
TO: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov

CC: AKittleman@howardcountymd.gov

SUBJECT: WRITTEN TESTIMONY FOR COUNCIL Bill 61

I have lived in Howard County for over 60 years. My son went through the Howard County school

system. I was concerned about the school system and the districting policy when he was in school. And

am still concerned with both today. Especially, the way redistricting is being handled now and how

rapidly the county is still pushing growth without adequate planning.

There seems to be no one looking out for the children in terms of keeping children together with their

communities schools. I can tell you from my experience someone needs to. Howard County High

Schools were redistricted when my son was in school. My son went through extreme depression when

separated from his friends he grew up with. He felt so isolated and alone and couldn't adjust to being

without his neighborhood friends. He became so depressed he was placed on a suicide watch. This is

not something any parent wants to go through. I realize many children will be fine in redistricting but

some will experience what my son felt. Why put them through that?

The county government appears to care more about balancing the numbers for developers then the

quality of the children's lives. Won't there be more redistricting in a few years with another high

school?

I am also concerned about the level of development. We seem to be going backwards in providing

critical infrastructure such as schools, fire and police services. I have seen increases in our taxes and no

increases in benefits. In fact less benefits. We pay more taxes and developers pay less than they do in

other counties. Why?

I have a much longer commute to work due to congestion on Rt 29, RtlOO and just out of my own

neighborhood where numerous lots are sold and subdivided. The roads are no longer adequate for the

growing population. Yet Howard County keeps allowing more development without fixing the

infrastructure.

I was appalled by the way this whole redistricting was handled. And shocked to learn that high schools
are not including in restricting development due to overcrowding.

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.

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

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

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

• APFO needs to be reviewed every 4 years.

• Increase real estate transfer tax by 1.0%.

® APFO needs to include measures for public safety, emergency services, recreation, and

other community facilities.

My son was looking into purchasing a house in Howard County. I am advising him not to do it at this
time. He would have no idea what school his children would be attending until all the redistricting



issues are settled. And that may be years from now. And he would be paying higher taxes for a county

that is not monitoring and planning adequately for the needs of residents. I think many people with
this districting issue are finding about what development is costing residents and the low fees that
developers are paying and recognizing things have to change. I have heard many young residents at the

meetings where they were not allowed to talk or ask questions or in some cases not even allowed into

the meetings, question why they moved here. I can understand why they feel Howard County is failing

them. The system needs to be fixed.

Sincerely,

Sharon Ferguson

3922 Chatham Road

Ellicott, City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Stu Kohn <stukohn@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 9:01 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan; Wilson, B Diane; howard-citizen@yahoogroups.com

Subject: FW: Draft APFO Amendments for Monday's Work Session

FYI,

Below is an email received from Councilwoman, Jen Terrasa which there is a link that displays

draft amendments concerning the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) to be discussed
at this Monday's Council Work Session at 4:3 OPM in the George Howard Building.

As you know the Howard County Citizens Association, HCCA has been advocating for years

for stronger APFO measurements to include Quality of Life issues such as Fire, Police, EMS,

and the Hospital. We do appreciate that the Council went way beyond the APFO Task
recommendations which HCCA was a member.

It does seem that the APFO draft amendments might be stronger in some areas regarding the

schools, however it is not surprising there are no amendments regarding Quality of Life

issues. This is very disappointing especially when these items were very much discussed at

previous Work Sessions and numerous citizens stated their concerns in testimony at the

Council's Legislative Public Hearings. We are tired with what seems to be the attitude of
"Business as Usual" in our County. Perhaps one day, Chapter 8, "Public Facilities & Services"

of the General Plan - Plan Howard 2030 will really mean something by having some areas of

the content of this chapter be a part ofAPFO where Police, Fire, EMS, and the Hospital is
mentioned.

There was an editorial in the Howard County Times, dated April 10, 2014 which I have
saved. It is titled. "Time for Howard's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance to be

Reviewed." In the two last paragraphs it states:

"For example, nearby jurisdictions such as Carroll, Montgomery and Prince George's

counties consider, in one fashion or another, the impact a growing population has on

police, fire, emergency medical services and, in the case of Montgomery, health

clinics, At a time when government budgets are stretched, these public needs should be

addressed in APFO. Perhaps public hearings in early 2015 would be a place to start.

Development can't and shouldn't stop in Howard. It is a strong engine that keeps the

county economy chugging along. But development can't put undue strain on the

county's resources. That's why we need a strong APFO."



What needs to be decided is what has precedence - the Economy or Quality of Life
Issues? Perhaps they should be equal. If this is the case let's incorporate the necessary

categories and measurements to ensure whatever we have today does not in any way deteriorate

from tomorrow.

Sincerely,

Stu Kohn
HCCA, President

From: Terrasa, Jen [mailto:iterrasa(a)howardcountymd.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 7:08 PM
To: Terrasa, Jen
Subject: Draft APFO Amendments for Monday's Work Session

In case you haven't seen these. Here are the draft amendments for discussion at Monday's work session.

Draft amendments to APFO Legislation (CB61& CB62)

All the best,

Jen

JenniferTerrasa
Councilwoman, Districts

Howard County Council

(410) 313-2001 jterrasa@howardcountvmd.gov
"Like" my page on Facebook and follow me on Twitter!
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October 10, 2017

The Honorable Jon Weinstein
Chairperson
Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
EllicottCity,MD21043

Dear Chairperson Weinstem:

Thank you for engaging the Board of Education in the Council's discussion of the
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO). The Board has considered

comments made by Council members when we discussed amendments proposed
by the Board at the Council's work session. In particular, the Council raised

questions about language the Board proposed in its amendment to trigger funding
for school facilities at 95% with a projection of more than 110% in 5 years. We
appreciate the language concerns raised by the Council, and have revised our
requested amendment to address those concerns. We are proposing the following
revised amendment:

The County Executive shall annually request that the
Board of Education include in its Capital

Improvement Program a school project when a
school or school region is at 95% capacity
utilization and is projected, to exceed 110% capacity
utilization in the Capital Improvement Plan. JVJien
the Board of Education identifies a school project in
its Capital Improvement Program as necessary
because 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 Executive shall include funding in the County
Executive 's budget request to the County Council
necessary to meet the Board of Education's request
and the County Council shall fund such projects

prior to approving any housing unit allocations in
the associated school or school region.

10910 Clarksville Pike a Ellicott City, Maryland 21042 " 410-313-7194 • FAX Number 410-313-6833 ° boe@hcpss.org



Chairperson Jan Weinstein Page Two
October 10, 2017

Please note that the language does not mandate that the County Council fund the project—the
County Council can elect not to fund the project, in which case no new housing unit allocations

may be approved.

The Board of Education also requests continued consideration of the other amendments that we
submitted on September 11, 2017.

We believe the amendments requested by the Board of Education address in principle
adjustments that are needed to the APFO in order to ensure that the citizens of Howard County
are timely served by construction of school facilities conducive to a productive learning
environment. We are of course amenable to any suggested changes in legislative text that may
be warranted to achieve these objectives.

We value our discussion on this matter, and appreciate your interest in our experience and
perspective on this matter as a Board of Education.

Sincerely,

fnthia L. Vaillancourt
Chairman
Board of Education of Howard County

ec: Howard County Council Members
Howard County Board of Education Members
Michael J. Martirano, Ed.D.
Mark C. Blom, Esquire
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October 20, 2017

The Honorable Jon Weinstein
Chairperson
Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Courthouse Drive
EllicottCity,MD21043

Dear Chairperson Weinstein:

In response to questions and comments at the Council's October 11,2017,

work session on the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and the
Council's October 20 deadline for amendments, the Board is pleased to
provide the following information concerning our requested amendments.

The Board appreciates the County Council's consideration of our experience
and perspective on this matter.

The Board submitted various amendments for the Council's consideration on

October 11,2017. Our rationale for these follows.

1. Adding High Schools to the Schools Test

We feel there is no reason to exclude high schools from the protections against
overcrowding, and we are not alone in that opinion. Most adequate public
facilities' laws in Maryland have a high school test. Please see the attached
compilation (Attachment A). At the last work session, questions were raised
about the number of students enrolled in high school who are not present for part
of the day due to their involvement in special programs. This data, specific to
each high school, is attached (Attachment B).

Students involved in these programs are only absent from their home high
school for a portion of the day. Therefore, there must be adequate
capacity for them at the times they are at their home school.

These absences have very little impact on the capacity needs of the schools,
because the students involved in these programs are scattered throughout the
classes. So, for example, instead of 25 students being in a 4th period math class,
23 students might be present. We must still have a classroom for the class.

10910 Clarksville Pike • Ellicott City, Maryland 21042 • 410-313-7194 • FAX Number 410-313-6833 • boe@hcpss.org



The Honorable Jan Weinstein Page Two

October 20, 2017

2. RegMJri"? all Development to Pass a Schools Test

Under the current APFO, a project may proceed after a waiting period even though it has failed the
open/closed test. Permitting development when the region or school is closed exacerbates the

documented overcrowding, and merely delaying the development during awaiting period substantially

undermines the purpose of the open/closed chart and APFO. Permitting development to proceed after a
waiting period creates a major loop hole in the APFO, and the purpose of this amendment is to eliminate

that loop hole, The County Council requested data on the historic high school capacity utilization, and we
will forward that information as soon as possible.

3. Defining Open/Closed Chart Capacity Utilization at 100%

The learning environment is compromised when student capacity exceeds 100% at a school. Permitting

development to continue after school capacity has been reached simply worsens a known problem. In

addition, permitting development to proceed after 100% capacity has been reached aggravates the
overcrowding problem for many years since it takes several years to purchase a school site, secure local
and state funding, and construct a school building.

4. Including a Funding Trigger for School Facilities at 95% CaDacitv Utilization with a Projection of more
than 110% Capacity Utilization in 5 Years

One of the major weaknesses in the APFO is the absence of a mechanism that would compel the

mitigation of overcrowding, such as the construction of a school in instances where overcrowding is

known to exist and projected to continue for many years. Long-term mitigation of overcrowding requires

the commitment, obviously, of the Board, the County Executive, and the County Council. Capturing
these commitments in County Code language consistent with the County's charter may be tricky, but the

Board has attempted a couple of iterations for your consideration. Our current proposal is:

The County Executive shall annually request that the Board of Education include

m its Capital Improvement Program a school project when a scfwo] or school
region is at 95% capacity utilization and is projected to exceed 110% capacity
utilization in the Capital Improvement Plan. When the Board of Education

identifies a school project m its Capital Improvement Program as necessary
because 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
Executive shall include funding in the County Executive's budget request to the

County Council necessary to meet the Board of Education's request and the

County Council shall fund such projects prior to approving any housing unit

allocations m the associated school or school region.

We believe that this version addresses the issues that have been raised by County Council members

regarding our initial suggestion. Under this proposal, the County Executive would annually request that
the Board of Education include in its capital improvement program a school project when a school or

school region is at 95% capacity utilization and is projected to exceed 110% capacity utilization in the
capital improvement plan. Since this is a request, not a mandate, it does not violate the respective
authorities of the parties. Next, when the Board of Education identifies such a school project, the County
Executive would be required to include funding in the County Executive's budget. Again, we believe this
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provision is lawful. Lastly, the proposal states that the County Council shall fund such a project prior to
approving any housing unit allocations in the affected area. This language does not mandate that the

County Council fund the project. Rather, it provides the County Council with an alternative: provide

funding for the project or stay additional unit allocations.

