
Sayers, Margery

From: HillaryColt <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 1:20 PM
To: CounciIMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100/000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1/000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.

This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23
county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders. The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible

compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public resources while respecting the rights of private
property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically/1 am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

HillaryColt
1216 Ridervale Rd

Towson, MD 21204
hillarypcolt@aol.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: David Ager <dager@townscapedesign.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 12:32 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. My office and my residence are located in Howard County. I write in support of Council

Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance.

This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23
county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders. The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible

compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public resources while respecting the rights of private
property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the

County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

David Ager
5044Jericho Rd
Columbia, MD 21044

dager@townscapedesign.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Shana Witman <shanawitman@calatl.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 12:20 PM
To: CouncilMaiI
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff/
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely/

Shana Witman
3700TooneSt
Baltimore, MD 21224
shanawitman@calatl.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Rob Dorsey, Jr <robdorseyjr@dorseyfamilyhomes.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:54 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the

course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Rob DorseyJr
10407 Wetherburn Rd
Woodstock/MD 21163
robdorseyjr(a)dorseyfamilyhomes.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Mark Levendusky <mark.levendusky@caiatl.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:55 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Mark LEVENDUSKY

9710 Patuxent Woods Dr
Columbia, MD 21046
mark.levendusky@calatl.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Mark Roebber <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:55 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the

course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the

County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Mark roebber
6249 Old Dobbin Ln
Columbia/MD 21045
mroebberfishhard@aol.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Paul Sill, PE <paul@sillengineering.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:44 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

Below is a letter drafted by my organization, which I wholeheartedly agree with. I wanted to add that I own a small
engineering firm in Howard County, and do mostofmyworkin Howard County. If the effects of the amendments

before you on this bill come to fruition, it would most certainly put me, and many others in this industry, out of business.

The bill as drafted is a huge accomplishment between all stakeholders in this. Please do not amend this bill.

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically/1 am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers/ and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Paul Sill PE
6691 Macbeth Way
Sykesville, MD 21784

paul@sillengineering.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Michael Adcock <mike@saaland.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:48 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the

County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Michael Adcock
7611WoodbineRd

Woodbine/MD 21797
mike@saaland.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Bill Sowers <billsowers@BobLucidoTeam.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:37 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Bill Sowers
10609 Steamboat Lndg
Columbia, MD 21044
billsowers@BobLucidoTeam.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Jennifer Van Kirk <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:32 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely/

Jennifer Van Kirk
5693 Trotter Rd
Clarksville, MD 21029
jreckll@yahoo.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Christopher Malagari <cmalagari@bei-civilengineering.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:23 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely/

Christopher Malagari
8597 Mansfield Ct
Middletown, MD 21769

cmalagari@bei-civilengineering.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: John Bowers, Jr. <jnbdevelopment@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:15 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff/
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

John N. Bowers, Jr.

803 Ryder Ct
Westminster, MD 21158
jnbdevelopment@comcast.net
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Sayers, Margery

From: Jason Van Kirk <jvankirk@elmstreetdev.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:17 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments
related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees/ MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely/

Jason Van Kirk
5693 Trotter Rd
Clarksville, MD 21029
jvankirk@elmstreetdev.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Earl Armiger <earl@orcharddevelopment.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:02 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Earl Armiger
11130 Homewood Rd
Ellicott City, M D 21042
earl@orcharddevelopment.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Hank Kodan <hkodan@carusohomes.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:50 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Hank Kodan
2120 Baldwin Ave
Crofton, MD 21114
hkodan@carusohomes.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Mitchell Kemp <mitchkemp7@msn.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:56 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically/1 am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced/ they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Mitchell Kemp
824 Hoods Mill Rd

Cooksville,MD 21723
mitchkemp7@msn.com
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From: Leslie Rosenthal <lestie@boblucidoteam.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:52 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments
related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees/ impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss/ cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Leslie Rosenthal
3119 Nestling Pine Ct
Ellicott City, M D 21042
leslie@boblucidoteam.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Robert Weickgenannt <bob@starcomdesignbuild.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:35 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100/000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the

County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Robert Weickgenannt
2625 Thompson Dr
Marriottsville, MD 21104
bob@starcomdesignbuild.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Adam Cornelius, Esq. <adam.cornetius@calatl.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:39 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Adam Cornelius Esq.

9710 Patuxent Woods Dr
Columbia, MD 21046
adam.cornelius@calatl.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Beverley Little <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:31 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls/ decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the

County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

BeverleyJ Little
11063 Hunters View Rd
Ellicott City, M D 21042
jbkmlittle4@verizon.net
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From: James Fraser, PE <jamie@i-s-land.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:24 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1/000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees/ property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

James FraserPE

2605 Brown Alder Ct
Odenton, MD 21113
jamie@i-s-land.com
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From: Harris Woodward <harris@finishwerks.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:19 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100/000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees/ property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff/
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

William "Harris" Woodward

9375 Breamore Ct
Laurel, MD 20723
harris@finishwerks.com
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From: Jonathan Kipnis <jkipnis@kipnislaw.net>
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:59 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees/ property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers/ and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced/they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County sen/ices or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Jonathan I. Kipnis

6938 Tolling Bells Ct
Columbia, MD 21044
jkipnis@kipnislaw.net
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From: Justin Boy <justin@cornerstone-homes.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:54 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss/ cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Justin Boy
9693 Gerwig Ln
Columbia, MD 21046
justin@cornerstone-homes.com
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From: Patrick Bollinger <PBollinger@bbandt.com>
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:43 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Patrick Bollinger
7108 Oxford Rd
Baltimore/ MD 21212
PBollinger@bbandt.com
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From: Tim Burkard <tim@burkardhomes.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:33 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1/000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHUfees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Tim Burkard
8415 Horseshoe Rd
EllicottCity/ M D 21043
tim@burkardhomes.com
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From: Scott Armiger <scott@orcharddevelopment.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:33 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers/ and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

L. Scott Armiger

5032 Dorsey Hall Dr
Ellicott City/M D 21042
scott@orcharddevelopment.com
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From: Amy DiPietro, PE <adipietro@mragta.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:28 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically/1 am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees/ MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Amy G. DiPietro, P.E., LEEDAP

3445 Box Hill Corporate Center Dr
Abingdon, MD 21009
adipietro@mragta.com
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From: Eric Bers <pacesetterhomes@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:12 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Eric Bers

6470 Anderson Ave
Hanover/ MD 21076
pacesetterhomes@comcast.net
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From: russ dickens <rdickens@elmstreetdev.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 9:08 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100/000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1/000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers/ and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

russ dickens

5191 Britten Ln
Ellicott City, M D 21043
rdickens@elmstreetdev.com
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From: Kevin Scott <kscott@nvrinc.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:58 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council/

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss/ cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Kevin Scott
9720 Patuxent Woods Dr
Columbia/MD 21046
kscott@nvrinc.com
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From: Jeremy Rutter <jeremy@rutterpm.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:42 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Jeremy Rutter

1720 Saint Michaels Rd
Woodbine/MD 21797

jeremy@rutterpm.com
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From: Steve Lavin <Steve.Lavin@susquehanna.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:38 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100/000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Steve Lavin

3661 Fallston Rd

Jarrettsville, MD 21084
Steve.Lavin@susquehanna.net
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From: Bethany Hooper <bhooper@hrehllc.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:26 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council/

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically/1 am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss/ cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Bethany Hooper/ Humphrey Management

4862 Green Bridge Rd

Dayton, MD 21036
bhooper@hrehllc.com
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From: Scott Nicholson <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:01 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments
related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Scott Nicholson
6333 Frostwork Row
Columbia, MD 21044
snichlsn@aol.com
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From: Frederick Kohler <fkohler.hdlc@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:04 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Tyler kohler
3200 E Lombard St
Baltimore, MD 21224
fkohler.hcllc@gmail.com

116



Sayers, Margery

From: duane zentgraf <n777dz@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 8:03 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts oftheAPFOTask Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal
analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

duane zentgraf

10176 Baltimore National Pike
Ellicott City, M D 21042

n777dz@comcast.net
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From: Jeffrey Minich, A <jeff.minich@lennar.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 7:14 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees/ MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls/ decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.
Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Minich A
1013 Howard Grove Ct
Davidsonville, MD 21035
jeff.minich@lennar.com
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From: bob lucido <bob@boblucidoteam.com>

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 6:55 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in
PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test, add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the
County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

bob lucido
1884 Woodstock Rd
Woodstock, MD 21163
bob@boblucidoteam.com
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From: Kristin Hogle <khogle@marylandbuilders.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2017 4:09 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: I support Council Bill 61 as Drafted

Dear Howard County Council,

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard Council,

I am one of the over 100,000 employee members of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) representing
over 1,000 business members. I write in support of Council Bill 61 as drafted and without ANY substantive amendments

related to the County's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This bill represents hundreds of hours of work over the
course of an entire year by the APF Task Force including 23 county residents from a broad cross section of stakeholders.

The bill as presented is a reasonable and responsible compromise that effectively protects the County's valuable public
resources while respecting the rights of private property owners and implementing the County's growth goals in

PlanHoward 2030.

Specifically, I am opposed to any potential amendment to lower the school capacity test/ add a high school capacity test
or increase school impact fees. Howard County's total development fees are already among the highest in the State

when taken together with the MIHU fee and the building excise tax which are generally not present in other counties.
Any of these potential amendments which have been introduced during recent testimony will drastically limit the
County's ability to meet its Plan Howard 2030 residential and commercial development goals as well as its goals related
to job growth and economic development. Failing to meet these goals may have devastating impacts on the County's

budget through loss of permit fees, impact fees, MIHU fees, property tax revenue and income tax revenue causing

significant budget shortfalls, decreases in vital public safety and health services and layoffs to Howard County staff,
teachers, and first responders. They would also undermine the substantial efforts of the APFO Task Force and all of the

County's resources that were devoted to establishing a fair and reasonable compromise between the goals and interests

of all stakeholder groups. If any of these amendments are introduced, they must not be acted upon until a full fiscal

analysis of the negative impacts to the County budget and economy is completed.

Please do not move forward with any policy that results in job loss, cuts to vital County services or limited growth in the
County. Please vote for Council Bill 61 as drafted.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your service to the County.

Sincerely,

Kristin Hogle
4640 Tail Maple Ct
EllicottCity/ M D 21043

khogle@marylandbuilders.org
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From: Laina McGinnis <lainamcginnis@verizon.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2017 8:43 AM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: WRITTEN TESTIMONY FOR COUNCIL BILL 61

Dear Mr. Kittleman and County Council members,

I have lived in Howard County for almost 30 years. My husband and I have had two sons graduate
from different Howard County high schools (due to redistricting, not because we moved) and have a
daughter who is currently a freshman at Mt. Hebron High School. We are concerned that she may
graduate from a completely different high school than her brothers if we are redistricted in
2018. How can this happen within a span of 12 years? Howard County needs to do a better job of
strengthening our school communities and that begins with making a commitment to our families that
they, the citizens, who make this county great, will be our priority and not the developers who
continually create growth without any further commitment to our county. I'm worried that if the county
doesn't do a better job controlling and planning for development the schools will be forced to redistrict
again in 2-3 years. Please stop the madness now and don't kick the can further down the road.

I am requesting that Council Bill 61 is amended with the following provisions to more fairly and
equitably balance well-planned growth and effective mitigation for our public infrastructure.

D School capacity limits - INCLUDING high schools - to be set at 100%. Schools are closed to
new development at that level.

n Mitigation (funding, additional time, or both) begins when a school reaches 95% capacity.

D NO reductions to the current wait time for housing allocations or school tests.

n APFO needs to be reviewed every 4 years.

D Increase real estate transfer tax by 1.0%.

D APFO needs to include measures for public safety, emergency services, recreation, and other
community facilities.

All of you made a commitment to the Howard County citizens that you would represent our best
interest when you were elected. Please honor your commitments. I thank

Mr. Kittleman for his recent promise to help to fund HS #13 so it may open by 2022. Please also
ensure that funding for that high school does not come directly from the taxpayers' wallets. It needs
to be subsidized by the developers who created the problem in the first place. You also need to
address the above items, especially school capacity limits, which must be closed to new development
when they reach 100% capacity.

Thank you for your time regarding this important issue.

Regards,

Laina McGinnis
4829 Ellicott Woods Ln
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EllicottCity, MD 21043

#HOCOPARENTSVOTE
#StrongerAPFO

Worthington Community
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Sayers, Margery

From: H Kan <hongjunkan@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 10:53 AM
To: Kittleman, Allan; CouncilMail
Subject: Fwd: Suggestions for delaying HS redistricting

FYI.

Forwarded message
From: H Kan <hongiunkan(a)gmail.com>

Date: Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 10:45 AM
Subject: Suggestions for delaying HS redistricting
To: superintendent(%hcpss.org

Cc: schoolplanning(%hcpss.org, mavis ellis(%hcpss.org

Dear Dr. Martirano,

I would like to express my support for delaying high school redistricting for 5 years until High School #13 opens in 2022 as being proposed.
Delaying an immediate massive redistricting makes the most sense to our students and communities:

The sheer size of the proposed redistricting can inflict serious pain and damage to so many communities and their students and families.

Our kids are not polygons to be freely moved around without real emotional and physical cost. It is simply too painful for too many families
to swallow and the potential negative impact could last for years to come.

The process has proven not controversy-free. For example, the final AAC proposal has potential serious flaws including data inaccuracy.

The root cause ofredistricting appears to be poor planning over the past years. Redistricting without fixing APFO and improved long-term

planning can hardly solve the issue. While APFO is being revised, expediting the building of a new HS is a great solution to overcapacity in
the meantime and to avoid massive immediate and future redistricting.

