactxc.v A spokesman for the Home Rule Charter Committee: announCLd

"How-that many Prince Georges. polxt1c1ans feel that the charter movenent'
will succeed, a few are seeking to-blunt’ ltS -effectiveness by promoting

18.' Thexr slate consxsted of - Edgar’ L. Smlth mayor of

wGreenbelt- Rlchard E. Paenter, anStltUte People' s Qourt Judge, ShermaqlifV






.charter board.ﬂﬂu-’

t’but twelve sent 1n thlrty nlne uomlﬁatxons. Five of these were flnally}
.g approved by the Commxssxoners."; Of these Nonpattlsantcancldateq,/
‘two reportedly approved a charter,'one was‘opposed andlthe‘otherktwo
vapproved a charter because they ‘elt County voters de51red one, no*

: : 2
: because they saw 1t as,the best form of governwent. 1

£

Y

to ehterfa‘oharter Qbiting board.. Communxty RelatlongéDlrector Del

19 o

Not all of the County organlzatlons accepted these 1nv1tatlong,

- . 20

j " &’& o ;,: S '

Clalmlng 1ndependence frcm any polltlcal partv or factlon in

the County, the Nonpartlsan candldates publlahed theufollowlng platform
(l) Your Charter Board. w1ll con51st ofaa buolnessman, : .
o Federal Employee, and three lawyers - no pollthLans.

(2) You wxll get the charter wanted by the na]orltv of the
people - not the Drefab ]ob whlch some . areftrvxng to aee.‘-u_

(3) Your charter wzll empba31ze sxmpllctty and economy--‘f

;

:,Key Junior ngh Harold Ja o Qodgex ; attorney rrom'carrcllton.k'Neﬁﬁ
‘vItem, Washlnpton Post August 17 196u S AR

“:‘.abstalned from' voting with the other Commxssxoners.
ff“_the Comnxssxoners entering a charter board.

’

’19.’ News Item, unqulrer Gazette; August °0 196ﬁ.

L 20, ‘Memorandum from Del Hal kxe, Communlty Relat;ong DlPPCtOT,
Prince Georges County, Septemher 15, 1964, Comnxssxoner"sladvs upellman

21{ News Iten, naohlnpton Po,t, beoteuber 22 1964

%he dxsapuroved of Sl

K’






?/ L . "‘
: \ ~ - 30
- ‘out w1th overlapplng functlons and needless complex : T
_governnent in L ff‘;«\'-” ,,*g; =
U['. o L . : N Lo R S i '. e»-\ '
(s, w1th a commonsense system of management and rudgete.-ﬂ Ly
T_(S) You wxll get an honest ]Ob of. charter wrxtlng from '
- able peOple with no .ax to FPlnd R ’ .
(6) Your Charter Board wxll hold hearlngo and take actlon ?5k 5
- where xndlcated necessary.%? RELEE R : Lo f%‘
Whlch of the charter groups was best quallfled to repreeent the
County 1n the formatlon of home rule° ThlS questlon became the lssue’:“; ;ftd'”

e S
e

"r‘or the next several monthq.i Countj Commlsoloner Gladys Soellman

Y

B accused the opposztlon of resortlnp to measures to CPeatEQCOthSIOn,”

1n thexr attempts to defeat charter. At a charter rally she affxrmed
. : : %

5

"Intended to confuse the voter...are the formatxon of the Cxtlzens Charter

Commlttee and another slate placed ‘in the fleld by’ the County eommx szoneref

. ‘, Lo 23 | t\. R S ; s
a themselves. e "g'§ o ,/ﬁv» SRR S
Lo Charter candidates in a serles of debates could arree on onlv'v"" :
S . . o N
one p01nt, that a chartnr was, necessary.l Walter Maloney of the SRR
*”?\, o Home Rule Charter Commlttee cr1t1c1zed the other charter ~rouos,For tfv-

" not favorlng a strong executlve counrll tyne of Lounty government.:-,

[

, 22, Thexr candldates were. erLng H. .Fi sher, Oxon Hlll attorney, tf,ATQ

il ‘M. Dale Hill, Suitland attorney; Norman Lawrence,’ United States Census: =

.~ Bureau statistician; Hayden S.-Melvin, insurance and real estate man . = 7

" from Bowie; Thomas V.. Moore , Cheverly attorney. New< Item, Waonington L
Star, September 16, 196u - A Ll R NENERERRE RS

BaY

v

R | .»*,23.5»News Item, Washzngton Post, September 28 lQG»

Ly bed., October 2 1964,

3 R

% B N £ . . .