As we have stated throughout, in providing suggested language to meet the need for a trigger, we do not
mean to imply that we are wedded to any particular mechanism. We are confident that language can be

developed by the County Office of Law that creates a trigger, if the County Council agrees that such a
need exists.

It has been suggested that trigger language is not needed because the Board of Education can simply
include funding in its capital budget for any school it deems needed. We respectfully disagree. While
true as a conceptual matter, we believe that the realities of securing funding, especially for a new school,

requires that key action steps be mandated. Currently, all the actions that must take place are

discretionary (from funding requests to funding approvals). The Board is willing to be bound to a process
that ensures that the steps needed to request and secure school funding are taken by the various parties,

and urges all parties to do the same. Amending the APFO to require a public hearing at a trigger point, as
has been proposed, would help address this problem.

5. Definition - Open/Closed Chart

The Board requests that the current use of the "Open/Closed" title be retained when referring to the

applicable test and chart. This term more accurately communicates the purpose and effect of the
test/chart than "school capacity." The definition should also be aligned with the Board's definition of
program capacity, and we have proposed an amendment to accomplish that.

The Board's amendments are intended to ensure that the County has sufficient school capacity to provide all

students with a conducive learning environment, while accommodating population growth and residential

development. We appreciate our dialogue on this matter, and are open to alternative methods of addressing
the problems we have identified.

Sincerely,

Cynthia L. Vaillancourt
Chairman

Board of Education of Howard County

ec: Howard County Council

Board of Education Members

Michael J. Martirano, Ed.D.

Mark C. Blom, Esquire
Anissa Brown Dennis
Bruce Gist

Renee Kamen



ATTACHMENT A
June 8, 2017

Jurisdiction

AnneArundel

Code Reference

Anne Arundel County Code, Article 17, Title 5, Subtitle 5

Adequacy Test Wait Time (bin)

Baltimore County Baltimore County Code, Article 32, Title 6

Calvert County

Caroline County

Calvert County Zoning Oridnance, Article 7, Title 5

Caroline County Code, Chapter 162, Article VII

Carroll County Carroll County Code, Chapter 156

Charles County Charles County Chapter 287. Article XVI

6 years, afterwhich residential

100% (implied, devleopment can move forward without

not written in regard to the adequacy of public
ordinance) facilities for schools.

Exception; if any school in a district

adjacent to the overcrowded school

district has sufficient capacity to render

the overcrowded school less than 115%
115%ofSRC' o^SRC

Levels Tested Comments

No approvals of a residental

development can take place while

in the waiting bin. Exceptions

granted in certain development

ES, MS or HS areas

100% of CRC" 7 years EM, MS, or HS

100% CRC none.
T09% ofSRC (SES"~ ~ ................... — —.....

& HS =adequate;

109% of

functional No residential plat may be recorded or

capacity (s MS; final residential site plan approved until

INADEQUATE ES . a relief facility planned to address the

>120% of SRC; MS- inadequacy in the current Cl.° has

>120% of construction underway and completion

functional is antidipcated within 6 months or the

capacity; HS- developer provides mitigation

>120%ofSRC acceptable to county

No wait time identified in Code

EM, MS, or HS Regulation.

If enrollment exceeds 100% of the
rated capacity, the schools may

still be deemed adequate if an
adopted redistricing results in the

enrollment projected ... for the

next school year not exceeding

100% of the rated capacity of any

of Those schools. EXCEPTIONS
given based on date parcels

recorded.

100% not indicated

ES, MS or HS

ES, MS or HS

Frederick County Frederick County Code, Chapter 1-20, Article VI 100%SRC

School Construction Fee Account for

county to collect/deposit for

construstion (intrest bearing); mitigation

strategies to move forward, (option) ES, MS or HS

110%-119% of SRC (ES or HS) or
functional capacity (MS) is
"approaching inadequate" and

subject ro permit restrictions.

exemption3 for certain zones and

uses; considers relocatable

capacity and CIP

If an adjoing school district at the

same level is at least 20% below

SRC, then applicant may request

the BOE determine the viability of
redistrict to accommodate the

new development

APFO Municipal Comparison-Attachment A Page 1



ATTACHMENT A
June 8,2017

Jurisdiction Code Reference Adequacy Test Wait Time (bin) Levels Tested Comments

Hartford County H a rford County Zoning Code, Chapter 267, Article XV

Howard County Howard County Code, Title 16, Subtitle 11

Montgoniery County Montgomery CountySubdivision Staging Policy, Pages 47-56

Prince George's County Prince George's County Code, Section 24 (superceded by Council Resolution) no wait time

Optional mitigation plan that must result
in the construction, dedication or

funding of a capital improvement

included or to be included within th

Queen Anne's County Queen Anne's County Code, Part III, Chapter 28 100% SRC efirst 2 years of County's CIP ES, MS or HS

Preliminary plan or site plan may
be approved when enrollment

serving the site is >110% if capital
budget contains a captial project

with approprations to fund the

project and upon completion will

reduce enrollment <100% ofSRC,

actual construction of captial

project has begun and is scheduled
110% SRC within 3 School Construction Fee option, (not to be complete and operational

years of CIP . valid after July 20, 2016) EM, MS, or HS within 2 years.

EM, ES region or

115% LRC 4 years (after housing unit allocation) MS

2016 legislation removed the
school facility payment. In lieu of
school facility payments, the

Council increased the school

impact tax from capturing 90% of a

unit's construction cost impact to

120% of the impact. This is pa id
on all units, regardless of adequacy

and is calculated to include the

construction cost impact for all

school levels. Goes to School

Construction Fund

School Construction fund.

Developers pay "facility school
payment" there are some

exceptions depending if in urban

vs. suburban vs. rural areas of

county.
Temporary or portable classroom

structures will not be accepted as

sufficient forms of mitigation.

Mitigation plan must be approved

the the BOE.

ES-120% LRC and

110 student or
more deficit; MS-

120% and 180
students or more

HS Cluster-120% placeholder project in CIP for enough
LRC capacity to resolve the moritorium ES, MS or HS

ES, MS or HS

St. Mary's County St Mary's County Zoning Ordinance Article 7, Chapter 70

ES-107% SRC
within the north

or south

attendance area;

MS-109% of SRC; Optiona! mitigation plan that is
HS-116% of SRC acceptable to The BOE. ES, MS or HS

APFO Municipal Comparison-Attachment A Page 2



ATTACHMENT A
June 8, 2017

Jurisdiction Code Reference Adequacy Test Wait Time (bin) Levels Tested Comments

Washington County Washington County Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
ES-90%SRC; MS
& HS 100% SRC

Options for mitigation but does not

exceed 120% of SRC, applicant can
request the BOE to determine the
viability of redistricting to accommodate

new development if adjoining school
districtict at the same level is at least

20% below SRC. ES, MS or HS

If a school is not adequate and the

development has not chased the

mitigiagtion or the BOE has not
approved a sepcific redistricting

plan, the final subdivision or site

plan approval shall be denied,

except if the County
Commissioners determines that

appovingthe development

benefits the community by

encouraging certain types of

development (revitialzstion,

renovation of abandoned or under-

utilized structores or affordable or

workforce housing or community

revitilizatlon projects or approved

prior to July 1, 2005

Notes:

SRC = State Rated Capacity
CRC = County Rated Capacity

APFO Municipal Comparisan-Attachment A Page3



Attachment B

Howard County High School Students

Pgr+iciDgtina in Non-Home School Proarams

AHS

CHS

GHS

HaHS

HoHS

LRHS

MHHS

MRHS

OMHS

ResHS

RHHS

WLHS

Totals

ARL
AM

51

44

53

28

74

96

50

24

34

72

25

35

586

ARL
PM

26

27

46

18

56

45

31

16

23

44

22

19

373

Work
Study

5

3

1

5

4

1

2

0

2

5

0

4

32

Enclave

2

2

2

5

4

7

5

9

9

6

3

7

61

GT
Intern/Mentor

42

59

33

21

25

28

35

25

7

10

25

12

322

CRD
Site-

Based

12

3

3

18

8

24

12

6

22

3

3

24

138

TAM
Site-
Based

7

2

0

4

8

4

0

6

0

3

5

39

Work
Release

25

22

47

34

111

55

30

35

40

26

30

36

491

HCC Dual
Enrollment

8

2

12

3

15

2

5

5

17

25

8

1

103

Totals

178

164

197

136

305

262

170

126

154

194

121

138

2145

* Data is updated as of October 16,2017

ARL AM - Applications and Research Lab has 12 Career Academy programs in the
morning for grades 10-12

ARL PM - Applications and Research Lab has 12 Career Academy programs in the
afternoon for grades 10-12

Work Study (supervised, hands-on work experience in a community setting; aligned to IEP goals) - High schools have
1 program for grades 11-12

Enclave (Resource Enclave - supen/ised, hands-on work experience in a community setting, aligned to IEP goals) - High schools
participate in a centralized HCPSS program for grades 9-12

G/T Intern/Mentor - High schools have 1 program for grades 11-12

CRD Site-Based (Career Research and Development Site-based Work Experience) - High schools
have 1 program for grade 12

TAM Site-Based (Teacher Academy of Maryland Field Experience in Education) - High schools have
1 program for grade 12

Work Release (Release Time for employment) - High schools have 1 program
for grade 12

HCC Dual Enrollment (Release Time for college enrollment) - High schools have
1 program for grade 12
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HOWARD COUNTY
PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM

Board of Education of Howard County Testimony
Monday, September 11, 2017

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 • boe@hcpss.org



Introduced-

Public Hearing

Council Action

BY ZlLTl.
Executive Action

THE EMectivcDate

County Council of Howard County, Maryland

2017 Legislative Session Legislative Day No. 10

Bill No. 61-2017

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County Executive

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;

amend the title of certain charts and other terminology; requiring certain waiting periods;

clarifying certain exemptions; defining certain terms; amending certain definitions; making

certain technical corrections; and generally relating to the Adequate Public Facilities Act of

Howard County.

Introduced and read first time_, 2017. Ordered posted and hearing scheduled.

By order.
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

Having been posted and notice of time & place of hearing & title of Bill having been published according to Charter, the Bill was read for a
second time at a public hearing on_, 2017.

By order
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

This Bill was read the third time on_, 2017 and Passed_, Passed with amendments _ _ , Failed

By order
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

Sealed with the County Seal and presented to the County Executive for approval this_ day ot'_, 2017 at_a.m./p.m.

By order
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

Approved/Vetoed by the County Executive_,2017

Allan H. Kittleman, County Executive

NOTE: [[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; StFtte-ew
indicates material deleted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by amendment



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 201 5-05 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 us follows:

9

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

11 Regulations, Subtitle I "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"

23 Subsection (b)(3)

24

25 b. Sect.iojil6.1101 "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 "A dequate 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

26 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 SPECIFICATIOMS, 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 agreements) 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 Sl IALL PROVIDE WIILN THE OI-'FSI'I'E ROAD IMPROVUMKN'I'S ARE

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

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

20 INCORPORATED INTO THE AGREEMENT BY RRFRRRNCE. FAILURETOCONSTRUCTROAD

21 IMPROVEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEVELOPER AGREEMENT, AND INCORPORATED

22 APPROVED PLANS AND SPI-:CIFICATIONS, MAY RESULT IN DEFAULT FN 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 interconnected

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) PERJODIC 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 project;

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 ofPlamiing 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 project[[.]j; AND

22 (III) HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IM 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/cIosed]]Sci IOOL 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]]Sci IOOL CAPACITY chart (see subsection (c),

9 "fl-Open/Closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY Chart," below) indicates that:

10 ([[1]]0 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 ([["]]2) The elementary, aftd-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) {{Open/Closed]]>S'C//00/-. CAPACIT}' Chart Preparation and Adoption:

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

18 elementary school regions and which elementary schools, aftd-middle schools, and high
schools are open for

19 new residential development and which are f[closed^-€ONS¥RAwe&-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/closedjj 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/closecfJJSCHOOL —CAPAOTY 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 concun'ent with any amendments to the housing unit

30 allocation chart.