I really appreciate the fact that you have been thinking and working very hard with communities, BOE, and County Council to consider
creative solutions like this. Over the past several months, many communities have come to realize that we as a whole simply cannot afford

the extreme disruption of communities and schools by such a broad-scale boundary line adjustaient. Therefore, we strongly support any

feasible proposal that suspends and delays high school redistricting including expediting High School #13.

To ease overcapacity in the meantime, I urge you and Office of School Planning to seriously consider creative solutions including open

enrollment, and redistributing programs such as JROTC in overcapacity schools (eg, Howard HS) to other high schools. These more

voluntary-based solutions may not only immediately alleviate overcapacity without as much community disruption but also may reduce

future redistricting needs when HS #13 opens.

Many thanks for your understanding and listening to our parents and communities.

Sincerely,

Hongjun Kan
11722 Trotter Point Ct, Clarksville
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Sayers, Margery

From: Katherine Burkitt <katiepb@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 10:03 AM
To: CouncilMail; Weinstein, Jon

Cc: Kittleman, Allan

Subject: WRITTEN TESTIMONY FOR COUNCIL BILL 61

I've lived in Howard county for 18 years, I have 2 children that attend Mt Hebron High School. I'm worried that

if the county doesn't do a better job controlling and planning for development the schools will be forced to
redistrict again in 2-3 years.

While my children will be done with school in 2 years, I think its very disruptive to children to move them from

their "home" school. As teenagers, they were very concerned that with the initial proposed redistricting, that

they'd need to start an all important junior year at a new school. Children grow up watching their neighbors go

to school and aspire to join them when they are old enough, redistrictmg frequently disjoints the communities.

I am requesting that Council Bill 61 is amended with the following provisions to more fairly and equitably
balance well-planned growth and effective mitigation for our public infrastructure.

1. Reduce the school capacity limits—INCLUDING high schools—to be set at 100%. I do understand we

should not want to stop development altogether, but developers must be required to pay substantially

increased surcharges after the initial cap is reached.

2. Establish mitigation funding, additional time, or both, when a school reaches 95% capacity. Otherwise,

we are too late to make the capital improvements vital for our children's learning and safety.

3. Increase real estate transfer tax by 50 basis points (from 1.5% to 2.0%) to account for the growth that

does come from resales.

4. Include a provision that ensures that additional excise taxes SUPPLEMENT rather than SUPPLANT

existing county-provided funds. These additional fees and taxes are needed INr ADDITION TO the

funding already allocated.

5. There should be NO REDUCTIONS to the current wait time for housing allocations or school tests.

6. APFO needs to be reviewed every 4 years. Waiting 10 years to review does not allow for necessary fine-

tuning and the changing needs of a growing county.

7. Include measures for public safety, emergency services, recreation, and other community facilities.

If we want to continue to keep Howard County a desirable place to live and work, we need an updated, county-
wide comprehensive plan for responsible growth paired with adequate funding from developers for

infrastructure support, development, and maintenance.

Without stronger APFO, Howard County will cease to thrive, and our schools will quickly deteriorate. The very

assets that draw and keep developers, businesses, and our residents will no longer be assets.
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Sincerely,
Katherine Burkitt

4745 Gawain Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043
District 1 Resident
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Sayers, Margery

From: Melissa Saddoughi <melissa.saddoughi@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 10:01 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Fwd: Updated proposed plan/Polygon #164

Please see recommendation below. These changes were initially proposed in the first staff
meeting; however were changed back in the AAC meeting. Please revisit this and make this

sensible change originally proposed by Staff members.

Thanks so much for the consideration.

Concerned Parent,

Melissa Saddoughi

Begin forwarded message:

From: Melissa Saddoughi <melissa.saddoughi@gmail.com>

Date: September 11, 2017 at 11:42:25 AM EDT
To: SchoolPlanning@hcpss.org
Cc: Reza Saddoughi <seyed.saddoughi@gmail.com>

Subject: Updated proposed plan/PoIygon #164

To whom it may concern:

I am parent of a current first grader at Manor Woods and have another younger
child that will be entering the school system in a couple years. I have been

keeping up with these changes/recommendations as our area is in a unique pocket
that we feel was in line with needed changes, for a few reasons: 1) location

(proximity to Waverly), 2) opportunity to relieve overcrowding issue at Manor
Woods, and 3) move to Mt View MS for a cleaner direct feed to Marriotts

Ridge/relieves Burleigh Manor as well.

Honestly, the moving of the Middle School from Burleigh Manor to Mt View

made the most sense and was the most important. It puts the kids in a more

favorable position as they are building strong relationships and needing to

essentially start over at Burleigh (since we are amongst the minority feed which

barely meets policy threshold) then, as if that wasn't bad enough, being separated

again after three years for high school. The easiest solution would be to change
Area ^164 middle school polygon to Mount View MS.

Additionally, due to the significant overcrowding issue that Manor Woods is

currently dealing which will only multiply as the years go by, it only makes sense
to move Area 164 to Waverly ES. This actually pains me to make this

recommendation, since we love Manor Woods, but it absolutely makes the most
sense given the situation there and our location to Waverly.
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It was not to our surprise that both of these changes were made in the first

proposed changes recommended by the Staff Committee. It was brought to my
attention the AAC basically changed these back to where we are now. This

absolutely is senseless. I was curious to see why this was reverted back to the

existing plan. At this point I can only strongly suggest that these changes be
revisited and recommend Area 1 64 to be changed from Burleigh Manor MS to

Mount View MS. Further, if needed, implementing the ES change as well from

Manor Woods to Waverly.

If there is anyone else I should speak to regarding this recommendation, or

contact, please let me know. Please do not hesitate to reach back to me if needed
as well (cell 518-522-8660).

I trust the board to make the right, best decision for our children of this area and

the county.

Sincerely,
Melissa Saddoughi
(Parent of children residing on Fox Den Road)

Melissa.saddoughifa)/gmail.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Bruce Harvey <BruceHarvey@williamsburgllc.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 4:53 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Testimony 9/11/17

As a follow up to my public testimony on 9/11/17, I am submitting the following written testimony.

My name is Bruce Harvey and I reside at 7792 Elmwood Road, Fulton, MD 20759. I have been a Howard County resident

since 1978 and have 6 children who have gone to Howard County Public Schools. I was a member of the APFO task force
that met from June 2015 through March 2016. Our report was issued on April 1, 2016. I am testifying in favor of
passage of CB61 which adopts the majority of recommendations from the task force. While the task force was
contentious with many different opinions expressed, the end product represented a super majority (2/3) consensus of

the group. I believe the APFO has been very effective in compromising the need for housing growth in the County with
the cost of building and providing infrastructure for the new residents that come to the County. One of the most

significant components of Howard County's APFO law is the use of Housing Allocations. No other County has such a

mechanism. This is an excellent planning tool because the County has linked this to its General Plan. So growth by

definition is limited to the total housing allocations. I strongly support the use of this allocation chart because it
provides predictability, it provides a more even flow of land for development, and it allows the County to plan its
infrastructure needs in an even and rational manner.

The APFO test for Open and Closed schools is a very important part of this legislation. There was much discussion in the

task force about the appropriate level for defining adequate school capacity. The current limit for school capacity is set
at 115% of the County rated capacity. I am in favor of keeping the Open/Closed limit at 115% of capacity because of the
method used by the County to calculate capacity. The current calculation is as follows:

Capacity utilization is the comparison of a facility's program capacity and its enrollment. If the enrollment equals the

capacity, then the capacity utilization is 100%. The Howard County Public School System calculates program capacity
differently for elementary, middle, and high schools. Methodologies by school type are as follows:

• Elementary School: 22 students for each Kindergarten classroom; 19 students for each classroom in Grades 1

and 2; and, 25 students for each classroom in Grades 3-5;

• Middle School: 95 percent of the total number of teaching stations multiplied by 20.5 students, exclusive of
special education classrooms;

• High School: either 80 or 85 percent of the total number of teaching stations multiplied by 25 students,
exclusive of special education and special use classrooms.

The above limits represent meaningful targets for each of the different schools, but economic reality will not allow every

school to achieve this. So to allow an Elementary school to be closed until class sizes reach 25 for Kindergarten, 22 for

grades 1 and 2 and 28 for Grades 3-5 is tight but reasonable. For middle school, this goes to approximately 24 before

the school would be closed; again tight but reasonable.

I stated in my public testimony that the State rated capacity is calculated on a different basis than the Howard County
calculation. I also stated that the State rated capacity calculation allows for higher capacities for each school. I was

asked by the Council to provide some details on this. My research indicates the following about State rated capacity:

For Elementary Schools:

Pre-Kindergarten classrooms 20 Not in Howard County yet

Kindergarten 22 Same as Howard County
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Grades 1-2 23 Howard is 19

Grades 3-5 23 Howard is 25

Special Education (self contained) 10 Not stated for Howard County
Alternative Education (self contained) 15 Not stated for Howard County

For Elementary schools, the true calculation would need to know the number of students in grades 1-2 versus grades 3-5

since the County uses different variables for these grade while the State uses a consistent standard of 23

students. However/ assuming that the number of students in these grades are the same/ the Howard County calculation

would yield a capacity about 2% lower than the State rated capacity.

For Middle Schools and High Schools - 85% of the product of the number of teaching stations and 25. Dedicated Special
Education and Alternative Education classrooms are counted the same as for Elementary schools.

As stated above, for middle schools Howard is 95% of the product of teaching stations multiplied by 20.5, so a higher %
of the teaching stations but a lower standard. Based upon simple math (95% x 20.5 versus 85% x 25), the Howard
County calculation would yield a capacity about 9% lower than the State rated capacity.

The Board of Education should be consulted and provide this actual detailed information to the County Council.

I again recommend that the Howard County School Board continue to calculate capacity based upon the local model and
that the State model not be adopted like some of our surrounding Counties. The local model allows us to target capacity

as our local leaderswish to define it which should supersede the state rated capacity calculation. I also recommend that

the Closed calculation continue to be at 115% as stated above. However, I do support the task force recommendation

#7 which would lower the threshold for capacity to 110%, but allow projects to receive school allocations up to 120% of
capacity if they agree to pay a higher school excise tax at time of building permit. This is a rational approach that allows
for additional funds to be collected toward school capital budgets to be used in constrained areas.

Thank you for hearing my testimony.

Bruce A. Harvey

President
Williamsburg Homes
5485 Harpers Farm Road
Columbia, MD 21044
Office: 410-997-8800 ext 23
Cell: 443-398-4358
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Hello, my name is Kayleigh Ramey and I am a 7th grader at Mayfield Woods
Middle School. I am concerned with overcrowding in our schools which is at least
partially caused by building houses in areas where the schools are overcapacity. I don't
think that a school that is filled to over 100% of it's capacity should be available to
accept more students. When a school is at 100% of capacity developers should not be
allowed to build more houses.

When I was in elementary school, I saw for myself how difficult it is to be at a
school that is over capacity. My classmates and I did not like having to go outside in all
different weathers to get to over six of our classes that were held in portables. Having
so many portables also proved a problem of placing teachers. It wasn't fair to place the
same teachers in portables year after year, but some classes were easier to hold
outside. I remember that both the full and part-time music teachers were consistently in
portables. One year, one of the music teachers got an inside room. This would have
been great, except it forced the Band/Orchestra room to be relocated into a room that
was barely large enough to serve as an office. Needless to say, we didn't all fit in there,
and I distinctly remember having to play our instruments on the stage in the cafeteria
twice a week while other grades were eating their lunch because there was not enough
room anywhere else in the school for us to practice.

When I was in 1st Grade, there were so many kids that besides the four
classrooms connected to the pod, there were two auxiliary classrooms, as well as a 30-
kid class in another tiny room. Each pod had a smaller room in with the classrooms that
was called a "resource room". It was never meant to be used as a classroom on a

regular basis. This room had to be used as a class because there were too many kids
and not enough space.

So, in conclusion, I would like the County Council to seriously consider changing
the APFO legislation to restrict new building when elementary, middle, and high schools
are over 100% of capacity. It is not right to put our teachers, students, parents, and
other community members through this when there is something we can do. Thank you.
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Good afternoon. I am Cynthia L. Vaillancourt, Chairman of the Board of

Education of Howard County. I appreciate this opportunity to represent the Board

and the school system on the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and to
advocate for education of our county's 56,000 public school students.

Our county is one of the fastest growing school systems in Maryland. The

Howard County Public School System (HCPSS) expects to welcome
approximately 9,800 additional students over the next 10 years. The time is ripe
for an amendment that updates the APFO to match Howard County development

and population conditions, so we can provide adequate schools and facilities for

our families.

In light of these trends, the HCPSS Board of Education submits the attached
resolution of recommendations for the APFO amendment. Notable changes to the

ordinance include:

Adding the high school level to the schools test
Requiring all development to pass a schools test

Maintaining the current open/close designation language

Defining open/close chart capacity utilization at 100 percent

Including a funding trigger for school facilities at 95 percent with a
projection of more than 110 percent in five years

And defining APFO capacity consistently with HCPSS policies.

As Board of Education Chairman, I am humbled by the level of commitment and

concern for the welfare of every child shown by our government. Our system

greatly values the strong support shown by our representatives for our schools and

students. I urge you to continue to express your commitment to our children

through your support of these recommendations.

