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January 28, 2019

The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair
Howard County Council

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby:

We, the undersigned business leaders and professionals of Howard
County, respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019
pending the conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic
Preservation Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth.
While this legislation may have been filed with good intentions, information
made available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions
about the propriety of giving the Commission more power over the approval of
development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be
located at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that
time, the Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned
property adjoining the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself.
Mr. Roth refused and the Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of
the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed clear opposition to the subdivision and sought
modifications outside of the scope of the HPC. Notably, in the absence of
Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory comments to be considered by the
Planning Board in any approval or denial of the subdivision. Council Bill 3
would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is
“presumptively aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such
property owners have equal standing before administrative bodies as the
petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the
petitioner as opposed to a presumptive protestant, this Council would be reticent
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to give him more authority over the approval of projects on his land. The
analysis is no different here.

We are sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely
oppose any and all measures-that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower
property values. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last
year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County on a dangerous
path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect
on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. None of the undersigned
have an interest in this project. This is a matter of good government. This bill,
and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that corruption is
acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this legislation
should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that we would strongly urge
the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of an ethics complaint that has
been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his refusal to recuse himself from voting
on this project.

Weick Properties LLC
8835 Columbia 100 Pkwy
Columbia, MD 21045

Bob Weickgenannt - 8835-M Columbia 100 Parkway, Columbia, Maryland 21045
office: 410.997.7234 cell: 443.324.5555 Fax: 410.997.0891 weickprop@hotmail.com
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January 28, 2019

The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair
Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby:

As a business professional doing business in Howard County, | respectfully request that
the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the conclusion of an ongoing ethics
investigation regarding Historic Preservation Commission {(“HPC” or “Commission”) Board
Member Drew Roth. While this legislation may have been filed with good intentions,
information made available subseguent to its introduction has raised significant questions

about the propriety of giving the Commission more power over the approval of development
projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located at
5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the Petitioner notified
the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining the proposed subdivision
and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the Office of Law declined to
intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed clear opposition to the
subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the HPC. Notably, in the absence
of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory comments to be considered by the Planning
Board in any approval or denial of the subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the
Commission to defeat the subdivision entirely.



Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have equal
standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the situation was
reversed and Mr. Roth was the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive protestant, this Council
would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval of projects on his land. The
analysis is no different here.

We are sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support legislation that
impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all measures that
will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values. Nevertheless, the exclusionary
policies that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its
effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of blatant
corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. As a real estate consultant and
Maryland Licensed Real Estate Sales Person, | have no financial interest in this particular
project. This is a matter of good government and the appearance of impropriety, which
impacts not just on the future of sound quality development in Howard County and the
increase to the tax base; but, more importantly the process in itself.

This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is saying to our business community that
impropriety, or the appearance of impropriety, is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right
party. |believe this legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of an outright
defeat and dismissal, | strongly urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of an
ethics complaint that has been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his refusal to recuse himself
from voting on this project.

Honorable Justice Antonin Scalia on the “Appearance of Impropriety” Ethical
Standard- “If there’s anything vaguer than that I can’t imagine what it might be.”

Gary R. Gamber
President
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The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair
Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill 3-2019

Dear Chairperson Rigby:

We, the undersigned business leaders and professionals of Howard County,
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. While this
legislation may have been filed with good intentions, information made available
subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the propriety of
giving the Commission more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments o be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the developmeni of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioneras opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysisis no different here. i



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to supportlegislation
that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all
measures that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values.
Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last year and the popular will
that directs it has set Howard County on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a
bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill
subdivision would be nothing short of blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. None of the undersigned have an
interest in this project. This is a matter of good government. This bill, and anyone who
votes for if, is telling the business community that corruption is acceptable so Iong as it
is targeted at the right party. We believe this legislation should be defeated entirely, but
in the absence of that we would strongly urge the Council to table the bill pending the
resolution of an ethics complaint that has been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his
refusal to recuse himself from voting on this project.




HOWARD C “JU‘J‘I COUNCIL
January 28, 2019 RECEIVED
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair % B2 A& o1
Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
Elticott City, MD 21043

RE:  Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby:

1, a business leader and professional in Howard County, respectfully request that
the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the conclusion of an ongoing
ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC” or
“Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. While this legislation may have been filed
with good intentions, information made available subsequent to its introduction has
raised significant questions about the propriety of giving the Commission more power
over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.

[ am sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support Jegislation that
impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all



measures that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values.
Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last year and the popular will
that directs it has set Howard County on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a
bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill
is a clear conflict of interest.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. I have no interest in this project.
This is a matter of good government. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling
the business community that personal objectives acted upon by someone in a position
of authority is acceptable so long as they are targeted at the right party. [ believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that I would strongly urge
the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of an ethics complaint that has been
filed against Mr. Roth regarding his refusal to recuse himself from voting on this

project.

Singerely,

icholas Johnson
Owner, Su Casa Furniture
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The Stables Building
2081 Clipper Park Road
Baltimore, MD 21211

Janwary 17, 2019

The Honorable Liz Walsh, District 1
Geotge Howard Building, 1st Floor
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill No. 4-2619

Subject:  Necessary disturbance for ecological restoration and water quality enhancement projects

Dear Councilwoman Walsh:

As an ecological planning and design firm, we applaud your efforts to tighten regulations regarding the protection of
sensitive natural resources. Since 2013, we have been a consult for the County’s Storm Water Management (SWM)
Division, where we design and oversee the construction of numerous projects that seek to enhance water quality and
natural environments, such as the Dorsey Hall Village Water Quality Retrofits, Bonnie Branch Bank Stabilization and
Rockburn Branch Park Stream Restoration and Water Quality Retrofits in District 1. Unfortunately, these beneficial
projects ate subject to the same development regulations as subdivisions and other projects even though they allow the
land to revert back to a natural and hopefully better condition. It is through the “Necessary Disturbance Exemption”
that the Department of Planning and Zoning authorizes these activities with minimal administrative burden and within
2 timeframe that supports SWM Division’s objectives and permit requirements. We are writing to request an
amendment to CB4-2019 to allow ecological restoration and water quality enhancement projects to be permitted undet
Section 16.116. “Protection of wetlands, streams, and sieep slopes™ as a necessary disturbance or other alternative
compliance. Furthermore, it may be worth considering exemptions for redevelopment projects that result in a net
ecological uplift, like some of the redevelopment work in Downtown Columbia, or new developments meeting the
County’s criteria for Green Neighborhoods. With these amendments, we feel that Howard County can continue to lead
in environmental protection and encourage projects to further enhance the natural environments throughout the
County.

Sincerely,
Biohabitats, Inc.

P

Michael Trumbauer
3. Restoration Fcolagist [ Project Manager

1 Restore the Earth & Inspire Ecological Stewardship &
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Sa!ers, Marget_'!

From: Lynn B. Clark <lbclark@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:21 PM
To: CouncilMail

Subject: CB3 and CB4

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

We support CB3 and CB4

We have lived on Lawyers Hill RD (LHRD) since 1998 when we bought a 1950's cape cod style
house near the intersection with Montgomery RD. Although our home is not in the designated
Historic Residential District, it is tied to a family that has many generations on "The Road"(LHRD)
[including Old LHRD]. Families that have moved away for various reasons return even in succeeding
generations. Despite the distance between many of the homes,especially the designated historic
ones that that are sheltered by stands of grand old trees, much of the sense of community springs
from the historic Meeting Hall near the intersection of LHRD and Old LHRD. It was the center of the
original Summer retreat homes for wealthy families from Baltimore. This was before electricity, air-
conditioning/heating, and indoor plumbing. Of course, the historic homes' amenities have been
upgraded interior-wise. The Meeting Hall retains many of these limitations to reflect the historic site
designation but it is used as much as possible, weather permitting. It is where the social activities
such as parties, dances, plays, musicals, and picnics occurred. Also, many of the battles began there
to protect the area such as the splitting of the community by the building of Interstate 95 as all of the
agreements to reduce the highway noise met the bedrock! It only took 50+ years of fighting for the
community to have the noise barrier built!

