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

2 Howard County Code is amended as follows:

3 By adding:

4 Title 16. Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

5 Subtitle 1. Subdivision and land development regulations.

6 Article II. - Design standards and requirements

7 Section 16.115 (e).

8 By amending:

9 Title 16. Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

10 Subtitle 1. Subdivision and land development regulations.

11 Article I. General

12 Section 16.104(d).

13 Article IL - Design standards and requirements

14 Section 16.116(c) and (d).

15 Section 16.121 (a) and (b).

16 Section 16.125(b).

17 By adding:

18 Title 16. Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

19 Subtitle 1, Subdivision and land development regulations.

20 Section 16.127(d).

21 By amending:

22 Title 16. Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

23 Subtitle 7. Floodplain

24 Section 16.7 'I l(c)(2).

25 Subtitle 12. - Forest Conservation

26 Section 16. l204(b) and (d).

27 Section 16.1206(c).

28 Section 16.1207(c).

29 Section 16.1210(a).

30 Section 16.1215.
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1 By adding:

2 Title 16, Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

3 Subtitle 7. Floodplain

4 Section 16.1206(d).

5 Section 16.1207 (d).

6 By amending:

7 Title 18. Public Works

8 Subtitle 9. Stormwater Management.

9 Section 18.902A. (b) and (c).

10 Section 18.903 (a).

11 Section 18.908(a).

12 Section 18.910(b).

13 By adding:

14 Title 18. Public Works

15 Subtitle 9. Stormwater Management.

16 Section 18.909Q).

17 Section l8.910(e).

18

19 Title 16. Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development regulations.

20 Subtitle 1. Subdivision and land development regulations.

21 Article I. General

22 Section 16.104. Waivers.

23 (d) No Waivers of FOREST CONSERVATION, Floodplain, Wetland, Stream, or Steep Slope

24 Regulations in the [[Tiber Branch]] PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH Watershed.

25 (1) [[The Department may not grant waivers of any requirement of section 16.115

26 or section 16.116 of this title for any property located in the Tiber Branch Watershed

27 unless the waiver]] WAIVERS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED FOR DIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT OF

28 LAND IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED FROM ANY ON-SITE

29 REQUIREMENT OF SUBTITLE 12 OF THIS TITLE OR ARTICLE II OF THIS SUBTITLE UNLESS THE

30 EXEMPTION IS NECESSARY:

2
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1 [[(1) Was requested on or before November 7,2016;

2 (2) Is necessary for the reconstruction of existing structures or

3 infrastructure damaged by flood, fire» or other disaster

4 (3) Is necessary for the construction of a stormwater management or flood

5 control facility as part of a redevelopment project

6 (4) Is necessary for the retrofit of existing facilities or installation of new

7 facilities intended solely to improve stormwater management or flood control for

8 existing development

9 (5) Is requested as part of a development proposal and the Director of the

10 Department of Public Works, or his designee serving as Floodplain Admmisb'ator,

11 finds that upon completion of construction of the development, which may

12 include off-site improvements within the Tiber Branch Watershed, there will be

13 improvement to flood control in the Tiber Branch Watershed at least ten percent

14 more than what would otherwise be required by law; or

15 (6) Is necessary for the construction of an addition, garage, driveway or

16 other accessory use improvement of an existing residential structure on property

17 located within the Tiber Branch Watershed that increases the square footage oft

18 he impervious surfaces on the property by no more than 25 percent over the

19 square footage ofimpervious surfaces that existed on the property prior to the

20 effective date of this bill]]

21 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

22 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

23 FOR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

24 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

25 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

26

27 Sec. 16.108. - Rules of construction; definitions.

28 (b) Definitions. As used in these regulations, the following terms shall be defined as

29 follows:
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1 (3 6.1) PA TAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WA TERSHED MEANS THE WATERSHED THAT THE

2 MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OP THE ENVIRONMENT REFERS TO AS WATERSHED BASIN CODE

3 02130906 AND THAT IS SHOWN AS EXHIBIT A ATTACHED TO COUNCIL BILL 3S- 2019.