Cynthia L. Vaillancourt, Chairman
Board of Education of Howard County

10910 Clarksville Pike ^ Ellicott City/ Maryland 21042 ^ 410-313-7194 e FAX Number 410-313-6833 6 boe@hcpss.org
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AN ACT amending the Adequate Public Facilities Act requiring certain periodic review; specifying

completion timelines for certain types of road remediation projects; requiring that certain

agreements contain certain provisions with regard to the timing of road mitigation projects;
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1 WHEREAS, the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance ("Ordinance") is a land use policy

2 first recommended in Howard County, Maryland's 1990 General Plan to manage the pace of

3 growth; and

4

5 WHEREAS, the Ordinance links residential construction to an elementary schools test, a

6 middle schools test, a school regions test, a roads test (both residential and commercial), and a

7 housing unit allocations test; and

8

9 WHEREAS, the 201 5 Department of Planning and Zoning Transition Team Report

10 recommended the County Executive review the Ordinance to consider factors that have the

11 potential to influence growth in new ways; and

12

13 WHEREAS, the County Executive issued Executive Order 2015-05 establishing an

14 Adequate Public Facilities Review Task Force ("Task Force") to review the current Act and

15 make recommendations for possible improvements; and

16

17 WHEREAS, the Task Force met over the course of 10 months to develop

18 recommendations; and

19

20 WHEREAS, the chair and vice chair of the Task Force presented the Task Force report,

21 which included recommendations, to the County Executive in April 2016;and

22

23 WHEREAS, the County Executive requested the Department of Planning and Zoning to

24 analyze the recommendations and submit a Technical Staff Report on them; and

25

26 WHEREAS, County Administration presented the recommendations to the County

27 Council on April 10, 2017 and the Howard County Board of Education on June 8, 2017; and

28

29



1 WHEREAS, this Act amends certain provisions of the Ordinance based on the County

2 Executive's assessment of the Task Force report and Technical Staff Report in order to

3 accomplish the goal of improving growth management in Howard County.

4

5 NOW, THEREFORE,

6

7 Section 1. Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland, that the Howard

8 County Code is amended as follows:

9

10 1. By amending Title 16. Planning, Zoning and Subdivisions and Land Development

11 Regulations, Subtitle 1 "Subdivision and Land Development Regulations".

12

13 a. Section 16.147 "Final subdivision plan and final plat"

14 Subsection (e)

15

16 b. Section 16.156 "Procedures"

17 Subsection (k)

18

19 2. By amending Title 16. Planning, Zoning and Subdivisions and Land Development

20 Regulations, Subtitle 11 "Adequate Public Facilities Act":

21

22 a. Section 16.1100 "Short title; background; purpose; organization" I

23 Subsection (b)(3)

24

25 b. Section 16.1101 "Adequate transportation facilities"

26 Subsection (d)

27

28 c. Section 16.1102 "Housing unit allocation concept; housing unit allocation chart"

29 Subsection (b)(3)

30

31 d. Section 16.1103 "Adequate school facilities".



1 Subsection (b) and (c)

2

3 e. Section 16.1105 "Processing of plans subject to test for adequate transportation facilities

4 and/or tests for adequate school facilities and/or test for housing unit allocations "

5 Subsection (c)

6

7 / Section 16.1110 "Definitions "

8

9 3. By adding paragraph (8) to subsection (b) of Section 16.1107 "Exemptions".

10

11 Title 16. Planning, Zoning and Subdivisions and Land Development Regulations.

12 Subtitle 1. Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.

13 Article IV. Procedures for filing and processing subdivision applications.

14

15 Section 16.147. Final subdivision plan and final plat.

16 (e) [[Developer's Agreement]] DEVELOPER AGREEMENTS. After final plan approval and signature

17 approval of all construction drawings and prior to the submission of the original final plat, the

18 developer shall post with the County all necessary monies and file a developer's agreement and if

19 required, a major facilities agreement and/or a shared sewage disposal facility developer

20 agreement. The developer's agreement(s) shall cover financial obligations with appropriate

21 security guaranteeing installation of all required improvements, installation and warranty of a

22 shared sewage disposal facility on a cluster subdivision in the RR or RC zoning district, and

23 fulfillment of the protection and management requirements of the approved forest conservation

24 plan. The agreement may provide that the developer may be partially released from the surety

25 requirements of the agreement upon partial completion of the work in accordance with criteria

2 6 established by the Department of Public Works. THE AGREEMENT SHALL PROVIDE WHEN THE

27 OFFSITE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS ARE REQUIRED TO BE STARTED IN THE SEQUENCE OF

28 CONSTRUCTION. THE SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION, AS SET FORTH IN THE APPROVED PLANS AND

29 SPECIFICATIONS, SHALL BE INCORPORATED INTO THE AGREEMENT BY REFERENCE. FAILURE TO

30 CONSTRUCT ROAD IMPROVEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEVELOPER AGREEMENT, AND

31 INCORPORATED APPROVED PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, MAY RESULT IN DEFAULT IN ACCORDANCE



1 WITH THE AGREEMENT AND BUILDING PERMITS SHALL NOT BE ISSUED. The Director of the

2 Department of Planning and Zoning may authorize submission of the original final plat if the

3 developer agreement is not complete, but is in process and can be fully executed in a timely

4 manner.

5

6 Title 16. Planning, Zoning and Subdivisions and Land Development Regulations.

7 Subtitle 1. Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.

8 Article V. Procedures for filing and processing site development plan applications.

9

10 Section 16.156. Procedures.

11 (k) Developer Agreements', Major Facilities Agreements. Concurrent with the approval of the

12 site development plan, the developer shall execute the developer agreement(s) and major

13 facilities agreement, if any, for required improvements and, where applicable, for fulfillment of

14 the protection and management requirements of the approved forest conservation plan. The

15 agreement may provide that the developer may be partially released from the surety requirements

16 upon partial completion of the work in accordance with criteria established by the Department of

17 Public Works. THE AGREEMENT SHALL PROVIDE WHEN THE OFFSITE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS ARE

18 REQUIRED TO BE STARTED IN THE SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION. THE SEQUENCE OF

19 CONSTRUCTION, AS SET FORTH IN THE APPROVED PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, SHALL BE

20 INCORPORATED INTO THE AGREEMENT BY REFERENCE. FAILURE TO CONSTRUCT ROAD

21 IMPROVEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEVELOPER AGREEMENT, AND INCORPORATED

22 APPROVED PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, MAY RESULT IN DEFAULT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

23 AGREEMENT AND BUILDING PERMITS SHALL NOT BE ISSUED.

24

25 Title 16. Planning, Zoning and Subdivisions and Land Development Regulations.

26 Subtitle 11. Adequate Public Facilities.

27

28 Section 16.1100. Short title; background; purpose; organization.

29 (b) Background:

30 (3) Elements of the growth management process. This subtitle is one of five intercomiected

31 elements that constitute the growth management process. Each element has a part to play



1 in providing the predictability required for planning and implementing adequate public

2 facilities.

3 (i) Establishing policy. The general plan, the zoning plan, and the standards in this

4 subtitle constitute the policy base for the growth management process. This common

5 base is the platform from which data are generated and planning documents written.

6 (ii) Capital planning. Capital improvement master plans define the necessary public

7 school, road, solid waste, and water and sewerage infrastructure which supports the

8 land use and growth policies established in the general plan. Capital improvement

9 master plans will minimally contain planning assumptions, standards of service,

10 descriptions of additions and improvements, justification and priorities for additions

11 and improvements, and budget projections for each of the next ten years. The plans

12 will be reviewed and approved annually.

13 (iii) Revenue allocation. Limited resources will require coordinated allocation of funds

14 for roads, schools and other facilities. The Planning Board, the County Executive,

15 the County Council, and participating agencies and departments will work together

16 to review priorities and budget projections included in the capital improvement

17 master plans. The County Council will conduct a public hearing and, through

18 adoption of the capital budget and capital improvement program, will approve the

19 distribution of funds across capital improvement master plans.

20 The building excise tax (see title 20, subtitle 5 of the Howard County Code),

21 enhances the County's ability to provide adequate public road facilities.

22 (iv) Adequate public facilities. The general plan guides where and when growth occurs.

23 The adequate public facilities process and standards will manage growth so that

24 facilities can be constructed in a timely manner.

25 (v) Monitoring growth. The Department of Planning and Zoning will develop statistics

26 and other pertinent data which will be continually used to assess the growth

27 management process so that status reports can be prepared and adjustments

28 recommended regarding the growth management process.

29 (VI) PERIODIC REVIEW. AFTER REVISION OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR THE COUNTY AS

30 REQUIRED BY SECTION 16.801 OF THIS CODE, AN ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES ACT

31 REVIEW COMMITTEE SHALL MEET AND PROVIDE A REPORT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF



1 PLANNING AND ZONING. THE REPORT SHALL INCLUDE ANY PROPOSED CHANGES TO

2 THIS ACT.

3

4 Section 16.1101. Adequate transportation facilities.

5 (d) Road Facilities to Be Included in Determining Adequacy. In determining whether a proposed

6 project passes the test for adequate road facilities, the following road facilities shall be considered

7 as existing in the scheduled completion year of the project:

8 (1) Road facilities in existence as of the date the developer submits the application for

9 approval of the proj ect;

10 (2) New road facilities or improvements to existing road facilities for which sufficient funds

11 have been included in the Howard County Capital Program or Extended Capital Program

12 as defined in title 22 of the Howard County Code or the Maryland Consolidated

13 Transportation Program so that the facilities will be substantially completed before or

14 during the scheduled completion year of the project, unless the Director of Planning and

15 Zoning, after consultation with the Director of Public Works, demonstrates that such

16 facilities or improvements are not likely to be completed by that time.

17 (3) New road facilities or improvements to existing road facilities which:

18 (i) Have been included in developers' mitigation plans submitted for approval to the

19 Department of Planning and Zoning before the project which is being tested; [[and]]

20 (ii) Which are scheduled to be substantially completed before or during the scheduled

21 completion year of the proposed proj ect[[.]]; AND

22 (III) HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN A DEVELOPER AGREEMENT WHICH SHALL INCLUDE THE

23 INFORMATION REQUIRED BY SECTION 16.147(E) AND SECTION 16.156 (K) OF THIS

24 CODE.

25 (4) The mitigation proposed by the developer.

26

27 Section 16.1102. Housing unit allocation concept; housing unit allocation chart.

28 (b) Housing Unit Allocation Chart:

29 (3) Preparation and adoption. The Department of Planning and Zoning shall prepare and

30 update the housing unit allocation chart for consideration and adoption by the County

31 Council. Once each year, and more often if the Council determines that amendments are



1 appropriate, the county council shall adopt the housing unit allocation chart by resolution,

2 after a public hearing. Whenever the housing unit allocation chart is adopted or amended,

3 the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart shall be adopted or amended concurrently to

4 be consistent.

5

6 Section 16.1103. Adequate school facilities.

7 (b) The Tests for Adequate Public Schools. A proposed residential project will pass the tests for

8 adequate public schools if the {{open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart (see subsection (c),

9 "{[Open/Closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY Chart," below) indicates that:

10 ([[i]]l) The elementary school region where the proposed project will be located will be

11 open for new residential development during the scheduled completion year of the project

12 and any phase of a proj ect; and

13 ([[u]]2) The elementary,, aad-middle, and high schools which will serve the proposed
project will be

14 open for new residential development during the scheduled completion year of the project

15 and any phase of a proj ect.

16 (c) QPpen/C\osed]]Sc{fOOL C iPA CITY Chart Preparation and Adoption :

17 (1) Definition. The {{open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart is a chart indicating which

18 elementary school regions and which elementary schools, asd-middle schools, and high

schools are open for

19 new residential development and which are {fclosed-j-l-coNSTP.AlNED each year for each

20 of the following ten years, and shall be based on the definition of program capacity

defined by HCPSS policy.

21 (2) Basis of chart. The basis of the -[[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart is the

22 assumptions used by the [[Department]]BoARD of Education in predicting enrollment,

23 such as school capacity, current enrollment, demographic and growth trends, and the

24 housing unit allocation chart.

25 (3) Preparation and adoption of ffopen/closedJJSCHOOL —— CAPACITY chart. The

26 {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart is designed to work in conjunction with the

27 housing unit allocation chart in order to provide consistency and predictability in the

28 planning process for schools. For that reason, the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart

29 shall be revised for consistency concurrent with any amendments to the housing unit

30 allocation chart.



^- The Department of Planning and Zoning shall receive the -[{open/closed^€HOOfc

3—CAPACITY chart, from the [[Department]]BoARD of Education. The

3—[[open/closed]]ScuOQL CAPACITY chart shall be submitted to the County Council for

4 adoption by resolution after a public hearing. Whenever the County Council adopts,

5- amends, or updates the housing unit allocation chart, it shall concurrently adopt the

€ —Sopen/closed]]ScUQOLCAPAeH-¥-chart.

7 (d) Funding Board of Education of the Howard County Public School System Capital
Improvement Plan

^ The Board of Education shall include in its Capital Improyement Program, and the County

Council shall fund, a school proiect when a school or school region is at 95% capacity

utilization and is projected to exceed 110% capacity utilization in that Capital Improvement
Plan. The County Council shall fund such protects prior to approving any housing unit

allocations in the associated school or school region.

9 Section 16.1105. Processing of plans subject to test for adequate transportation facilities

^ and/or tests for adequate school facilities and/or test for housing unit allocations.

44 (c) Processing Applications for Approval of Residential Projects and Projects Containing

^2 Residential and Nonresidential Uses:

^3- (1) Adequate transportation facilities test. Upon receipt of a complete application for

•U approval of a residential project or a project containing residential and nonresidential

-3-5- uses, the project shall be tested for adequate transportation facilities.

4-6 (2) Test for allocations:

47 (i) Conventional residential projects. If the conventional residential project meets the

^-& requirements of the subdivision regulations and passes the test for adequate

^9- transportation facilities, the proj ect will then be tested for availability of housing unit

30 allocations.