We are now fighting for the integrity of all of the designated historic district's properties. A developer
is trying apply a zoning rating for the surrounding area (RED) to override the zoning for a desig nated
historic property to build homes that do not meet any of the printed Guidelines for this specific historic
district's buildings and landscaping. Modern interior amenities are allowed. This developer has no
intention of following the exterior Guidelines. He plans to strip the land's dense 100+ year-old trees
and foliage that serve as a vital animal refuge and "plant 1 fruit tree in the back yard" of the 17 closely
aligned lots. Nothing resembles the guidelines for the only historic residential district in our county.

Members of the LHRD community and the Gables community (adjoining part of the historic district)
have met with this developer to discuss his plans and to give him input in relation to the Guidelines,
the importance of the existence of the valuable trees and impact on the root systems of trees on
nearby properties if clearance is too close to some property lines. Rainwater flow, nature of the
landscape, and already existing traffic issues on LHRD and the Gables' through road (both from RT
1) were presented to him and were essentially ignored. He is doing everything to negate the
property’s existing zoning protections.

We recognize the significant financial gains for the landowner, developer, and potential builder of the
proposed homes, but overriding this historic district designation will impact the future of all other
historic properties in the district, leaving them subject to exploitation instead of preserving our
history. This is why we support CB3.



Additionally, we support CB4 in relation to the above property, and much of LHRD because of the
rainwater flow from the east of many properties down a steep slope from RT1, despite the existing

drainage systems and all of the trees and foliage. The record rainfall of 2018 indicates need for
special additional rainwater control.

Lynn Burns Clark and Howard Douglas Keith
6541 Lawyers Hill RD
Elkridge, MD 21075



aners, Margery

_
From: Stephanie Tuite <Stephanie@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 12:01 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin
Subject: [WARNING: AMP - ATTACHMENT(S) MAY CONTAIN MALWARE]Testimony against
CB3-2019
Attachments: Stephanie Tuite.vcf; Testimony against CB3 Tuite.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Please see attached for your consideration.

Stephanie Tuite

FISHER, COLLINS &

CVIL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS 4 LAND SURVEYORS :

CEPTEMMAL GOUMRY OTICE FARK - [27E SALTRIORE RATIOMAL PHRE
ELEDTT QT MATLAD 21047
410} 46! - fean

Stephanie Tuite
1A PE{EED AP BDAC
410} 461-2855
Stephanic@fcc-eng. com
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January 30, 2019

By Email: Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CalvinBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner, resident in Mr. Yungman..n's district, and
professional of Howard County, 1 respectfully request that the County Council table
Council Bill 3-2019 pending the conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding
Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth.
I do believe that this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering
information made available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant
questions about the propriety of giving the Comunission, or any entity other than the
Department of Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development
projects.

On January 17, 2019, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located at
5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the Petitioner
notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining the
proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the Office
of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed clear
opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the HPC.
Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory comments to be
considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the subdivision. Council
Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr, Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any
and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that
were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County on a
dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its
effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due process.
This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that corruption
is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this legislation should
be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly urge the Council to
table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC's position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,

Y

Stephanie Tuite



Saxers, Margeg

From: Frank Manalansan Il <frankm@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 10:17 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin B

Subject: Testimony Against CB3-2019

Attachments: SKMBT_C554e19013010150.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Chairperson Rigby, Council Members, and County Executive Ball-
Please see attached for your consideration.

Regards,
Frank Manalansan Il, L.S.

Fisher Collins and Carter Inc.
Centennial Square Office Park

10272 Baltimore National Pike
Ellicott City, Maryland 21042

(410) 461-2855 Ext. 1839
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January 28, 2019

By Bmail: Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner and professional of Howard County, I
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission {“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. I do believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter, This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint,

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC's position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Depariment of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,

Vil o Do T



Sazers, Margeg —

From: Earl Collins <collins@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:34 AM
To: CouncilMail

Subject: Council Bill 3-2019

Attachments: Earl Collins.vcf; Council Bill 3-2019.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Please see attachment,
Thanks,

TENTRNAL BRURRE DTHCE PARS - SIETR BALTFISE HOHRW. FHE
BALRATT ST, FALANY L1043
fdi0] de! - BE2

Earl Collins
[10} 461-2855

collins@®Tec-eng.com
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January 28, 2019

By Email: Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner and professional of Howard County, i
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. Ido believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC's position is only one piece of the approval puzzle, It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,

A



Sazers, Margeﬂ

From: Terry Fisher <tfisher@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:24 AM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin B

Subject: FW: Testimony Against CB3-2019
Attachments: Council Bill 3-2019.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Chairperson Rigby, Council Members, and County Executive Ball-
Thank you for your consideration.

Best regards-

Terry Fisher
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January 28, 2019

By Email: Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner, resident and professional of Howard
County, I respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending
the conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. I do believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC’s position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,



Saxers, Margeﬂ

From: Mike McCann <mike.mccann@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:29 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin B

Subject: Testimony Against CB3-2019

Attachments: SKMBT_C554e19012911160.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Chairperson Rigby, Council Members, and County Executive Ball-
Thank you for your consideration.

Best regards-

Mike McCann
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January 28, 2019

By Email:  Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner and professional of Howard County, I
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. I do believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, FIPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC's position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,




Sazers, Margem

From: Mark Robel <robel@fcc-eng.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 10:24 AM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin B

Subject: Testimony Against Council Bill 3-2019
Attachments: SKM_C554e19012910130.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]



PR L DS e e AR TR Tl Y

-y
; . ‘ , Foptat o race
S - S e R I s~ ) L RRENE L Soe, STt i S i R B e TR e e R
TR A & L R AR
s L s 2R B .
B (o N Y A * = (12 '
- Sl ERET :

e
Bk detieDh (it

S
s ‘» ¥ \.!_-if i oo I'?‘E!T L= B3 ',-_;._' ,._5_"._ i nie "-,L:»‘f
o S R A L3 ' &l ook = FT TR L EE T by L = T W



January 28, 2019

By Email:  Howard County Council (CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountvmd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Ball:

As a business leader, business owner and professional of Howard County, I
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. Ido believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC’s position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,

Morh & Robel

( Propertyy Aine S weyor #339 )



Sazers, Margeg

From: Paul Kriebel <pkriebel@fcc-eng.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2012 10:24 AM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Ball, Calvin B

Subject: COUNCIL BILL 3-2019: TESTIMONY AGAINST
Attachments: SKMBT_C554e19012910550.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

TO : THE HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL & THE HOWARD COUNTY EXECUTIVE : PLEASE SEE THE ATTACHMENT......
......... THANKS.......PAUL W. KRIEBEL
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January 28, 2019

By Email:  Howard County Council (CounciiMail@howardcountymd.gov)
County Executive Calvin Ball (CBBall@howardcountymd.gov)
The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair

RE: Testimony against Council Bill 3-2019
Dear Chairperson Rigby, Council Members and County Executive Bail:

As a business leader, business owner, resident and professional of Howard
County, I respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending
the conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. Ido believe that
this legislation was filed with good intentions, but considering information made
available subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the
propriety of giving the Commission, or any entity other than the Department of
Planning and Zoning, more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on your respective office to support
legislation that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose
any and all measures that will add new homes. Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies
that were adopted last year and the popular will that directs it has set Howard County
on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a bridge too far. Regardless of intention,
its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be nothing short of
blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. This is a matter of good
government. This is a fight for the balance or impartiality that is essential to due
process. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, is telling the business community that
corruption is acceptable so long as it is targeted at the right party. We believe this
legislation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence of that, we would strongly
urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of the above-described ethics
complaint.