25, Ibid. - S i e e






-Commltteler1t1c1&ed the Home Rule Chdrhev Commlttee for publxclv

i 23 ‘
_ attacklng the latter.;;; dut 1n attenptlng Lo do’ so, they also dxd

'kdamage to the cnarter movement by ereatlng con‘u51on and dxsaus

:County Home: Rule.Charter Conmlttee, member, Prince beorges Count

f“Also,'statement bj Mrs’ Ulaﬂ]b Noon Spellman, Board of- Dlrec~ors, Pr;nce
-~ Georges Home Rule Cahrter Commlttee-«Prlnce ueorges Countv Con 1ssxoners,
8,personal interview, Upper: Marlbor«

Meanwhlle, ‘the Cltlzens for Charter Conventlon and the Nonpartlsan

o . PR

sanct;onlng a specxfxu type of charter governmen;. )i

V;gorously opposed to the home Rule Charter Conm1ttee,,tne

{4

mlsrepresented every ltem related to the lssue.,

-

claimed "These people don t- want to reform the County:

want to take it over. it is a- naked play for pouer

fe SN

. 30 : : . ' '&"j.i"; e BRI : ‘ " ,}’
the votevs.‘v R el LT

26, Ibid. T
»27,' Ibld., October b lQSﬁ. S
28. News: Item, Chesapeake Tlmes, 0ctober 8 lb&ui

'oplnxon of the -author - that these charges were unsuhs;antxa eo;but ﬂust
be accegted in the polltlcal context..,; : G

s

_'29.; News Item, Washxnpton Post, October 2, igéu"”;ﬁf

7304 Statement. by Mps. David. Patterson, Secretarv, Prlnce(
League

of Women Voters, peroonal interview, Temple Hills, Mdrvland,'uune 23, 363

o

Haryland July 12 l965.

L






proposal Remalnlng 51lent untll almo t a month before the November

f_thousand dollars were reportedly pledged to fxght charter‘*
: Thls Commlttee Was organlzed under the leadershlp o ;Mrs

B Harkness and Hr. Harry E. Hassllnger. it wes_the;r oplnlon> »a;;ﬁﬁéj

"County.voters~d1d not really suoport*a charterrbut wouidlstay 'wéy,fﬁomf

: L : 32
the polls unless arroused Dy antx-charter leadersh D. ”7;
W1th1n the last week of the canpaxgn( thlo Comnxttee mazled to

/

'the County re51dents a pamphlet entltled "A Pl?—ln*a-Poke."_ As ltS

£y

theme 1t stated 'l"Charter';s a Plg in- -a Poke._ Let 1t loose and Vou,

Qe SEn 33
;the taxpayer, must pay 1ts hlgn prlce of lxvxng "3

BT ) B ._."

: Prlnce Georges’County;‘ Of prlmary concern was the tax rate tha, would

invariably“go up!under a'charter- next , Was the school board that’woulu'fe

become electlve as. 1n Montpomery, 1nsteau of rena'nxn’ ap polntlve.

.

31. News Item, Washxnpton Star, OCtOJeP 22 196%.

’32;” Statement by Mprs Mxldred Harkness, Treasurer “Committe
-Maintain and Improve Present Systen of Government. 1n Prlnce Georges’
& MCounty, personal 1nterv1ew, Temple Hxlls, Maryland, June 23y 1965

33. Ccmmxttee to’ Malntaln and Improve Present Svs*em>o‘;?
Government in Prince Georges County, A Plg-ln -a Poke," Hvattsvxlle,
Maryland October 196u ' B i

o






R

chavter groups d1d not have the fxnances to counter lts accu atxon,

g Prolgct Marlboro, wrote of home rule and zonxng.-

. in Prxnce Georges County. To: many charter leaders zoni‘

l? motlvatlng force. ‘On' the other hand many antl-charter‘leadéw

' of zonxng reforns for Prlnce Georges Countv. The. Regort

~  01rectors “Home "Rule Cnarter Conmlttee, personal 1nterv1ew
'Maryland July 12, 1965.tu‘1‘ : ~

member Prlnce Georges County va;c Federatxon, personal ;etter,' .