21 a. Allocations available. If housing unit allocations are available for the scheduled

22 completion year for unphased projects or for the scheduled completion year for

23 the initial and future phases for phased projects, the Director of Planning and

24 Zoning shall assign tentative housing unit allocations.

25 b. Allocations not available. If housing unit allocations are not available for the

26 scheduled completion year for unphased projects or for the scheduled

27 completion year for the initial or future phases for phased projects, the

28 application shall be placed on the bottom of a list of applications waiting for

29 housing unit allocations.



30 c. Revised housing unit allocation chart adopted. Whenever a revised housing unit

31 allocation chart is adopted, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall test

32 . projects on the list of applications waiting for housing unit allocations. When



1 housing unit allocations become available to serve a project, the Director of

2 Planning and Zoning, shall assign tentative allocations.

3 (ii) Comprehensive projects. Upon receipt of a complete initial plan stage application for

4 approval of a comprehensive project, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall

5 test the project for housing unit allocations.

6 a. Allocations available. If housing unit allocations are available for the scheduled

7 completion year for unphased projects or for the scheduled completion year for

8 the initial and future phases for phased comprehensive projects, the Director of

9 Planning and Zoning shall assign tentative housing unit allocations.

10 b. Allocations not available. Subject to subsection 16.1104(b)(2), if housing unit

11 allocations are not available for the scheduled completion year for unphased

12 projects or for the scheduled completion year for the initial or future phases for

13 phased comprehensive projects, the application shall be placed on the bottom of

14 a list of applications waiting for housing unit allocations .

15 c. Revised housing unit allocation chart adopted. Whenever a revised housing unit

16 allocation chart is adopted, the Director of Planning and Zoning shall test

17 projects on the list of applications waiting for housing unit allocations. When

18 housing unit allocations become available to serve a project, or phase of a

19 project, the Director of Planning and Zoning shall assign tentative allocations.

20 (3) ffOpen/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test. Upon assignment of tentative housing unit

21 allocations, the project shall be tested for adequate public schools.

22 (i) Projects passing ffopen/closedJJ SCHOOL CAPACITY test. Once a project has passed

23 the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test, no further approval for adequate public

24 facilities for that project is required during the subdivision or site development plan

25 approval process, except as provided in subsection 16.1105(d).

26 (ii) Projects failing ffopen/closedJJ SCHOOL CAPACITY test. PARAGRAPH (7) OF THIS

27 SUBSECTION SHALL APPLY IF [[If]] a project fails one or more components of the

28 {{open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test for the scheduled completion year for

29 unphased proj ects or for the scheduled completion year for the initial or future phases

30 for phased projects^, the project or phase of the project failing the open/closed test

31 shall be retested in each consecutive year, and the development shall not proceed

unless the project passes the open/closed schools test [[for each of the next three
consecutive years. If the project or phase



1 of the project passes the test in any of those years it shall be permitted to proceed

2 with processing three years prior to the year in which it passes the open/closed test.

3 If the project or phase of the project fails the test for each of the next three

4 consecutive years, it shall be deemed to have passed the open/closed test in the fourth

5 year and shall be permitted to proceed with processing three years prior to the year

6 it is deemed to have passed the test]].

7 [[(in) Projects failing open/closed test due to incorrect advisory comments. If a project

8 has failed the November 6, 2001 open/closed test due to reliance on incorrect

9 Department of Planning and Zoning advisory comments regarding that project's

10 elementary school region prior to a determination by the Board of Education, the

11 project may be permitted to retake the schools test once retroactively to November

12 6,2001 based on an amended subdivision sketch plan without losing its allocations.]]

13 (4) Revised ffopen/closedj] SCHOOL —CAPACITY chart adopted.. Whenever a revised

14 {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY chart is adopted, the Department of Planning and

15 Zoning shall test projects which have previously failed the {{open/closed}]§€HOOfc

16 CAPACITY test. If a project or phase of a project passes the {{open/closedj}§€Heefc

17 CAPACITY test in an earlier year than provided in subsection (c)(3)(ii) above, the project

18 shall be permitted to proceed with processing three years prior to the year in which it passes

19 the ^[open/closed]] S CHOOL CAPACITY test.

20 (5) Wait on processing. Any project not passing the test for allocations and the

21 {{open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test shall complete the initial plan stage, but shall not

22 proceed further through the subdivision or site development plan process until housing

23 unit allocations are granted and the ({open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test is passed. Once

24 allocations are granted and the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test is passed, the

25 proj ect shall be permitted to proceed with processing three years prior to the year in which

26 it passes the gopen/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test.

27 (6) Extension of milestone dates. The Director of Planning and Zoning shall extend the next

28 milestone for proj ects failing the allocations test or {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test

29 to correspond to the delay in processing of the project. The Department of Planning and

30 Zoning shall notify the applicant, in writing, of the next milestone prior to the starting

31 date of the milestone.

10



1 (7) WAITING PERIOD.

2 (l) IF A PROJECT OR PHASE OF A PROJECT WAS NEVER ON THE LIST OF APPLICATIONS WAITING

3 FOR HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS AND HAS RECEIVED HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS,

4 THEN DEVELOPMENT MAY PROCEED AS FOLLOWS-r

5 A—IF THE PROJECT OR PHASE OF THE PROJECT PASSES THE OPEN/CLOSED §€HGGL-

CAPACITY TEST IN

6 ANY YEAR BETWEEN AND INCLUSIVE OF THE FIRST CONSECUTIVE RETEST AND THE

7 FOURTH CONSECUTIVE RETEST.j-THEN THE PP^OJECT OP,. PHASE OF THE PP^OJECT MAY

8PROCEED7

9—B. IF A PROJECT OR PHASE OF A PROJECT FAILS THE S CIIOOL CAPACITY TEST:

10 I. POP- EACH OF THE NEXT FOUP- CONSECUTIVE YEAP-S. THE PP^OJECT OP>. PHASE OF

^—TUB PROJECT SHALL BE PJ3TBSTGD EACH TIME TUB COUNTY COUMCIL ADOPTS

^3—W\V AWWAL IIOUSIMG W?IT ALLOCATIOMS AND SCHOOL CAPACITY CHARTS;

U —II. IN THE FOUPJTI RETESTING YEAR, THE PROJECT SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE

•3-5—PASSED THE SCHOOL CAPACITY TEST.

^% —(II) IF A PROJECT OP. PHASE OF A PROJECT IS ON THE LIST OF APPLICATIONS WAITING POP.

J-2 _HOT TSTMO T FKTTT AT T nr'ATTOMS AT<m Rpr'PTVFS 1-TOT TSTMG T FNTT AT .T .nPATTONS WTTHTM T?TVF

4-8—YEARS, THEN SUBPARAGPtAPH (l) OF PARAGRAPH (7) OF THIS SUBSECTION APPLIES.

W —HOWEVER, IN NO CASE SHALL A PP.OJECT OR PHASE OF A PR.OJECT BE ON HOLD MORE

gq _THAtsJ FTVF VPAT? S; TOT A T TKTF'T T TnT\TO THP TTMF THP PROTFFT OR PWASF OF TWF PRnTFPT

S4—WAS ON THE LIST OF APPLICATIONS WAHTNG FOP>. IIOUSDIG UNIT ALLOGATIO^JS.

33—(III) IF A PROJECT OP. PHASE OF A PR.OJECT IS ON THE ALLOCATION WAITING LIST AMD

35—R£CBIVGS ALLOCATIONS AFTER. FP.^B YEARS OF BEDIG ON THE LIST, TI-IEN THE PP.OJECT OP.

S4—PHASE OF A PR.OJECT DOES MOT HAVE TO TAKE THE S GIIOOL CAPACITY TEST.

25

26 Section 16.1107. Exemptions.

27 (b) Residential Projects'.

28 (8) PARTIALLY EXEMPT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION PLANS. EXCEPT IN DOWNTOWN COLUMBIA,

29 MODERATE INCOME HOUSING UNITS DO NOTREQUIRE HOUSLNG UNIT ALLOCATIONS.

30 HOWEVER, PLANS WITH MODERATE INCOME HOUSING UNITS ARE REQUIRED TO PASS THE

31 TEST FOR ADEQUATE ROAD FACILITIES AND ADEQUATE PUBLIC SCHOOLS AS A CONDITION

11



1 OF APPROVAL. THE NUMBER OF MODERATE INCOME HOUSING UNITS IN EACH PLAN THAT

2 DO NOT REQUIRE HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS EXEMPTION SHALL NOT

3 EXCEED THE NUMBER OF MODERATE INCOME HOUSING UNITS AS REQUIRED IN THE

4 HOWARD COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS .

5

6 Section 16.1110. Definitions.

7 (a) Affordable housing unit means a moderate or middle income housing unit as defined in the

8 Howard County Zoning Regulations.

9 (a-1) Available housing unit allocations are the number of housing unit allocations that the

10 Department of Planning and Zoning may grant in any year, based on the housing unit allocation

11 chart adopted by the County Council less housing unit allocations already granted for that year.

12 (b) Background traffic growth is the traffic, other than traffic existing at the time of application,

13 which will be generated by:

14 (1) Regional pass-through users; and

15 (2) Projects which are not subject to the test for adequate road facilities.

16 (c) Bulk parcel — Residential means a residential parcel recorded for the purpose of development

17 of apartments, single-family attached, single-family detached or mobile home units on a single lot

18 where tentative housing unit allocations have been granted.

19 (d) Capacity means when used in relation to road facilities, capacity means the total number of

20 vehicles that can be accommodated by a road facility during a specified time period under

21 prevailing roadway operating conditions.

22 (e) Comprehensive project means a project in the following zoning districts:

23 (1) New Town (NT)

24 (2) Planned Golf Course Community (PGCC)

25 (3) Mixed Use (MXD)

26 (4) Residential: Apartments (R-A-15)

27 (f) Constrained road facility means in the planned service area for water and sewerage, a

28 constrained road facility means the intersection of a major collector or higher classified road with

29 a maj or collector or higher classified road which has historic or environmental value which would

30 be adversely affected by certain road improvements.

31

12



1 In the no-planned service area for water and sewerage, a constrained road facility means the

2 intersection of a minor collector or higher classified road with a minor collector or higher classified

3 road which has historic or environmental value which would be adversely affected by certain road

4 improvements.

5

6 The County Council, by resolution, declares a road facility constrained and identifies the featire(s)

7 which form the basis for its decision to declare the road facility constrained.

8 (g) Conventional project means a project other than a comprehensive project.

9 (h) Downtown Columbia means the geographic area defined as Downtown Columbia in section

10 103 A.41 of the Howard County Zoning Regulations.

11 (i) Exempt governmental facility mean.s:

12 (1) A facility to be owned or operated by the Federal Government, State Government, Howard

13 County Public Schools, or any agency thereof;

14 (2) A facility owned by Howard County or any agency thereof where essential County

15 Government semces are provided, [[including]] LIMITED TO police services, fire

16 prevention and suppression services, emergency medical services, highway maintenance,

17 detention facilities, water treatment and supply, sewage disposal and treatment and solid

18 waste disposal.

19 (j) Final development plan proposing Downtown Columbia Revitalization means a drawing or

20 series of drawings, at an appropriate scale, and related text covering all or a portion of Downtown

21 Columbia that proposes development pursuant to section 1 25 .E of the zoning regulations.

22 (k) Floor area ratio means the ratio of the floor area of a stmctire to the lot area, where:

23 (1) The floor area is calculated by measuring the exterior faces of the walls of the structure

24 minus any area within the structure devoted to parking, driveways, atria, enclosed mails

25 and similar areas; and

26 (2) The lot area is calculated including any adjoining lots used for required parking for the

27 structure.

28 (1) General plan target; general plan residential growth target means for the purposes of this

29 subtitle, the general plan target and general plan residential growth target mean the housing unit

30 proj ections established in the general plan for each planning area including the senior east set aside,

31 and in addition 250 housing units per year for Route 1 revitalization.

13



1 (m) Governmental action means the action or inaction of a governmental agency in relation to a

2 timely filed action by a developer. For the purposes of this subtitle, governmental agency means

3 an agency of the Federal, State, or local government, including, but not limited to, the U.S. Corps

4 of Engineers, the Maryland Department of the Environment, the Zoning Board, and the Board of

5 Appeals.

6 (n) Housing unit allocation or allocation means an approval to build a housing unit.

7 (1) Tentative housing unit allocation or tentative allocation means the temporary approval,

8 granted during the subdivision plan process, to build a housing unit in a project which

9 requires housing unit allocations as a condition of project approval.

10 (2) Permanent housing unit allocation or permanent allocation means a permanent approval,

11 granted at recordation of a subdivision or at site development plan approval, to build a

12 housing unit in a project which requires housing unit allocations as a condition of project

13 approval.

14 (o) Housing unit allocation chart means a chart indicating the projected number of housing unit

15 allocations available to be granted in the County each year for a ten-year period. The chart divides

16 the available housing unit allocations into geographic areas and may provide for green

17 neighborhood and Downtown Columbia units. In a given year, no more than 35 percent of the

18 allocations available in the growth and revitalization region may be granted to projects in a

19 particular planning area, as established by PlanHoward 203 0, Map 6-2 "Designated Place Types".

20 The number of housing unit allocations on the- chart shall be as follows:

21 (1) In the first year after the effective date of this subtitle the number of housing unit allocations

22 on the chart for that year and each of the next two years shall equal the general plan annual

23 target for residential completions for those years.