To be clear, I believe that the HPC continues to provide valuable input on many
matters, but the HPC’s position is only one piece of the approval puzzle. It should
continue to be the responsibility of the Department of Planning and Zoning to consider
the needs and input of the HPC, as well as all citizens, businesses, and the County at-
large.

Sincerely,

bl sl



Saxers, Margeg

]
From; Lisa Markovitz <Imarkovitz@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, January 27, 2019 6:25 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Submerged Gravel Wetlands info (CB3)

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.]

| was asked what | knew about the type of stormwater management feature Mr. Reuwer described, as a submerged
gravel wetland system proposed for the Lawyer's Hill project. There is a lot of good information online describing these
systems, where they work best, what type of issues to watch out for, especially regarding on-going maintenance, etc.
Here are some links that give some good details. One issue to remember on this subject is that this system is about
quality of water, and not amount running off, and requires flat, zero slope areas to be heneficial.

FYi
Lisa Markovitz

https://www.njstormwater.org/pdf/tech_man_6_2 constructed_stormwater_wetlands.pdf
https://www.annapolis.gov/DocumentCenter/View/9598/Submerged-Gravel-Wetlands-Fact-Sheet-PDF?bidld=

https://www.unh.edu/unhsc/sites/unh.edu.unhsc/files/presentations/NJASLA%20subsurface%20gravel%20wetland.pdf
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ical Manual Chapter 6.2

NJ Stormwater Management Techn

CONSTRUCTED

STORMWATER WETLANDS

Definition

Constructed stormwater wetlands are wetland systems designed to maximize the removal of pollutants
from stormwater runoff through settling and both uptake and filtering by vegetation, Constructed
stormwater wetlands temporarily store runoff in relatively shallow pools that support conditions suitable
for the growth of wetland plants. There ate two types of constructed wetlands for stormwatet runoff
treatment: standard wetlands and and subsurface gravel wetlands. Standard constructed wetlands direct
flow through an open vegetated marsh system. Subsurface gravel wetlands, also direct flow through a
surface marsh which then discharges to a permanently ponded subsurface gravel bed. The TSS removal
rate for constructed stormwater wetlands is 90.

Purpose

Constructed stormwater wetlands are used to remove a wide range of stormwater pollutants from land
development sites as well as provide wildlife habitat and acsthetic features. Constructed stormwatet
wetlands can also be used to reduce peak runoff rates when designed as a mult-stage, multi-function
facility.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Standard constructed wetlands require sufficient drainage areas and dry weather base flows to function
propetly. The minimum drainage area to a constructed stormwater wetland is 10 to 25 acies, depending
on the type of wetland. The depth to the SHWT must be considered as part of the water budget
evaluation. See E below for additional information.

Subsutface gravel wetlands (SGW) do not have a minimum drainage area requirement. They are well
suited for retrofit applications since draindown through the subsoil is not required to provide water
quality treatment and the hydraulic head requirement is smaller than that of standard wetlands. In
addition, gravel wetlands are not dependent on the depth to the seasonal high water table (SHWT.) SGW
can be placed within the footptint of an existing stormwater BMP to enhance the water quality function
of the BMP, and is particulatly effective in nitrogen removal.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-1
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| Manual Chapter 6.2

1Ca

NJ Stormwater Management Techn

Constructed wetlands should not be located within natural wetland areas since they will typically not have
the same full range of ecological functions. While providing some habitat and aesthetic values,
constructed stormwater wetlands are designed primarily for pollutant removal.

Finally, a constructed stormwater wetland must have a maintenance plan and, if privately owned,
should be protected by casement, deed restriction, ordinance, or other legal measures that prevent its
neglect, adverse alteration, and removal.

Design Criteria

The basic design parameters for any type of constructed wetland are the storage volumes within its
vatious zones. In general, the total yolume within these zones must be equal to the design runoff volume.
An exception to this requirement is the standard wetlands with extended detenton. In addition, the
character, diversity, and hardiness of the wetland vegetation must be sufficient to provide adequate
pollutant removal. Selected of vegetation must be non-invasive and based on the anticipated water depth
within the wetlands. (Additional information is provided in Chapter XX: Landscaping.)

A constructed wetland must be able to maintain its permanent pool level. If the soil at the surface of
a wetland site is not sufficiently impermeable to ptevent excessive seepage, construction of an
impermeable liner ot other soil modifications will be necessary. Details of these and other design
patametets are presented below.

A. Standard Wetlands

Standard wetlands typically consist of three zones: pool, marsh, and semi-wet. Depending upon their
relative size and the notmal or dry weather depth of standing water, the pool zone may be further
characterized as a pond, micropond, ot forebay. Similarly, the matsh zone may be further charactetized as
cither high or low marsh based again upon the normal standing water depth in each.

Depending on the presence and relative storage volume of the pool, marsh, and semi-wet zones, a
standard wetland may be considered to be one of three types: pond wetland, marsh wetland, or extended
detention wetland. As described in detail below, a pond wetland consists primarily of a relatively deep
pool with a smaller marsh zone outside it. Conversely, a marsh wetland has a greater atea of marsh than
pool zone. Finally, an extended detention wetland consists of both pool and marsh zones within an
extended detention basin.

Table 6.2-1 below presents pertinent design criteria for each type of standard constructed wetland.
As shown in the table, each type (ie., pond, marsh, and extended detention wetland) allocates different
percentages of the total stormwater quality design storm runoff volume to its pool, marsh, and semi-wet
zones. In a pond wetland, this volume is distributed 70 percent to 30 percent between the pool and
marsh zones. Conversely, in a matsh wetland, the total runoff volume.is distributed 30 percent to 70
percent between the pool and marsh zones. Both of these zone volumes are based on their nogmal
standing water level.

However, in an extended detention wetland, only 50 percent of the stormwater quality design storm
runoff volume is allocated to the pool and wetland zones, with 40 percent of this amount (or 20 percent
of the total stormwater quality design storm runoff volume) provided in the pool zone and 60 percent {or

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-2
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ical Manual Chapter 6.2

NJ Stormwater Management Techn

30 percent of the total runoff volume) provided in the marsh zone. The remaining 50 percent of the
stormwater quality design storm runoff volume is provided in the wetland’s semi-wet zone above the
notmal standing water level, where it is temporarily stored and slowly released similar to an extended
detention basin. As noted in Table 6.2-1, the detention time in the semi-wet zone of an extended
detention wetland must meet a minimum of 24-hour detention time, which is the time from when the
maximum storage volume is achieved untl only 10 percent of the maximum volume remains in an
extended detention wettand, The minimum diameter of any outlet orifice in all wetland types is 2.5
inches.

The components of a typical standard stormwater wetland are illustrated in Figure 6.2-1. Pertinent
design criteria for each component are presented in Table 6.2-1. Additional details of each type of
constructed stormwater wetland and the components of each are desctibed below.