ZoﬁiggfobinionV"

5

James Vance, a charter advocate and one of the author<
: e : NN

The Publxc is llttle 1nterested in hone rule" for 1ts’own
3vsake. ‘They are interested in- the reforms. lthat will: go w;thﬁ
cit, partlcularly zoning reforms._ Perhaps two-thlrds oﬁaour

‘movement's best workers were and are people eager. for zon ng .
”reforms....The other reforms were relatlvely mxno .

Zonlng was a very meortant issue in the movenen for ome rule

a"

o

The orlglnal Prolect Marlboro recommended a consxderable;amount

cr xcxzed the

s

c

i 16'; Ibld. B i

Board of e

35. Statement by Dr. Elbert M. Byrd Jr.; member, ;
RLverdale’

36. ‘Statement by Mr. ‘James’ Vance Co—author, Pro;ect Harlboroy:






County'sfpolicy on.Zoning,;warninghagainst the dangers:that'haohazardh_z
37
zonxng sanctlons would brlng to the County s future develOpnent.

Another study was completed after the 1962 electlon by the,
County Economlc Development Comn1ttee., Several of ltS members had

vocatlons connected wlth the buxldlng and 1ndustr1al trades of Prlnce/
; _

Georges County.e Other members were - concerned wlth the future develoo— .

-4

ment of Prlnce Georges County lf the zonlng pollcy should be altered

Headed by Joseph H. Deckman, the Economlc Development Comnlttee

&/‘ .

- ) ) o .
produced a- report relatxng the costs of services. xn Prlnce Ge orges SRR

County to the dwelllng units -or busxness unlts that recelved these

servxces, «From thls analySLsﬁofglncome andicosts,-the_report demonstrated
that the business¢community more than paidftneir‘share~of'taxes for

v -

L 39 ’

servxces-recelved:", Resxdentlal unlts, meanwhlle, lagged benlnd in

A.JL. Vo f

paylng for thelr servxces and were 'a burden to the Countv, as far as
. ho _'f'- R e - L . ‘;.

revenue ra151ng was concemed.

= : : o : S

"The most dramatlc dlscOVery in the report 1 the’fact thatwthe

much mallgned apartment units more than pay thelr wav, by an anple

P
. ¢

37. County Government Study Comnlttee, Pro]ect Ma rlboro;n
Prlnce Georges County C1vxc t‘eder‘atlon, September 7, l?bl, p. xi;

38, Statenent by ‘Mr. Joseoh HU Deckman Vlce—(halxman, ‘Lcononic

Development Committee,. Prince Georges County, personal lntervxew ,
Rlverdale, Maryland July 16 1965 :

39.~ Prince beorges Countv Economlc Develoonent Lomnxttee, A

Studyrof Income and Expenditures by Family Dwelling, Apartment, and

Business Unit, and Individual School Children for the. Fiscal Vear

'1963 196u October 7, 1963{4(pa5es unnunuered). :

40. Ib'id'..r T






| 35

margin;;for'all services..."q; Apartment dwellers could be "recognlzed

as responsxble taxpaylng cltlzens who are more tnan paylng thElP falr

vl

share of the cost of all government serv1ces, as reflected throuph thelr’/

u. ) . . Y
 rental fees."__2 o

Dlsagreezng wlth the charter attacks on the recent zonlng ( 15;.."

;vdec1$lons, the bulldlng representatlves based thelr rebuttal on theL

s S (S

”concept of supply and demand ' Stated succxnctly, when the ”ounty s

o ,development dlmlnlshed the amount oF zonlng appeals would fall off 43

ks

They mazntalned that the development of Prxnce Georges Countj had(

. .
: created the necessmty for zonlng changes.& Numerous voung couples

N : . q 5 .
‘,;‘mov1ng 1nto Prlnce Georges needed apartments. : Bu31ness and Jndustrlal

- ?7concerns were acqulrlng more land for growth and expansxon. Only through‘

: u6 -
acqulescent zonlng dec1sxons could thlS expan51on be malntalned :

ok
S

' On the contrary, a crltlcal analysxs of: the Deckman study was_

- made by the Prlnce ueorges Cltlzens Plannlng Assocxatxon., Contalnlngvl»

PIN

b1, Ibidi )
w2, .Ibid. ¢ o

u;.;fStatement'by Mr.5J03eoh'H;jDeckman ng; cit .
‘o *”7”'u9; ‘Statement by Mr. Al wager, Vlce-Presldent, Prince Georges
County Chamber: of Commerce, personal 1nterv1ew, Rlverdale Waryland,
July 17, 1965." : o , .

i us, Ibid.