24 (2) In the second year after the effective date of this subtitle, the number of housing unit

25 allocations on the chart for that year and for each of the next two years, based on the rolling

26 average, shall be the general plan target for residential completions for the year in question

27 minus one-third of the difference between:

28 (i) The number of housing unit allocations granted during the prior year plus the number

29 of housing units in projects approved during the prior year which were exempt from

30 the provisions of this subtitle pursuant to subsections 16.1107(b)(l) and (5) of this

31 subtitle; and

14



1 (ii) The prior year's general plan target.

2 (3) In the third and later years after the effective date of this subtitle, the number of housing

3 unit allocations on the chart for the current year and for each of the next two years, based

4 on the rolling average, shall be the general plan target for residential completions for the

5 year in question minus one-third of the difference between:

6 (i) The housing unit allocations granted during the two preceding years plus the housing

7 units in projects approved during two preceding years which were exempt from the

8 provisions of this subtitle pursuant to subsections 16.1107(b)(l) and (5) of this subtitle;

9 and

10 (ii) The sum of the general plan targets for the two preceding years.

11 [[(4) In order to provide flexibility for development in areas designated in the general plan as

12 established communities or growth and revitalization areas, any unused annual allocations

13 for these areas may be combined and redistributed, using the rolling average, into a single

14 allocation category that may be used by development projects in either geographic area.]]

15 (p) Howard County Design Manual means Chapter 4 of Volume III (Roads and Bridges) of the

16 Howard County Design Manual which specifies requirements for adequate transportation

17 facilities.

18 (q) Impact area:

19 (1) In planned service area for public water and sewer. In that portion of the County in the

20 planned service area for public water and sewer, excluding Downtown Columbia, an

21 impact area means an area up to one and one-half road miles in all directions from the

22 entrance to the project on an existing County or State road or a planned roadway or

23 intersection identified in the capital budget or capital program, but not beyond the

24 intersection of a major collector or higher classified road with a major collector or higher

25 classified road. For Downtown Columbia the impact area shall be determined in

26 accordance with the Howard County Design Manual.

27 (2) In no-planned semce area for public water and sewer. In that portion of the County in the

28 no planned service area for public water and sewer, an impact area means an area up to two

29 road miles in all directions from the entrance to a project on an existing County or State

30 road or a planned roadway or intersection identified in the capital budget or capital

15



1 program, but not beyond the intersection of a minor collector or higher classified road with

2 a minor collector or higher classified road.

3 (r) Initial plan stage. An initial plan stage means either (i) a sketch plan or preliminary equivalent

4 sketch plan under the Subdivision and Land Development Regulations; (ii) a final development

5 plan proposing downtown revitalization under the zoning regulations; or (iii) a site development

6 plan if subdivision is not required.

7 (s) Major collector or major collector highway means a road classified as a major collector

8 highway on the Howard County general plan, except that in determining the impact area for site

9 development plans, major collector also means a road, not classified as a major collector highway

10 on the Howard County general plan, but constructed to the physical specifications set forth in the

11 design manual for construction of a road so classified.

12 (t) Major facilities agreement means an agreement between the County, the State, if appropriate,

13 and the developer of a proj ect incorporating the developer's approved mitigation plan and covering

14 the developer's financial obligations for mitigation.

15 (u) Milestone means the date, unless delayed by governmental action, by which a developer must

16 submit the next plan stage of a subdivision to the Department of Planning and Zoning for approval.

17 (v) Minimum level of service for Howard County road facilities, excluding Downtown Columbia

18 means level of service D. minimum level of service of a State road facility means level of service

19 E. for Downtown Columbia, the intersection standard is established in the Howard County Design

20 Manual.

21 (w) Minor collector or minor collector highway means a road classified as a minor collector

22 highway on the Howard County general plan.

23 (X) MINOR SUBDIVISION MEANS THE DIVISION OF A RESIDENTIAL OR AGRICULTURAL PARCEL THAT

24 HAS NOT BEEN PART OF A PREVIOUSLY RECORDED SUBDIVISION, INTO FOUR OR FEWER RESIDENTIAL

25 LOTS (INCLUDING BUILDABLE PRESERVATION PARCELS BUT EXCLUDING OPEN SPACE AND

26 NONBUILDABLE PRESERVATION PARCELS), EITHER ALL AT ONE TIME OR LOT BY LOT.

27 (y) Open'.

28 (1) School region—Open means that the proj ected enrollment of a school region is below ?>
100

29 percent of the program capacity of the elementary schools within the region.

30 (2) Elementary school—Open means that the projected enrollment of the elementary school

31 is below 44^-100 percent of the program capacity of the school.
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1 (3) Middle school—Open means that the projected enrollment of the middle school is below

2 -34^-100 percent of the program capacity of the school.

3 (4) High School - Open means that the projected enrollment of the high school is below 100
percent of the program capacity of the school,

4 ^(z)0p en/closed chart means a chart indicating which elementary school regions and which

5 Elementary, asd-middle, and high schools are open to new residential development and which

are closed

6 to new residential development for the each of the following ten years, and shall be based on

the program capacity, as defined by Board of Education policies,

7 (aa) Open/closed test means a test to determine whether the elementary school region and

8 elementary school^ afid-middle school, and high school serving a proposed project are open
to new residential

9 development in the scheduled completion year of the project or the phases of the project, and

shall be based on the program capacity, as defined by the Board of Education policies.

10 .H

11 ([[ab]]z) Phased project means a project utilizing phasing.

12 (E[ac]]AA) Phasing means the sequential development of portions of a subdivision pursuant to a

13 sketch plan which includes a schedule for submission of preliminary and final plan applications

14 for the various phases of the project and a schedule for completion of these phases.

15 ([[ad]]AB) Plan stage means one of the three levels of a subdivision plan—sketch plan, preliminary

16 plan, and final plan.

17 (EEae]]Ac) Planning region means a geographic area of the County identified in the general plan

18 that is used for forecasting housing growth.

19 ([[af]]AD) Program capacity means the capacity, as defined by the Howard County Board of

20 Education policies, for grades kindergarten through grade %-V1. Program capacity does not
include prekindergarten, special

21 education and relocatable capacity.

22 (E[ag]]AE) Road facilities:

23 (1) In planned service area for public water and sewer. In that portion of the County in the

24 planned service area for public water and sewer, road facilities means at grade

25 intersections of major collectors or higher classified roads which are beyond the

26 boundaries of the proposed project.

27 (2) In no planned service area for public water and sewer. In that portion of the County in the

28 no planned semce area for public water and sewer, road facilities means at grade

17



29 intersections of minor collectors or higher classified roads which are beyond the

30 boundaries of the proposed project.

31 (3) Road facilities does not include road improvements which a developer is required to

3 2 provide pursuant to the provisions of Section 16.119, "Highways, Streets, and Roads," of

33 the subdivision regulations.

18



1 ([[ah]]AF) Rolling average means to recalculate the number of available housing unit allocations

2 for a given year in order to maintain and achieve the general plan residential growth targets.

3 ([[ai]]AG) Scheduled completion year:

4 (1) Road facilities:

5 (i) Nonresidential projects means when used in relation to road facilities serving

6 nonresidential projects, "scheduled completion year" means the year as approved on

7 the subdivision or site development plan, for scheduled completion of the project or

8 phases of the project.

9 (ii) Residential projects:

10 a. When used in relation to road facilities serving unphased residential projects,

11 "scheduled completion year" means the third year following the year the

12 application is submitted.

13 b. When used in relation to road facilities serving phased conventional residential

14 projects, "scheduled completion year" of the initial phase of the project means

15 the third year following the year the application is submitted. The scheduled

16 completion year of subsequent phases of the project are the years indicated for

17 scheduled completion of the phases of the project as approved on the subdivision

18 or site development plan.

19 c. When used in relation to road facilities serving phased comprehensive

20 residential projects, "scheduled completion year" of the phases of the project

21 means the years indicated for scheduled completion of the phases of the project

22 as approved on the subdivision or site development plan.

23 (2) Schools:

24 (i) When used in relation to schools, "scheduled completion year" of an unphased

25 project means the third year following approval of the project for adequate school

26 facilities.

27 (ii) When used in relation to schools, "scheduled completion year" of the initial phase of

28 a phased conventional project means the third year following approval of the project

29 for adequate school facilities.
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1 (iii) When used in relation to schools, "scheduled completion year" of a phase of a phased

2 conventional project beyond the initial phase means the year for completion of the

3 phase, as shown in the application for sketch plan approval of the project.

4 (iv) When used in relation to schools, "scheduled completion year" of a phase of a

5 comprehensive project, means the year, at least three years following the year the

6 sketch plan application is submitted, for completion of the phase, as shown in the

7 application for sketch plan approval of the project.

8—(AH) SCHOOL CAPACITY CHART MEANS A CHART INDICATING WHICH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL REGIONS

9—AND WK1CH ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND MIDDLE SCHOOLS ARE OPEN TO NEW RESIDENTIAL

^Q — DEVELOPMENT AND WHICH ARE CONSTP.AINED TO NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR EACH OF

H — THE FOLLOWING TEN YEARSv

^3—(AI) SCHOOL CAPACITY TEST MEAW A TEST TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

^S — REGION AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AND MIDDLE SCHOOL SERVING A PROPOSED PROJECT ARE OPEN

V\ —TO NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT W THE SCHEDULED COMPLETION YEAR OF THE PROJECT OR THE

^5—PHASES OF THE PROJECTT

16 ([[aJ]]AJ) School region means a geographic area, determined by the Howard County Board of

17 Education, containing a group of contiguous elementary school service areas.

18 ([[ak]]|AK) Unphased project means a project which does not utilize phasing.

19

20 Section 2. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland,

21 that this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.

20



September 11, 2017

Testimony on CB61-2017: Update to the Howard County Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance

Good evening Chairman Weinstein and members of the Council. My name is Cole Schnorf and I

reside at 4912 Valley View Overlook, Ellicott City, MD. I testify tonight in my capacity as Vice

Chair of the Adequate Public Facilities Review Task Force but not for the Task Force since no

formal vote was taken on my testimony.

First/1 would like to mention the make-up of the Task Force and the process for arriving at our

recommendations. The Task Force consisted of a diverse group of 22 voting and 2 non-voting

members. The voting members included one person appointed by each of you, a school board

member, a past school board member, a school principal/ a teacher/ a representative of the PTA

Council, four residential developers/ one commercial developer, a realtor/ and representatives

of several community and citizen groups. Needless to say, it took a lot of give and take to reach
C<^^a\<-><\<?.

consensus on most issues and no single interest group could pass^rno^ions on its own. The Task

Force decided early in its life to require a two-thirds vote (fifteen votes) of the voting members,

not just those present, to pass a motion. This is in contrast to past APFO task forces which

required unanimity to pass a motion. Any member could suggest topic areas to study, request

expert guests to present a topic at meetings, and make motions for consideration by the Task

Force.

Next, I would like to address the many topic areas we studied, discussed, and upon which we

voted. The motions votes are summarized below in my written testimony:

New Tests Considered

Evaluate plan to establish connectivity for sidewalks and bike

paths

Include Fire and Rescue test

Allocate land for man-made water source for fire suppression

Create category in APFO for fire and emergency medical services

Create category for Connectivity

Impose and energy test

Impose a solid waste test

Create a Connectivity test based on regional plans, bike plan,

master plan

Impose a healthcare test based on emergency room wait times

If Yellow Alerts exceed 30%, delay development minimum of six

months

Impose a police test

Add a road safety test

Impose a rec and parks test based on land area per person

For

13

11

9

8

8

8

8

7

6
6

5
3

2

Against

3

7

7

9

9

9

10

10

11

14

13

14

15

Abstain

1

1

1

1

1



We considered just about any public facility test imaginable, thirteen in all. Only two received

as much as a simple majority vote, and these votes were not for specific tests, but rather to

express the intent to consider sidewalks and fire and rescue tests.

The last area I wish to mention is School Test. Many people have testified in favor of reducing

the capacity threshold to 100% for elementary and middle schools. After all the education and

discussion that took place in our task force, such a motion only received four favorable votes,

The compromise we struck to reduce the capacity threshold to 110% with extra payment by

developers who still wished to proceed at 115% and 120% satisfied enough task force members

to receive the two thirds vote required to pass. A motion to replace the elementary school

region test with an adjacent school test fell one vote short of the two-thirds vote needed, and

may be worthy of your further consideration. Asummaryofsome of the votes taken on school

related issues is shown below in my written testimony:

School Tests

Make capacity threshold 100% for elementary and middle schools

Make capacity threshold 120% for elementary and middle schools

Add high school test with same criteria as elementary and middle

schools

Add high school test with 115% criteria

Eliminate regions test

Replace regions test with adjacent schools test with lower

capacity constraint to proceed

For

4
6
8

9
9
14

Against

11
13
9

8
8
3

Abstain

Two final points worth noting:

1. Howard County, unlike most other jurisdictions, has an allocation limit over-riding the

entire APFO process to aid in planning for future public infrastructure needs.

2. While new home construction was causing most of the strain on public infrastructure

when the original APFO was passed, much of the strain today is caused by turnover of

existing housing to younger families with more children than the more mature families

they are replacing. It is unfair to over burden new development, and therefore

purchasers of new homes, with the full burden of the infrastructure issues we face.

I summarize by asking that you vote favorably on the proposed CB 61-2017 and the legislation

to follow after state enabling legislation next year/ which together closely follows the

recommendations of the APFO Task Force.
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I am testifying as a member of the most recent APFO

committee. Unlike some of our committee members, I believe

after so much time spent negotiating the various aspects of

what is good and what could be tweaked, that we all agree on

what has been presented to you.

There is one minor change where the language inadvertently

could be interpreted to suggest that a project could be held up

for off-site improvements which the project can't control. This

was not the intent, and should be clarified.