1. Pool Zone

Pools have standing water depths of 2 to 6 feet and primarily support submerged and floating
vegetation. Due to their depths, support for emergent vegetation is normally limited. As noted above,
the pool zone consists of a pond, micropond, and/or forebay, depending on their relative sizes and
depths. Descriptions of the pond and micropond are presented below. See C. Forebays for a
discussion of the forebay zone.

a. Pond

Ponds have standing water depths of 4 to 6 feet and, depending on the type, can comprise the
largest portion of a constructed stormwater wetland. Ponds provide for the majority of
particulate settling in a constructed stormwater wetland.

b. Micropond

Microponds have a standing water depth of 4 to 6 feet, but are smaller in surface area than a
standard pond. A micropond is normally located immediately upstream of the outlet from a
constructed stormwater wetland. At that location, it both protects the outlet from clogging by
debris and provides some degree of particulate settling. Since a micropond does not provide the
same degree of settling as a standard pond, it is normally combined with a larger area of marsh
than a standard pond.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-3
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1Ca

NJ Stormwater Management Techn

Table 6.2-1: Design Criteria for Standard Constructed Wetlands

Wetland Design Feature

Type of Standard Constructed Wetland

{Years)

Outlet Configuration

Reverse-Slope
Pipe or Broad
Crested Weir

Reverse-Slope Pipe
or Broad Crested
Weir

Reverse-Slope Pipe
or Broad Crested
Weir

Extended
Pond Marsh 2
Detention
Minimum Drainage Area (Acres) 25 25 10
Minimum Length to Width Ratie 1:1 1:1 1:1
Allocation of Stormwater Quality
Design Storm Ruanoff Volume (Pool / 70/30/0 30/70/0 20/ 30/ 50*
Marsh / Semi-Wet*)
Pool Volume (Forebay / Micropond / 1070/ 60 10720 /0 1071070
Pond)
Marsh Volume {Low / High) 20/10 45/25 20/1¢
Sediment Removal Frequency 10 2105 2 to 5

requirement. {see text above).

% In an Extended Detention Wetland, 50 percent of the stormwater quality design storm runoff volume is
temporarily stored in the semi-wet zone, Release of this volume must meet the 24 hour detentien time

2. Marsh Zone

Marshes have shallower standing water depths than ponds, generally ranging from 6 to 18 inches.

At such depths, they primarily support emergent wetland vegetation. As noted above, a marsh is

classified as either a high ot Jow marsh, depending on the exact depth of standing watet.

2. Low Marsh

A low marsh has a standing water depth of 6 to 18 inches. It is suitable for the growth of
several emergent wetland plant species.

b. High Marsh

A high marsh has 2 maximum standing water depth of 6 inches. Due to its shallower depth,
it will have 2 higher standing watet surface area to volume ratio than a low matsh. It will

Draft February 2011
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3 PR Y H o » ] - & o - £ - 4 - J
h»v..w.“,-..w...z ¥ oshe Lk 4 art bt __...._."..ep N LT LI R F

SUPRIT NS . AR TP 0 N SRR o iy e AR Y SR M SR

- a . %
= - -] )
- = B
. . -
i) . - . = :
& ¥ iy ) .
- a I o
r k4 . i ) i
lﬂ- Sen - au N
| 3 - e ; _
i S - < N
L b
X - - T = N
- = : a i
& 3 - -
b .
iy
Wy £ - - .
: . % - i ¢ i
- = E
e N .
Y ot
3 ) . ! -
. =
A’ i v
\ =
7 .
4 W : ‘
-
(4l -
¥ - .
; .
- h
-
o, ek i - ®
.
- - . .
o L
g ] <
B W
- <4 :
i ) . . o
B . Y
N -
et o
& I iy = : .
i .F. f = 2
v ol ;W a R . .
[ b - i
N .
“ . i :
1 = a B
w"-
- e 3 -, - k
fim W A . 1
2= d i § B . -
+ = .
g™ - -
£ W . .
.._




NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

normally support a greater density and diversity of emergent wetland species than a low
marsh.

3. Semi-Wet Zone

The semi-wet zone in a constructed stotmwater wetland is located above the pool and marsh
zones and is inundated only during storm events. As a result, it can support both wetland and
upland plants.

4. Types of Standard Constructed Wetlands

a. Pond Wetlands

Pond wetlands consist pritmarily of ponds with standing water depths ranging from 4 (o 6
feet in normal ot dry weather conditions. Pond wetlands utilize at least one pond component
in conjunction with high and low marshes. The pond is typically the component that
provides for the majority of particulate pollutant removal. This removal is augmented by a
forebay, which also reduces the velocity of the runoff entering the wetland. The marsh zones
provide additional treatment of the runoff, particularly for soluble pollutants.

Pond wetlands require less site atea than marsh wetlands and generally achieve a higher
pollutant removal rate than the other types of constructed stormwater wetland. See Table
6.2-1 for the relative stormwater quality design storm runoff volumes to be provided in each
wetland component.

b. Marsh Wetlands

Marsh wetlands consist primarily of marsh zones with standing water depths ranging up to
18 inches during normal or dry weather conditions. These zones are further configured as
low and high matsh components as described above. The remainder of the stormwater
quality design storm runoff volume storage is provided by a micropond. See Table 6.2-1 for
the relative stormwater quality design storm runoff volumes to be provided in each wetland
compotnent.

Marsh wetlands should be designed with sinuous pathways to increase retention time
and contact area. Marsh wetlands require greater site area than other types of constructed
stormwater wetlands. In order to have the base and/or groundwater flow rate necessary to
support emergent plants and minimize mosquito breeding, marsh wetlands may also require
greater drainage areas than the other types. This is due to the relatively larger area of a marsh
wetland as compared with either 2 pond or extended detention wetland. This larger area
requires greater rates of normal inflow to generate the necessary flow velocities and volume
changeover rates.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-5
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Figure 6.2-1: Components of a Standard Constructed Wetland

EMERGENCY

SPILLWAY
TOP OF DAM
OR EMBANKMENT

DAM OR
EMBANKMENT

MAINTENANCE
ACCESS ROAD

{LESS THAN 6" WATER DEPTH)

LOW MARSH
{ 8" - 18" WATER DEPTH)

\ ./ 100-YEAR STORM
\ N/ 10-YEAR STORM

EMERGENCY
SPILLWAY

N/ 2-YEAR STORM

Y/ PERMANENT POOL/

NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

—— STORMWATER QUALITY
INFLOW, STORM RUNQFF VOLUME
SEDIMENT ¢ POND —
FOREBAY
LOW MARSH
HIGH MARSH
POND DRAIN
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NJ Stormwater Management Techn

¢.  Extended Detention Wetlands

Unlike pond and marsh wetlands, an extended detention wetland tempotatily stores a
portion of the stormwater quality design storm runoff volume in the semi-wet zone above its
normal standing water level. This temporary runoff storage, which must be slowly released in
2 manner similat to an extended detention basin, allows the use of relatively smaller pool
and massh zones. As a result, extended detention wetlands require less site area than pond or
marsh wetlands. See Table 6.2-1 for the relative stormwater quality design storm runoff
volumes to be provided in each wetland component. The detention time in the semi-wet
zone of an extended detention wetland must meet 2 minimum of 24-hour detention time.
The detention time is determined based on time of the maximum basin storage volume
above the permanent pool to the time when a minimum of 10 percent of the maximum
storage volume remains above the permanent pool. The minimum diameter of any outlet
orifice in all wetland types is 2.5 inches.