;As..’Ibid.






36

several charter 1eaders, ‘the" Assoc1at10n study, in dlrect contrast to ‘the

Economic Development“Committee's report found that apurtment unlto cust:.

\/ "

47
the County more ln servxces than they provxded 1n tax revenue.

Increased apartment constructlon would 1nev1tably generate ‘a

greater demand for servicee..'he the Asaocxatxon commented**r* S

It is. therefore abundantly apparent that the tax base.in ‘.
Prince Georges County has not been keeping pace with the .
increased need for services and as more and more apart-.
ments are bullt...hlgher and ht her'taxes for Prince Georges
County are almoat a certalnty. ,,,” R ﬁ;'&giréhfk S
g R Y A U »
The Plannlng Assocxatlon malntalned that commerc1al developnent a
was gettxng out of balance Wlth the rest of ‘the County. "Unrestrlcted '
commercxal development would not, lnvarxahly, be benef1c1al to kh

W49 L
Countv treasury N ”"L‘?

SN

Home owners, belng exonerated by the Cxtlzens Plannxnf Assocxatlon,

were found to haVe paxd thelr approprlate taxes for servxces recexved

Lv.Other means of local revenue,:such as automobxle txtllnp,‘car regxs-. : |

tratxon, and gaso;zne taxeo were pdld mostly bv homn OWner and had been

51 S P P
overlooked in the Deckman study. R R -

.

~ e

fuﬂ.g Prlnce Georges Cltlzens “lanntn“ As;o:xat;cn; "Analv iSeas’
Revenues and Expenditures. relatlng to the suslne,s and ”oe;dentla‘
Communxty of Prlnce Geovgea County," May 4, ’964 T ‘

P L

”uet"rlbié;;{ﬁ,‘zoif

50., 'Ibid:, p.16.. . |
51. Ibid., pp. 11-13, :






.,‘37 .
Leavxng thls analysxs, charter adherents clalmed that zonlng had

and stlll was being used by the pollt1c1ans as a form of local gat"onage,:dl

: One charter worker stated.'_"Zonlng proflts and favors arsa what makes

the Sasser machlne go."'r{2 Another claxmed that zonlng was bexng used to

53 ’
mllk Prlnce Georges County off1c;als.~, The Hone Rule Charter commlttee

reported : "In Prlnce Georges County mllllonalres are belng made by

. 54
' zonlng."<

l] Thls Commlttee called for a strong confllct of 1nterest law to

N P‘
- " . _ iy : 55
insure that zonlng declslons w;ll remaln 1n the publlc 1nterest.\‘v,A R

:home rule charter, they assured would contaln specxflc zonlng regulatlons'

.
e ;p/' I A IR Ei

"?- that would gulde the future development of Prlnce seorges County.

: In my oplnlon, although many charter and antl-charter leaders
?;' -Were motlvated by the zonlng lssue, the: commonvvoter cared less about ;*‘, t':}
. . R _A \A_ . ) X . ,(
o zonlng than he di d taxes, educatlon, o* the governnent structure. Zonlng

LI

S should have been de-emphasxzed and more stress glven to the other 1ssues o

- 1n the campaxgn, especially on the educatlonal nature of what a charter -

:could or could not do.,..

A

"52;' Statement by Mr. Janes Vance gg;'cié{f’

‘h,'53. Statement by Pr. ﬂalter H. Maloney, Jr., Chalnnan, hrlnce
L Georges Home Rule Charter Conmlttee, personal lnteerew - Chillum,
" Maryland July 12, 1965 : : e

*¥¢~»gsu;’ News Item, ashxngton Star, October lO 1964,

A‘Ssoy.Ibld.;: N e SR






38

*‘EditoriaiJQpinion"

Although located ln Washlngton D. C., the metrOpolltan news-

. : 6
‘papers have consxderable 1nfluence anong PrlnCe Georges County readers.5

‘They have the largest clrculatlon in the County,'as well as the ear of its i

§

better educated cltlzens.f And they edxtorlallzed 1n endorsenent of a

home»rule charter. R

An Lnterestlng edltorlal among the pro-charter papers expressed

".the oplnlon that;ﬁﬂThe b1g questlon about charteruln Prxnce Peorges thlu

<

f'year 13 not whether lt wxll be approved by the voters, but rather who

= jiw;ll be chosen to develop the new fonn of Countv government. 57 ~Thls <

<

”hobv1ous expressxon of optlmlsm for charter was shared to a depree by

o .

