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UNDERSTANDING “TRANSITION ZONING”

A written supplement to the testimony of Jeffrey A. Regner in
opposition to proposed zoning amendment 46.002.

In cooperation with Voters for Common Sense Growth
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TRANSITION ZONING

INTRODUCTION

PlanHoward 2030, in introducing the Iager parcel and two other properties
into the Planned Service Area (PSA) stated that the added properties should be
“zoned to establish a transition that is compatible with and enhances surrounding
communities.”! In our discussions with the Department of Planning and Zoning
(DPZ), as well as the testimony provided to the Planning Board and the Zoning
Board, this has become known as “transition zoning.”

Because Maryland law requires that the County establish zoning as set forth
in the County’s general plan, it is important to know what PlanHoward 2030
requires with respect to transition zoning. To say that “transition zoning can mean
different things to different people” is legally incorrect. Transition zoning must be
understood as it is described in PlanHoward 2030 because, unless amended by the
County Council, PlanHoward 2030 is the legally controlling framework for
comprehensive zoning.

PlanHoward 2030 requires transition zoning at “the interface of the rural
residential zone and the planned service area.”? That is, the zoning must fall
between what is inside the PSA and what is in the rural residential zone. Also, the
transition must be “compatible with and enhance[] surrounding communities.”3
The surrounding communities are either MXD-3 or RR-DEO.

Proposed zoning amendment 46.002 does not represent transition zoning
because it includes R-A-15. Zoning at this high density is not a transition between
the PSA and rural residential, and it is not a transition between MXD-3 and RR-
DEO. Also, R-A-15 does not enhance the surrounding communities, but stands in
contrast to them.

TRANSITION ZONING

The Zoning Board must follow PlanHoward 2030

PlanHoward 2030 is both a promise to the citizens of Howard County about
the future of growth in the County, and a legally binding document. The general
plan was prepared with input from the community, as well as a task force
comprised of community members, developers, attorneys and others.4 The County
Executive, in his cover letter accompanying PlanHoward 2030, explained that it
reflected “the County’s commitment to sustainability.”? It is fair for the community,

1 PlanHoward 2030 at p. 73 (underline omitted).

2 PlanHoward 2030 at p. 73.

3 PlanHoward 2030 at p. 73.

4 PlanHoward 2030, Acknowledgements.

5 PlanHoward 2030, A Letter from the County Executive.
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TRANSITION ZONING

therefore, to look to the general plan as a promise to protect the environmentally
sensitive watershed areas.

In addition, unless amended by the County Council, the general plan binds
the County Council in the process of comprehensive zoning. Maryland law requires
Howard County to enact and execute a general plan.6 The County must execute the
general plan through zoning and other land use provisions.” The comprehensive
zoning process is precisely the type of act by the County Council contemplated by
the law, and accordingly, the County Council must follow the general plan.

PlanHoward 2030 defines transition zoning

Transition zoning is a shorthand for the mandate on page 73 of PlanHoward
2030 for bringing the Iager parcel, and two others, into the PSA. In full, transition
zoning, refers to the following:

PlanHoward 2030 proposes three minor expansions of the Planned
Service Area (adjoining Ellicott City, Clarksville, and Maple Lawn). To
achieve Bay restoration goals it is preferable to include these
properties in the PSA, rather than have them utilize septic systems
particularly where the area drains to reservoirs or high quality stream
systems. These properties, because of their location at the interface of
the rural residential zone and the planned service area, should be
designed and zoned to establish a transition that is compatible with
and enhances surrounding communities. In addition, they should
create an environmental benefit through environmental site design
that mitigates impervious surfaces so that storm water will be
captured onsite and not affect nearby waterways.

The common meaning of transition is “movement, development, or evolution
from one form, stage, or style to another.”8 PlanHoward 2030 specifies between
what two things the transition moves: the rural residential zone and the planned
service area.? In addition, the transition must be compatible with and enhance the
surrounding communities.10

DPZ correctly interpreted the transition requirement in making its
recommendation for the Clarksville and Ellicott City expansions to the PSA. For
the Clarksville expansion, DPZ recommended that the zoning be changed from RR-
DEO to R-ED, explaining: “New to PSA. R-ED 1is a good transition from RR to

6 Md. Code, Land Use § 1-405.

7 Md. Code, Land Use § 1-417(b).

8 http//www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/transition
9 See PlanHoward 2030 at p. 73.

10 PlanHoward 2030 at p. 73.






TRANSITION ZONING

higher density development in Clarksville and River Hill.”!! In addition to RR-DEO
and R-12, the Clarksville property abuts a business park on Clarksville Pike
currently zoned B-2.

Similarly, for rezoning the property included in the Ellicott City PSA
expansion, DPZ recommended changing the zoning from RR-DEO to R-ED,
explaining that it was “[nlew to PSA. Adjoins R-ED.” Except for the school
property, which is density neutral, the Iager parcel adjoins only RR-DEO and MXD-
3, with no business development planned for the adjacent part of the MXD-3
property.

Another example of a good transition can be found within the MXD-3 zoned
Maple Lawn development. At the southwest corner of Maple Lawn, which also
represents the edge of the PSA, the developer intends to build the “Old Farm
District,”12 which will be comprised of one home for every three acres, not unlike
areas outside the PSA. The Maple Lawn developers’ recommendation to use one
unit per three acres to transition from the school campus to the rural residential is
reasonable, and should be copied south of Maple Lawn on the Iager farm, as well.

R-ED is a good transition between MXD-3 and RR-DEO

As with the Clarksville property, R-ED would represent a good transition
from the adjacent RR-DEO in the rural areas to the school property inside the PSA,
and even beyond to the MXD-3 property of Maple Lawn. On the east, west, and
south sides of the property, where the Iager farm slopes down toward the reservoir,
the properties are outside the PSA and zoned RR-DEO. The north side of the
property, across MD-216 is zoned MXD-3.

R-A-15, or even DPZ’s recommended split zoning, represents no transition
because MXD-3 is substantially less dense than R-A-15. Unlike high density
R-A-15, MXD-3 “is intended to include a planned network of open space which
includes environmental areas.”!3 It requires a minimum of 35% open space.l4 In
addition, for MXD-3, the maximum density permitted is 3.0 dwelling units per gross
acre of mixed use development.1> In contrast, R-A-15 allows 15 units per acrelé (or
up to 25 units per acrel?) with no provisions for green space or environmental
protection.18

11 Preliminary Comprehensive Zoning: Map Amendment Recommendations, No. 34.001 to .004 (Rev.
March 8, 1013) (emphasis added).