4

5 Article II. - Design standards and requirements

6

7 Section 16.115. Floodplain preservation.

8 (E) DISTURBANCE WITHiN ELUCOTT ClTYFLOODPLAIN. DISTURBANCE OF LAND IS NOT

9 ALLOWED WITHIN THE 2016 ELLICOTT CITY FLOODPLAIN OR WITHIN 100' OF THE

10 FLOODPLAIN UNLESS NECESSARY;

11 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

12 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATBR MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

13 FOR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

14 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

15 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

16

17 Section 16.116. Protection of wetlands, streams, and steep slopes.

18 (C)PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED.

19 GRADFNG, REMOVING VEGETATIVE COVER INCLUDING TREES, PAVING, OR BUILDING

20 ANY NEW STRUCTURES IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED IS NOT

21 ALLOWED:

22 (1) WITHIN 100? OF ANY WETLANDS OR WATERWAYS; OR

23 (2) WITHIN 50' OF STEEP SLOPES.

24 [KC)J] (D) Necessary Disturbance:

25 (1) Grading, removal ofvegetative cover and trees, and paving are not permitted

26 in wetlands, streams, wetland buffers, stream buffers or steep slopes unless the

27 Department of Planning and Zoning determines based on a detailed justification provided

28 by the developer that:

4
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1 (i) It is necessary for construction of public or private roads, driveways,

2 utilities, trails, pathways, or stormwater management facilities which are essential

3 for reasonable development of the property;

4 (ii) The design minimizes disturbance;

5 (iii) There is no other reasonable alternative; and

6 (iv) The cost of an alternative improvement shall not be a factor in

7 deciding whether the criteria in subject subsection (i) above can be met.

8 (2) Reasonable development, for the purpose of this subsection, does not

9 guarantee maximum possible development under the zoning regulations for density

10 receiving subdivisions in the RC and RR. zoning districts. In any zoning district,

11 achieving the maximum possible density is not sufficient justification alone to allow

12 disturbance.

13 (3) IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED, GRADING, REMOVING

14 VEGETATIVE COVER INCLUDING TREES, PAVING, OR BUILDING ANY NEW STRUCTURES IS NOT

15 ALLOWED WITHIN 1 00' OF ANY WETLANDS OR WATERWAYS OR WITHIN 50' OF STEEP

16 SLOPES UNLESS NECESSARY:

17 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

18 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

19 FOR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

20 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

21 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

22 (4) If permitted, the grading, removal ofvegetative cover and trees, or

23 construction shall only be to the extent required to accommodate the necessary

24 improvements. In these cases, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall require the

25 least damaging designs, such as bridges, bottomless culverts or retaining walls, as well as

26 environmental remediation, including the planting of the areas where grading or removal

27 of vegetative cover or trees has taken place utilizing best practices for ecological

28 restoration and water quality enhancement projects.
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1 [[(4)]] (5) An applicant shall request permission from the Department of Planning

2 and Zoning for a necessary disturbance exception in writing for the grading, removal of

3 vegetative cover and trees, or paving as described in subsection (c) of this section.

4 [[(5)]] (6) The Department of Planning and Zoning shall make available to the

5 County Council and the public on the Department's webpage a monthly report that

6 includes the following information for each application for a necessary disturbance

7 exception:

8 (i) The name of the applicant;

9 (ii) The date of the application;

10 (iii) Project name;

11 (iv) Project type;

12 (v) A description of the project;

13 (vi) The action of the Department to deny the application, approve the

14 application, or advise the applicant to seek alternative compliance; and

15 (vii) If approved, include in the report the applicant's mitigation

16 requirement.

17

18 Section 16.121. Public sites and open space.

19 (a) Open Space Requirements:

20 (1) Purpose. The [[purpose]] PURPOSES of open space requirements are:

21 (i) To properly locate and preserve open space which protects

22 environmental resources and provides for recreation or public use; and

23 (ii) To equifably apportion costs of providing the sites necessary to serve

24 the additional families brought into the community by subdivisions or

25 developments on the basis of the additional need created.