Due to the use of the semi-wet zone, water levels in an extended detention wetland will
also increase more duting storm events than pond or marsh wetlands. Thetefore, the area of
wetland vegetation in an extended detention wetland can expand beyond the normal
standing water limits occupied by the pool and marsh zones. Wetland plants that tolerate
intermittent flooding and dry periods should be selected for these areas.

B. Subsurface Gravel Wetlands

A gtavel wetland is a combination of a standard constructed wetlands, described above, and a subsurface
system that moves flow horizontally across saturated gravel. The components of a typical gravel wetland
ate shown in Figares 6.2-2 and Table 6.2-2 below. As shown in the table, the design of a gravel wetland
system is based on the runoff volume from the water quality design storm: 10% in the forebay and 50%
on the elevation above the wetlands soil in each wetland cell. (Note: The volume of the forebay is not
deducted from the sizing of the wetlands cells.)

Gravel wetlands include a sediment forebay at the inflow area, for settling coarse particles and as a
location more frequent maintenance. The discharge from the forebay enters the first of two wetland
cells. A perforated riser conveys flow into the first subsurface gravel cell, which is maintained in 2
saturated condition to provide anacrobic transformations particularly necessary for the denitrification
process. Underdrains capture the flow and then discharge it at an elevation that is a maximum of 4
inches below the bottom of the wetland soil.

At the elevation based on the volume of 45% of the water quality design storm, a cross-drain
conveys flow from the first wetlands cell to a second wetlands cell. All rainfall events up to the water
quality design storm are conveyed through perforated riser pipes into subsurface gravel bays. (As a result,
some of the runoff from the WQ design storm and many smaller storm events will pass through a
minimum of 30 feet of gravel during annual storm events and some of the runoff volume will only pass
through a minimum of 15 feet of gravel.) At the down gradient end of the gravel cells, a petforated pipe
conveys the runoff into a discharge pipe.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-7
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Note: Gravel wetlands rely on a fully saturated gravel layer. Caution must be taken that the
outlet structure does not function as a siphon that will drain the gravel bed by ensuring that
the outlet for the water quality design storm is vented or does not discharge in a submerged
condition.

The drawdown time is controlled by a combination of the surface storage and the elevation
difference (driving head) of the water sutface elevation within the wetlands and the outlet pipe. The
stormwater quality design storm runoff volume must take a minimum of 24 hours and a maximum of 36
hours to drain from the maximum elevation of the water quality design to the top of the wetlands soil,
using the discharge from the gravel beds as the only outlet. In addition to the assessment of the
draindown, the hydraulic capacity of the petforated riser pipes and underdrains must cxceed that of the
discharge pipe.

Figure 6-2.1 Schematic of Subsurface Gravel Wetlands

Perforated Riser Pipes

ical Manual Chapter 6.2

g Sediment Forebay
%‘3@' Volume at 10% of Wetlands Cells
%‘\‘h WQ Design Storm Volumes at A
ProRy 50% of WQ £ EREOR
i SRR
/ Design Starm WQ Design Storm SN
- i | el | THR 5 Ly Max Depth = 2 ft
2 | ! ¥ ; R
RS R AN ; ! Nag

o N S N
ISR TN

E

[

7.y
Wetland Soil (min 8 inches)
h 4 Y

TTIE

. 4 Y
T I Wetland Bay 3 .
Pea Gravel {min 3 inches] ’ S Invert Elev of 45% ¢ Max 4
Gedfius S ofWQDesign g Pred Inches
i WEUL: StarminFirst o0 \4%d
Crushed Stone (min 24 inches} > gl g
. ;\’Q\"l
l :% ¥ ‘f‘é—g
Min Min
158t < 15p >
{NOT TO SCALE)
1. Wetlands Areas

Water quality treatment in the wetland surface is similar to that discussed for the constructed
wetlands with surface flow, discussed above. In a gravel wetland, a minimum soil depth of eight
inches must be provided for the vegetation. The wetlands soils must have low hydraulic conductivity
(0.005 to 0.05 in/hour) and can be mixed using a combination of compost, sand, silt, and clay, with
the clay component not exceeding 15% by volume. The soil mix must provide sufficient growing
media and meet the permeability rates described above since it is the flow into the gravel media must
pass through the pipe and not through the wetlands soil.

NJ Stormwater Management Techn
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

The wetlands soils must be contimously inundated at a depth of four inches from ground
surface in order to support wetland vegetation and to maintain anaerobic conditions in the gravel
cells below. ‘This is controlled by the primary outlet, which has an invert four inches above the
bottom of the wetland soil. A three inch pea gravel layer is required between the wetland soil and the
subsutface gravel cells. This layer is necessary to prevent the finer portion of the wetland soil from
migrating down into the gravel cells. This size of the gravel must be evaluated to ensure that the
wetland soil does not migrate to the gravel cell below. Pea gravel must be used instead of filter fabric
because the fine components of the wetland soil may clog the filter fabric and restrict root growth.

Selecdon of vegetation must be based on the duration of inundation. Additional information is
provided in Chapter XX: Landscaping.

Table 6.2-2 Design Criteria for Gravel Wetlands
Wetland Design Feature Size
Minimum wetland soil depth 8 inches
Minimum pea gravel depth 3 inches
Minimum crushed stone depth 24 inches
Minimum distance flow length in gravel substrate cell 15 ft (for each cell}
Drain time of wetlands cells 30 to 48 hours
Forebay Volume 10% of WQV
Temporary Wetlands Volume (Per Cell) 50% of WQV
Height of outlet invert depth below bottom of wetand soil 4 inches

2. Submerged Gravel Cells

A number of different processes occur in the gravel cells beneath the wetland surface including
mictobially mediated transformation, particularly denitrification. The gravel cells must be a
minimum of 24 inches deep filled with %4-inch crushed stone. It is essential that the gravel cells
remain submetged in order for denitrification to occur. In addition, sufficient time in the anaerobic
environment is necessary and is provided by the minimum 15-foot distance between the inflow and
outflow of the each gravel bed.

3. Other Components

The bottom of the gravel wetlands does not requite a sepatation from the SHWT. However, if the
bottom of the gravel bed or any components of the gravel wetlands is within 2 feet of the SHWT,
the area must be enclosed with a liner or other impervious material to prevent the migration of the

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-9
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

stormwater into the adjacent groundwater table and to prevent the drawdown of the existing adjacent
groundwatet.

In addition, berms between the wetland cells must be constructed out of material that prevents
seepage of piping through the material,

C. Forebay

Forebays are required in any type of constructed stormwater wetland and are located at points of
concentrated inflow. They serve as pretreatment measures by removing coarser sediments, trash, and
debris. Forebays can be earthen, constructed out of riprap, or made out of conctete.

The designer has the option to use a manufactured treatment device instead of a forebay provided
the device is designed for the New Jersey Water Quality Design storm with a TSS removwal rate of at least
50%. Information on manufactured treatment devices is presented in Chapter 6.7 —Manufactured Treatnent
Devices.

D. Drainage Area and Water Budget

Constructed Wetlands with Surface Flow: The minimum drainage area to a constructed
stormwater wetland generally vaties from 10 to 25 acres, depending on the type of constructed
wetland. Smaller drainage areas may be pertnissible if detailed analysis indicates that sufficient base or
groundwater inflow is available. The detailed analysis maust include 2 water budget demonstrating the
availability of water to sustain the stormwater wetland. The water budget must demonstrate that the
water supply to the stormwater wetland is greater than the expected loss rate. Drying periods of
longer than two monihs have been shown to adversely affect plant community tichness, so the water
balance should confirm that drying will not exceed two months (Schueler 1992). (See also A-4.
Types of Constructed Stormwater Wetlands with Surface Flow above.)