12 Maple Lawn Master Plan.

13 Howard County Zoning Reg. § 127.A.

14 Howard County Zoning Reg. § 127.C.3.a, 127.C.3.e.

15 Howard County Zoning Reg. § 127.C.6.a.

16 Howard County Zoning Reg. § 112.D.1.c.

17 Proposed zoning text amendments § 112.F.

18 See generally Howard County Zoning Reg. § 112.
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TRANSITION ZONING

R-ED provides a good transition between MXD-3 and the rural residential
area because R-ED allows 2 units per acre.!® The following graphic comparison
shows the possible options for a transition between the MXD-3 property at Maple
Lawn and the rural residential zone.

Comparison of Units per Acre by Zoning Classification
|Additional Units Requested Highlighied in Yellow)
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The appropriate transition between RR-DEO outside the PSA and Maple lawn is
shown by the blue diagonal line. A straight transition would be 1.32 dwellings per
acre. R-ED is somewhat more dense at 2 units per acre. Also, as the figure
demonstrates, both R-A-15 and the developers’ proposal (using DPZ’s split zoning) is
well outside any reasonable transition.

19 Howard County Zoning Reg. §107.D.1.c.







TRANSITION ZONING

CONCLUSION

The best result for the environment and the Rocky Gorge Reservoir is to take
the Iager parcel out of the PSA and leave it zoned as rural residential. At the
urging of DPZ, the community designed a plan starting with PlanHoward 2030 that
resulted in R-ED zoning. The plan is good for the environment and allows the
County to meet its obligation to comply with the general plan.

The proposed zoning, including R-A-15 does not comply with PlanHoward
2030 because it is not a transition from Maple Lawn to the rural residential areas.
Instead, R-A-15 or split zoning stands in stark contrast both in terms of density and
the absence of any required green space.

For these reasons, the Zoning Board should reject proposed zoning
amendment 46.002.
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THE MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
2IST LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT
PRINCE GEORGE'S AND ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTIES

- June24,2013.

Hon. Jennifer Terrasa, Chairperson
Howard County Council
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

Dear Chairperson Terrasa,

We hope this letter finds you well. We’ve heard from our constituents regarding the
rezoning of the Tager Farm property in the Comprehensive Rezoning proposal. Amendment
#46.002 rezones the 91-acre property from RR-DEO to R-A-15 to allow for a multi-family
housing project, and we share concerns that this will have detrimental effects on the neighboring
area, in particular, the Rocky Gorge Reservoir, being the principle source of drinking water for
Prince Georges County.

This plan would rezone the Iager Farm property to R-A-15 and change the residential
density from a three-acre density to 15 dwelling units per acre, vastly changing the landscape
south of Route 216 which has proudly been upheld as a rural area. There has been no previous
construction of water and sewer south of Route 216 and west of Route 29, because of the valiant
efforts of Howard County officials to maintain this as an undeveloped area. The introduction of
these public works would make this project inconsistent with the current landscape and
development. In addition, we are concerned the damage that construction, debris, and a new
residential community would inflict on the already ailing Rocky Gorge Reservoir, which per the
Clean Water Act has been an impaired waterwav since 1998, would be irreparable.

Also we believe that the increase of impervious surfaces would only further contaminate
this keystone water source because the Iager Farm drains directly into the Rocky Gorge
Reservoir. As outspoken advocates for the environment, we voted for the Strom Water
Remediation tax on impervious surfaces as an effort to preserve our waters and limit this kind of
development and pollution. Prince Georges County residents are directly downstream from this
watershed, and all possible damage is possible harm to our cornstituents in the great State of

James Senate Office Building * 11 Bladen Street, Room 314 - Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410-841-3141 * 301-858-314T - 800-492-7122 Exf. 3141



Maryland. This new construction will do the most harm to the residents of Prince Georges
County being below the watershed.

In closing, we respectfully request the rejection of this amendment to the Comprehensive
Rezoning package, and the cessation of attempts to make the Iager Farm property another
residential community. This will only lead to further degradation of the reservoir and our
environment, opening the flood gates for similar construction in sensitive areas. This rezoning
brings unwarranted development that we feel we should protect our proud Maryland residents
from. The people should be properly informed of all of the effects thlS proposal will have. Thank
you for your time and consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

%M% T

bBarbma Frush
State Delegate (D-21)

/\‘—\\
Joseline A. Pefia-Melnyk Benjamin Barnes
State Delegate (D-21) State Delegate (D-21)
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At Council Request Savage Community Association Develops “Plan B” Alternative

During the June 12 Zoning Hearing, the Council directed the Savage Community to
consider available zoning options for the Savage Mill Remainder parcels (47.001 and
47.010) in the event that the County is unable to purchase both parcels for parkland as
we’ve requested.

We studied other zoning options and their particular provisions as well as visited several
examples of the zones considered. The officers, board and zoning task force members
met on Saturday, June 15 to achieve a consensus. Taking the Council's advice to
consider a zoning that would allow for clustering away from the watershed and
dragonfly habitat we concluded that RSC (Residential Single Clustered) is the most
appropriate zoning. RSC zoning would also address other community concerns.

e Permitting 4 units per acre is consistent with the R-12 density throughout the
neighboring historic district and still yields twice the density of the parcel's
original R-20.

e That density (as opposed to the requested 15 per acre) reduces (though does
not eliminate) the concerns over increased traffic on the dead end street, adding
to traffic bottlenecks and school over-crowding.

e RSC has a maximum height of 34 to 40 feet, significantly less than the 55 feet
under R-A-15. This could protect the historic view shed as well as the view shed
from the surrounding parkland and the Savage Mill Trail below.

The negative impact on the environment, the watershed, and the endangered dragonfly
remain key concerns. For this reason, purchase as parkland remains our best and
first solution. However, rather than our original request for a return to the R-20
zoning present before the last comprehensive rezoning plan, we urge you to
apply RSC zoning to these parcels to avoid the potentially devastating
environmental impact.

Please note that | met with John Byrd today and that the community has accepted the
developer’s invitation for an additional meeting next week.