As for the rest of the recommendations, I am in favor, like most

of the committee that agreed to them.

I have lived here my whole life and been working in this county

doing land development for 37 years. I remember the first and

second APFO committees and the processes they went

through. Both required unanimous agreement for any and all

recommendations that were made to the administration. They

were composed of knowledgeable people, many from within

the government, who were trying to serve the greater good of

the county, and not individual concerns.

They tried to avoid the unintended consequences of picking

and choosing popular adjustments. In fact, the first group said

that if the council were not able to adopt the plan as



negotiated by them, as experts, they should not adopt anything

at all. The 100% agreement made sure bad ideas were not

suggested. That was not the case with this committee. The

majority of this group did not work for the county or with

development regulations daily, or for the most part ever. Only a

few of us really understood how APFO works. Instead of a 100%

agreement, just 7 of 23 members could stop any proposed

change and 16 could pass any change. Most of the 20 plus

meeting date time was spent with those of us who work with

APFO daily, educating those with less experience. Despite this

lack of balance, the committee agreed on the changes included

in council Bill 61.

I am appalled that some of the committee members have

chosen to go rogue and not support the efforts of the

committee, after agreeing early on that we would all support

the report.

The suggestion that the schools be tested for 100% capacity

makes no sense. The first APFO said to test for 120% capacity,

as that (on average) is 25 children per classroom x 1.20 which

equals 30 children, which also equals the state rated capacity of

the school, and what is required to get state funding. With the

capacity dropped to 115%, we are now building for 30 kids per

class,and only putting in on average 28.75. With the new

recommendations, we will only be including 27.5. It doesn't



sound like much but over the 41,000 students in Elementary

and Middle schools, the State Rated Capacity actually exists for

almost 10% more.

Most of these students will be here regardless ofAPFO as most

new students come from the sale of existing homes, not new

homes, particularly when most of the new homes built in the

county these days are apartments.

I think we live in a very good county with a very high quality of

living. That's why people want to live here. I don't understand

why others are so negative and think everything that the

county does is wrong. UNFORTUNATELY, SOME PEOPLE ARE

JUST NOT HAPPY PEOPLE. I am pretty sure they live in homes

that we created for them, yet would deny future residents of

the opportunity to live here as well.

Please do the right thing and adopt the APFO Ordinance that

the committee worked hard to agreed to.

Thank you.

Steve Breeden



Wendy Williams-Abrams
3144 Saint Charles Place
EllicottCity,MD21042

Public Testimony In Support of Stronger APFO

I am here representing all of the children in the Howard County School System who are dependent on the
County Council to protect them from the effects of allowing extensive development without adequate
mitigation by the developers. We have severe overcrowding in many of our schools, and I believe that the
reason that the County Council doesn't have enough money to build more schools or fully renovate
current schools is because developers aren't paying their fair share of the infrastructure costs. In order to
support an ever-increasing population, we need a dedicated school revenue source that should come
primarily from the developers. They currently pay less than 20% of the cost of each new student's seat in
school, while charging buyers a premium to live in Howard County. It's a win-win for the developers, but it
is a lose-Iose for the citizens of this county.

I believe that one reason our fees and taxes are so favorable toward the developers is because many of
the County Council members, who were elected to represent the citizens of this county, are basically
indebted to the developers who helped to fund their campaigns. Our county's future is being sold to the
highest bidder, and the average citizen is getting slammed with the extra costs of building the necessary
infrastructure. For example, we need a new high school. Too many students in portables, and kids who
are unable to open their lockers in packed hallways. The BOE is dependent on the County Executive for
the funding to make it a reality. The County Executive looks at the Capital Budget and sees inadequate
funds to tackle all of the projects desperately needed by the county, so he tells the BOE there isn't yet
money to build the new school. The BOE is then forced to redistrict and consider other creative means of
meeting the students' needs with inadequate resources. The way I believe this should work, and as it
does in many of our neighboring counties and states, is that when developers want to build, assessments
are done to determine if it's in the best interests of the county to allow development in a specific area.
Then, infrastructure is evaluated. Arethe roads capable of supporting more vehicles? Are there available
seats in the elementary, middle, and high schools? Do we have adequate fire and emergency services?
After those evaluations are made, developers are told what they need to contribute in order to make their
project feasible and not a financial burden to the existing budget and tax base. Developers make enough
money building in Howard County that their profits wouldn't suffer if they were assessed appropriate
taxes, fees, or proffers.

APFO is supposed to be our framework for meeting the infrastructure needs of our county. However, our
APFO is so inadequate, and favorable toward the builders, that it is not protecting us from the endless
demands placed on our county's budget by the new development. I am not against developers or
development in Howard County. I am in favor of them paying their fair share to support the infrastructure
needs of the new citizens they're bringing in. We need to revisit the APFO legislation in a committee led
by citizens, not developers and their representatives. The citizens of Howard County deserve to have
adequate representation at the table. APFO should be reevaluated every few years. APFO should ensure
that developers are held responsible for financially mitigating their developments' effects. Howard County
citizens have had the wool removed from our eyes, and we are seeing the County Council's motives and
financial allegiances for what they are. We are disgusted by what we see. You were elected to represent
us, not pay back the developers who helped fund your campaigns. The 2018 elections will look very
different because now we know. We know, and we vote.



Richard Kohn
5218 Wood Stove Lane
Columbia, MD 21045

Statement on APFO

More than 50 years ago, Jim Rouse had a vision. Speaking of Columbia, he said:

""We created ways for people to care more deeply about one another, to stimulate, encourage,

release creativity, minimize intolerance and bigotry."

Rouse said that he wanted Columbia to be a real multi-faceted city, not a bedroom suburb. It

should be possible for its residents to find everything they needed right here—jobs, education,
recreation, health care, and any other necessity. He also envisioned that different types of housing

be nestled together, so that people of different incomes and races would interact with one another.

His vision is not the Howard County we live in today. Over the past 20 years, and especially in the

past 10 years, high-density lower cost housing has been concentrated in certain areas, and this

type of housing has been excluded from other areas. As we have seen recently, our Board of

Education has been further segregating our schools by drawing district lines between wealthy and
lower income communities. See the attached graphic.

The Council and the County Executive need to plan growth that will restore the integrated
communities of the past The APFO suggests that if there is room in a school, or even if there isn't,

development can rush forward in the design and at the speed dictated by the developers. This is
not the way to design and build the type of communities that serve our long-term interests.

Developers tell you they have a right to build wherever they can make a quick profit. They do not
have this right. We have vested the Council with the power to make laws restricting development

to the benefit of the people.

Certainly developers should not be permitted to build where there is a lack of public resources:
schools, roads, public safety. Certainly developers should be required to fund the cost of the

public infrastructure that is needed.

But development should also be restricted to the type that is needed in each area to balance types

of housing, industry, and business. In other words, if there are few single family homes in an area,

they should be allowed, but if the area already has dense housing, more dense housing should be
restricted. We should permit apartments in areas that do not have much high-density housing.

We should keep land set aside for business and industry. If more people could work in Columbia,

as well as live here, we would see improved quality of life and less traffic.

The idea that enrollment in schools be a single factor in deciding to allow residential construction

is ridiculous. The number people districted to a school is not a measurement of density. For

example, Oakland Mills High School is under enrolled because of how district lines were drawn. It

is a very small district. However, look at a demographic map, such as the one attached, and you

can see it is located in the middle of the most densely populated area of the county. Density

should be a consideration for whether more building can take place, and what type, not school

district boundaries.



Generally, I know that representatives from the highest-density areas, Councilmembers Terraza

and Ball, understand the need to limit residential density. But they get outvoted by three other

members and the County Executive. Councilmember Sigaty said during one vote to build in North

Laurel, that it was fine with her because it doesn't affect her constituents. The fact is the over

development and segregation of the county does affect her constituents, it affects us all.



Howard County Demographic Map
• •

• • *•

•

; F'reeand

<10%
<2Q%
<30%
< 40%
<&0%
>50%

FARM
Reduced Meals

I
•

<» ^ • • a*. •..- *

• •:.- 7^ • ^MT</a
• ^* *.'- • •* • ••.>TaF*«*T»

/ "••^'e:'' <^^£t^
• ••9:.<-'-'.>':';'%<?

_••.*--: "-:dSE%&*
'• » * A ' » • '^•^*irii<a<

• "• ^

• ,^
•

• v^m^fti.^ "£9 '-« " ^ Ae<^- * ~^» ^ ~ ^ ^

:^^s^^ ^
•X.::. ^^?^ ,<
• *:**^ . ^ •^ •' '•^ •» w™,^ T
^ •I

•

•I*. * ?*<

^ y^(^».
••

Q High school buildings
Size of circle indicates number of students per area

.•"•»•
• *



My name is BreeAnne Chadwick. I live at 9853 Helmwood Ct in Ellicott City and have been here for seven

years.

We chose our home very carefully, mostly based on schools. In fact, we lived in a hotel for seven months

after moving to Maryland in order to make sure we picked the right county and the right neighborhood.

At the time, I was 100% confident we'd made the best choice.

I may not have a long history here, but I've seen a lot of growth in those seven years. It's not surprising; I

can understand why people want to live here. What baffles me entirely, however/ is the failure of the

County Council to work with and fully support our local schools. The county and the schools are

intertwined—Howard County Public School System.

Attendance area adjustments are something that the council has no say in;that is a matter for the Board

of Education. The problem is that the massive overcrowding, the rapidly growing need for new schools,

the chaos that occurs when families get moved from school to school, all of that is a DIRECT RESULT of

the County CounciFs actions or lack thereof. Our county has one of the highest growth rates in the state,

and we are in the top 3 counties for overcrowded schools, yet the school impact fees paid by developers

are $10- to $20,000 less than those levied by a majority of Maryland counties. Let me repeat: $10,000 to

$20,000 less.

Development projects in closed school areas are allowed to proceed after waiting for four years. News

flash: an overcrowding problem, or lack of capacity, still present after four years doesn't magically

vanish when a developer breaks ground.

County Executive Kittleman has stated that he will not support an APFO amendment to limit a school's

capacity to 100% because it would result in a moratorium in development. I realize the county is hungry

for the taxes and fees brought in by those developers and the new residents, but the county cannot

continue to steamroll new developments into our county without regard for the residents, and

especially the children, who ALREADY live here.

I was told to get to the council room early to get a seat because once the room is at 100% capacity, all

other attendees will be directed to a satellite room. Imagine that! 105% is too much for the Council to

handle, but 115% is totally fine for our children's educational atmosphere? In fact, some of our high

schools are well over that or will be in the next few years. The latest round of redistricting proposed

sending my children—WALKERS to our high school—on a 45-minute long bus ride to a different city

entirely next year, another result of overdevelopment. But high schools aren't even considered in the

APFO test.

I challenge you to prove to the residents of Howard County, your constituents, that you are more

concerned about their welfare than you are about campaign donations from developers.

Remove the four-year limit.

Lower the acceptable threshold for a school's capacity.

Increase developers' school impact fees.

Include high schools when looking at whether an area should be open or closed to development.

Protect the people you represent.
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Hickory Ridge Community Association

6175 Sunny Spring, Columbia, Maryland 21044 • 410 730-7327
www.hickoryridgevillage.org • www.thehawthorncenter.org

September 11, 2017

Howard County Executive Allan Kittlemaii
Howard County Council Members
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

RE: CB61-2017, CB62-2017

Dear Mr. Kittleman and Council Members,

The Hickory Ridge Village Board has been following the discussions about APFO reform very
closely. We. thank you for tabling tile legislastion to allow input from more. residents and

community groups on this important issue. Adequate Public Facilities are extremely important to
our community. It is often stated that new development will bring in additional tax dollars and
improve amenities. However, it seems to many lately that our public service departments

including police, fire, and the HCPSS are being asked to do more with less per capita. It is clear
that the current APFO reguations are inadequate. On August 29, 2017, the Howard County

School Board voted to recommend the following: include high schools in the schools test,
maintain the current open/close designation language, that schools be designated "dosed" on the

open/close chart at '100% capacity utilizafion, inclusion of a funding'trigger in APPO for school
facilities at 95% capa.city with a projection of over 110% m five years, and requh'e that all
development must pass a schools test. The Hickory Ridge Village Board supports the
recommendations of the Howard County School Board. In the event that a cap of 100% would
force Howard County to shoulder the entire cost of school construction by eliminating all state

funding, then we support the lowest possible threshold that would allow the county to receive state
funds.

We recognize that other counties in Maryland already include many of these recommendations in
their laws, and some even require significantly longer wait times for developers as well. Howard

County is an extremely desirable area in which to live. As such, there is no reason for this county

to have such relatively weak APFO regulations and no need to further incentivize development in
this area. It is critical for both current and future residents that developers contribute appropriate
impact fees and that provisions for adequate services and infrastructures are put in place before

additional growth is permitted.

Sincerely,

/ ^ i. / /

";//-<...-;....^yAAdf

Michelle D. Wood, Ph.D.

Chair, Hickory Ridge Village Board
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Testimony on Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance

Nellie Arrington, President, Mount Hebron-Orchards Community Association
Contact: 410-499-0079 cell

Good evening. I am Nellie Arrington, president of Mount Hebron-Orchards Community Association,
representing some 800 northern Ellicott City households spanning west from Route 29 to just past
McKenzie Road, and north from 1-70 to the county line.

Our focus is predictability and quality of life for our residents. I was involved in the discussion when
APFO was developed in the late 1980s and early 1990s. APFO was created to offer predictability for the
developers and builders and lenders willing to invest in our community and create the communities
where many of those here tonight now live.