4- The Department of Planning and Zoning shall receive the {^open/closed}}S^

3—GAPACJTY chart, from the [[Department]]BOARD of Education. The

3—[[open/closed]]SciiooL 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

€ —Efopen/closed]]Sci IOOL CAPAGff^chart.

^ {dl_ Funding Board of Education of the Howard County Public School System Capital
Improvement JP 1 an

S The Board of EducatJQn shall include in its Capital Improvement Program, and the County
Council shall fund, a school proiect when a school or school region is at 95% capacity
utilization and is protected to exceed 110% capacity utilization in that Capital ImprQyement
Plan. The County Council shall fund such projects prior to approving any housing unit
allocations in the associatedschoQl or school regiQn.

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

+0 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 Contaming

4-z1 Residential and Nonresidential Uses:

4-3- (1) Adequate transportation facilities test\ Upon receipt of a complete application for

44 approval of a residential project or a project containing residential and nonresidential

4^- uses, the project shall be tested for adequate transportation facilities,

-^ (2) Test for allocations:

4-7 (i) Conventional residential projects. If the conventional residential project meets the

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

4^ transportation facilities, the project will then be tested for availability of housing unit

20 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/closedJJSCMOOL G IP. -i CITY test. Upon assignment of tentative housing unit

21 allocations, the project shall be tested for adequate public schools.

22 (i) Projects passing ffopen/closedj] SCHOOL CAPACITY test. Once a project has passed

23 the {{open/closed]]SciiooL 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/closed]] SCHOOL CiP.iCfTY test. PARAGRAPH (7) OF THIS

27 SUBSECTION SHALL APPLY IF [[If]] a project fails one or more components of the

28 {{open/closed]]Sci IDOL CAPACITY test for the scheduled completion year for

29 unphased projects 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 [[(iii) 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 ffopefi/closedJJScHOOL —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^S(

16 CAPACITY test. If a project or phase of a project passes the {{open/closed}}§<

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]]ScMOOL 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]]Sci IOOL CAPACITY test is passed. Once

24 allocations are granted and the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test is passed, the

25 project shall be permitted to proceed with processing three years prior to the year in which

26 it passes the {[open/closed]] SCHOOL CAPACITY test.

27 (6) Extension of milestone dates. The Director of Planning and Zoning shall extend the next

28 milestone for projects failing the allocations test or {{open/closed]]Sci IOOL 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 ^IFAPROJECTORPHASEOFAPROJECTWAS NEVER ONTHEUSTOFAPPL1CATIONS WAITING

3 FOR HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS AND HAS RECEIVED HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS,

4 THEN DEVELOPMENT MAY PROCEED AS FOLLOWSt

5 A—IF THE PROJECT OR PHASE OF THE PROJECT PASSES THE OPEN/CLOSED SGHOOfc-
CAPACITY TEST IN

6 ANY YEAR BETWEEN AND INCLUSIVE OF THE FIRST CONSECUTIVE RETEST AND THE

7 FOURTH CONSECUTIVE RETEST.j-THEN THE PROJECT OR PHASE OF THE PROJECT MAY

8PROCEED7

8—D* IF A PROJECTOR PHASE OF A PROJECT FAILS TIIC SCHOOL CAPACITY TGST:

•iQ —h —FOR EACH OF TUB MEXT FOUR CONSECUTIVE YEARS, THE PROJECT OR PHASE OF

44—THE PROJECT SHALL BG R.ETESTED EACH TIME TUG COUNTY COUNCIL ADOPTS

^ —NGW ANNUAL HOUSING WIT ALLOCATIONS AMD SCHOOL CAPACITY CHARTS;

•M—II. IN THE FOURTH RETESTING YEAR, THE PRO?G¥-SNALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE

4-5—PASSED THE SCHOOL CAPACITY TEST.

-^—(II) IF A PROJECT OR PHASE OF A PROJECT IS ON THE LIST OF APPLICATIONS WAITING FOR

^3_ HOUSIKir. TIMIT A? I nPATinN<i ANn RprpIVFt.; HQI IIS;INr, riNlT A I F nPATION1? WITHIM P1VF

4-8—YEARS, THEN SUDPARAGRAPII (l) OF PARAGRAPH (7) OF THIS SUBSECTION APPLIES.

+9—HOWEVER, IN NO CASE SHALL A PROJECT OR PHASE OF A PROJECT BE ON HOLD MORE

£Q_THAN FIVF YFARS TUTAI INr'I I inTNP, TI-IF T1MF THF PRniFrTOR PHA^F np THF PRH lEf'T_

34• WAS ON THE LIST OF APPLICATIONS WAITING FOR HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS

33—(ill) IF A PROJECT OR PHASE OF A PROJECT IS ON THE ALLOCATION WAITO4e-US¥-AN&-

^—ftECEIVGS ALLOCATIONS AFTER FIVE YGARS OF BEING ON THE LIST, THEN THE PROJECTOR

^yL, ,._,.,.,.,,,_,,,... _ DLJ A ec r\v A no r\ ir?/~^rv r\/~\r?ct 'M/"\T' i T A ^ /i^ rrt/~\ T1 A r/" r^ T'T rr' 0 /"M rr^rM /~1Ar*A /^Tirrl\r nnr^o'

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 HOUSING UNITALLOCATIONS.

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 HO WARD 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 major 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 feature(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 means:

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 services 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 125.E of the zoning regulations.

22 (k) Floor area ratio means the ratio of the floor area of a structure 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 malls

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 projections 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 mid revitalization region may be granted to projects in a

19 particular planning area, as established by PlanHoward 2030, 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-halfroad 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 service area for public water and sewer. In that portion of the County in the

28 no planned ser/ice 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 project 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) M/NOR 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 NONBU1LDABLE PRESERVATION PARCELS), EITHER ALL AT ONE TIME OR LOTBY LOT.

27 (y) Open:

28 (1) School region—Open means that the projected enrollment of a school region is below 44^
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 445-100 percent of the program capacity of the school.

16



1 (3) Middle school—Open means that the projected enrollment of the middle school is below

2 44^-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 ^L)0pen/closed chart means a chart indicating which elementary school regions and which

5 Elementary, and-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 EducatioiLnoHcies^

7 (aa) Open/closed lest means a test to determine whether the elementary school region and

8 elementary schooL afi^-niiddle 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 .ti

11 ([[ab]]z) Phased project means a project utilizing phasing.

12 ([[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 (l[ae]]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 S-12. Program capacity does not
include prekindergarten. special

21 education and relocatable capacity.

22 ([[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 semce 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 service 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

32 provide pursuant to the provisions of Section 16.119, "Highways, Streets, and Roads," of

33 the subdivision regulations.

18



1 ([[ahjJAF) 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.

19



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 WHICH ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND MIDDLE SCHOOLS ARE OPEN TO NEW RESIDENTIAL

10—DEVELOPMENT AND WHICH ARE CONSTRAINED TO NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR EACH OF

^ —— THE FOLLOWING TEN YEARS^

^3—(AI) SCHOOL CAPACITY TEST MEANS A TEST TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

^3—REGION AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AND MIDDLE SCHOOL SERVING A PROPOSED PROJECT ARE OPEN

14—TO NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE SCHEDULED COMPLETION YEAR OF THE PROJECT OR THE

15—PHASES OF THE PROJECT^

16 (E[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 Us enactment.

20



Name

Atholton ES
Bellows Spring ES
Bollman Bridge ES
Bryant Woods ES
Bushy Park ES
Centennial Lane ES
Clarksville ES
Clemens Crossing ES

Cradlerock ES
Dayton Oaks ES
Deep Run ES
Ducketts Lane ES

Elkridge ES

Forest Ridge ES
Fulton ES
German Crossing ES

Gullford ES
Hammond ES
Hollifield Station ES
llchester ES
Jeffers Hill ES
Laurel Woods ES
Lisbon ES
Longfellow ES
Manor Woods ES

Northfield ES
Phelps Luck ES
Pointers Run ES

Rockburn ES
Running Brook ES
St Johns Lane ES
Stevens Forest ES

Swansfield ES

Talbott Springs ES
Thunder Hill ES
Triadelphia Ridge ES
Veterans ES

Waterloo ES

Waverly ES
West Friendship ES
Worthlngton ES

Total

2009
387
662
566
355
788
628
634
522
487
788
601

0
779
626
772
540
462
500
688
617
421
540
553
418
647
522
540
776
667
405
597
333
528
443
368
544
788
594
675
396
516

22673

2010
387
662
566
355
788
628
634
522
487
788
601

0
779
626
772
540
462
500
688
617
421
540
553
418
647
522
540
776
667
405
597
333
528
443
368
544
788
594
675
396
516

22673

2011
387
762
566
355
788
628
634
522
487
788
601

0
779
626
772
540
462
597
688
617
421
540
553
418
647
672
540
776
667
405
597
333
528
443
368
544
788
594
675
396
516

23020

2012
387
762
663
355
788
628
634
522
487
788
601

0
779
626
772
540
462
597
688
617
421
540
553
418
647
672
540
776

667
405
597

333
528
443
468
544
788
594
675
396
516

23217

2013 20U*
387
762
663
355
788
628
634
522
487
788
601
600
779
626
772
713
462
597
688
617
421
540
553
418
647
672
640;
776
667
405
597

433
528
443
468
544
788
594
675
396
516

24190

424
751
666
361
788
647
612
521
398
788
672
669
760
669
788
700
465
653
694
653
421
540
527
512
681
700
616
744
672
515
612
399
521
377
509
581
788
663
638
414
590

24699

2015
424
751
666
361
788
647
612
521
398
788
672
770
760
669
788
700
465
653
694
653
421
640
527
512
681
700
616
744
653
515
612
399
521
377
509
581
788
663
638
414
590

24881

2016
424
751
666
361
788
647
612
521
398
788
772
770
760
713
788
735
465
653
694
653
421
640
527
512
681
700
616
744
653
515
612
399
521
377
509
581
821
663
638
414
590

25093

2017
424
751
666
361
788
647
543
521
398
769
750
770
760
713
826
735
465
653
694
653
421
640
527
512
681
700
616
744

653
515
612
399
521
377
509
581
799
663
616
414
590

24977

Name

Bonnie Branch MS

Burieigh Manor MS
Clarksville MS
Dunloggfn MS
Elkridge Landing MS
Ellicott Mills MS

Folly Quarter MS
Glenwood MS
Hammond MS
Harpers Choice MS

Lake Elkhorn MS
Lime Kiln MS
Mayfield Woods MS

Mount View MS
Murray Hill MS
Oakland Mills MS
Patapsco MS

Patuxent Valley MS
Thomas Viaduct
Wilde Lake MS

Total

2009
662
662
662
526
662
662
662
584
584
506
584
701
682
662
662
506
662
662

0
506

11799

Name 2009*
Atholton HS
Centennial HS
GlenelgHS
Hammond HS
Howard HS
Long Reach HS
Mamotts Ridge HS
Mt Hebron HS
Oakland Mills HS
Reservoir HS