hthe other metropolxtan newspapers.‘ A Washlngton Star edltorlal voxced
Ithe.followlng:f,"Two years ago 1n Prluce Georges, the lnltlal steps

“toward a charter narrowly mlssed approval.; Thxs tlme, thh w1der publlc

&

‘ }exposure and far better organxzatlon among the Charterltes, the proopects‘

N - . +

: 58 :
happlly are brxghter.".,y‘These edltorlals, sxgnlfxcantlv, were announced

’before the effectlve organlzatlon ot the antx-charter campaxpn.v o

3

These pro-charter newspaoers had to decxde whlch of -the . various

o charter groups they would support. Almost 1nvar1ablj the Home Rulef'

}f~fCharter Commxttee was enuncxated "ao the authentxc voxre of reform in ..

S ,’gé. These papers ‘were rhe dashlnptor Star, The Jashlnvton Dost
fand The washzngton Dally News.',"ﬂw,p :

'g;57, detorlal Washlngton News, Septenber 22 1964;"\'

h; 58, detorlal Washlngton Star, September 5 196§;f






P N

RN

moreover, stated

'October 22' jﬁ : ¥;ei.fv.‘\ b

Gazette, Chesepeake Times, Prince Georges Post, ‘and Prince’ Georges'
'~ Courler, As the exception, the County News'was a charter advocate.

~o dn, Amerlca...has outgrown the Board of C%nnty Comm1851onerﬂsystem.f
",needs streaml;ned government f

Since 1962 the Hone Rule Charter Commlttee has. led‘the
fight to draft a Prince Georges. ‘County - charter.— The Commxt'tee
. best qualifies with experience whitch puts its members ahead' e
i+~ of the preliminary work necessary-to ‘draft the. ‘document.We:
recommend the citizens of Prince Georges. County. vote ‘for: th'
following cg&d1date8° Garbleman Maloney, ‘Meloy,
~and Wilson,' , . , ;

They publlshed he follow1ng dltorlal on

from t‘1e County courthouse.'

f""

'r" b

&;,You know What's What under ‘our present elected.CommiSSLOner
. "system, There's the lowest tax rate in the~ area“’the fxnest
" schools, continued orderly, progress and fiscal- respo

‘"MThe Hhat s What of charter is 1mpossxb1e -to predlct”

, 60, ;

iésq;

'-}6l;f:Editorial :WMAL?Radio,AOCtoberi:S‘

i

“-62. The newspapers covéred in thlS study'were they

It wrote, "prince Georges. County-perhaps " the- second fastest ‘groving: coﬁntj'pii

vk

- 634 Edltorzal Enqulrer Gazette, Octob’r






tﬁeib~choxce.. Even more 1mportan; was the fact establzshe‘

eaectlon that the most lnfluentlal newspapers

'; came up on the IOSLng side of the 1ssue. The

selected what final tabulatlon would Sustaln.tjv

' Election iQSM‘*-i,f._‘Tt« o

'fscxence in Prlnce Georges County.v Governor Wallace had.conducted,hls

h w

us 234 Sj Among the sundry charter candldates the Home‘Rule Charter

' ,_Board easxly won but thelr v1ctory ‘was agaxn in vain.

L

In dxrect contrast to the 1962 aftermath the4charter leadershla

i

'was d-vxded and uncertaln about its future. Some were ready to try

N -

o : 66
.”.again'in_lggﬁ.ﬂ Others were onposed to ano;her effovt

'Board of

64. Statement: by Dr. Elbert Me Byrd Jr., member, ,
1m:er-

S Dzrecfors, Prince Georges Home kule Charter Commxttee, personal
_ V1ew, Riverdale, Maryland Julyfl2*f1965 i

65, News Item, Washxngton Star,inovember‘iiy'lgéﬁ.

£

~ ‘56;1 Statement by Mr. James Vance ’_R cxt. -






future.