Gravel Wetlands with Subsurface Flow: Gravel wetlands do not have a minimum drainage
area requirement, While a specific water budget is not necessary for gravel wetlands, the gravel beds
remain permanently ponded with water to the elevation of the invert of the primary outlet,

E. OQutlet Structure

Surface flow consiructed wetlands should be equipped with a bottom drain pipe, sized to drain the
permanent pool within 40 hours so that sediments may be removed when necessary. Constructed
wetlands should be equipped with drains to allow the draindown or backflush of the wetlands cell if
necessary. Such drains must be controlled by a lockable valve that is readily accessible from the top of
the outlet strucrure. Additional information regarding outlet structutes can be found in N.J.A.C.7:8-6,
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Standards for New Jetsey and the NJDEP Stotmwater Management
Facilities Maintenance Marnual.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-10
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

F. Overflows

All constructed stormwater wetlands must be able to convey ovetflows to downstream drainage systems
in a safe and stable manner. Constructed stormwater wetlands classified as dams under the NJDEP Darmn
Safety Standards at N.J.A.C. 7:20 must also meet the overflow requirements of these Standards.

G. Tailwater

The design of all hydraulic outlets must consider any significant tailwater effects of downstream
waterways or facilities. This includes instances where the lowest invett in the outlet or overflow structure
is below the flood hazard area design flood elevation of a receiving stream.

H. On-Line and Off-Line Systems

Constructed stormwater wetlands may be constructed on-line or off-line. On-line systems receive
upstream runoff from all storms, providing runoff treatment for the stormwater quality design storm and
conveying the runoff from larger storms through an outet or overflow. Multi-purpose on-line systems
also store and attenuate these larger storms to provide runoff quantty control. In such systems, the invert
of the lowest stormwater quantity control outlet is set at or above the normal permanent pool level. In
off-line constructed stormwater wetlands, most or all of the runoff from storms larger than the
stormwater quality design storm bypass the basin through an upstream diversion. This not only reduces
the size of the required basin storage volume, but reduces the basin’s long-term pollutant loading and
associated maintenance. In selecting an off-line design, the potential effects on wetland vegetation and
ecology of diverting higher volume runoff events should be consideted.

I. Safety Ledges

Safety ledges must be constructed on the slopes of all constructed stormwater wetlands with a permanent
pool of water deeper than 2.5 feet. Two ledges must be constructed, each 4 to 6 feet in width. The first or
upper ledge must be located between 1 and 1.5 feet above the notmal standing watet level. The second or
lower ledge must be located approximately 2.5 feet below the normal standing water level.

Maintenance

Effective constructed stormwater wetland performance requites regular and effective maintenance.
Chapter X: Maintenance of Stormwater Management Measures provides information and requitements for
preparing a maintenance plan for stormwater management facllities, including constructed stormwater
wetlands. Specific maintenance requitements for constructed stormwater wetlands ate presented below.
These requirements must be included in the wetland’s maintenance plan.

A. General Maintenance

All constructed stormwater wetland components expected to receive and/ot trap debris and sediment
must be inspected for clogging and excessive debtis and sediment accumulation at least twice annually

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-11
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

and as needed. Such components may include forebays, bottoms, trash racks, outlet structures, and riprap
or gabion aprons.

Because the forebay in gravel wetlands provides part for of the aerobic treatment for nitrogen
removal, the forebay must be cleaned when it accumnulates to either 10% of the forebay volume, to a
depth of six inches, or if it remains wet 72 hours after the end of a storm event.

Disposal of debris, trash, sediment, and other waste material must be done at suitable
disposal/recycling sites and in compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal waste regulations.

B. Vegetated Areas

Mowing or trimming of vegetation must be performed on a regular schedule based on specific site
conditions. Grass should be mowed at least once a month duting the gtowing season. Vegetated areas
must be inspected at least anaually for erosion and scour. Vegetated areas should also be inspected at
least annually for unwanted growth, which should be removed with minimum disruption to the
remaining vegetatiorn.

When establishing or restoring vegetation, biweekly inspections of vegetation health should be
performed during the first growing season or untl the vegetation is established. Once established,
inspections of vegetation health, density, and diversity should be performed at least twice annually during
both the growing and non-growing seasons, The vegetative cover must be maintained at 85 percent. If
vegetation has greater than 50 percent damage, the area must be reestablished in accordance with the
original specifications and the inspection requirements presented above.

The types and distribution of the dominant plants must also be assessed during the semi-annual
wetland inspections described above. This assessment should be hased on the health and relative extent
of both the original species remaining and all volunteer species that have subsequently grown in the
wetland. Appropriate steps must be taken to achieve and maintain an acceptable balance of original and
volunteer species in accordance with the intent of the wetland’s original design.

All nse of fertilizers, mechanical treatments, pesticides and other means to assure optimum
vegetation health should not compromise the intended purpose of the constructed stormwater wetland.
All vegetation deficiencies should be addressed without the use of fertilizers and pesticides whenever
possible.

C. Structural Components

All structural components must be inspected for cracking, subsidence, spalling, erosion, and deterioration
at least annwally.

D. Other Maintenance Criteria

The maintenance plan must indicate the apptoximate time it would normally take to drain the maximum
design storm runoff and return the various wetland pools to their normal standing watet levels. This
drain or drawdown time should then be used to evaluate the wetland’s actual performance. If significant
increases or decreases in the normal drain time are observed, the wetland’s outlet structure, forebay, and
groundwater and tailwater levels must be evaluated and appropriate tneasutes taken to comply with the
maximum drain time requirements and maintain the proper functioning of the wetland.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-12
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

Note: The Considerations and Recommendations sections below are provided to assist the
designer in enhancement of constructed stormwater wetlands. However, consistency with
these recommendations and considerations is not required in order to receive the TSS nor the
Nitrogen removal rate for this BMP,

Considerations

Constructed stormwater wetlands are limited by a number of site constraints, including soil types, depth
to groundwater, contributing drainage area, and available land atea at the site.

A. Construction

The following minimum setback requirements should apply to stormwater wetland installations:
Distance from a septic system leach field = 50 feet,
Distance from a septic system tank = 25 feet.
Distance from a property line = 10 feet.

Distance from a private well = 50 feet.

A seven-step process is recommended for the preparation of a surface constructed wetland bed ptior to
planting (Claytor and Schueler 1992).

1. Prepare final pondscaping and grading plans for the stormwater wetland. At this time order
wetland plant stock from aquatic nurseries.

2. Once the stormwater wetland volume has been excavated, the wetland should be graded to
create the major internal features (pool, safety ledge, marshes, etc.).

3. After the mulch or topsoil has been added, the stormwater wetland needs to be graded to its
final elevations. All wetland features above the normal pool should be stabilized temporarily,

4. After grading to final elevations, the pond drain should be closed and the pool allowed to fill.
Usually nothing should be done to the stormwater wetland for six to nine months or until the
next planting season. A good design recommendation is to evaluate the wetland eclevations
during a standing period of approximately six months. During this titne the stormwater wetland
can experience storm flows and inundation, so that it can be determined where the pondscaping
zones are located and whether the final grade and microtopography will persist overtime.

5. Before planting, the stormwater wetland depths should be measured to the nearest inch to
confitm planting depth. The pondscape plan may be meodified at this time to reflect altered
depths or availability of plant stock.