First, we support the change of school capacity to 100% but with the considerations of programming
changes, classroom allocations, and 'blips/ of population where one or two class years have a higher
population than usual, pushing classes to a temporarily higher size of, say, 2-to-3 students, going
through the schools and thus changing the capacity percentages.

Second, we support adding high schools to the capacity test. Excluding them from the process has
resulted in poor planning. An example is the recent proposal to move a Mount Hebron neighborhood
polygon, where the students currently walk to Mount Hebron High School, to Marriotts Ridge High
School, requiring those students to be bused literally past the edge of the Mount Hebron campus to a
school 7 miles away.

Third, we ask that the county planners and dedsion-makers communicate more with the state,
especially when it comes to roads. Our area is bisected by Route 99, a state road that takes the overflow
from 1-70 back-ups daily while serving the extended developments in the northern county corridor. It's
been difficult for us to work with this because our neighborhood roads, which are county, intersect with
state roads, although we have had good communication with state roads planners.

Fourth, we ask that the county find and use a predictive model that takes into account the natural
growth and transitions of existing neighborhoods. Many of our areas are reaching a natural turnover
age, where long-term owners sell and the new owners have students coming into the schools and more

vehicle trips on the roads. It's one thing to count noses from new houses, but - and I first said this in a

public session at the advent of APFO - there is no requirement to live in a new house to procreate
successfully. We need to consider this influx of students and drivers and users of other county services
as we move forward to predict what we need to maintain our quality of life.

Finally, this can't be an adversarial process between residents and the business community. But
residents need accountability and predictability as planning, growth, and redevelopment go forward, in
respect for the investments we have made in our choice to live here.

Thank you.





Testimony Provided at Special Legislative Public Hearing on September II/ 2017,

which is a continuation from the July 17 hearing and will only cover CB-60/ CB-61.

Provided by EricZachary (Zack) Rose

Thank you for the opportunity to speak. My name is Zack Rose, and my wife & I

have been residents of Howard County for 17 years. We have two children, both

in a Howard County Middle School. I have never testified regarding any

legislation but feel compelled to share my thoughts tonight.

My objective is to speak on behalf of a singular topic. All APFO legislation must

specify that the threshold for action is 100% school capacity and that 100% of

schools, including high schools, be included in the legislation.

I understand that like most government law, there are nuances, such as defining

"smalF versus "large", or settling on a timeframe of 2 years versus 4 years, etc...

BUT... I propose that school capacity is specific and I ask that you respect the

work done by those to define capacity as it relates to schools. From the 2016

Feasibility study, page 14.

"Equitable evaluation of the impact of projected enrollment growth requires

calculation of the capacities of schools. Capacities are not necessarily fixed to the

capacity designed when a building first opened. Changes in use, program, and

standards can effectively change capacity. Capacity methodologies have been

reviewed at all three levels in recent years/7

In other words, many qualified individuals worked as a team to define... and

actively refine ... the capacity for each school including making amendments for

use and changes in standards. But after that, we must respect that analysis. For

anyone to allow for anything but 100% of this calculation is inserting personal

judgment and allowing it to supersede carefully considered metrics.

I am not naive. We all, even daily/ go beyond what is suggested...some surely eat

food after the expiry date. And when considering legislation, I understand that

the County Council must balance the needs and desires of many various

constituents and external parties together in a bigger picture for the good of the

County.



But when it comes to the APFO - we must respect the work of those who used

their expertise to define and document school capacity. Simply put if we want to

increase capacity, take the time, gather the funding, and actually increase

capacity. Don't ignore this threshold. Anything but 100% is inadequate.

Choosing to go above 100% has incredibly poor effects on the community.

Consider safety at the top of the list. Within the context of schools only, we have

kids riding in aisles on buses, and walking to insecure portables just to name two

specific concerns. I wish I had more time to go on.

But in closing, I also ask that you consider one other tangible side effect. TIME. If

you add up the opportunity cost of all of the time that our County Council, School

Board, volunteers, and active participants spend discussing, researching,

Facebooking as a community on the one topic of school capacity and its directly-

related and equally heartbreaking discussion on redistricting, imagine what we

could accomplish with that time and effort (and saved dollars) elsewhere! Let's

get our time back, and lets do what is right.

I've given the maximum effort I can. 100%. Thank you for hearing my testimony

this evening.



Good evening and thank you holding this special hearing tonight.

My name is Jessica Chicorelli and my family lives at 6314 Montery Rd in Elkridge.
We have four children going through the Howard County School system.

I am testifying tonight because I'm worried that if the county doesn't do a better
job controlling and planning for development, the schools will continue this
redistricting process every 2-3 years and our children and communities will suffer.

There are better ways to manage the population growth in our county that benefit
the citizens that you serve. I am concerned about the school seat increases in
Howard County, especially the high schools, and the lack of process or plan to
mitigate the current enrollment levels. As you know, Howard High is at about
140% capacity. How can our children be provided with a safe and effective
learning environment when the school is 40% above maximum capacity (which
would be 100% in all other math problems), classrooms are overcrowded, and
mobile trailers are being used to mitigate the enrollment?

I am requesting that Council Bill 61 be amended with the following provisions to
more fairly and equitably balance well-planned growth and effective mitigation for
our public infrastructure.

• School capacity limits — INCLUDING high schools - to be set at 100% and
schools are closed to new development at or above that level. Even the proposal
at 110% capacity does not make our children and their education the top priority
if developers can pay double or triple the surcharge to continue development with
no regard for capacity levels. This proposal clearly sides with the developers in
still keeping their fee at a comfortable and accessible rate to the detriment of our
schools and our children. Triple the surcharge rate for up to 120% is still less
than or equal to the initial fee of three of the biggest counties in the state and fails
to properly address the ongoing capacity problems.

According to the APFO Review Task Force Master Vote Tally, the task force voted
to keep capacities at 110-120% because the county is dependent on the revenue
generated by the public school surcharge. Is this the goal of the task force? To
prioritize surcharge revenue over the educational environment of Howard County
students? And if it were the goal, why so cheap?

• Mitigation must begin when schools reach 95% capacity otherwise we are being
reactive versus proactive. As Benjamin Franklin once said, "When you fail to plan,
you plan to fail."

And finally, APFO needs to include measures for public safety, emergency
services, recreation, and other community facilities.



This is an important issue, and if county officials don't make lasting meaningful
changes now these issues important to the voting citizens will continue to plague
our county every year.

Oh yes, there is one thing in all of this that I would request to exceed 100% and
that is the effort and attention our elected county officials give to our citizens in
making lasting changes that benefit the future of Howard County.

Thank you



single family detached) that is dedicated to public school capital budget;

(5) In an effort to identify efficiencies and better utilize existing space, HCPSS shall reduce its

capital budget request by 2% per year for the next 5 fiscal years excluding revenue from the

surcharge and the household fee in this motion

VOTE: 17-0-1

OPPOSITION VffiW: Fiscal projections not yet available

MOTION: Eliminate elementary school regions test and replace it with an adjacent (i.e.,

contiguous borders) schools test in which the capacity utilization of the school being tested and

all adjacent elementary schools are totaled for a test of overall capacity utilization. If the

grouping is less than 90% and the individual school is greater than 115%, then the school is

deemed adequate; if the grouping is greater than 110% but less than 115%, then the developer

may proceed by paying double the public school facilities surcharge; if the grouping is greater

than 115% but less than 120%, then the developer may proceed by paying triple the public

school facilities surcharge. The Developer would not pay the doubling or tripling of the

surcharge for more than one test. Allocations/schools test wait time shall not exceed 5 years.

VOTE: 14-3

OPPOSITION VIEW: Motion doesn't balance the benefits of growth with the cost of

maintaming adequate public facilities; likely to result m more development closures; calculations

unavailable to prove that increase in fee pays for the cost of additional seats

MOTION: Change years of wait for schools test - schools that are at or over 120% of capacity,

the years of wait shall increase from 4 to 5 years; if during the wait period capacity drops below

120%, the years of wait shall revert back to 4 years

VOTE: 13-7

OPPOSITION VIEW: Total wait time already exceeds 4 years once development plan approval

and allocation wait time are factored in; heightened overcapacity does not result in lower quality

education, which makes a further slowing down of development unwarranted

MOTION: Eliminate elementary school regions test and replace it with an adjacent (i.e.,

contiguous borders) schools test in which the capacity utilization of the school being tested and
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MOTION: Eliminate regions test from APFO

VOTE: 9-8

OPPOSITION VIEW: A backup provision of the individual schools test is needed; no existm^

test for development should be removed without also adopting a substituting protection

MOTION: Eliminate elementary school regions test and replace it with an adjacent (i.e.,

contiguous borders) schools test in which the capacity utilization of the school being tested and

all adjacent elementary schools are totaled for a test of overall capacity utilization. If the

grouping is greater than 115% then the school is deemed constraint.

VOTE: 8-8-1

OPPOSITION VIEW: Motion doesn't balance the benefits of growth with the cost of

maintaining adequate public facilities

MOTION: Repeat the language and provisions of an elementary school test for high schools

VOTE: 8-9

OPPOSITION VIEW: New households do not generate as many high school-aged children as

they do elementary school-aged children

MOTION:

(1) Change program capacity at which a school is deemed open to 110%;

(2) If projected enrolhnent lies between 110% and 115% of program capacity then

developer's wait time will decrease to two years if it pays a public school facilities

surcharge double the amount currently in law;

(3) If projected enrolhnent lies between 115% and 120% of program capacity then

developer's wait tune will decrease to two years if it pays a public school facilities

surcharge triple the amount currently in law

VOTE: 7-9-2

OPPOSITION VIEW: Increased revenue is contingent on capacity resting between 110% and

120%; a reduction in capacity will close more schools thereby halting development and

preventing the County from collecting additional surcharge revenue
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Jennifer Spiegel
12475 Triadelphia Road
EHicottdty,MD21042

Howard County Council Testimony —- September 11, 2017

I am here tonight to advocate for stronger APFO as it relates to our schools. I have lived in
Howard County for over 17 years and have seen first hand how development has taken a toll on
our county infrastructure resulting in more traffic on our roads and overcrowding in our
schools.The current APFO bill as proposed by County Executive K'rttleman is lacking and needs
to be stronger NOW to fix the current situation in our schools.

Current APFO must be strengthened to secure the future of our county. We have a nationally
ranked and highly respected school system. The overcrowding conditions cannot continue as
our students and teachers pay the price. Large class sizes, not enough textbooks or computers,
hallways so crowded that students are late to classes, and portables being used as long term
solutions.

We are better than this. Our elected officials must do better than this. I urge the County Council
to consider the legacy you are leaving this county. We should be able to look at our county
infrastructure with pride knowing that we have taken the right steps to ensure our schools are a
place where every child can learn with the needed space and resources. A responsible County
Council should ensure a dedicated revenue stream to support our schools with developers
being that primary source. A responsible County Council should take a long hard look at the
state of our overcrowded schools and put the best interests of our children first, not developers.

A responsible County Council should recognize that having strong APFO in place is the
mechanism for creating a desirable place to live. We want:

* 100% school capacity - including our high schools
* mitigation to begin at 95% capacity
* no reduction to current wait times for development
* increase the real estate transfer fee by 1 %
* APFO to be reviewed every 4 years

Make no mistake — our schools are in a dire situation. We are behind the 8 ball in controlling
the overdevelopment that results in schools overcrowding. We must take the necessary steps
now to stop the downward spiral. The County Council, DPZ, and BOE must work together on a
process for better planning and communication. And we need funding for high school 13 in the
2019 capital budget now.

I am not antidevelopment - I am for responsible growth. But our schools and children come first
and they are at risk from years of unchecked overdevelopment. The County Executive and
County Council were elected by us to represent us. We are here telling you what we want for
this county.

We can and must do better.

Our elected officials can and must do better. Our children deserve it. 2018 is an election year
and HoCo Parents Vote.



^y|y name is Kristi Comeau (6460 Juiie Ann Drive) and I have a 4th and 6th grader in the

Howard County School System. My husband and I are both Computer Scientist and do not

speak in public, much less testify at a pubiic hearing. This is hard for me, but the children of

Howard County are worth it, ALL of the children of Howard County. I didn't realize that !needed

to testify until Thursday night when I gave my PTACHC report to my local Elementary School
PTA. ! finaliy found my voice.

! urge you to vote against CB-61 and CB-62 in their current state, it does nothing to slow the

residential growth and the over-crowded enroilments that we are seeing in Howard County. We

need ail deveiopment to pass a schools test, if a school is over the open/ciose number, then

construction may not proceed. There should not be a time table associated with the

construction, if a school is full, new construction should not start until they are under the limit,

no matter how long they have to wait.

The open/dose capacity should be close to 100%, not 115%, that number is just too high.

High Schools must be induded In these assessments, we need ail schools represented. Some

of our high schools are our biggest over-crowding problem right now.

The Empact/Surcharge fees per new home are too low in Howard County, especialiy

compared to our neighboring counties. The fees other counties charge would have gained

enough money for Howard County last year to build Vs of a brand new Elementary School

Our APFO problems are causing our schools to be over-crowded, resulting in large dass

sizes and the use of portables, which were supposed to be temporary. The safely guidelines for

portables do not meet the safety guidelines for the rest of the school. One morning, my then 3rd

grade daughter was coming into school for the day. She was told by a well-meaning teacher to

take her instrument outside to the band portable so that she didn't have to carry it downstairs.

What the teacher didn't consider was that once my daughter dropped that instrument In the

portable out back, that there was no way for her to get back into the school through the back

door. She knocked and knocked, but no one heard her, she walked along the path next to the

woods to get back to the front of the schooi, but she was now late for her first class. Another

teacher toid her out the window that she was late and to hurry, they didn't know she had been

Socked out. By the time she got back to the front of the school she was crying and scared. After

telling this story, i have heard many stories of going to the bathroom or other ways kids have

been iocked out of !ots of different schools in the county. This Is a safety issue, i expect when

my kids walk in the front door of their school that I can assume some level of assurance that

they will not be Socked out of the school.