‘within the commxssxon government sxnce home rulp had not been
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567, Statement bv Dr. lecrt W Byrd Jr., op. cit Cif}
68.' Statement by Judpe Francis B. Francoxs, member Board‘of
i’;;;j' Upper Marlboro, Maryland July 12, 1965






o ment, 1f the same conservatlve flscal polxcxes were followed On the

A

o CHAPTER'V

'iDBFEAT_AyD;CQHCLUSION 5

The overshadowxng cause for defeat in’ both the 1962 and 196u

.
.

campalgns lies 1n the. fallure of the Charterltes to educate the elec

N

torate on what hqne rule would mean.; leen thlS fact the opposxtlon;'

found xt easzer to confuse the voter and create issues agalnet nome

. P e RN

rule.‘ S P } .
One example of thls educatlonal fallure was the campalgn 1ssue
of taxes. The. opposxtlon malntalned that home rule would brlng aboutﬂ

hxgher taxes through the establlshment of an expensxve bureaucracy,
pt
such as had been establxshed in Montgomery Countv under hone rule.~.

r

Certaxnly the ‘tax rate 1n Prlnce Georges County would remaln

about the same under home rule as with the commxssxon form of govern-

7’}1; vy

;

other hand the vapld rate of develooment in Prxnce Georges County
w;ll create demands for servxces that only hlgher taxes can Qat~sfy

Therefore the tax rate has l;ttle to do thh home rule and more to do
wlth the flscal admlnxstratlon of the Countv.

i

October, lQGu.

2. Statement by Mrs. Mlldred Harkness, Treaeurer Commxttee to
Ma;ntaln ‘and Improve Present Systkm of Government in Erince Georges .
County, personal interview, Temple Hills, Maryland, June_29 190,,9
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o Maryland July 12, 1955.; o
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Rlverdale, Maryland July l?






“Conclusion S I e T

'Prince Georges County government lS not dlrected by t

he’ same’old

”fd"oourthouse polxtxcxans" since the home rule movement began
: varzed Lnnovatlons have been accepted and putxxnto practlce 51nce 1961
;Foremost among them have been reforms in the hzrlng of personnel'
Vﬁ- merzt law has been supplemented by the employment of the_"Braln Trust"
J"or “Campus Refugees,"Aas they have been called l¥; These are the recent

Lo

fdepartment heads; several of whom have ‘come stralght from Marylan}

: 12\~ '»4:} . ,l;
‘Unlversity, bl

s el 8., Tt should be mentloned that the home rule effort dxdyreceive L
_ excellent editorial support and coverage of ‘their views from- the; Washzngton
" newspapers, radio’ and television stations. Statement by ‘Del Malk1e,

- Community Relations Director, Prince -Georges County, personal71nterv1ew
ﬂ‘f-Upper Marlboro, Maryland June 28, 1965.' g e o

T

7 3,’9‘. Edltomal,‘v WMAL Radlo, November s, 19614

. lO.« Statement by Mr. Walter He Maloney, Jr., Chaxtman 196u pplnce ,f;f
:>Georges Home Rule Charter Comnlttee, personal 1nterv1ew, R;verdale, e
Maryland July 12, 1965 : ‘ : :

Z- B ;: ‘ll News Item,‘Washxngton Daxly News, July 12 1965

Ibldo

: ,"’12“;;'






/dlfferent trend of thought is emerglng from the commission it-

self. New ldeas are belng accepted WLth less sceptlclsm, and govern—5

ment for the benefit of the County 1s “not always unheard of ‘as a motlve}

1

for local polxtxcal actlon.
Charter 1n the future wlll“flnd 1ts efforts more dlfflcult. e

Many of the or1g1nal charter refonn recommendatlons have been approved

pL .
by the commL551on. Furthermore, future camoalgns WIll have to face -

the problem of edu.ating the tremendous lnflux of new 1nd1v1duals who
DR .

are arr;vxng each week wlthout any knowledge of home rule.» Thls -
crucxal educatlonal problem WLll grow more serlous .as the weeks pass.
Meanwhlle home rule fcr Prince Georges County has a very uncertaln

future.' Thls uncertalnty 1s manlfested in the attltude of the present

N

leadershlp of the charter reformers.. It is reenforced by the fact that

previous charter w0rkers have turned to relook at the commlss1on form

. of government and see 1f 1t can be made responsxve to 1ocal demands. -

The County may be compelled to look at the comm1551on Form of

government and make the necessary changes there. Thls mav be the only

<«

feaSLble ‘avenue. remalnlng for County re‘orm.

Flrst Rocommendatlon.; That the chalrman of the CommLSSLOners be

’ 15
selected by the County electorate lnstead of by his’ fellow Comm1351oners.

£

e 13 Statement by Mrs. Gladys Noon Spellman op. cit.