6. Lirosion controls should be strictly applied duting the standing and plantng periods. All
vegetated areas above the normal pool elevation should be stabilized duting the standing period,
usually with hydroseeding,

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-13
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

7. 'The stormwater wetland should be de-watered at least three days before planting since a dry
wetland is easier to plant than a wet one.

Topsoil and/or wetland mulch is added to the stormwater wetland excavation. Since deep subsoils
often lack the nutrients and organic matter to support vigorous plant growth, the addition of mulch
or topsoil is important. If it is available, wetland mulch is preferable to topsoil.

B. Site Constraints

Medium-fine texture soils (such as loams and silt loams) are best to establish vegetation, retain surface
water, permit groundwater discharge, and capture pollutants. At sites whete infiltration is too rapid to
sustain permanent soil saturation, an impermeable liner may be required. Where the potential for
groundwatet contamination is high, such as runoff from sites with a high potential pollutant load, the use
of linets is recommended. At sites where bedrock is close to the surface, high excavation costs may make
constructed stormwater wetlands infeasible.

C. Design Approach

A pondscaping plan should be developed for each constructed stormwater wetland. This plan should
include hydrological calculations {or water budger), a wetland design and configuration, elevations and
grades, a site/soil analysis, and estimated depth zones. The plan should also contain the location,
quantity, and propagation methods for the wetland plants. Site preparation requirernents, maintenance
requirements, and a maintenance schedule are also necessary components of the plan.

D. Effectiveness

A review of the existing performance data indicates that the removal efficiencies of surface constructed
stormwater wetlands are higher than those of conventional pond systems, e.g. as wet ponds or dry
extended detention ponds. Of the three designs described above, the pond/wetland system has shown
the most reliable terms of overall performance.

Studies have also indicated that removal efficiencies of constructed stormwater wetlands decline if
they are covered by ice or receive snow melt. Performance also declines during the non-growing season
and during the fall when the vegetation dies back. Until vegetation is well established, pollutant removal
efficiencies may be lower than expected.

E. Regulatory Issues

A constructed stormwater wetlands, once constructed, may be regulated by the Freshwater Wetlands
Protection Act, and require additional permits for subsequent maintenance or amendment of the
constructed stormwater wetland.

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-14
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

Recommendations

A. Vegetation

Establishment and maintenance of the wetland vegetation is an important consideration when planning a
stormwater wetland. The following is a series of recommendations (Horner et al. 1994) for creating
constructed stormwater wetlands.

In sclecting plants, consider the prospects for success more than selection of native species. Since
diversification will occur naturally, use 4 minimum of adaptable species. Give priotity to perennial species
that establish rapidly. Select species adaptable to the broadest ranges of depth, frequency and duration of
inundation (hydroperiod). Give priotity to species that have already been used successfully in constructed
stormwater wetlands and that are commercially available. Match site conditions to the environmental
requirements of plant selections. Avoid using only species that are foraged by the wildlife expected on
site.

Establishment of woody species should follow herbaceous species. Add vegetation that will achieve
other objectives, in addition to pollution control. Monoculture planting should be avoided due to
increased risk of loss from pests and disease. When possible field collected plants should be used in lien
of nursery plants. Plants collected from the field have already adapted and are acclimated to the region.
These plants generally require less care than greenhouse plants. If nursery plants are used they should be
obtained locally, or from an area with similar climatic conditions as the eco-region of the constructed
wetland. Alternating plant species with varying toot depths have a greater opportunity of pollutant
removal.

Stormwater wetland vegetation development can also be enhanced through the natural recruitment
of species from nearby wedand sites. However, transplanting wetland vegetation is still the most reliable
method of propagating stormwater wetland vegetation, and it provides cover quickly. Plants are
commercially available through wetland plant nurseries.

The plant community will develop best when the soils are enriched with plant roots, rhizomes, and
sced banks. Use of wetlands mulch enhances the diversity of the plant community and speeds
establishment. Wetlands mulch is hydric soil that contains vegetative plant material. The upper 6 inches
of donor soil should be obtained at the end of the growing season, and kept moist until installation.
Drawbacks to using constructed stormwater wetlands mulch are its unpredictable content.

During the initial planting precautions should be undertaken to prevent and prohibit animals from
grazing until plant communities are well established. Such precautions could be deer fencing, muskrat
trapping, planting after seasonal bird migrations, or attracting birds of prey and bats to control nutria
populations,

B. Wetlands Area

The constructed wetlands should have a minimum surface area in telation to the contributing
watershed area. The reliability of pollutant removal tends to increase as the stormwater wetland to
watershed ratio increases, although this relationship is not always consistent. Above ground berms or
high marsh wedges should be placed at approximately 50 foot intetvals, at right angles to the direction of
the flow to increase the dry weather {low path within the stormwater wetland,

Draft February 2011 Page 6.2-15
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NJ Stormwater Management Technical Manual Chapter 6.2

C. Outlet Configuration

A hooded outlet with an invert or crest elevation at least 1 foot below the notmal pool surface should be
considered to prevent the dischatge of floating oils and grease and to reduce the temperature of the
discharge. However, the bottom elevation of the hood should be above the anticipated maximum
sediment depth in the pond.
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8” minimum thickness of

wetland soil

3” minimum thickness of

graded filter (ic., pea gravel) if

needed

24” minimum thickness of

34 crushed stone

Low permeability soil or liner if
underlying soils are high “K*

EW RAUDSHIRE

VERSITY OF ¥

U

VSTORMWATER CENTER
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Sazers, Margeﬂ

From: Brenda Schweiger <bkschweiger7@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 11:57 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: 17 Homes Lawyers Hill Overlook

Attachments: IMG_2409.JPG; ATTO0001.txt; IMG_2410.JPG; ATTO0002.txt; IMG_2411.JPG; ATTO0003.txt;

IMG_2412.JPG; ATTO0004.txt

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.]

Hello- | live in The Gables at Lawyers Hill and wanted to send you some photos of the issues we already face in our
community do to rain water.

Our storm ponds have been over flowing.

The rain runoff on our roads is really bad and when we have cold weather these steams on our roads, freeze up and are
very dangerous.

At the bottom of Lawyers Hill, the road is always closed during rain storms due to rising water.

The community that Don Reuter wants to develop will surely add to the issues in our communities. Taking out trees and
building 17 homes on 8 acres is not a smart idea.

There are active Springs all around this area of the proposed new builds and also on our property at The Gables at
Lawyers Hill.

We are hoping that CB3 2019 passes and possibly helps prevent this new community build of 17 homes.

Sincerely,
Brenda Schweiger
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Sazers, Margeg

From: Michael Kreft <mikekreft92@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 3:23 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Support for CB3-2019

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Howard County Council Members,

I'm writing to support CB3-2019, which will provide an additional level of control over site planning and design
in Howard County's two historic districts, Lawyers Hill and Ellicott City Main Street. The protection of our
historic districts is important to me, and requiring site plans to meet established guidelines for new
development should be respected.

I've been a home owner in Howard County for over 25 years. | feel CB3-2019 will further protect our historic
districts from unchecked development. The unique character of the Lawyers Hill and Ellicott City Main Street
are worth protecting. | frequently travel through both areas, and would hate to see them permanently altered
by development not in keeping with the historic charm of these two districts.

Michael Kreft
Ellicott City, District 1
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Sazers, Margez

From: Cathy Hudson <¢mhudson@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 2:40 PM

To: CouncilMail -

Subject: CB3

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Dear Council Chair Rigby and Members of the Council,

Re CB-3

I have never writien on the morning of a vote, but there is so much misinformation floating around that I feel
compelled to write a follow up.