River Hill HS
Wilde Lake HS

Total

* 2009 HS Capacity Study
* 2013 MS Capacity Study
* 2014 ES Capacity Study

1360
1360
1420



Name

Atholton ES

Bellows Spring E5
Bollman Bridge ES

Bryant Woods ES
Bushy Park ES

Centennial Lane ES
Clarksville ES

Clemens Crossing ES
Cradlerock ES
Dayton Oaks ES
Deep Run ES
Ducketts Lane ES
Elkridge ES

Forest Ridge ES
Fulton ES

German Crossing ES
Gullford ES

Hollifleld Station ES
llchester E5
JeffersHIIIES

Laurel Woods ES
Lisbon ES

Longfellow ES
Ma r Woods ES
Northfleld ES

Phelps Luck ES
Pointers Run ES
Rockburn ES

Running Brook ES

Stevens Forest ES
Swansfield ES
Talbott Springs ES
Thunder Hill ES
Triadelphla Ridge ES
Vetei sES
Waterloo ES
Wavsrly ES
West Friendship ES
Worthington ES

2009 2010 2011 2012

ATTACHMENT 2
Capacity Changes

2015 2016 2017

0 Addltioi
0 Addltlo

-69 Regional ALS progr

-19 K-5 room assigned to PreK
-22 Addition; K-5 room assigned to

0 New school; removed PreK &
0

0 Reclaimed Community room

0 Addition; Reclaimed Communit

0 Addltlo
0 Addltio

0 K-5 roe

0 Additioi

0 Addition
0

-22 Reclaimed Car unity rm. & K~5 rm

sdto regional progr

Total 509 182 212 -116

Name

Bonnle Branch MS
Buririgh Manor MS

Clarksvllle MS
Dunloggin MS
Elkridge Landing MS
Ellicott Mills MS

Folly Quarter MS
Glenwood MS
Hammond MS
Harpers Choice MS
Lake Elkhorn MS
Lime Kiln MS
Mayfield Woods MS
Mount View MS
Murray Hill MS
Oakland Mills MS

Patapsco MS
Patuwnt Valley MS
Thomas Vladuct
Wilde Lake MS

2009 2010 20U 2014 2015 2016 2017

39 Reclaimed Co

;eviewed a
school

Total

Name

Atholton HS
Centennial HS
GlenelgHS

Howard HS
Long Reach MS
Marriotts Ridge HS
MtHebronHS
Oakland Mills HS

Reservoir HS
River Hill HS
Wilde Lake HS

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

0 Reviewed and r

• 2009 HS Capacity Study

• 2013 MS Capacity Study
• 2014 ES Capacity Study

Source: HCPSS, Office of School Planning
Date: 10.20.2017



ATTACHMENT 3
Regional Program Location

Regional Program Locations
School
Atholton ES
Bellows Spring ES
Bollman Bridge ES
Bryant Woods ES
Bushy Park ES
Centennial Lane ES
Clarksville ES
CIemens Crossing ES
Cradlerock ES
Dayton Oaks ES
Deep Run ES
Ducketts Lane ES
Elkridge ES
Forest Ridge ES
Fulton ES
German Crossing ES
Guilford ES
Hammond ES
Hollifield Station ES
Ilchester ES
Jeffers Hill ES
Laurel Woods ES
Lisbon ES
Longfellow ES
Manor Woods ES
New ES #42
Northfield ES
Phelps Luck ES
Pointers Run ES
Rockburn ES
Running Brook ES
St. John's Lane ES
Stevens Forest ES
Swansfield ES
Talbott Springs ES
Thunder Hill ES
Triadelphia Ridge ES
Veterans ES
Waterloo ES
Waverly ES
West Friendship ES
Worthington ES

Programs
Pre-K, Preschool, M1NC
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC, EB, ES PL
Title I, Pre-K, Preschool, M1NC
Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K
Pre-K, Preschool

Title I, Pre-K, Preschool
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC, EB
Title 1, Pre-K, Preschool, MINC

Pre-K

Regional ED
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC
Title I, Pre-K

Pre-K, Preschool, MINC
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC, ES PL

Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K

Title 1, Pre-K, Preschool, MINC

Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC, ES PL, ALS
Pre-K, Preschool, MINC
Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K, Preschool

Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K, Regional ED
Title I, Pre-K
Title 1, ESM Full-day Pre-K
ALS
EB
EB, Pre-K, Preschool, MINC
Pre-K, Regional ED, Preschool, MINC
Pre-K, ALS, Preschool, MINC, ES PL

School Programs
IBonnie Branch MS
|Burleigh Manor MS
ICIarksvilleMS
Dunloggin MS
Elkridge Landing MS
lEIIicottMillsMS
Folly Quarter MS
GIenwood MS
Hammond MS
Harper's Choice MS
Lake Elkhorn MS
Lime Kiln MS
Mayfield Woods MS
Mount View MS
Murray Hill MS
Oakland Mills MS
Patapsco MS
Patuxent Valley MS
Thomas Viaduct MS
Wilde Lake MS

ALS
Regional ED

ALS

Regional ED

School
Atholton HS
Centennial HS
Glenelg HS
Hammond HS
Howard HS
Long Reach HS
Marriotts Ridge HS
Mt Hebron HS
Oakland Mills HS
Reservoir HS
River Hill HS
Wilde Lake HS

Programs
JROTC,PSECDP

Regional ED
JROTC
PSECDP
PSECDP
Regional ED
ALS, JROTC,PSECDP
Regional ED
PSECDP
PPS

ALS Regional Academic Life Skills
Preschool Preschool Program, including Parent Assisted Learning at Schools
Pre-K Income qualifying Pre-K program. Astrisk (*) indicates 300% poverty qualification.
ESM Full-day Pre-K Elementary School Model Full-day Pre-K program
EB Early Beginnings - Special Education services for very young children
Title I State approved based upon income
Regional ED Regional Emotional Disabilities Program (draws from other schools)
Construction Swing space for year round construction project
MINC Multiple Intensive Needs Classroom (Toddler, Preschool/K, and/or Early Learner)
ES PL Elementary School Primary Learner Program
JROTC Junior Reserve Officers Training Corps
PPS Pregnant and Parenting Students
PSECDP Public School Employees' Child Development Program

39



ATTACHMENT 4
Cost Per Seat/Student Generation Rates

Current figures for the cost of a seat and student generation rates per unit (based on

unit type).

Updated1 by HCPSS, 10.20.2017

Cost per seat: Estimates of costs were provided in July 2017; however, due to a recent increase
to the construction cost per square foot at the state level, estimates have increased. There is a
level of conservatism in the estimated costs for new construction. Some differences in cost
estimations include variations for site excavation, materials, labor and any LEED requirements by
the State government. Based on the FY 2019 capital budget requests, the estimation to fund a
future elementary, middle or high school is below:

Year Opened
2006

2013

2014

2022

2022

2023

School
Mariotts Ridge HS

Duckett's Lane ES

Thomas Viaduct
MS
HS#13

Ellicott Mills MS*
(addition, only)
ES#43

Cost2

$44.1M (actual)

$33.97M (actual)

S30.98M (actual)

$124M

$8.45M

$58M

Cost/seat
±$33,100
($44.1M/1332)
±$56,600
($33.97M/600)
±$44,130
($30.98M/702)
±77,500
($124M/1615)
±$53,900
($8.45M/156)
±$73,60CT
($58M/788)

*The 2017 Feasibility does not anticipate a need for a new middle school in the 10-year capital

improvement program. It does recommend strategic placement of seats in the northern region,
specifically at Dunloggin MS and Ellicott Mills MS. There is no direct comparison for a new build MS and
the cost to build seats above are missing the capital costs of core spaces (gym, auditorium, cafeteria, etc.).

Student Generation Rate: The Countywide by level (ES, MS and HS) five-year average yield rates
from new construction are in the below table:

Unit Type* ^ ^ Middle School High School
SFD 0.469 0.144 ; 0.075

SFA 0.242 : 0.093 :: 0.060
APT . 0.106 0.043 0.032
MH 0.481 ; 0.145 . 0.075

* SFD = Single Family, Detached; SFA = Single Family, Attached; APT = Apartment; MH =

mobile home

1 Updated as requested by Council staff to show cost increases since last constructed ES/MS/HS.
2 Escalation is 3% yearly, wage rate is 10% yearly since 2014, and LEED 6% since 2014



Sayers, Margery

From: Carolan <cbstansky@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 10:38 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan

Subject: CB61 and CB62-please strengthen APFO

Dear Howard County Councilpersons,

When you ran for election or re-election, each of you stated your intent to make our county -already a very

good place to live— even better. I hope you will reflect on the specific commitments and goals that you
professed as you consider CB61 and CB62 and related amendments over the next two weeks before voting.

In my opinion, APFO must be strengthened!

At a St. John's Community Association meeting on a recent Saturday morning, I asked Gary Smith this

question: "Do we have any data that development in Howard County actually pays for itself?"

Sadly, he had no answer. I have to believe if there were a clear cut answer for Howard County, each of you and

your staff members would be able to rattle off many answers to that question.

Alas, the non-answer suggests the answer. At best, "we don't know." At worst, "no, but..."

But what?

I know that many will always argue "growth is good." But as a CPA, I understand that if marginal cost is

greater than the marginal revenue, the finances will become worse, not better, with such growth. What I learned
during the first APFO revision process in 2003 is that new housing units bring additional demand for schools

and roads and hospitals and police/fire/EMTs. Housing does not usually pay for itself. Business growth
demands roads and police/fire, and may attract additional residents. It tends to help the county coffers. But, if

you "give away" the marginal benefits provided by the businesses' taxes through TIFs or other "economic

development incentives" like increased density, Howard County's residential taxpayers are left with the bill:

whether in higher tax rates, or "just" crowded schools, congested highways, clogged intersections, longer

commutes-both on school buses and parents/employees' cars, and deteriorating neighborhood streets and

county-maintamed major collector roadways. (Ditto for state roads and services!)

I was a frequent "pen pal" of Chris Merdon and Courtney Watson. I am on record for supporting past transfer

tax proposals. The recent APFO review process found that development fees in Howard County are far below



those of other counties. You MUST change the economics of "the deal" for developers. Benefits must accrue to

Howard County, not to development firms and their executives.

"Adequate" in the title of the legislation may be part of the problem; it may have allowed you and your elected

predecessors to be complacent. Residents who move to Howard County agree to "pay up" to live here, and of

course, hope life gets even better. In general, though still recognized as "one of the best places to live", to

many, Howard County is becoming less desirable. Adequate is not good enough. The County Council, which
sits as the Zoning Board, MUST have its eye on the needs of ALL county facilities—schools included—with

every "deal". "Adequate" is a floor, not a ceiling. That we haven't been able to pay for needed schools and

roads in a timely manner — plus the upkeep of pre-existing facilities — only proves that our policies are out of

balance and need fixing.

Please act now to strengthen the APFO legislation. Developers, I believe, will still want to build here!

Carolan Stansky



Sayers, Margery

From: DIANE BUTLER <politicodiane@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:12 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: green allocations

All building should go through the allocations process as well as the other APFO tests. Every unit built, in

Howard County, whether it is Green, MIHU, or senior housing, etc, affects the adequate public facilities for the

entire county. Especially the student generation rate. EVERY SINGLE UNIT. Quit letting the developers ruin the

planning for the county!! ! Take a statistics course.