Respectfully submitted,

Susan Garber
President, Savage Community Association
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Fox, Greg 2, OO~ v
From: Carlos Contreras <carlosjavierl7@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 11:06 AM

To: Fox, Greg

Cc: PlanningBoard

Subject: . Fulton Re-zoning

Thursday, April 11, 2013
Mr. Greg Fox:

My family and | currently residing in Fulton ABSOLUTELY oppose the proposed rezoning of the 90+ acres off
Route 216 near the Maple Lawn, from the current single-family homes to apartment complex.

This change would definitely impact NEGATIVELY “standard of living” of all the Fulton residents. We worry
about the potential for added risks that comes with “overpopulating” a farm land. Such risks may include the
collapse of incoming traffic, overpopulated school class rooms, shortage of water/gas & other services, safety
and security ... piece of mind.

We suggest that you DO NOT support this initiative, and safeguard our interest and keep the customary good
living in our area

Candidly,

Carlos J Contreras
12111 Fulton Ridge Drive
Fulton MD 20759



Fox, Greg

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jenllldave@AOL.com
Thursday, April 11, 2013 9:45 AM
Fox, Greg

Oppose rezoning off Murphy Rd

Data from form "Contact Howard County Government" was received on 4/11/2013 9:44:33 AM.

Contact Howard County Government

Field Value

HCGEmailAddr | gfox@howardcountymd.gov

'YourEmailAddr |jenl11dave@AOL.com

‘Name Jennifer Ricketts

Subject Oppose rezoning off Murphy Rd
Please do NOT approve for the zoning changes. 1. My neighborhood children
have been redistricted 2x already to ease overcrowded schools but new
housing continues to be built in areas overcrowded. - We currenly have at

M Bod least 7 new housing developments underway in this area. Can we wait to see

cssagebody their impact on schools before approving more housing? - I am concerned

about driving safety on RT 216 if traffic increases. -I am concerned about
pedestrians (students walk and run along 216) to get to Fulton businesses

and do not have side walks.

Email "Oppose rezoning off Murphy Rd" originally sent to gfox@howardcountymd.gov from jen1!1dave@AOL.com on 4/11/2013

9:44:33 AM.
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Fox, Greg. /
: v
From: Michele Glazer <michg_515@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 9:40 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Oppose Rezoning!

| oppose the proposed rezoning of the 91.25 acres between Murphy Road and south of Route 216 near the Maple Lawn
Farms water tower, from the current RR-DEO (single-family homes) to R-A-15 (rental apartment development of 15 units
per acre.)

Opposition is based on substantiated concerns about:

*The influx of students into our already-full public school system

eIncreased traffic on already stressed and congested roads near this property

The detrimental effects to our environment including air and water pollution, water shortages and the loss of valuable
farmland

*The health and safety of our citizens and children will be threatened by increased traffic and crime resulting from a
bursting infrastructure

*The general lack of existing infrastructure to sustain additional housing units

As the citizens, taxpayers, and voters of Howard County we are opposed to this rezoning and as our councilmember you
should vote “no” with your constituents and not the developers. Deny rezoning the land to R-A-15, thereby eliminating
the detrimental threat of apartment development.

Sincerely,

Michele and Marc Clark
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From: Sean Gunning <gunnis01@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:46 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Fw: Opposition of re-zoning in Fulton

I am writing in response to the re-zoning and subsequent rental apartment development proposed by R-A-15 on the Murphy Road and
Maple Lawn water tower land.

Dear Council Members,

I moved to Howard county/Fulton about five years ago from Beltsville. Although the two towns are just ten miles apart and most people
who live in them commute

to either Baltimore or DC, they could not be more different. Fulton is a peaceful community which does not suffer from

Beltsville's traffic, over-development, poor schools, and

rising crime. | remember the first time | drove to my new house in Fulton, | had the feeling that | finally live in an area where | was
proud to raise my family.

Since | moved to Fulton, the Maple Lawn development has progressively expanded. | like Maple lawn and it has brought much to our
community. t was planned

in logical way. However, poor road design with three traffic circles has brought congestion on route 216 which is progressively
worsening. Please drive on 216 west around 7am during a school

day and you will see lines of cars backed up through multiple traffic circles. | only anticipate this to worsen; | do not have the facts but
have heard that Maple

Lawn is not even 1/2 developed.

Now there is this proposal to put another 1400 high density housing units (which is the size of all of Maple lawn) in a small area south of
216. This just astounds me.....

We can learn much from the successes and failures of the past. Howard County is consistently ranked as one of the best places to live
for a reason.

It is because of men like Jim Rouse who proposed reasonable planned development. |s Fulton (and other areas of Howard County)
going to follow

a sensible plan for development? If left to developers, traditional greed driven development follows a usual pattern. Farmland and
open tracts are developed

piece meal with maximization of profit and little to no regard for the impact on the community. This type
" of development results is typical urban sprawl with a whole host of negative impacts to schools, traffic, crime, etc...

As of the 2010 census, Fulton (20759) had a population of 3350 people who resided in mainly single family homes/townhomes. The
new development re-zoning request proposes to add another potential
1400 high density apartment adding, 1400-5500 individuals to a small area. This one

This is in addition to further Maple Lawn development which has much room to grow.
There are so many reasons that this is wrong for Fulton.

I am not going to re-hash the usual infrastructure, school crowding, potential crime, environmental impact, arguments which | am sure
you will hear.

We need a leader who has vision and leadership to support sensible development. Columbia is a good model. Any further
development in Fulton in should be

accomplished in manner which serves the interests of the county, the schools, and which does not destroy the character
of the existing community. Sensible, planned development is more important than haphazard suburban sprawl.

Thank you for listening to me,

Sean Gunning



Mark D. Neumann, P.E. é‘{“
8045 Murphy Road

Fulton, MD 20759 MRS
mneumann@alum:mit.edu e e’y
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March 12, 2013 ~pe e ,

Council Member Greg Fox
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Couneil Member Fox:

[am writing to express my concern both with the proposals and the process for the
Comprehensive Zoning Plan. My wife and I relocated to Maryland this past year and
purchased 8045 Murphy Road in Fulton in July. We researched the property thoroughly
and purchased in Iarge part because the parcel behind the house (No. 46.002, 11595
Scaggsville Road) was zoned RR-DEO. Furthermore, we found that this land south of
216 was outside of the PSA which meant that development was further limited.