1. Statement by Mr Reuwer to his business acquaintances, in a sample letter that he asks them to send to you,
“Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision entirely.”
- This bill doesn’t give the Commission that total power over a subdivision by any stretch of the
imagination -but it might save a few majestic trees or help to preserve a scenic road.

2. The ethics complaint on Mr Roth. This is a purely diversionary tactic. The historic guidelines mandate that
there be a citizen representative from each historic district. Mr Roth is the Lawyers Hill representative. If he
has prior knowledge of the property it is because he lives in the district and we all have prior knowledge of each
others’ properties-and going back generations. If he is forced to recuse himself then our district will have no
representative on a case that will be setting precedent in our historic district. He is doing exactly what he is
supposed to be doing-representing our district. Furthermore, he purchased a property that had an easement on it
that extinguished his development rights. If it still had development rights, then I would say that he might stand
to gain from what happens and should consider recusal. However, this development won’t affect his property
value as it currently stands.

3. “Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill subdivision would be
nothing short of blatant corruption.” (from Mr. Reuwers’s letter to his business acquaintances)

I see CB-3 as beginning to swing the pendulum back to the center away from just this kind of
intense developer pressure. The developer says that CB3 would be blatant corruption. What do you
call the fact that the leadership of DPZ allowed the scheduling of the hearing for advisory comments
before the HPC despite the fact that the applicant didn’t submit to the HPC all the documents that
were called for in the HPC’s rules of procedure. (I might add that DPZ had the needed documents-
they just didn’t let the HPC see them). However citizens were forced to wait 4 hours before they
were sent home because the case would not be gotten to. This Thursday will be the 3+ evening
citizens will need to attend an HPC meeting just because the applicant wasn't made to produce all the
necessary documents before the first hearing was scheduled.

4. There has been nothing but support from the current property owners in the historic districts for
this bill. The only opposition has been from the owner of this one property.



5. I have had discussions over the past year with the Director of DPZ and his assistant on how the historic
districts could be better protected and have gotten nowhere. From their responses at your worksession you
could also see that it isn’t even a gleam in their workplan. The historic districts need help if we are to have them
in the future.

6. “Rich, white” people who live in this neighborhood. (from Mr Rutter’s testimony) Those days are long
gone. Lawyers Hill is one of the best mixed use neighborhoods around and has some of the more affordable
homes. No property that has turned over in the past few years has come close in cost to the cost of the new
proposed homes-and the new development won’t even be providing affordable housing on site. We welcome
quirkiness in this neighborhood and we are better for it. The local Elkridge Assembly Rooms that is in the
center of our historic district was built to rebuild community after the civil war and we take that mission of
welcoming diversity into our midst very seriously today.

7. Please don’t table the bill. Give both the developer and the neighborhood certainty with what the next steps
should be; limbo isn’t fair to anyone. Besides, tabling it gives the developer the win. His threats and
diversionary tactics would only get rewarded.

8. Bottom line-a vote yes might save a few more trees and shrubs and might minimize the extent of
grading. Vote no (or table the bill) and 3/4ths of the property gets clear cut and the hills graded-and both
historic districts are no further protected then they were yesterday.

Thank you if you read this far. And I know we all want what is best for Howard Co.

Cathy Hudson
443.474.4002
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January 3¢, 2019

The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair
Howard County Counci

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE:  Council Bill 3-2019

Dear Chairperson Rigby:

at 5819 Lawyers Hil Road was Presented to the Commission, At that time, the



Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abuiting property owner is” presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of 2 neighboring parcel. Such property OWNers have
equal standing pefore administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed toa presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is 1O different here.

1 am sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support legislation that
impedes cesidential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all
measures that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values.
Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last year and the popular will
that directs it has set Howard County ona dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a
pridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer's Hill
subdivision would be nothing short of blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. 1 do not have an interest in this
project. This is a matter of good government. This bill, and anyone who votes for it, 18
telling the business community that corruption is acceptable s0 long as it is tar geted at
the right party. pelieve this legistation should be defeated entirely, but in the absence
of that I would strongly urge the Council to table the bill pending the resolution of an
ethics complaint that has been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his refusal to recuse
himself from voting on this project.

Sincerely,

ey \<.?{Lmﬂ..

Cindi K. Ryland
President, Retropolitan Ltd
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January 29, 2019

The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair
Howard County Council

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE:  Council Bilj 3-2019

Dear Chairperson Rigby:

Commission (“HPC” or ‘”Comnﬁssion”) Board Member Drew Roth. While this
legislation may have been filed with good intentions, information made available
subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the propriety of
giving the Commission more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the

=
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situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.

We are sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support legislation
that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all
measures that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values.
Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last year and the popular will
that directs it has set Howard County on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a
bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill
subdivision would be nothing short of blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter. None of the undersigned have an
interest in this project. This is a matter of good government. This bill, and anyone who
votes for it, is telling the business community that corruption is acceptable so long as it
is targeted at the right party. We believe this legislation should be defeated entirely, but
in the absence of that we would strongly urge the Council to table the bill pending the
resolution of an ethics complaint that has been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his
refusal to recuse himself from voting on this project.

Sincerely,
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The Honorable Christiana Rigby, Chair A” M T
Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill 3-2019

Dear Chairperson Rigby:

We, the undersigned business leaders and professionals of Howard County,
respectfully request that the County Council table Council Bill 3-2019 pending the
conclusion of an ongoing ethics investigation regarding Historic Preservation
Commission (“HPC” or “Commission”) Board Member Drew Roth. While this
legislation may have been filed with good intentions, information made available
subsequent to its introduction has raised significant questions about the propriety of
giving the Commission more power over the approval of development projects.

On December 6, 2018, HPC-18-63 regarding a 17-home subdivision to be located
at 5819 Lawyers Hill Road was presented to the Commission. At that time, the
Petitioner notified the Board that Board Member Drew Roth owned property adjoining
the proposed subdivision and asked that he recuse himself. Mr. Roth refused and the
Office of Law declined to intervene. Over the course of the hearing, Mr. Roth expressed
clear opposition to the subdivision and sought modifications outside of the scope of the
HPC. Notably, in the absence of Council Bill 3, the HPC is limited to advisory
comments to be considered by the Planning Board in any approval or denial of the
subdivision. Council Bill 3 would authorize the Commission to defeat the subdivision
entirely.

Under Maryland law, an adjoining or abutting property owner is “ presumptively
aggrieved” by the development of a neighboring parcel. Such property owners have
equal standing before administrative bodies as the petitioner. Undoubtedly, if the
situation were reversed and Mr. Roth were the petitioner as opposed to a presumptive
protestant, this Council would be reticent to give him more authority over the approval
of projects on his land. The analysis is no different here.



We are sympathetic to the pressures put on the Council to support legislation
that impedes residential growth. Existing constituencies routinely oppose any and all
measures that will add new homes and, presumptively, lower property values.
Nevertheless, the exclusionary policies that were adopted last year and the popular will
that directs it has set Howard County on a dangerous path. Council Bill 3 represents a

bridge too far. Regardless of intention, its effect on the processing of the Lawyer’s Hill
subdivision would be nothing short of blatant corruption.

That leads to the motivation behind this letter, None of the undersigned have an
interest in this project. This is a matter of good government. This bill, and anyone who
votes for it, is telling the business community that corruption is acceptable so long as it
is targeted at the right party. We believe this legislation should be defeated entirely, but
in the absence of that we would strongly urge the Council to table the bill pending the
resolution of an ethics complaint that has been filed against Mr. Roth regarding his
refusal to recuse himself from voting on this project.

Singerely, Q =,

DeVries



