
Sayers, Margery

From: Paul Revelle <paul.revelle@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 11:11 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Council Bill 61-2017
Attachments: CB 61-2017 testimony.docx

I will be unable to attend the Special Legislative Hearing on September 11 for this bill as I will be on vacation. I have
attached my testimony.

Paul Revelle



Paul Revelle
7017 Meandering Stream Way
Fulton MD 20759

Testimony to the County Council on July 10, 2017
about Council Bill 61-2017

Proposed new language in Section 16.147, 16.156 and
16.1101 contradict what the Task Force recommended about
road improvements. This language should apply to on-site
road improvements and road frontage improvements only.

Section 16.1103 C 3- says the //.... School Capacity chart

shall be revised for consistency concurrent with any
amendments to the housing unit allocation chart/" There no
longer is a link between School Capacity and Allocation
charts. In the early days ofAPFO allocations were assigned
to regions that roughly resembled School Regions but that is
no longer the case. For example. Established Community
allocations are distributed over nearly 40% of the County's
land mass and over several school regions.

Section 16.1107 exempts MIHLTs from the allocation test but
limits the number of MIHU's to the Zoning Code
requirement. I am not sure why any limit is proposed
because such a restriction could prevent an alternative
compliance proposal such as the successful Riverwatch
project which has 50% MIHU.

Section 16.110 (e)- shouldn't R-APT be a comprehensive
zoning district?

Section 16.1110 (I)- this section refers to Senior East set
aside and 250 housing units for Route 1 revitalization which
are no longer in the General Plan.



Lisa Markovitz

President/ The People's Voice

3205 B Corporate Court Ellicott City MD 21042

CB 61 - APFO - Support with amendments

I sat on the APFO task force. It was a long and contentious endeavor. I didn't miss any meetings. It was

near the end of the almost year-long process before we even came close to starting to pass anything

substantive. There were many stakeholders of every type/ and a high quorum and voting requirement.

Compromises had to be made to get anything meaningful done.

What has been referred to as "the grand deaF of lowering the capacity percentage that halts

development in a school district to 110% from the current 115% in return for allowing to pay out of that

with larger school charges of two and three times more, passed for a reason. APFO can only hold up

development for 4 years. That may sound like a lot, but the Howard County development process takes

up to three years already, for what I like to call compliant development, meaning no requests for a new

use, or new zone/ or waiver. Add those issues and it is even longer, and many have those issues. So, that

amount of time is already planned and worked into projects. Thus, developers are waiting 1 extra year

max, before proceeding regardless of how crowded a school district is.

The notion was, why not get more money, since it is going to proceed anyway? Many feel that the

money put up for schools by developers is woefully small. It certainly is much less than surrounding

counties. See this link, page 59 for a chart:

http://dls.state.md.us/data/polanasubare/polanasubare intmatnpubadm/polanasubare intmatnpubad

m annrep/2016-Overview-of-Marvland-Local-Governments.pdf

The link noted is a chart as of 2016 of MD Counties' impact fees. Discussing raising impact fees was a

non-starter on the task force. We couldn't even get a voluntary fee increase, to shorten a wait, passed

because of fear of precedent. The "grand deal" took, I believe, 7 hours to hammer out on one of our last

meeting dates on the subject.

1 support the task force recommendations; however, I do not think it is fair to wait until the State

possibly allows the surcharge change, as is their jurisdiction, to get the lower capacity percentage. That

should happen now for obvious reasons, and there's a big new one coming, redistricting.

When the APFO task force met, there was a known School System policy that no redistricting would

occur unless a new school opened. Schools are so over-crowded now that the new Superintendent is

faced with having to redistrict in a countywide way, which is going to be painful. It is necessary, but

considering how many people are going to be affected, we really owe it to them to not have it be very

temporary. Redistricting is going to lower school capacities and open many new districts to

development immediately. We are just going to fill right back up again, unless we see 110%

immediately, preferable 105%. So, please put that in there, now.

As for that 4 year max wait, in June of this year, the US Supreme Court issued a ruling on a

"takings" case that started as a disagreement on how to define the relevant amount of land in

question in a parcel; however, the issues at hand go beyond that initial case subject matter.



The Office of Law needs to review this ruling, as it appears to give local jurisdictions more rights

regarding "takings" claims. I emailed you the case info.

The last paragraph of the opinion summary states

'They have not suffered a taking under Lucas, as they have not been deprived of all

economically beneficial use of their property. See 505 U. S., at 1019. Nor have they suffered a

taking under the more general test of Penn Central, supra, at 124.Pp.17-20. 2015 Wl App 13,

359 Wis. 2d 675, 859 N. W. 2d 628, affirmed."

Seems the argument that "more than 4 years is a taking77 no longer applies, so that's something

to consider.

One last comment, regarding allocations, the Growth and Revitalization area allows 1200 per year, and

the trade-off was made there to reduce that to 1000, and increase Established Communities from the

current 400 to 600. That area is extremely larger than Growth and Revitalization. If you feel Established

Communities should not have an increase/1 request you still reduce the 1200 to 1000.



Sayers, Margery

From: joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 12:45 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB59-2017 Conditional Use for Country Inns

Dear Council Members,

I feel that an additional condition should be added regarding country inns to prohibit a conditional use for an irm

located in a floodplain. I think this is important for the health, safety, and welfare, especially of guests who may

not be aware of their proximity to a flood prone area. IfEllicott City were to flood in the middle of the night,

the concentration of sleeping guests in a flooding building will complicate rescue efforts.

Sincerely,

Joel Hurewitz