Unbeknownst to us, in July,,ri;ghtabout theﬁme that we moved in, the County changed
the' PSA map to include this parcel south of 216, which would allow the zoning change to
higher density residential. Conveniently the County excluded the homes on Murphy
Road, which I will address later in this letter. We-only found out this past weekend that
the County is planning on changing the zoning to R-A-15 as part of the Comprehensive
Zoning Plan. I'can assure you that we would not-even have considered the home had the
zoning been R-A-15 at that time. If this move goes through, aside from the elimination
of everything that we moved to this neighborhood fot, we fear what this may do to the
value of our home.

First, with regard to process, nelthm I, nor any of our nelghbms that I have spoken with,
were notified of the proposed zoning change or of the upcommg meetings, which appears
to be in violation of County zoning regulations. Thesmall signs placed on the parcel
were of dubious utility. My wife leaves for work via Murphy Road and returns via Lime
Kiln. 1leave for work via 216, but before sun-up and return via Murphy Road.. As a
 result, notonly did we not see the signs, we were not in a position to see the signs while

. they wereup. ’ ‘

I would appreciate an explanation for how such a major change can be proposed without
the neighbors that are directly affected being notified and how this process can go
forward at this point without that notification

With regard to the proposal, the zoning map amendment request form states that the
reason for the proposed change is:

“With the adoption of PlanHoward 2030, the subject property was incorporated into the
Planned Service Area (PSA) for water and sewer. Consequently, the ex1stmg RR-DEO
zoning is no longer appropriate. (1) Petitioner is requesting R- A-15 zoning because itis
the most appropriate for the property. (2)The subject property is located in close



proximity to existing public schools, a park and ride, and the Maple Lawn Commercial
District. (3) Because of its location, the subject property is well suited to accommodate
additional residential density and is consistent with PlanHoward 2030 Policy 6.1, which
calls for the reduction in competition for Jand resources by promoting more compact
development in appropriate targeted growth and revitalization areas. Further, rezoning
the subject property to R-A-15 would promote the Policy 6.5 of PlanHoward-2030 by
encouraging compact development with adequate green spaces and connectivity within
and between developments which provide residents with a high quality of life and allows
residents to take advantage of the benefits of compact development.”

Addressing these individually:

1) The R-A-15 zoning is absolutely not the most appropriate for the property. What the
applicant fails to disclose is that the properties abutting the parcel are all single family
homes zoned RR-DEO with the exception of the church on the east side. These homes
are a part of a long established neighborhood. Sections 3.6 and 10 of PlanHoward 2030
clearly call for the preservation of such neighborhoods:

“Use of the density exchange option for neighborhood preservation parcels could allow
these types of parcels to be permanently protected while their allowable development
potential is sent to a more appropriate development site.”

“Established Communities predominately consist of existing single-family .
neighborhoods or business areas to be respected, with limited infill and enhancement”

Trying not to sound too melodramatic, changing the zoning for 11595 Scaggsville Road
to R-A-15 will not preserve this neighborhood but destroy it.

1 would argue that the most appropriate zoning for the property remains RR-DEO based
upon the current use for surrounding properties. Understanding the County’s desire to
increase higher density housing, R-20 or R-12 would be vastly more appropriate than R-
A-15.

The attached figure provides an aerial view of the subject property. The unique nature of
this neighborhood is apparent and the single-family homes can be seen to the west, south,
and southeast. Also shown is how a buffer zone, either RR or RC can help preserve the
neighborhood in the event of future development at 11595 Scaggsville Road and it should
be strongly considered by the County. ' .

2) The subject property is located near the park and ride and across 216 from the schools,
but it is uniquely isolated from the Maple Lawn commercial district due to the
topography. The rise in elevation as the Maple Lawn water tower is approached from the
west shields sightlines and maintains the neighborhoods rural appeal while the immediate
access to the Maple Lawn development remains. Whenever we have mention to friends
or coworkers that we moved to Fulton the most frequent comment is on this remarkable
appeal of this area.

3) The area may be suitable to accommodating increased residential density, but R-A-15
is neither appropriate nor warranted. This is a single-family residential neighborhood.
While the County may no longer consider the RR-DEO designation to be appropriate, R-
20 or R-12, zoning will allow for increased density while preserving the single-family .



home nature of the neighborhood. Regardless of the final designation a buffer should be
included to maintain the special characteristic of the Murphy Road neighborhood.

One more consideration with regard to zoning: Although the property in question is a
single parcel, the County should not be under any obligation to have the same zoning
_designation for the entire parcel. Subdividing the parcel and varying the density across
the lots with increased density to the east, gradually decreasing to the west could further
serve to preserve the character of this area.

As noted above, one last comment with regard to the change in PSA last summer. The
decision to modify the PSA for the benefit of development without notifying the residents
of the change and allowing us to comment also may have violated noticing requirements.
Furthermore, the decision to deliberately exclude homes adjacent to the development
further burdens our home values since, assuming that we can get the county to agree to
limit development to single family homes, those homes will have County services and
ours, mere feet away will not. The PSA boundary should be reconsidered to fairly
mclude all properties abutting the proposed development parcel.

Thanks you for your.consideration and please let me know if you have any questions.

Smcerely, i

Mark D, Neumann, P.E.
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Zoning Request for Property 46.002
11595 Scaggsville Road

Applicant has requested R-A-15 for 91 Acre Parcel

Propery Boundry for 46.002
Proposed RR or RC Zoned Buffer Zone

Exhibit 1
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From: Sigaty, Mary Kay
Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2013 2:57 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: FW: Howard County Rezoning Amendment 46.002

I suspect that we might each have received this, but in case you didn't.

MK

Mary Kay Sigaty
Howard County Council
District 4

410-313-2001

From: Gary Frank <gary.eng.arch@gmail.com>

Date: Saturday, March 23, 2013 12:30 PM

To: Office 2004 Test Drive User <mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: Howard County Rezoning Amendment 46.002

March 25, 2013
Ms. Mary Kay Sigaty:

We, as citizens and voters of Howard County oppose the proposed rezoning of the 91.25 acres between Murphy
Road and south of Route 216 near the Maple Lawn Farms water tower, from the current RR-DEO to R-A-15
(Amendment 46.002).