My husband and i explained to our children why E wouldn't be home tonight for dinner and

books, and we explained that sometimes you have to do the "hard thing". This was a hard thing

for me. We need you to do the hard thing for the children of Howard County and vote against

CB-61 and CB-62.



Testimony regarding CB61-2017 and CB62-2017

Howard County Council Special Public Hearing, 9/11/2017

By: Paul A. Scott, Ph. D.

6401 South Wind Circle

Columbia/ MD 21044

I am testifying tonight against these two bills as currently proposed. As you know, Howard County spends almost 2/3s of

its general fund budget on the school system. This level of support has made Howard County Public Schools the best in

the state of Maryland, and among the best in the country. Many families, including mine/ moved to Howard County to

ensure that our children can get the high-quality education. I believe/ therefore, that whenever the County Council

considers any new legislation that will impact the school system, the Council needs to ensure that its actions do not

adversely affect our schools or the quality of education that they provide.

I believe that CB61 and CB62 as currently drafted will adversely affect our county schools. These bills will continue to

result in overcrowded schools in many areas of the county, which will lead to adverse effects on the student community

at these schools, as well on their safety. The bills will result in the need for continual redistricting to address the

overcrowding/ with all the attendant stress and disruption that come with it.

The bills will ensure that portable classrooms (over 200 in the upcoming year) will have to be used by students daily.

These classrooms have less than ideal heating, cooling and air quality, have no bathrooms/ and come with safety and

security issues. Many parents, myself included, are justifiably upset that their children are being taught in these

structures, given the amount of county taxes we pay each year.

I am here to support changes to CB61 and CB62 as proposed by both the PTA Council of Howard County and the Howard

County Board of Education. These include:

Including high school capacity in the formula to determine whether development can occur in an area.

Changing the open/close chart capacity to no more than 100% to determines whether development can occur,

not 110% as currently proposed

Including a APFO funding trigger take effect at 95% capacity with a projection of over 110% in 5 years

Ensuring that all development must pass a school test, and that the school wait period not be on a sliding scale.

Ensuring thatAPFO capacity is defined consistent with HCPSS policies.

Maintaining the current "open/close" designation language, not the ambiguous and opaque "constrained" term.

In my opinion, these changes will improve the current bills and ensure that the quality of our children's' education is a

primary determinant in revising the current APFO legislation.

Respectfully,

Paul A. Scott, Ph.D.



My name is Hongling Zhou. I reside at 7065 River Oak Court, Clarksville, MD 21029. I am vice

president of the Chinese American Parent Association of Howard County. I also serve as a PTA

delegate for the Pointers Run Elementary School. Today I am speaking on behalf of myself and

CAPAofHC.

I come before you today as the HCPSS community is going through a traumatic redistricting

process. The process is literally tearing our community apart. Polygon is a math concept. Now

everyone is learning the new meaning of the word. No matter what the final plan is, no one is

winning if our community is broken. Although APFO does not mandate redistricting, it can

influence growth patterns that eventually make redistricting happen again. The fact remains that

the APFO in its current form is not effective in preventing school overcapacity. We need a

strengthened APFO to prevent from the necessity ofredistricting every a few years.

The school test is one of the 3 APFO tests. As the legislation stands now, in order to pass this

test, the elementary and middle school districts and the elementary school region serving the

proposed development must all be below 115% of capacity utilization. Schools that are brought

below the 115% capacity for elementary and middle schools will be considered "open" or

available to accommodate new development projects.

First, High schools are noticeably missing from the school test. As we are all aware now, the

high school redistricting is actually the most contentious part of the process. And all schools are

subject to redistricting in 2017 in order to balance adjacent student populations that operate over

capacity. So any overcapacity school, particularly high school could affect all other schools.

Secondly, Policy 6010 is what the HCPSS uses to adjust attendance boundary. The current target

utilization in Policy 6010 is enrollment between 90% and 110% utilization of the program

capacity of a school facility. As a statistician, I am having a hard time matching the 115%

capacity utilization limit in APFO and the 90-110 percent target utilization in policy 6010. To

me, we would have to go through redistricting every year if both the county policy and the

school policy are followed through.

Thirdly, in current legislation, if a project does not pass this test, then plans for the development

will be placed on hold. But projects can be placed on hold due to failing the Schools Test for up

to 4 years. In other words, the projects can begin to build once the time limit is passed. This limit

of wait time must be eliminated. All development should be required to pass the school test,

period.

In order to protect our families from going through the traumatic redistricting process again in

short time, the Chinese American Parent Association of Howard County urges the council to

implement the following changes to APFO that are directly related to schools:

1. Change the proposed 1.15% capacity utilization to a 100% capacity utilization in the

school test.



2. Add High school or High school region in the school test of the APFO.

3. Require all development pass the school test. No projects should be granted exemption

from the school test.

4. Please use the capacity definition in APFO that is consistent with the HCPSS definition

so there is no ambiguity in implementation of the policies.

Council members, please do what is best for your constituents and our children, not for the

developers.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,

Hongling Zhou

On behalf of the CAPA ofHC



Joan Nuetzel, 3505 Font Hill Drive Ellicott City MD 21042. I have been a Howard County

resident for the last 18 years and a nurse at Mercy Medical Center in Baltimore City for the last

21 years. Over the years I have seen many changes in Howard County. My concern is that we

are not choosing responsible growth in Howard County and if Howard County was a patient I

would say he is dying a slow and painful death as he internally hemorrhages and every major

organ is strangled due to lack of oxygen. I commend Mr Kittleman for establishing APFO task

force, as it has been long overdue but believe it still lacks necessary teeth to be effective.

As I mentioned, the last 18 years, I have commuted to Baltimore City. Initially my commute was

an easy 15 mile drive straight down Route 40, 35 minutes door to door. My commute to work

remains easy, after all, I leave my house at 6:40am. But in the in the last 5 years, the drive

home has become a nightmare. I leave at 4:40pm and plan on the commute taking a solid hour.

Leaving Baltimore City is relatively simple and I usually encounter no traffic issues, until I

approach Howard County, from the intersection of Route 40 and Normandy Shop Center Drive,

until I turn left onto St. John's Lane, I can sit in traffic for 15-20 minutes to travel approximately 2

miles. This is ridiculous and yet I see it only getting worse as more developments pop up,

adding more cars to already congested highways and byways

Additionally, My daughters attend Centennial High School and Burleigh Manor Middle School.

Both schools suffer from overcrowding, My older daughter states that Centennial is so

overcrowded this year, that it's difficult to switch classes in the allotted five minute time frame.

My younger daughter reports that the middle school is also overcrowded and that school

personnel have designated areas as "one way" in order to help alleviate traffic jams in the

hallways. Presently BMMS is 200 students over it's originally capacity of 650 students and in

2018, CHS is projected to be at 122.9%. Unfortunately the development does not stop because

the schools have met this number.... new developments are being planned and delivered as we

speak. This rapid growth for a school is difficult for the administration, the teacher, and the

students.

Mr. Kittleman, you have been visiting the various high schools in the previous week, did you

happen to walk the hallways at Long Reach High School, present capacity 118%, when the kids

were attempting to change class, or did you enter the cafeteria at Howard High school, present

capacity 130% while the students were attempting to eat in the allotted 30 minutes. Not only is it



uncomfortable to have that may students packed into a school but it is a safety issue. The

answer isn't just to add portables or redistrict, both temporary fixes. Increase funds needs to be

available to the school system and better communication, planning and leadership needs to

happen between CE, DPZ and HCPSS to understand capacity impacts.

The present CB-61 recommendations from the APFO task force aren't strong enough. CB-61

must be amended to reflect the positions of PTACHC and BOE.

• School capacity set at 100%-schools close to new development at that level, mitigation

begins when schools reach 95%.

• School capacity must include High Schools. We are telling our 13-18 years olds they

don't matter by not including a HS test in APFO.

• No reductions to the wait times.

• Impact fees need to realistically cover the cost of an additional family. School, roads,

fire, police, recreation all need some of these funds. Current impact fee does not come

close to covering the cost of a school age child in the system.

• Real estate transfer tax needs to increase by at least 1.0%.

® APFO testing needs to include fire, police, recreation (quality of life factors).

• APFO legislation needs to be reviewed on a regular interval, 4-5 years would provide

time to see how the county is faring with current legislation.

Mr. Kittleman and County Council members, you must save the patient 'Howard County' by

choosing responsible growth instead of allowing him to continue to bleed out his life forces.

Afterall, this is your lasting legacy.



Council Bill CB-62-2017 September 11, 2017

My name is Douglas Perkins and I reside at 10613 Vista Road, Columbia. 2J

I have lived in the county since 1976, for 41 years. I have resided on Vista Road for

the last 29 years. For 28 of those 41 years I had paid taxes and had no children in

the school system. When I bought my current residence, 29 years ago, I did so

with the understanding that as it was zoned R-20 I was permitted to subdivide the

one plus acre lot into two half acre lots and develop the second lot. Lo these last

29 years that was in my consideration as a retirement investment. As I am now of

an age that I am considering taking advantage of that investment, I learn of people

in this county who are intent on striping that right away from me or putting such

constraints upon my exercising that right that I might not see it in my lifetime.

My neighbors have been taking advantage of this right of subdivision for a number

of years now, and all around me, what had been one acre lots are now half acre

lots. Across the street from me are now nine houses on half acres. On my side, to

the left and right are six houses on half acres. They are in the process of building

onto the half acre lots that have been cut out behind me.

I understand that the bill as proposed would increase the allocation of infill

subdividing in the established neighborhoods. I also understand that you have

received testimony proposing to instead/ further restrict the infilling. I propose

that there will be less of an impact on the infrastructure by adding a house here

and there than emplacing massive developments. I propose that infilling should

be encouraged as a method of less impact in meeting the increasing need for

housing. I propose that the increase in your cap is insufficient. For the individual,

long term owner, I propose that the be no cap on that person's subdividing and

building a second house. I am concerned that the county may impose an increase

in fees for subdividing such lots as mine to a point of it being onerous. The fees for

subdivision should be frozen in and grandfathered for those who have been long

term residents to not punish them for not having subdivided immediately upon

purchase.

1 feel that it would be most unfair and detrimental to me to deprive me of my

development right just because I did not already do it.



September 11, 2017

To the Members of Howard County Council:

I am a mother of three children who attend Elkridge Elementary School in Elkridge. I am asking to

change APFO in accordance with the Howard County Board of Education Recommendations. I also feel

adjustments need to be made to the fees imparted on developers as well as delays in development that

make sense and keep the community best interest in mind.

APFO affects my families quality of life at school and in the community. Elkridge Elementary has 900

students and counting. Our capacity at the end of last school year was ~118% capacity and it is

continuing to grow as students keep enrolling. More teachers have been hired this year and we were

told to expect teachers to still be hired due to a large influx of last minute enrollment and class sizes.

Children are taught in portables and makeshift spaces are being turned into classrooms. As an avid PTA

volunteer, we try to inject a sense of community, service, and fun into our children. Our events get

larger and larger each year and yet there have been some events that have had to be cancelled or

modified since we cannot fit into our cafeteria or large spaces safely.

When I think of Howard County, I think of progressiveness. Our education system thrives in our state

and even amongst our nation. Howard County believes in planning communities that thrive. However,

in the case of APFO, I don't think this fits the philosophy of Howard County. I live in the Rt. 1 corridor

and I feel like Elkridge is decaying despite the new construction of homes. The reason it feels this way is

because the community amenities are not keeping up with the loads of new multitenant structures

being built. The effects ofAPFO, in my community, feels like someone overspending with a credit card-

"living outside of our means". When you live outside of your means, life gets messy. It leads to chronic

stress, lapses in safety and the inability to focus on the values because you are constantly trying to get

ahead. You are not prepared for potential hardship and this produces a vulnerable society.

The county council should be advocating for the citizens of the community and our children. We

shouldn't need multiple classes of APFO 101 nor an interpreter to have a say in this type of legislation. It

is intimidating to community members and thus does not allow for equitable representation at the table

to discuss whether our community has the adequate resources in which to thrive.

Allowing the burden of these guidelines to be placed onto us over and over again is taking its toll and it

is clear as you drive through our community. We are not opposed to development, but the development

we have is disproportionate. The development Elkridge needs is to have businesses and public services

for those in the community. We are excited to have our new library soon which has always been the

"gem" of our community. However, we are hoping that it will be accessible by walking. We cannot walk

to our public services. I cannot walk to my grocery store, library or my children's school. I saw a mother

walking home from Meet the Teacher Day pushing one son in a stroller and two more in tow on

Montgomery Road from the school to probably where she lived whether that be nearby apartments or

the newer condos down the street. There is no sidewalk to school. She was walking with a 6 inch area



apparent. Building Ducketfs Lane 2 miles away 5 years ago and the day the doors open it was

overcapacity. And now about 2 more miles away in the other direction we are in need of an additional

school. The council says we don't have land to build a new high school but they do not defend us to slow

down development in our community. This is your chance to advocate for Elkridge! Help do the right

thing for the community.

Please adopt the recommendations to APFO based on the Board of Education's recommendations and

please increase the impact fees on developers as well as lengthen or halt development until less than

100% capacity can be reached.

Thank you for your time and listening to one family from Elkridge. It is much appreciated.

Sincerely,

Laura Wisely

5811 Main Street

Elrkidge,MD21075

Laura.wisely@gmail.com