Diane Butler



Sayers, Margery

c^>^i

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

no-reply@howardcountymd.gov

Friday, November 03, 2017 1:37 AM
Komaciorowski@yahoo.com

Apfo

First
Name:

Last
Name:

Email:

Street
Address;

City:

Subject:

Message:

Kris

Maciorowski

Komaciorowski@vahoo.com

3708 Mesa Ct

EIIicott City

Apfo

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council, I am one of the over 213,000 active
registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I write in support of proposed
amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to: >Lower school capacity utilization >Add a high school test now
>Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity
based on an adjacency test >Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times
> Require that projects take a school capacity test These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion
will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that

we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents/ teachers, and your elected colleagues on the
Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the

County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution
starts with effectively managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits
on new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment
in new school construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased
fees on new development. There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these
amendments will result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure
that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial contributions
for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it. Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for
your service to the County.



Sayers, Margery

From: Sarah Cheng <sarah.chengl@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 10:00 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard

County school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed
to:

Lower school capacity utilization

Add a high school test now

Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not
measure capacity based on an adjacency test

Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students
continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as
taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on
the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the
responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant
redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development
and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a
school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school

construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by
increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will
result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school
test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides
adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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



Sarah Cheng
sarah.chengl@gmail.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Geoff Pickett <geoffpickett@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 9:44 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear County Executive and members of the Howard County Council,

I am a Howard County school parent and I am writing in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61

designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization

• Add a high school test now

• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure

capacity based on an adjacency test

• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill that will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-class

education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that they deserve and that we, as taxpayers, are paying for. We have

allowed our schools to get overcrowded and constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with

effectively managing new residential development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as

limits on new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Investments in

new schools and capital improvements to existing schools should keep pace with residential development as

well as the necessary infrastructure, it should not be lagging like it is today.

Additionally, Howard County's economy is thriving as evidenced by so many companies and jobs that occupy it

today and so many new businesses that continue to look to come to Howard County. Please do not buy

into the dire predictions that opponents of these amendments are pushing as reasons to ignore improving the

APFO. Our economy is in solid shape and does not need to rely on continued residential development

especially when the fees that we are collecting aren't even keeping pace with our neighboring counties.

Please consider supporting amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school

test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate

financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Geoff Pickett
6480 Abel St
Elkridge MD 21075



Sayers, Margery

From: Yunshan Ye <yunshanye@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 9:27 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Includes all necessary amendments to council bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council/

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I

write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:
>Lower school capacity utilization
>Add a high school test now
>lnclude protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity based on

an adjacencytest

>Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

>Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-

class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers,

and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these measures are necessary.

Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant
redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development and implementing
responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100%

capacity. Continued investment in new school construction and additions is another critical component and should be

supported by increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in significant
economic devastation for Howard County.

I urge you to support substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school test/
and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial

contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Sincerely,

Yunshan Ye

Resident at
4527 Rolling Meadows
Ellicott City M D 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Lisa Garrigus <lisagarrigus@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 9:16 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard
County school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed
to:

Lower school capacity utilization

Add a high school test now

Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not
measure capacity based on an adjacency test

Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students
continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as

taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on
the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the
responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant
redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development
and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a
school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school

construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by
increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will
result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school
test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides
adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Lisa Garrigus



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan <SWGreulich@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 8:27 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard COunty Council/

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County
school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization
• Add a high school test now
• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure

capacity based on an adjacency test
• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times
• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to
receive the world-class education/ in state-of-the-art facilities/ that we, as taxpayers/ are funding. You

have heard from parents, teachers/ and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these
measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the County Council as well as the
Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively
managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new
development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in
new school construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased
fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in
significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to
Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school test/ and ensure that new development is
done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure
that is necessary to support it.

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

Susan W. Greulich

Ellicott City



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

no-reply@howardcountymd.gov

Thursday, November 02, 2017 8:26 PM
Joni.Nuetzel@gmail.com

CB61

First
Name:

Last
Name:

Email:

Street
Address:

City:

Subject:

Message:

Joni

Nuetzel

Joni.NuetzeJ@qmail.com

3505 Font Hill Drive

Ellicott City

CB61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council, I am one of the over 213,000 active
registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I write in support of proposed
amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to: >Lower school capacity utilization >Add a high school test now
>Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity
based on an adjacency test >Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times
>Require that projects take a school capacity test These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion
will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities/ that
we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on the
Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the
County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution
starts with effectively managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits
on new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment
in new school construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased
fees on new development. There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these
amendments will result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure
that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial contributions
for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it. Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for
your service to the County. Joni Nuetzel District 1 Resident



Sayers, Margery

From: Thomas Greulich <Greulich-t-a@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 8:23 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard COunty Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County
school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization
• Add a high school test now
• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure

capacity based on an adjacency test
• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times
• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to
receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers, are funding. You

have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these
measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the County Council as well as the
Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively
managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new
development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in
new school construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased
fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in
significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to
Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity/ add a high school test/ and ensure that new development is
done in a manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure
that is necessary to support it.

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

Thomas A. Greulich, Jr.

Ellicott City



Sayers, Margery

From: Melissa Kistler <melissa.kistler@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 6:32 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: CB 61 Amendments

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council/

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I

write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:
>Lower school capacity utilization

>Add a high school test now
>lnclude protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity based on

an adjacency test

>Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

>Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-

class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers,

and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the

responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The
solution starts with effectively managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on
new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school

construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased fees on new

development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in significant
economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will

lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned

and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Special thanks to Calvin Ball and Jen Terrasa who have proposed amendments to help the issues noted above.

#hocoparentsvote

Best,

Melissa Kistler
410-370-2162

District 1 citizen

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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Sayers, Margery

From: jacqueline mcclary <careblair712@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:50 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I

write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization

• Add a high school test now
• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity

based on an adjacency test

• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-

class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers/ are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers,

and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the

responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The
solution starts with effectively managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on
new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school

construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased fees on new

development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in significant
economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will

lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned

and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Jacqueline McClary
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Sayers, Margery

From: chris mcclary <chmcclary@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:42 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard COunty Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school parent. I

write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization

• Add a high school test now
• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity

based on an adjacency test

• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to receive the world-

class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers,

and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the

responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant redistricting is not the solution. The
solution starts with effectively managing development and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on
new development when a school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school

construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by increased fees on new

development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in significant
economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will

lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned

and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Chris McClary
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Sayers, Margery

From: Gina Desiderio Edmison <desiderio@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 6:06 PM
To: Weinstein, Jan; CouncilMail

Cc: BOE@hcpss.org; Kittleman, Allan; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H/ if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Gina Edmison
4713 Roundhill Road
Ellicott City, M D 21043
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Sayers, Margery

From: JENNIFER SPIEGEL <jenallenspiegel@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 5:54 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject Include necessary amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard

County school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed
to:

Lower school capacity utilization

Add a high school test now

Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not
measure capacity based on an adjacency test

Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students
continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as

taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on
the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the

responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant
redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development
and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a
school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school
construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by
increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will
result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school
test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides
adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

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

Sincerely,

Jen Spiegel
14



12475 Triadelphia Road, Ellicott City, MD 21042 (District 5)

15



Sayers, Margery

From: jyoutzgrams@gmail.com on behalf of Jennifer Y. Grams <jygrams@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 5:36 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Necessary Amendments to CB61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard County school
parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed to:

• Lower school capacity utilization

• Add a high school test now

• Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not measure capacity
based on an adjacency test

• Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

• Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students continue to receive
the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from
parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on the Board of Education that these measures are necessary.
Overcrowded schools are the responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and
constant redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development and
implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a school, and the
surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school construction and additions is
another critical component and should be supported by increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will result in
significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support substantive amendments to Council
Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school test, and ensure that new development is done in a
manner that is well planned and provides adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is
necessary to support it.

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

Jennifer Youtz Grams

District 1
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From: Nancy Rockel <nancyrockel@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 5:22 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Subject: Include Necessary Amendments to Council Bill 61

Dear Chairman Weinstein and Members of the Howard County Council,

I am one of the over 213,000 active registered voters in Howard County. I am also a Howard
County school parent. I write in support of proposed amendments to Council Bill 61 designed
to:

Lower school capacity utilization

Add a high school test now

Include protection for individual schools through an independent capacity cap and do not
measure capacity based on an adjacency test

Remove the combined cap on housing allocation and school capacity wait times

Require that projects take a school capacity test

These are critical amendments to this bill and their inclusion will ensure that our students
continue to receive the world-class education, in state-of-the-art facilities, that we, as
taxpayers, are funding. You have heard from parents, teachers, and your elected colleagues on
the Board of Education that these measures are necessary. Overcrowded schools are the
responsibility of the County Council as well as the Board of Education and constant
redistricting is not the solution. The solution starts with effectively managing development
and implementing responsible growth strategies such as limits on new development when a
school, and the surrounding region, is at 100% capacity. Continued investment in new school
construction and additions is another critical component and should be supported by
increased fees on new development.

There is no evidence to support the dire predictions of opponents that these amendments will
result in significant economic devastation for Howard County. I urge you to support
substantive amendments to Council Bill 61 that will lower school capacity, add a high school
test, and ensure that new development is done in a manner that is well planned and provides
adequate financial contributions for the infrastructure that is necessary to support it.

Thank you for consideration of this important bill and for your sendce to the County.
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Nancy Rockel Pitrone
9601 Hawk Court
EHl'cott City, MD 21042
202-641-3246
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From: DIANE BUTLER <politicodiane@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 2:55 PM
To: CouncilMaiI; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: APFO legislation: This concerns me.

I am hoping that this letter was written this way to get the state to allow for increases in developer fees.

"Dear Senator Guzzone and Delegate Ebersole,

This letter serves as the Administration's request to the Howard County delegation of the Maryland

General Assembly for the authority to adjust Howard County's Public School Facilities Surcharge. Howard

County began collecting the surcharge in FY2005, which is assessed on new development on a per square

foot basis to fund capital projects for the Howard County Public School System.

The County convened an Adequate Public Facilities Task Force in 2015 to review the County's local

growth management ordinance [APFO). One of the recommendations was to create a scaled surcharge

tied to different levels of elementary and middle school capacity. Included below is the full text of the

Task Force's recommendation with the portion pertaining to the surcharge highlighted.

[1) Change program capacity at which a school is deemed open to 110%;
(2) If projected enrollment lies between 110% and 115% of program capacity then developer can move
forward if it pays a public school facilities surcharge double the amount in current law; if projected

enrollment is over 115% and up to 120% of program capacity then developer can move forward if it pays

a public school facilities surcharge triple the amount in current law;

(3) The developer's wait time for the allocations and schools test combined shall not exceed 5 years

contingent on the receipt of allocations within the 5 year time period; the last development plan shall be

allowed to be processed at the developer's risk;

[4) All existing Howard County dwelling units excluding MIHU and age-restricted dwelling units shall pay
an annual fee [$25 for apartment/condominium; $50 for townhouse; $75 for 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

Currently, the County has the authority to adjust the surcharge to inflation only. The County requires

authority from the State to set multiple surcharge rates. The Administration is therefore requesting

enabling legislation for the upcoming General Assembly session in 2018. The General Assembly's passage

of this legislation will enable the Administration to file local legislation with the Howard County Council
in 2018 to implement parts 1 and 2 of the Task Force recommendation above."

If not, I have a big problem with #3, #4, and #5. If these are things to come, let's nip this in the bud

right now.

#3 I believe that one of the council persons has put in an amendment with a 7 year maximum hold

which better follows the APFO discussions on the task force. The developers are already getting
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the green light to build in closed school areas with larger fees. Moving up their timelines in other

areas makes no sense when we have such a school disparity right now.