We are a family of four, and moved to this area for its rural nature. The Maple Lawn development has already
increased traffic congestion in the area and higher density housing will be harmful to the area. The following are just
a few of the main reasons to deny the rezoning:

¢ Increased traffic on already stressed and congested roads near this property

e The health and safety of.our citizens and children will be threatened by increased traffic and crime resulting
from a bursting infrastructure

¢ The influx of students into our already-full public school system

Please deny rezoning the land to R-A-15, thereby eliminating the detrimental threat of apartment development.
Sincerely, .

Gary and Stephanie Frank
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From: fnichols <fnichols1@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:47 AM
To: CouncilMail; Watson, Courtney; Ball, Calvin B; Terrasa, Jen; Sigaty, Mary Kay; Fox, Greg;

Chaconas, Terry; Pruim, Kimberly; Maxfield, JoAnn; Clay, Mary; Knight, Karen; LeGendre,
Stephen; Glendenning, Craig; King, Denise; Regner, Robin
Subject: Please deny Rezoning the land R-A-15

Dear Council Members, Representatives and Administrators,

As citizens, taxpayers, homeowners in Howard county and residents in Fulton, Maryland we strongly oppose
the rezoning of the land and subsequent rental apartment development proposed by R-A-15 on the Murphy
Road and Maple Lawn water tower land. The loss of valuable farmland will be greatly affected.

We have lived in Howard County for over 30 years and have seen the traffic increase tremendously. If you are
traveling to work in Washington, D.C. in the morning between 6:30 and 10:00 a.m., the traffic is horrendous.

It can take, at the least amount; 40 minutes to get to the Metro stop in Silver Springs on a good day and on a
bad day can be upwards of an hour. Then you have to add on to that additional time to get to D.C. With
additional housing especially apartments this will increase remarkable with the addition of 2400-3600
vehicles. The emissions and air quality will be greatly diminished. In an age where, allergies and air quality is so
important this will have a definite adverse impact. In addition, in Fulton, we already have a problem with
water. This will only increase with this proposal.

The general lack of existing infrastructure to sustain additional housing and the already overburdened school
system in our area will be greatly affected and overstressed.

Please deny rezoning the land to R-A-15, thus eliminating the threat of apartment development.
Sincerely,
Peter Nichols

Fotini Nichols
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From: Bessie Bordenave <Bessie.Bordenave@fcc.gov>
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 10:41 AM
To: Sigaty, Mary Kay; CouncilMail
Subject: FW: Proposal Zoning Change to R-A-15 in Fulton

Below is some information that was sent to me from one of my co-workers that he would like to share with
you. I don't know the protocol for how this issue is to be followed, but I thought as a representative for the
citizens of Howard County, you should be aware of some of the concerns by its citizens.

Thanks

From: Mark Neumann

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 9:50 AM

To: Bessie Bordenave

Subject: Proposal Zoning Change to R-A-15 in Fulton

Bessie,

- Here is what is going on in Fulton with the proposed development that we discussed. It is a modified version of what I
sent to zoning and Greg Fox. with updates based upon what I've learned since. I know that it's long, but this is pretty
complicated. Any help you can give is greatly appreciated. Since we're going to need at least 3 votes on the County
Council if you have any insight on how we can get meetings with each of the council members and the County manager it
~would be great. Thanks again for your help.

Mark

I am writing to express my concern both with the proposals and the process for the Comprehensive
Zoning Plan. My wife and I relocated to Maryland this past year and purchased 8045 Murphy Road
in Fulton in July. We researched the property thoroughly and purchased in large part because the
parcel behind the house (No. 46.002, 11595 Scaggsville Road) was zoned RR-DEO. Furthermore,
we found that this land south of 216 was outside of the PSA, which meant that development was
further limited.

Unbeknownst to us, in July, right about the time that we moved in, the County changed the PSA
map to include this parcel south of 216, which would allow the zoning change to higher density
residential. As opposed to doing this openly through an individual bill, which would have required
that the neighbors be noticed and have the opportunity to comment, this change was incorporated as
a Part of PlanHoward 2030 and occurred without any of the community being made aware.

Conveniently the County excluded the adjacent homes on Murphy Road, which I will address later
in this letter. We only found out on March 12™ that the County is planning on changing the zoning
to R-A-15 as part of the Comprehensive Zoning Plan. I can assure you that we would not even
have considered the home had the zoning been R-A-15 at that time. If this move goes through,
aside from the elimination of everything that we moved to this neighborhood for, we fear what this
may do to the value of our home.



First, with regard to process, neither I, nor any of our neighbors that I have spoken with, were
properly notified of the proposed zoning change or of the upcoming meetings, which appears to be
in violation of County zoning regulations. We only received a notification a week before the
hearings after we complained that no notice was sent. We were told that small signs were place on
the parcel in January but we never saw them. My wife leaves for work via Murphy Road and
returns via Lime Kiln. I leave for work via 216, but before sun-up and return via Murphy Road. As
a result, not only did we not see the signs, we were not in a position to see the signs while they were

up.

I would appreciate an explanation for how such a major change can be proposed without the
neighbors that are directly affected being notified and how this process can go forward at this point
without that notification

With regard to the proposal, the zoning map amendment request form states that the reason for the
proposed change is:

“With the adoption of PlanHoward 2030, the subject property was incorporated into the Planned
Service Area (PSA) for water and sewer. Consequently, the existing RR-DEO zoning is no longer
appropriate. Petitioner is requesting R-A-15 zoning because it is the most appropriate for the
property. (1)The subject property is located in close proximity to existing public schools, a park and
ride, and the Maple Lawn Commercial District. (2) Because of its location, the subject property is
well suited to accommodate additional residential density and is consistent with PlanHoward 2030
Policy 6.1, which calls for the reduction in competition for land resources by promoting more
compact development in appropriate targeted growth and revitalization areas. Further, rezoning the
subject property to R-A-15 would promote the Policy 6.5 of PlanHoward 2030 by encouraging
compact development with adequate green spaces and connectivity within and between
developments which provide residents with a high quality of life and allows residents to take
advantage of the benefits of compact development.”

Addressing these individually:

1) The R-A-15 zoning is absolutely not the most appropriate for the property. What the applicant
fails to disclose is that the properties abutting the parcel are all single family homes zoned RR-DEO
with the exception of the church on the east side. Further to the east zoning is R-20 with RR-MX-3
zoning for the current MapleLawn development. None of the existing zoning approaches the
density of R-A-15 and R-A-15 is completely inappropriate for this parcel.