14. Ibid. : S

lS. Stateme1t by Judge Pranc1s B. Francoxs, Member, Board of
- Dlrectors Prince Georges' Home Rule Charter Commxttee, personal Lnterv1ew,
Upper Marlboro, Maryland, July l2 1965.. ce . :
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46

.'.County-widerelection of'tnewchairman Qould~undoubtedly'lncreasefthe"”

T

chalrman s base of pollt;cal power but 1t would also make hlm more

e

responsxve to the demands of the local voters.~ The chaxnman could now

appeal to the voters to support hls program lnstead o‘ to 1ust seVeral

fellow commlssioners..**_’_, ,""o{ _‘_.‘A=- Ly _‘,s«-; e

By ngzng the chaxrman more prestlge and power through popular g

: -electlon, it would also encourage more able resxdents to seek that

‘ﬁ'rmposztxon. The election would become comparable to the race for mayor ln

%

A
- B
v

most of our cxtxes.}‘

,51;'f :1 Increased publlc lnterest in local electlons would be stlmulated‘j_’

"ﬂ?}';n'qfsince the electorate would play an actlve part 1n the selectlon of the :

‘ chalrman.r Under the condltlons now exlstlng,‘the \oters never know S

=~ B
~ PR Vo

S vﬁjwho Wlll be chalnnan untll the Commxssxoners announce thelr choxce.‘f

~

N

' Second Recommendatlon.‘ A Grand Jury Report publlshed 1n,March

Q

f"of 1965 recommended "That the County govemment be headed by fwe Fall -

: ftlme Commxssxoners 1nstead of the present system of one full time and

. R EEA , <,: 16 ; . L
"'1four part tzme Comm1551oners." ’g‘>' St

ThlS recommendatlon would have many merlts not the least of ~

' S , 17
whlch would be to decrease the probabxllty of conf 1ctfof lnterestr,

Ci

~Full tlme Commxssxoners wlth commensurate salarxe would not be as.in- '

" clined to maintain‘outside_interests”as are,thelpar17timefCOmmlssioners

who must use outside employment to support their families. A conflict

'jal " News" Item Enqulrer uazette, Marcn 25 1965

Ibld.






.of Lnterest law could be enacted whereby the Comm-551oners would be

. requlred to release thelr outs;de holdlngs that mxght develop 1nto &

f;conflict of lnterest.iﬂf\}‘f ﬁ ' ,QVé,,“

- < o
[ N

Under the present part tlme commlssioner system, only those ;ﬂA

': 1nd1v1duals thh independent 1ncomes and bpare tlme cen: partxcxpate on ,if{f‘%:"

'ffuthe commissxon.; ull tlme commxssxoners would 1nv1te more c c mlnded Brpe S

1tind1v1duals to enter local polltzcs who presently could not afford to.

a'These xndivxduals could leave ‘one vocatxon to become commxssxoner,;j
rasomethlng that is ~NOW impossxble. ; ,i g. : g £ SR

Not to be overlooked 1s the growth that Prlnce Georges County
f‘ﬁifa‘faclng. WIthln thls century, the County has developed from one of :

e

o rural character to an urban area. A government basxcally deslgned for a

{ﬂ (,

fidsmall rural county must be streamllned to admznlster a clty. And only

tffull time OfflClalS can adm1nlster thls urban County.

Thxrd Recommendatxon.: It would be excellent for local government;
.,gln Prxnce Georges County if there was. to remaxn a group of actlve c1v1c,:ﬁ Vfief:

»mlnded reformers. The local government would be pressured 1nto actlng

‘3{§f1~f ln the best interest of the County.. Reexamlnatxon perxods for local.

government admlnistratlon would be encouraged ’Whlle the generally

R

'if_\complacent c1t1zens of County government m1ght be aroused to take more

: lxnterest Ln local aflalrs at: a tlme when natlonal 1ssues seem all '
N L

1f{1mportant. o '_if;.‘finffif 'd,f' _ iixﬂ§' v iflﬁ’ e

Wxth the contxnued growth of countxes due to the Shlft from. ;;f

.

urban to suburban areas, county governments wxll be forced to change

, R R ‘
.the;r structure.\ Many of them w111 not be preparcd for the new burdens

AR T e T SR Bt B Y e S8 S JET TR TSy P BRI PR s St 5






” L ug
: they’ﬁiﬂ."‘ heve vtoﬂ faee and wlll ‘seek s'o';ly.utrioes te'theif prolglems. Amonp
s ) . 8 ~ .
‘ these, some wJ.ll lean toward county home rule; m fact not all the% c
future home rule attempts/wxll end 1;; defeat as we w;tnessed in Prmce
Geox‘ges County. ‘ . | | | B
) Even‘f bn ci;feat,“:xf hohe rule ffer'ts : canb produce‘ the emphaszs € A
‘