#4 was discussed on the Task Force because Brent would not let the school issue go and we were

unable to move forward. Taxing the homeowners was to be done ONLY as a last resort AFTER the

developer impact fees had been tripled, and the school board was asked to reduce their budget by

2%. Not their requested budget, their actual budget, as the committee felt that the Board of

Education also needed to have a hand in cutting back on expenses since we are currently so out of

whack budget wise. The taxpayer fee was only an option, if, after further study after the budget

cuts and the much higher impact fees we were still short on funds. It was never to be done

before significant impact fee changes. Ask anyone but the developer 8 group from the task force.

#5 We discussed the wording of this with Carl numerous times at the end of the Task Force

meetings and when we received the final document for approval. He was made aware that this

was written improperly, and I se that it still is. The Board of Education was to cut their budget, not

their request.

As I said, I hope that these other three are not going to be put out there, as is.

With the said I would like to quote Vlad from Dunloggin when he says "Well written APFO legislation
must provide an incentive to develop areas that already have the infrastructure in place to support it, (real open
school seats and roads that are not at D level and below) and must also motivate our government to make sure
new infrastructure does not lag behind development. Sustainable development should also strive to pay for itself. It
is the responsibility of the county government to its citizens to capture all of the development fees the market can
sustain without having a big negative impact on growth rates. Using Montgomery county as a baseline, we are
selling ourselves WAY short. (The burden for new growth should not continue to fall on the existing members
of the County).
Thanks to the possibility of comprehensive redistricting, the average voter in the county is now aware of the
shortfalls in our current APFO legislation, and I hope all council members and our executive are hearing that loud
and clear. People don't want to be redistricted out of their neighborhood schools only to have new construction
move forward in the same school they were kicked out of. (People did not buy their home in one city to have
their children sent to another city for school.) People don't want to subsidize developer profits with their hard
earned money because the county is not charging anywhere close in development fees to what the market can
sustain for our county."

I think that if you listen closely you will see that your constituents are talking, and that the Task Force was
held captive by its makeup and rules, and that the discussions that were actually had were way different
than the few recommendations that the developers graced us with passing. You know what the citizens are
looking for. Now, let's see you do it. Howard County will not dry up and blow away if we work harder on
creating jobs, and businesses, IN the county instead of more and more housing development that has left
our home values stagnant. Home ownership is no longer a good investment in Howard County until you live
in the West. The homes values in the East are not even keeping up with inflation. If I had wanted to live in a
big city I never would have moved to rural Howard County. Please respect what we moved here for.
Neighborhoods where we are not afraid to walk in at night, and neighborhood schools where our children
are comfortable with all of their neighbors, because they know them!
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Sayers, Margery

From: vladimir talanov <vvtalanov@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 5:29 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: BoE Email; superintendent@hcpss.org; Kittleman, Allan

Subject: APFO ammendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know that you
are listening.

I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF. In
fact, those amendments are long overdue! If an amendment like B1, "100% school capacity", was implemented
a decade ago, the HoCo schools would not be overcrowded as they are today.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I STRONGLY oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T. Those amendments would facilitate a continuation of out of
control development in HoCo that disadvantages our children, communities and school system.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Using this opportunity I also would like to express my gratitude to the HCPSS BOE for voting YES on 100%
school capacity.

Sincerely,
Vladimir Talanov3778 Plum Meadow Dr, Ellicott City, MD 21042
District 1 resident
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Sayers, Margery

From: Janet Craig <jbailey_craig@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 9:50 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Janet Craig
4709 Roundhill Road
Ellicottdty, MD 21043
District 1 Resident
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Sayers, Margery

From: Amy Bgr <amybgrl23@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 7:00 AM
To: amybgrl23; CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments. .URGENT.

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County/1 thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2/ F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections

can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.l strongly
oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Levine of district 2.
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Sayers, Margery

From: cpixiew@verizon.net

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 6:19 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Carolyn D. Weibel
9802 Longview Drive, Ellicott City, MD
District 5



Sayers, Margery

From: Mary McCIymonds <mary.lessels@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 8:47 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: Thoughts on APFO

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, we thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let us know that you are listening. We strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, P, H (with revisions), K, S/ U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

We strongly oppose amendments P, Q,R,and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

We call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation

emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Mary & lan McClymonds
9556 Joey Drive
Ellicott City, M D 21042

District 1 Residents



Sayers, Margery

From: Wendy Lessels <wlessels@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 8:16 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: Comments on APFO

Dear County Council, As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me
know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions),
K, S, U, X, and FF. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1)
protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now. I strongly oppose
amendments P, Q, R, and T. If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to
continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts
of growth in Howard County. Sincerely,
Wendy Lessels
10040 Waterford Drive
Ellicott City Md. 21042

District 1 Resident



Sayers, Margery

From: C Steib <steibs@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 7:52 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: Thoughts on APFO

Dear County Council, As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know
that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U,
X, and FF. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now. I strongly oppose amendments P,
Q, R, and T. If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the
necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in
Howard County. Sincerely, Chris & Cara Steib
3602 Underoak Drive
Ellicottdty, MD 21042

District 1 Resident



Sayers, Margery

From: David <langlois.david@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2017 4:48 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
David Langlois
3784 Plum Spring Lane
EllicottCity, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Kelly Caponera <kelly@caponera.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 10:00 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Legistration

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Kelly Caponera
8999 Furrow Avenue

EIIicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Douglas Bice <douglasbice01@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 7:40 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: akittleman@howardcountymd.gov; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Dear County Council, As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know
that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2,F, H (with revisions), K, S, U,
X, and FF. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now. I strongly oppose amendments P,
Q, R, and T. If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the
necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in
Howard County. Sincerely,
Douglas E. Bice, MD
3820 Plum Spring LN
EHicott City, MD 21042
District 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Kari <karLgeorge@verizon.net>

Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 10:48 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council/

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening.

I strongly support the following amendments: A, B/ C, D, El, E2, P, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF. There is strong

potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual
capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R,and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we

have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Kari George (District 1 resident)
3845 Gray Rock Dr
Ellicott City, M D 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Aurora Schmidt <auroraschmidt@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 8:25 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

This is a critical time, and moms and concerned residents are watching carefully to see whether our leaders will act in

our interests or those of developers. We demand more responsible planning and hope you share our values of ensuring

that infrastructure matches the population increases that result from rapid development.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K/ S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Aurora Schmidt
Resident of Fulton/ MD



Sayers, Margery

From: Lisa Markovitz <lmarkovitz@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2017 6:14 PM
To: Weinstein, Jan

Cc: CouncilMail
Subject: Adjacency concern

Jon,

Please consider changing some of the language in the adjacency amendments. I am concerned about how many districts

actually abut open ones at various levels of capacity being implemented. If you look at the related documents to APFO

CB61, administrative response to work session maps, pages 15-29, where you can see what areas would be open under

each possibility, you can see the areas adjacent to those open.

I think it might help to put in two clarifications. One being to compare an adjacent closed site average amount to the
open area closed amount and seeing the net, so as not to allow open with a higher level of overcapacity than even a

redistricted open area could cover.

Even more importantly, also please consider how many adjacent areas could be considered due to one open area. It

would be bad to have multiple overcapacity areas pointing to one open area and going forward because of that, when if

you add up all the averages they totally overwhelm the open portion.

Thanks for taking these issues into consideration. Good luck!

Lisa

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.

https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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Sayers, Margery

From: DEBORAH FIGHTER <fichters4@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2017 9:37 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Ammendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A,

B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P/ Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Deborah Fichter

4520 Chews Vineyard

Ellicott City/M D 21043

District 1 Resident
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Sayers, Margery

From: B Moroney <bmoroney@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:41 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; bmoroney@comcast.net

Subject: APFO BILL AND AMENDMENTS

Dear County Council,

I am writing as an extremely concerned citizen regarding the APFO Bill and amendments.

I strongly support the following amendments: A A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F,H (with revisions), K, S, U, X
and FF.

I would support amendment H with the following added protections: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County. The citizens of
Howard County are watching. We won't forget important issues such as APFO come election time.

Sincerely,

Brian Moroney (District 1 Resident)
6191 Downs Ridge Ct
Elkridge, MD 21075
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Sayers, Margery

From: Lan Ma <lan99ma@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:24 PM
To: CounciIMaiI
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

I am a District 1 resident in Howard County. I am writing to thank you for reviewing the APFO Bill and
putting forth amendments in response to your constituents.

1. Many of the amendments make me think that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

2. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1)
protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

3. I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, T and Y.

For Howard County to remain one of the most desirable places to live and work, it is
critical for the county to have an updated, county-wide comprehensive plan for responsible
growth linked directly with adequate funding from developers for infrastructure support,
development, and maintenance.
I urge you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work until we really have an APFO
legislation that properly accounts for the impacts of continuing growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Lan Ma
8638 Wellford Dr
EllicottCity,MD21042
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Sayers, Margery

From: TERRI Moroney <tmoroney@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:17 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan

Subject: APFO BILL AND AMENDMENTS

Dear County Council,

I am writing as an extremely concerned citizen regarding the APFO Bill and amendments.

I strongly support the following amendments^ A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X and FF.

I would support amendment H with the following added protections: (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual
capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q., R and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County. The citizens of Howard County are watching. We won't

forget important issues such as APFO come election time.

Sincerely,

Terri Moroney (District 1 Resident)

6191 Downs Ridge Ct

Elkridge/MD 21075
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Sayers, Margery

From: Tracie O'Connell <tloconnell@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 9:30 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: CouncilMail; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org; Kittleman, Allan

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident, taxpayer, and business owner of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Thank you-
Trade L. O'Connell
3709 MacAlpine Rd
EllicottCityMD21042

District 1
HOCO Votes
Delay High School Redistricting/Build #13
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Sayers, Margery

From: harry sidhu <hssidhu81@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 5:47 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: APFO

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following

amendments: A/ B, C, D/ El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, rf the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Thanks

HSSidu
Howard County Resident

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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Sayers, Margery

From: Navjot <somelsj@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 5:44 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: APFO

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following

amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, rf the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Navjot Sidhu

9815 tenney ct.

ellicott city md 21042

Sent from myiPhone
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Sayers, Margery

From: Changrung Chen <changrungchen@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 3:30 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,
As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.
Sincerely,

Chang-Rung Chen
9706 Edmond Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042
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Sayers, Margery

From: jyoutzgrams@gmail.com on behalf of Jennifer Y. Grams <jygrams@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 3:29 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan
Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

Over the past six months, I have become very well informed about APFO. I have attended hours and hours of
meetings, testified before your group, and shared information with thousands of my friends, neighbors, and
colleagues across the county.

I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your
constituents. But I KNOW that you can do better. I urge you to consider the following feedback when finalizing
your positions:

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
I could have lived anywhere in the country and I chose to live in Howard County because it is such a wonderful
place to raise a family. I am invested in this community and I want to see it remain a desirable place to live and
work.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Youtz Grams

District 1
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Sayers, Margery

From: Vanessa Zawodny <vanessa.zawodny@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 2:42 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, thank you for reviewing APFO and working to craft amendments in

response to your constituents.

• I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2,F,H (with revisions), K, S, U, X and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap for
individual capacity, and (2) add high school test.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places to live, we need an updated, county-wide

comprehensive plan for responsible growth paired with adequate funding from developers for infrastructure support,

development and maintenance.