2) These homes are a part of a long established neighborhood. Policy 10.1 of PlanHoward 2030 is
to “Protect and enhance established communities through compatible infill, sustainability
improvements, and strategic public infrastructure investments.”

Section d) Flexible Infill. Consider zoning modifications that would provide more flexibility in
order to allow limited, compatible infill that enhances an existing community.

Further, Section 10 states, “Established Communities predominately consist of existing single-
family neighborhoods or business areas to be respected, with limited infill and enhancement,”



Section 3.6 also calls for the preservation of parcels that are environmentally sensitive, such as this
on that drains into Rocky Gorge Reservoir:

“Use of the density exchange option for neighborhood preservation parcels could allow these types
of parcels to be permanently protected while their allowable development potential is sent to a more
appropriate development site.”

Incorporation of this Parcel into the PSA was part of Section 6 of PlanHoward 2030. That section
clearly envisioned that attempts to inappropriately re-zone this and other parcels were a possible as
a result of this change and just as clearly proscribes such changes.

“PlanHoward 2030 proposes three minor expansions of the Planned Service Area (adjoining Ellicott
City, Clarksville, and Maple Lawn). To achieve Bay restoration goals it is preferable to include
these properties in the PSA, rather than have them utilize septic systems particularly where the area
drains to reservoirs or high quality stream systems. These properties, because of their location at the
interface of the rural residential zone and the planned service area, should be designed and zoned to
establish a transition that is compatible with and enhances surrounding communities. In addition,
they should create an environmental benefit through environmental site design that mitigates
impervious surfaces so that storm water will be captured onsite and not affect nearby waterways.”

6.1(a) Limited Planned Service Area Expansion. Zoning requirements for approved PSA
expansions should include a development proposal that is consistent with the General Plan and
establishes a transition that is compatible with and enhances surrounding communities and provides
an environmental benefit.

The applicant argues that R-A-15 is the most appropriate for this parcel whereas the surrounding
land uses and PlanHoward 2030 clearly demonstrate that this is the least appropriate zoning. R-A-
15 is incompatible with the existing RR-DEO, R-20 and RR-MX-3 zoning in the area and R-A-15
zoning clearly violates the intent of Sections 3, 6, and 10 of PlanHoward 2030.

One more consideration with regard to zoning: Although the property in question is a single parcel,
the County should not be under any obligation to have the same zoning designation for the entire
parcel. Subdividing the parcel and varying the density across the lots with increased density to the
east, gradually decreasing to the west could further serve to preserve the character of this area.

As noted above, one last comment with regard to the change in PSA last summer. The decision to
modify the PSA without notifying the residents of the change and allowing us to comment also may
have violated noticing requirements. Furthermore, the decision to deliberately exclude homes
adjacent to the development further burdens our homes since we are all on well systems. Any
development is likely to affect runoff and drainage from this parcel on which our wells rely. Many
wells 1in this area already have poor yield and require a number of filters for water

quality. Regardless of the final zoning decision and proposed development, the PSA boundary
should be reconsidered to fairly include all properties abutting 46.002 so that we are protected from
the effects of this development.
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Fox, Greg

From: ’ LEW RODGERS <hilew@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2013 4:18 PM

To: Fox, Greg S

Subject: RA-15

SUBJECT: RE ZONING OF RA-15

I support RA-15 being zoned as R-ED and request your vote to be this postion for the following
reason:

It is idiotic to expect any money, county or state, to be available for widening rt 216 and the
probable necessitation of traffic light installations, BEFORE you unload additional thousands of
cars onto this section from Highland to route 29. And let's not forget the unfinished development
and increased traffic still to come out of Maple Lawn. In my opinion, Maple Lawn's two tight
radius circles will impede, rather than aid the traffic flow, thus requiring expansion of them or
removal and installation of lights here also. The WHOLE issue, in my opinion, is about MOVING
PEOPLE - forget all the other complaints, but at least respect the daily frustrations that will be the
norm for the people who decide whether you have given this your best judgement.

Further, any suggestion of a phasing in of this plan, as roads are developed, is a complete unknown
regarding the congestion that will occur. Widen 216, Highland to 29 FIRST, then come back and
revisit this proposal. We haven't seen the complete development of Maple Lawn yet and have no
idea what traffic surprises that will bring.

I have no objection to more homes in the area - farm land in this part of Howard County will
eventually disappear, but PLEASE avoid a Montgomery County pattern.

Neighbors with school age children have an additional issue, I'll let them speak to that.

We came to Howard in 1977, built our home on Reservoir Rd and viewed corn fields in all
directions - it was a pleasant escape from Prince George County (New Carrollton) and its
congestion, if you want to call it that. We loved the country and were intrigued by lengthy drives
to the gas station and grocery stores, and meandering over the back roads on weekends- but
development does have it's advantages and conveniences. We now appreciate the speedy access to
just about any service we need - so PLEASE don't burden us with traffic frustrations!!! Thanks for
considering your vote carefully |

Lew and Hilde Rodgers
8300 Reservoir Rd
Fulton
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From: Estelle Blankenship <estelle@sunairawnings.com>

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 10:47 AM

To: Mclaughlin, Marsha; Ken S. Ulman; Watson, Courtney; Ball, Calvin B; Terrasa, Jen; Sigaty,
Mary Kay; Fox, Greg

Subject: Zoning Amendment 46.002

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam.

We are opposed to the rezoning of RA-15. We need to preserve our Fulton area.

We feel that it should be zoned as R-ED (2 housing units per acre) since we are concerned for the
increased traffic and the safety of our students walking to school. We are also concerned of the
overload to our school system. It will then require another rezoning to the schools which will have a
yet another emotional impact on our children.

Such huge increase in population will also have environmental impact on pollution threatening our
wells.

Please wait and take the time to properly research and evaluate before making such an important
decision.

Thank you in advance.
Sincerely,
Estelle Blankenship

8665 Reservoir Road
Fulton, MD 20759

Tel: (410) 799-1145 Fax: (410) 799-5584
WWW.sunairawnings.com

SUNAIR.

AWNINGS 6 SOLAN STREENS

£

"Sunproofing America"

This e-mail may contain confidential and/or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this e-mail in error, notify the sender immediately and
destroy this e-mail. Any unauthorized use, copying, disclosure or distribution of the contents of this e-mail is strictly forbidden and may be unlawful.