'¢Cltlzens Commlttee for Preservat1on of Responsxble Government 1n'

: Commlttee on County Government of the Prlnce Georges Chamber of - .. o
»Commerce..  "The Leglslatlve Mlstory of .Prince .Georges County, e

- Commlttee to Halntaln and Improve Present System of Government 1n

"County Government btudy Commlttee., Prolect arlboro" A keport.:

&;f Pederatlon September 7, 1961.~

L Marvland State Commxssxon on Adnlnxstrat1ve Orranlzatlon.

3
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APPENDIX

The table on the next several pages lists the original Project
Marlboro recommendations as published in 1961. These recommen-
dations became the reform measures that sparked‘the movement for

home rule,

L





1. .

2,

3.

4,

5,

5.

-9,

10,

1ll.

E Project Marlboro Recommendations

That a charter be adopted under Article XI-A of the Marvland
Congtitution which will provide Home Rule and the changes in
Prince George's County government next recommended,

That the executive and legislative fuﬁctions of the Countv
Government be separated and given respectively to a full-
time exeécutive and a part-time council, all to be elected

- officials., a

That the council have an odd number of members in order to
avoid deadlocks,

That provision be made for appoxntment oF a profe351onal
assistant for the executive, :

‘That stated qualifications, such as those later set forth in

this report, be required of such profecsional assistant,
That‘proviéion be made that such professional assistant shall
have tenure of office for a stated period, and that his term of
office shall overlap that of an executlve.

That it be required that copies of the proposed budeget for a
given year shall be available tor .public inspection for a
stated period of time before it shall be *awful to adopt a
budget for that year.

‘That the Board of Educatlon, the County Hospital, County

municipalities, and other local government units be ‘invited
to enter into an effective agreement for cooperative purcnasing
with the County.r

That the merit system be put into effect wherever possille
in connection with employment bv tne County Government.

That a central warehouse be set up and maintained and central
inventory control be put into effect,

That the present ‘90-day restriction upon the investaent of
idle County funds be removed and procedures for rmafessisnal

investment of all idle general funds be set ur.

o)
(o

That public héafings in planning and zonlnh matters be he
only during evening hours. , ‘






13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

_léa

19.

20,

21,

S22,

That the fllxng of aoplxcatlcn" in zoning matters be linited
to.periods during two months. in the vear, and that public

hearings on such matters affecting the same communityv be

held on. the same evenlng or on successive evenings

That applicants in zoning ma*ters be required to ahOd in

-.their applications the legal basis and ]Ugtlflca’lOﬁ for

their requested changes.

That dpplicants in zoning matters be required to disclose
in their applications the present and contingent property
interests of all persons in the land involved.

-That appllcants for zonlng cnanges be requlred at the publxc

hearing to establish the legal basis and justification for
their requested changes by the greater weight of the evidence.

That the Planning Board's recommendation in zoniny matters
include statistics showing the current acreage and the acreare

‘prospectively needed in the classification requested, within

the county and wlthln the nelshborhood involived,

That the sttrlct C uncil be required to make’;indin' on-

the record of facts and of conclusions reached repgardin:s the

~applications for rezoning or special exceptions, and their
justifications. . :

That the Dlstr‘ct Councxl adopt and publlsh a stagement o1
rules and procedures for the conduct of public hearings on
zoning matters, and provide for. equal rights and treatment tc
all parties at such hearings. :

That all communications to the Plannins Board and tc the
District Council regarding pending or prospective appli-
cations in zoning matters be made a part of the yublic record
and - that prxvate or ex Eﬁ_}e communications on thaese matters

be prohibited.

That counsel representing the County Planning board aprear
and participate in zonius nearings in each case. ’

That the District Counzil Chairman make specific rulings
as to the admission or ex~lusion of evidence, statemants,
questions, or answers at “Oﬁwnr hearings and tnat.a reccrd

of the rulings adequate fcr a court review be nreserved.






be mailed to all. partles lelng an appearance in. any
the/dec1510n»1s*not,announced at’ the publlc hearln?.

That elections.for office in the County Government be he.

off years~;when they ahalI not be} yela!
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