Please continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the

impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Vanessa Zawodny

2917 Greenlow Court
Ellicott City, M D 21042
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Sayers, Margery

From: Gmail <gayathri.ns@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:52 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the
following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added:
(1) protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test
now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an
APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Gayathri Veda
9818 Tenney court
Ellicott City MD 21042

Sent from Outlook

21



Sayers, Margery

From: Laura Forrest <forrestJL21@verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:46 PM
To: CouncilMail

Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Laura Forrest
10305GreenbriarCt
EllicottCity21042
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From: Suneeta Proper <suneeta_proper@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:38 PM
To: CounciIMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Suneeta Proper
10042 Carrigan Drive
EllicottCity,MD21042
District 1
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From: Karen <karenkpatel@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:37 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: akittlman@howardcountymd.gov; BOE@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A,

B/ C, D, El/ E2, P, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Karen Patel

9835 Tenney Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042
District 1 resident
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From: NateshVeda <natesh_s@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:21 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org; Gayathri Veda

Subject: APFO amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Natesh S veda
9818 Tenney court
EllicottCityMD21042

Sent from Outlook
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From: Margo Duesterhaus <margommd@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:21 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council, As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know
that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U,
X, and FF. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now. I strongly oppose amendments P,
Q, R, and T. If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the
necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in
Howard County. Sincerely,

Margo Duesterhaus
2814 Montclair Drive, Ellicott City
District 1 resident
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From: Shashank Patel <shashankspatel@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:07 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; Howard County Board Of Education; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Shashank Patel
9835 Tenney Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042
District 1 resident

27



Sayers, Margery

From: Gerhard Meister <meistergerhard@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 12:49 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A/ B/ C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H/ if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q,R,and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Gerhard Meister

8653 Wellford Drive
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From: Caroline Bodziak <cbodziak@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 12:02 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: Amending APFO

Dear County Council,

I appreciate the tremendous job you have undertaken in reviewing APFO regulations, working to
revise and update them to best meet the needs of Howard County residents. As one of your
constituents, a taxpayer and mother of children in public schools, I'm grateful for your hard work and
willingness to involve and hear me.

After reviewing the proposed amendments, here is my input:

• I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U,
X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1)
protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

I love Howard County. My family chose it for the incredible schools and quality of life afforded us
here. We need an updated APFO to support responsible development by ensuring our public
facilities keep pace with new construction, and by requiring developers to adequately fund all public
infrastructure related to their projects.

Thank you for your continued work on this matter and here's to a bright future for all of us.

Sincerely,
Caroline Bodziak
3133Hearthstone Rd.
Ellicottdty, MD 21042
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From: Lois Anne Smith <loisannesmith@verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 11:45 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council, As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the
APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents. Many of the amendments let me know
that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1 , E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U,
X, and FF. There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now. I strongly oppose amendments P,
Q, R, and T. If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the
necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in
Howard County. Sincerely, James and Lois Smith
2822 Greenway Drive
Ellicottdty, MD 21042
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From: Jeanne Galla <thegallas@verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 11:38 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; superintendent@hcpss.org; boe@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County/1 thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U/ X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding cap
for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q,R,and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

BobandJeanneGalla
2950 Pinewick Rd., Ellicott City
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From: Liz And Brian Esker <bl_esker@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 11:46 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

I strongly urge adding and keeping schools tests at every level. Adding high school test is the right thing! But to remove
the Elementary or Middle school test would be bad. Adequate Public Facilities means schools for all of our children!

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity/ and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P/ Q., R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely/

Elizabeth Esker
District 1, Elkridge
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From: Helen <helenwma@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:52 AM
To: CouncilMaJI
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Helen Ma
9823 Tenney Ct, Ellicott City, 21042
District 1 resident
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From: Simmi Bhamra <simmibhamra@live.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:47 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council/

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A/

B/ C, D/ El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K/ S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Simmi Bhamra
9819 Tenney Ct,

EllicottCity, MD 21042
District 1 Resident.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Balpreet S Bhamra <balpreetsingh@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:36 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Balpreet S Bhamra
9819TenneyCt,
EllicottCity, MD 21042
District 1 Resident.
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From: Adam Greenstein <alg0821@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 8:49 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: akittleman@howardcountymd.gov; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Adam Greenstein
10048 Fennel Way
Laurel, MD 20723
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From: Tanya Lopez <tjuley06@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 7:29 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Thank you for listening to the public.

I strongly oppose having school bus routes through congested and unsafe state roads.

I would like to bring to your attention that the bus routes could have been more safe if the children could attend
nearby schools via safer roads. Unfortunately, the schools (example Howard High School) got overcrowded
and children were redistricted to other schools via less safe routes. Accident like this
http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/mar/land/howard/ph-ho-cf-bus-crash-update-20171026-ston/. html
is a sad example.

As an engineer, I would like to bring to your attention that school buses have higher rate of overturning
comparing to other vehicles, because of location of school bus' center of gravity. When the pavement is wet,
the friction force, which resists to overturning decreases. I believe that the above mentioned accident
happened during foggy condition, when pavement was wet.

I strongly oppose splitting communities due to school redistricting to resolve school overcrowding.

In conclusion,

I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I would like to request building more schools and improving school bus safety routes by improving road
infrastructure, resolving existing road flooding, building closed storm drain systems, providing Stormwater
Management control for existing roads in accordance with MDE guidelines outlined in Maryland Stormwater
Design Manuel, chapters 1-5, prior to adding any more residential units.
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I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Thank you for your hard work,

Sincerely,
Tanya Lopez, District 1 resident.
3717 Valley rd, Ellicott City, MD
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From: AorWiriyacoonkasem <ptwiriya@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 10:17 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, 1 thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents..

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following

amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added:
•

• (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and

• (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials/ to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Aor Wiriyacoonkasem

9826 Tenney Ct.

Ellicott City, MD 21042

[District 1 resident.]
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From: AorWiriyacoonkasem <ptwiriya@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 10:11 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.gov; superintendent@hcpss.gov

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following

amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, Jf the following protections can be added:
•

• (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and

(2) add high school test now.
I strongly oppose amendments P, Q,R,and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

A or Wiriyacoonkasem

9826 Tenney Ct.

Ellicott City, MD 21042
[District 1 resident]
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From: E Kato <euk369@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 9:19 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, and as the mother of two children in public schools, I thank you
for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your
constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
•

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I am very concerned that Columbia is drifting away
from the original vision of community that has made it such a wonderful place to raise a family in. Pursuit of
growth purely for the sake of growth and profit will kill the golden goose.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Elisabeth Kato
7335 Carved Stone
Columbia, MD 21045
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From: karenherren@yahoo.com

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 6:46 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; BOE@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident, taxpayer, and voter of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill
and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
You must not support an APFO that fails to update necessary infrastructure as the population grows. You must
not expect that redistricting of school zones is a reasonable solution to a growing population. The damage that
can be inflicted on our communities and our residents (especially our children) from a policy of redistricting is
not something that can be easily undone. It is imperative that the long-term consequences of such a policy on
individual people be considered. Any amendment that evaluates our school capacities on a regional scale
necessarily puts our young people at risk and is irresponsible. I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue
the necessary work (especially with our Board of Education) to ensure that we have an APFO legislation
emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Karen Herren
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From: luowenbo <luowenbo@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:50 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO bill

To whom it may concern,

I live in Clarksville, and I feel necessary to let you know my opinions about the proposing amendments ofAPFO bill.

I support A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, K, S, U,X and FF.

I oppose P, Q, R and T.

I think amendment H should add capacity cap.

Thank you.

Wenbo Luo
5728 Whistling Winds Walk
Clarksville,MD21029
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From: KimberlyYang <yangkimb@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:23 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council/

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County/ thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments responding to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U/ X, and FF.

I have reservations about amendment H; however, it could be made satisfactory if the following protections can be

added: (1) protect schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q., R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

KimberlyYang
District 1 resident
4801 Ellicott Woods Ln
Ellicott City, M D 21043
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From: Sarah McConnell <scmcconnell@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:03 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents over the past several months.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I was raised here and moved my family back here because of our great county and leadership, but don't want
to see that fall apart because we don't make ALL the necessary changes for growth and development. I call on
you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation
emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Sarah McConnell
Resident of Howard County for over 30 years
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From: April Arnold <aprilarnold525@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 3:43 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
April Arnold
6928 Knighthood Lane
Columbia, MD 21045
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From: JENNIFER SPIEGEL <jenallenspiegel@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 3:25 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Spiegel
12475 Triadelphia Road, Ellicott City, MD 21042
(District 5)
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From: Laura Lee Cox <lauraleecox360@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 3:07 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: Re: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill
and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Responsible smart growth that does not give away the store to the developers in Howard Co. is an
imperative.

Sincerely with many thanks for your efforts on mine and other Howard Co. residents,

Laura Lee Cox and Marc Volkmann

4712 Dorsey Hall Dr. #409
Ellicott City MD 21042
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From: Khaleda Hasan <shahidkhaleda@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 3:01 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments indicate that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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. I live in North Laurel, where we fall prey to redistricting
time and time again due to unfettered growth. Small patches of land are sold off to squeeze in tiny clusters of
houses or townhouses. The result is that the roads and schools quickly become overcrowded with neither
sufficient time nor funding to properly mitigate the extra traffic or school overcrowding. The reactive solution to
overcrowded schools is to redistrict every few years, causing great instability for communities and
neighborhoods. The proactive solution is to correct the APFO legislation to fit the needs of our residents
before the facilities reach crisis mode.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure such APFO legislation
passes. I look forward to seeing you make the proactive choices we need for a better Howard County.

Sincerely,
Khaleda Hasan, PhD
8507 Young Rivers Court
Laurel, MD 20723
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From: WendyWilliams-Abrams <wmrlz@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 2:59 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: APFO Amendments

Good afternoon,

I am writing to you regarding the APFO amendments that have been proposed. I am asking you to keep the

following amendments intact and pass as they are: A,B,C,D, El, E2, F,K, S, U, X, & FF.

Please consider changing amendment H to create a cap for individual capacities at schools and to include the

high schools test SOON! I ask you to reject amendments P, Q., R, & T as they are not in the best interests of our

county. If we do not pass a stronger APFO, Howard County will eventually be seen as a county run by the

developers (as it truly currently is), and people will no longer choose to live and work here. We need you, our

leaders, to demonstrate true leadership by listening to your constituents, not the developers, and make these

changes! Mr. Weinstein, I am in your district, and I can tell you that people here are watching the decisions

you make and will vote accordingly next year.

Sincerely,

Wendy Wiltiams-Abrams

3144 Saint Charles Place

Ellicott City, MD 21042
District 1

Sent from Outlook
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From: Michael Dougherty <doughertyorama@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 2:53 PM
To: CouncilMaiI
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County (district 1), I thank you for your work in reviewing the APFO Bill
and Grafting amendments in response to your constituents.