Fox, Greg _ vor
From: Michele Glazer <michg_515@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 9:57 AM

To: Fox, Greg

Subject: Zoning Amendment 46.002

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To: Greg Fox, District 5 Councilmember

| hope you are doing your duty to hear the community who is trying so desperately hard to make sure
you support our strong and critical concerns of what this zoning will do to our town--increased traffic,
influx of students to our schools and safety of students walking to school; lack of infrastructure in our
town to support such an increase in people and housing units; and environmental pollution
threatening our wells! Our entire way of life as we know it is in jeopardy! | just used my entore life
savings to move to this area because it is so beautiful and rural and it would make me sick to see
something like this happen now!

Please hear the community screaming out that:

1) We are opposed to a rezoning of RA-15

2) We recommend it be zoned as R-ED (2 housing units per acre) and then make the developer have
to fight to have it zoned higher, rather than have the citizens having to fight to have it zoned
appropriately (i.e., lower density) N
3) Please delay filing for the zoning until there has been time to conduct all of the important studies
for a project of this magnitude!!!

Please make sure we are hear and the right decisions are made on our behalf!
Thanks,

Marc and Michele Clark and family

11373 Bishops Gate Ln

Laurel, MD 20723



Fox, Greg

From: Joyce Barnes <joykbarnes@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 9:36 AM

To: Ken S. Ulman

Cc: Fox, Greg

Subject: zonning amendment 46.002

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

We would like to go on record that we are strongly opposed to re-zonning RA-15.

It is an Environmental mess, most of us have wells in our area.

We do not need more traffic on 216.

Schools will be over crowded.

Last we will losing more of the open spaces we all love about living here in Howard Co.
Joyce & Bill Barnes

11706 Wayneridge Ct.
Fulton,MD
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Fox, Greg

From: Jane Leshchiner <jane@chazspot.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2013 6:22 PM

To: Fox, Greg

Subject: zoning amendment 46.002

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Fox,

I am writing to you concerning Zoning Amendment 46.002. | have been a resident of Fulton for 6
years, and my husband for 15 years. We moved to this community because of the clean air and
water, great schools, minimal traffic, safety and open spaces. With this zoning amendment, all of
these things would be in jeopardy. The infrastructure does not exist here to support tripling the
population of the community, which is what would happen if this amendment went through. Our
children would be rezoned to different schools, when we moved here for these specific schools
(Reservoir, Lime Kiln, etc), because the new community would be in closer proximity to the
schools. We have well water, and increased population and construction would severely impact the
water. We have small roads and NO SIDEWALKS. Children would not be safe with traffic tripled.

| urge you please consider the current residents of this community and the points outlined below, and
help us to keep Fulton the great place it is now.

o Our main points are what this zoning will do to our town--increased traffic, influx of students to
our schools and safety of students walking to school; lack of infrastructure in our town to
support such an increase in people and housing units; and environmental pollution threatening
our wells

« We are opposed to a rezoning of RA-15

« We recommend it be zoned as R-ED (2 housing units per acre) and then make the developer
have to fight to have it zoned higher, rather than have the citizens having to fight to have it
zoned appropriately (i.e., lower density)

o Please delay filing for the zoning until there has been time to conduct all of the important
studies for a project of this magnitude

Thank you,

Jane S. Leshchiner
8575 Clarkson Drive
Fulton MD 20759



Fox, Greg

From: ' dmotap@aol.com

Sent: ) Saturday, May 11, 2013 8:32 PM
To: Fox, Greg

Subject: Fulton Congestion

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Fox,

[ live in a house built in 1955 on Murphy Road. We have suffered already from lager's
farm being transformed into a city as well as the other developments that have taken
place in recent years. Our life has changed. We no longer live in the rural community to
which we moved from the congestion of Wheaton. Since the turn onto Old Columbia Rd
from Rt 29 has been blocked for us, we must drive 2 miles out of the way to get home
from the south, or 2 miles out of the way trying to go north. With only a slight merge area
going south --- cars speeding around the turn, over the hill into the intersection that has
experienced so many deadly accidents, going south on 29 isa hazard. Our only two ways
out of our community are Murphy Road at Rt. 216 or the circle at Old Columbia Road and
Rt. 216. During rush hour, the Murphy Road onto 216 is not really an option --- it is too
dangerous with heavy traffic from 216 (both directions), poor visibility from the east, and
cars feeding in from Lime Kiln. The circle is only slightly better since drivers on 216 feel
that is a main drag and the circle is just part of it --- so they feel no inclination to slow
down.

We went over 30 years without losing power, but since developments have closed in, we
lose power on a regular basis.

Although, we all opposed the Maple Lawn Development, the developer clearly owned our
politicians and the development was pushed through. Please serve the 99% and protect
us from the 1%. LImit the congestion when voting on the zoning for Maple Lawn South.

Thank you,
Mike Morris



Fox, Greg

From: Frank Persico <fpersico@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 7:08 PM
To: Fox, Greg

Subject: Zoning Amendment 46.002
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Fox:

I write today in strong opposition to the proposed change in zoning requested in Zoning Amendment
46.002. It does not make sense how anyone in Howard County can support this zoning request. This area
cannot and should not be made to sustain the increase traffic and population that this development WILL
cause. When I first heard of this all I could think was that the reports were wrong. I thought to myself that the
elected officials in Howard County have always done their very best to preserve the county and its integrity.

It is now time for you as an elected official to heed the will of the people and reject the unrealistic request of the -
proposed developers of this property. The thought of the impact of this huge development in conjunction with
the build-out of Maple Lawn is astounding. Having been in elected politics myself and on a Council with
zoning authority, I have seen and heard every imaginable argument that developers can make to try and
ameliorate the concerns of the Council and citizens and tell us how the impact will be "minimal." You and I
know that they only tell part of the truth; the part they think they we want to hear. They won’t tell how this
development will crowd the schools, have a public safety impact in both pedestrian safety and crime increases,
and have a clear environmental impact on those of us who have wells for our water supply.

I respectfully request that you do everything in your power to stop this proposal. It will be one critical decision
you can make to protect us all and our community. Thank you.