• As I understand the amendment, I want to affirm my strong support for the following amendments: A,
B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Michael Dougherty
4213 Club Court
District 1
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From: Daniel D <dandiep.mtl@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 2:48 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• First, I would like to propose the following new amendment to be added to CB61: "This amendment
proposes a mandatory notification and memorandum of understanding for all potential buyers of new
developments that their school planning polygon may be redistricting to a new school at any time per
HCPSS policy 6010 and APFO." This amendment would not only be fair to the new buyers but also the
existing residents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Daniel Diep, District 1 Resident
9823 Tenney Ct, Ellicott City, MD 21042
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From: Oleh Voloshyn <ovoloshyn@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 2:33 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A, B, C, D,

El, E2, F, H (with revisions)/ K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by adding
cap for individual capacity/ and (2) add high school test now.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q,R/and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

OlehVoloshyn
Dunloggin Neighborhood
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From: Jerry J <jerry@jjey.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 2:15 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; BOE@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO amendments

Dear Mr. Weinstein,
As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.
Sincerely,
Jerry Jiang
District 1 resident
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From: Amy Grutzik <agrutzik@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 1:49 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Amy Grutzik
1990 Saint James Road
Marriottsville
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From: Karuna Skariah <karuna.skariah@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 1:17 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; BoE Email; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Karuna Skariah
3991 View Top Rd.
EllicottCity,21042

District 1 Resident
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From: RA SK <ohstrebor@earthlink.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 12:50 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, 1 thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Krizansky

5302 Hesperus Dr.

Columbia, MD 21044

ohstrebor@earthlink.net
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From: Shari Orszula <shariorszula@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 11:07 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A,

B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S/ U, X, and FF.

o Mitigation planning is essential
o School test should be taken at least once before development can proceed

o Improved roads test is supported, but prefer test conducted at volume smaller than 100 units

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

o This amendment currently leaves individual schools unprotected

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

o 110% (and above) is unacceptable
o Adjacency tests set schools up for continuous overcrowding issues

o No elimination of separate elementary school region test

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Shari Orszula

4033 Chatham Rd. Ellicott City MD 21042

*District 1 Resident - #HoCoParentsVote
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From: Carol Hutton <carolhutton@verizon.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 10:59 AM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: AFPO Amendments

TO: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov
CC; akittleman(3)howardcountvmd.qov, boe(a),hcpss.orc), superintendent(Q)hcpss.orq
SUBJECT: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

This is an important issue which has long been neglected. Please respond to the needs of the county.

Sincerely,
Carol Hutton
District 1, Columbia
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From: Jiayun Lu <lujiay@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 9:32 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I am writing to express my opinion and concerns of the latest
APFO amendments:

1. I strongly SUPPORT the following amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and
FF.

2. There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

3. I strongly OPPOSE amendments P, Q, R, and T.
To remain Howard County as one of the most desirable places to live and to stop school redistricting again and
again, we need an updated, county-wide comprehensive plan for responsible growth paired with adequate
funding from developers for infrastructure support:, development, and maintenance.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Jiayun
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From: Katherine Burkitt <katiepb@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 9:20 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and working to
craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following amendments: A,

B, C, D, El, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H/ if the following protections can be added: (1) protect schools by
adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you,as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO legislation emerge

that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,

Katherine Burkitt

4745 Gawain Dr

Ellicottcity, MD 21041

District 1 resident
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From: Frances O'Connor <chettyoak@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 8:40 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident, taxpayer, and small business owner in Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in
reviewing the APFO Bill and working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test NOW.

I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

I am particularly troubled by any amendment that has the school capacity test at 110% or higher. This is not
an acceptable environment for our students to thrive. I will not accept the prevalence of portable classrooms,
large class sizes, unsafe, overcrowded hallways, and frequent redistricting. My kids deserve better. No
developer should be arguing that anything else is suitable for the children in Howard County. Smart
development protects everyone's interests.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Thank you for your time,

Frances Keenan
5463 Autumn Field Court
EllicottCity, MD 21043
District 1 Resident
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From: Rebecca Stmckmeier <rebecca.struckmeier@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 7:19 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, jf the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Rebecca Struckmeier
Elkridge, Maryland



Sayers, Margery

From: Rachel Thomson <rachel.e.thomson@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 12:02 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: superintendent@hcpss.org; Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,
As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.

If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.

I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.
Sincerely,
Rachel Thomson
3033 Brookwood Road, Ellicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Pankaj Patil <pankaj_patil20@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 10:58 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• 1 strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Pankaj Patil
8795 Wellford Dr
EllicottCityMD21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Wenge Ni-Meister <wenge99@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 10:59 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org; superintendent@hcpss.org

Subject: APFO Amendments

Dear County Council,

As a resident and taxpayer of Howard County, I thank you for your diligence in reviewing the APFO Bill and
working to craft amendments in response to your constituents.

• Many of the amendments let me know that you are listening. I strongly support: the following
amendments: A, B, C, D, E1, E2, F, H (with revisions), K, S, U, X, and FF.

• There is strong potential with amendment H, if the following protections can be added: (1) protect
schools by adding cap for individual capacity, and (2) add high school test now.

• I strongly oppose amendments P, Q, R, and T.
If Howard County is to remain one of the most desirable places 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.
I call on you, as our elected officials, to continue the necessary work to ensure that we have an APFO
legislation emerge that better addresses the impacts of growth in Howard County.

Sincerely,
Wenge Ni-Meister
8653 Wellford Dr
Ellicott City, MD21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Melissa Kistler <melissa.kistler@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 5:51 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: APFO Amendments

To Howard County Council members:

I am writing to express my voice in supporting and NOT supporting several amendments on the table for APFO.

First/1 appreciate that several of you have really taken the time to listen to your contituents on this issue to work to

strengthen our safety valve. I have stated in previous emails that I am not against development/ but we must slow

poorly planned development that is putting our children in danger in overcrowded schools and everyone in danger on

overcrowded roads.

The text below refers to the summary of amendments provided here:

http://cc.howa rdcountvmd.gov/Portals/0/Scanned%20Draft%20Amendments.pdf

I fully support the following amendments:
A: YES! Do add a high school test.

Bl & B2: YES! 100 percent capacity please.
C: YES! Please do include PLANNING when schools are predicted to go over capacity.
El & E2: YES! Schools need to more time- particularly with the current mess they are in- to adjust for development. The

current wait time is too short.

F:YES!

K: YES! We need stronger road tests.

U/X: Yes- more planning is good.

I do NOT support the following:
H: Do NOT eliminate the elementary school tests- particular elementary schools are some of the worst with

overcrowding and for ES students being close to their school is even more important than older students. Thus,

redistricting as an answer for ES is not acceptable. We need 100% capacity NOT 105% (I do support any decrease- but

we should not settle).

P: We need 100% capacity NOT 110%. I do support any decrease though we should not settle.
Q: NO. Developers should not be able to request redistricting. Develop where there is already room in the schools.

Period.

R: NO. I do not support anything that seeks redistricting as a solution.

T: NO. See "H" above.

Y: ONLY if in an area where schools are not overcrowded and ONLY if it is an area where there isn't already concentrated

affordable housing. You want to create equitable schools and resources? Build affordable housing where it isn't already

there to increase diversity.

I urge all of you to vote not with developer interest in mind, but with your citizen's in mind. We all are watching.

#hocoparentsvote#strongerAPFOstrongerHoCo

Best,

Melissa Kistler

9417 Aston Villa



Ellicott City, MD 21042- District 1
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Sayers, Margery

From: Marc Norman <marcnorman@verizon.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 12:08 AM
To: HOWARD-CITIZEN@yahoogroups.com; CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan; boe@hcpss.org
Subject: Unsupported Development and School Redistricting

Stu,

Thank you for the years of perseverance and support that HCCA has provided to communities from across the county

that have been subjected to inadequate public facilities as a result of irresponsible and unsupported development.

Starting in 2003, communities surrounding the 1600+ unit development of Turf Valley began alerting government
officials and Board members (including the Executive, Council, DPZ, DPW, Planning Board, Board of Appeals and Board of
Ed) that the project's 1993 "grandfathered" APFO exemption required a focused investment and commitment of County
resources.

During the development's approval process, the Executive, Council and Board of Ed pledged millions of dollars in future
plans to address the new units as they came online. Following Board approvals, the money and commitment evaporated

as the County repurposed their resources.

The latest "shoe to drop" on the communities surrounding Turf Valley is the extensive redistricting proposed for children
attending Manor Woods Elementary School (which has become significantly overcrowded with 6 portables). For most
neighborhoods, they will be reassigned to schools sen/ing adjacent "polygons" that the HCPSS has become so famous
for.

However, the interim Superintendent's proposal has saved the harshest and crudest treatment for Kindergarten

through 5th graders in Turf Valley who, after having their families attend Manor Woods for over 20 years, will be ripped
from their friends and neighbors as they are bussed 40 minutes/ through three school districts, to become a tiny feed
into Bushy Park ES, 12 miles away.

In addition to being the poster children of irresponsible and unsupported development in Howard County/ these 5-11
year olds will become the most bussed children in the HCPSS.

We can do better. We MUST do better.

Marc Norman
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Sayers, Margery

From: stukohn@verizon.net

Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 9:06 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan; Wilson, B Diane; howard-citizen@yahoogroups.com

Subject: Fwd: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Still more housing proposed for west Columbia - Enterprise
Presubmission Meeting [2 Attachments]

Lada,

We, the Howard County Citizens Association, HCCA sincerely appreciate your posting below regarding the

forthcoming pre-submission meetings in your area. HCCA as a member of the APFO Task Force and an
advocate for years for a much stronger Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance will continue to blow the tmmpet
in hopes our decision makers are hearing our concerns. APFO should be better than "Adequate." We will

continue to strive to see that Quality of Life Issues are implemented in APFO. However, it looks as once again
the categories of Police, Fire, Emergency Medical Services, and the Hospital will not be in the adopted

APFO. We are appreciative of both Councilpersons Ball and Terrasa for not only listening to our cries, but

bringing in the experts in these areas to discuss such as Police Chief, Gardner, Fire Chief, Butler and Steve

Snelgrove, President of the Howard County General Hospital. These categories should be a major part of our
infrastructure not just roads and schools. It's a shame that our voices will in all likelihood be mute, but at least

we tried to emphasize the importance of these areas to be a part ofAPFO. As mentioned before these Quality
of Life Issues are a part ofPlanHoward2030 our General Plan in Chapter 8 - Public Facilities and Services. If

they are important enough to be in this key Howard County document then it should be included in APFO as

part of our infrastructure.

A lot of credit should go to the Council for the incredible amount of hours they have spent on the proposed

Bills. All you have to see is the number of questions they are asking and the proposed amendments put forward
to appreciate the effort which is related to Roads and Schools.

HCCA is not against development, however we are against developments when the infrastructure is not in

place. It would be nice that the new APFO would be strong enough to ensure our Quality of Life does not

deteriorate. Yes - Roads and Schools are a major part of this, but so should other major areas of concerns as
was heard by the public.

Here is an online article that you can read about the APFO Work Session —

http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/maryland/howard/columbia/ph-ho-cf-council-work-session-1026-

story.html.

Sincerely,

Stu Kohn
HCCA, President

From: HOWARD-CrTIZEN@yahoogroups.com [mailto:HOWARD-CmZEN(a)yahooaroups.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 7:47 AM
To: HOWARD-CmZENOvahooarouDS.com
Subject: [HOWARD-CmZEN] Still more housing proposed for west Columbia - Enterprise Presubmission Meeting [2
Attachments]
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[Attachments) from lada2(a)verizon.net included below]

As if we didn't have enough new development in the pipeline for the west side of Columbia, where the schools are
already overcrowded and the hospital, roads and other infrastructure are already strained, here comes another
proposal from developer Enterprise Homes for more housing density at five locations (including Cedar Lane, 2 on
Harpers Farm Rd, Twin Rivers, and Turnabout Lane - see map in attachment).

This is why we need strong APFO.

The presubmission meeting is 6 pm on Nov. 14 at the Bain Center.

Lada Onyshkevych

Attachments) from lada2(a).verizon.net | View attachments on the web
2 of 2 Photo(s)

Notice of Presubmission Community Meeting (1)-page-001.jpg

Notice of Presubmission Community Meeting (1)-page-002.jpg

Posted by: lada2@verizon.net

NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group.

To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window.

NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the

listserve; assertions should be verified before placing reliance on them.
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