Frank Persico

12329 Pleasant View Drive
Fulton, MD 20759
301-854-1432
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Fox, Greg

From: jtd1293@aol.com

Sent: ~ Sunday, May 12, 2013 2:52 PM

To: Ken S. Ulman; MclLaughlin, Marsha; Watson, Courtney; Watson, Courtney; Ball, Calvin B;
jterrasa@howardcuntymd.gov; Sigaty, Mary Kay; Fox, Greg

Subject: ZONING AMENDMENT 46.002

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To the Howard County Executive, Council Members and the Director of the Department of
Planning and Zoning

I hope by now you have gotten the message that the taxpayers of Fulton MD are very
dissatisfied and opposed to the zoning proposal of RA-15 that is being presented by the
developer. This proposal will desecrate the Fulton area with increased traffic, the safety
issue of the children who walk to school, not to mention the increase of students in their
schools and the elementary school has already been re-districted earlier this year. The
increase of housing units will create an environmental impact on our water and possibly
pollute our wells. We are not opposed to rezoning as R-ED (housing per

acre). Cramming 1300+ units across the street from four schools (elementary, middle
school, high school and a special needs school) is a ludicrous proposal.

| have not heard that an environmental impact study has been done on this proposal and
believe that it is very important to conduct all of the important studies before a project of
this type is undertaken and especially since the taxpayers are adamantly opposed to this
project.

It has been rumored that this is a "done deal" and has been in the "works" for

sometime and yet it has only become brought to light in the past few weeks to the
taxpayers of Fulton. | certainly hope as elected officials you will do everything possible to
stop this asinine project and rezone to the RA15. Your help and cooperation to

the taxpayers of Fulton will be greatly appreciated for years to come.

We are Voters for Common Sense Growth in Fulton

Jane and Aloysius Doyle
8184 Stabean Drive
Fulton MD 20759
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From: David Greenberg <david.m.greenberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 6:20 AM

To: McLaughlin, Marsha; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Zoning Amendment 46.002

I wanted to write to express my opposition for this amendment. | am worried about the increased
traffic, our infrastructure's ability to support this massive growth and resulting environmental
pollution. | addition, it would seem that a more manageable population density inline with R-ED
would be the optimal solution for our town.

This is a meaningful decision for all of the current residents of Fulton, so | hope that we collectively
can conduct more research and receive more feedback from the community before deciding to move
forward with a project of this scale.

Thank you for you consideration.
David Greenberg.
David Greenberg

david.m.greenberg(@gmail.com
(301) 928-6878
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From: Pavan Zaveri <pavanzaveri@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 3:46 AM

To: Fox, Greg

Subject: No to Zoning Amendment 46.002
Categories: Printed

Mr. Fox

| write to you as a concerned resident and citizen of Howard County. WWe moved to the county over 2
years ago for the quiet neighborhoods, excellent schools and much better traffic than nearby counties
and the District.

This Zoning amendment looks to bring a ridiculous amount of people to an area of Howard County
that is in no way prepared to deal with more people, particularly thousands more in an apartment
complex of over 1000 units. The roads in Fulton, the public services in southern Howard County
(Fire/EMS), and the schools in Fulton have no capacity to absorb the needs of thousands of new
individuals. If anything, first improvement needs to occur to these facilities before considering such a
drastic change in zoning from rural farmland to high density residential. A more temperate change
such as R-ED may be a better start forcing the developer to prove that he safely can build and
accomodate increasing the number of homes rather than going straight to an untenable number of

- housing units.

The RA-15 Zoning is simply not acceptable.

Unless improvements to Rte. 216 are complete and intended to accomodate the high volume of
- traffic, this kind of proposal should not even be considered. The only incentive here seems to.be
money for the developer without any regard for current and future homeowners, residents of the
County that pride themselves in living here, contributing to the economy and participating in the

-~ school system.

There is little preparation being done appropriately to inform the project or the nearby neighborhoods
with everyone just playing catch-up day by day. Please stop this zoning amendment from being filed
until appropriate preparation is complete and demonstrating that such a change is not realistic,
feasilble and comes with much damage to this part of Howard County.

Sincerely,

Pavan and Meenal Zaveri

8676 Waterside Ct

Laurel, MD 20723

A Concerned Howard County Resident
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From: Edward Montgomery <ebm48@georgetown.edu>

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 12:03 PM ,

To: Mclaughlin, Marsha; Ken S. Ulman; Watson, Courtney; Ball, Calvin B; Terrasa, Jen; Sigaty,
Mary Kay; Fox, Greg '

Subject: Zoning Amendment 46.002

I am writing you as a concerned citizen and resident of Howard County Maryland. We have resided in Fulton
area for more than a decade and have sent our children through Reservoir HS and Lime Kiln Middle School.
During that time the Maple Lawn development has grown dramatically and the character of the surrounding
area has changed. Despite the increased traffic and congestion around the schools in the morning this area
remains a quality environment to live and raise a family. Unfortunately the Planning and Zoning Board is

now considering a proposal that could dramatically and irrevocably tip the balance of the area's quality of life
for the worse. This proposal for rezoning a significant parcel of farm land to RA-15 would give carte blanche
licence to developers to add nearly 2000 apartment units to this tract. While this may not happen immediately,
once a tract is open to full scale development there is simply no reason to expect developers to limit the amount
they can put into the area or to expect them to value the lost amenities and environmental degradation as the
residents of the area do. In addition, the infrastructure in the area is simply not equipped to handle this scale of
an increase. Rt. 216, and the related side roads are two lane rural highways and RT 29 south is ill equipped to
handle a further significant increase in the volume of traffic. The High School is already among the largest in
the county so this development would either stretch it to the limit or require significant redistricting of children
who have grown up together. The watershed and run off to the reservoir could also be adversely affected. At a
minimum the Board should have full information about the potential environmental consequences of such a
development before rendering any decision that may not be easily reversed.

I do not want to engage in hyperbole or make excessive statements of the nature that the sky is falling. There are
ways to accommodate legitimate and reasonable desires for development in the area. One option is the approval
of options like R-ED zoning. A broad almost unrestricted licence to develop such as the requested RA-15
however is unwise, unnecessary and unwarranted. Once out you can not put this Ginnie back in the bottle.
Current and potential new residents of the area will be left to deal with the consequences of over development
long after the those who build on this land have moved on. I ask you to strike a balance that allows growth but
also preserves those things that make this area and Howard County special.

Sincerely

Edward Montgomery

Dean

Georgetown Public Policy Institute
Old North Building

37& O Street NW

Washington, DC

20057

202-687-7051