26 (2) [[Calculated as percentage of gross area of proposed subdivision or site

27 development]] Method to calculate.

28 (I) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN PARAGRAPH (2)(ll) OF THIS SUBSECTION, REQUIRED

29 [[Required]] open space shall be calculated as the following percentage of the gross area

30 of the proposed subdivision or development. The area of any overhead utility

6
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1 transmission line easements shall be deducted from gross area before calculating the open

2 space requirement.

3 (II) FOR A PROPERTY IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED, THE

4 MINIMUM OPEN SPACE REQUIRED IS 75% OF THE NET TRACT AREA OP THE SUBDIVISION OR

5 DEVELOPMENT, AND THE MAXIMUM PERMITTED LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE IS 25% OF THE NET

6 TRACT AREA.

7 (b) Dedication of Required Open Space; [[In-Lien]] IN-LIEU Fee Payments:

8 (1) At the discretion of the County, all or a portion of the open space area shall be

9 dedicated and deeded without charge to Howard County or to the State of Maryland if

10 adjacent to an existing State park. For condominium or rental unit site development

11 plans, the open space may be transferred to the County by deed rather than a subdivided

12 lot.

13 (2) The Department of Planning and Zoning may at the Department's discretion

14 require the developer to pay a fee-in-Ueu of actual establishment of open space if;

15 (i) The subdivision does not use the optional lot size provision in the R-20

16 or R-12 zoning district and the Department of Recreation and Parks has

17 determined that creation of open space is not necessary or desirable;

18 (ii) The size of the area required for dedication is small (generally under

19 one-half acre) and has no potential for expansion via the subdivision of an

20 adjacent parcel; [[and]]

21 (iii) The open space would have little environmental or recreational

22 purpose [[. ]] ; AND

23 (IV) THE PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH

24 BRANCH WATERSHED.

25 (3) In-lieu fee payments shall be:

26 (i) As established in the fee schedule adopted by the County Council; and

27 (ii) Held in escrow and used by the County for the purpose of acquiring

28 open space land in the general area of the subdivision or development and shall be

29 used for this and no other purpose.

30

7
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1 Section 16.125. Protection of scenic roads.

2 (b) Guidelines for Development ofLandAbutting a Scenic Road,

3 Because scenic landscapes vary greatly, design solutions for development will

4 vary. The following guidelines provide direction for the development of land abutting a

5 scenic road. They are to be applied as appropriate, given the constraints of the particular

6 site and the relative priority of other County policies and requirements such as public

7 safety, farmland preservation, forest conservation, protection of sensitive environmental

8 features and the need to construct public facilities.

9 (1) General.

10 (i) Use the cluster subdivision provisions of the zoning regulations

11 to site buildings and roads in locations that minimize the impact of the

12 subdivision on views from the scenic road. Generally structures and uses

13 should be located away from the right-of-way for scenic roads unless

14 screened by topography or vegetation.

15 (ii) Minimize tree and vegetation removal. In addition to

16 requirements for protection of forests, steep slopes, streams and wetlands,

17 emphasize the protection of vegetation adjacent to the scenic road, as well

18 as mature trees and hedgerows visible from the road.

19 (iii) Minimize grading; retain existing slopes along the scenic road

20 frontage.

21 (iv) Orient lots so that houses do not back up to a scenic road. If

22 this cannot be avoided, houses should be sited as far as possible from the

23 road and well screened.

24 (v) Locate and design utilities, stormwater management facilities,

25 drainage structures, bridges, lighting, fences and walls to be unobtrusive

26 and to harmonize with the surroundings to maintain existing view

27 corridors. Subdivision entrance features should be low, open, and in

28 keeping with the scenic character of the area in accordance with section

29 128 of the zoning regulations.
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1 (vi) Locate parking lots, loading areas and storage areas so that

2 these uses are screened from the scenic road,

3 (vii) Use vegetation commonly found on the site or in the area for

4 landscaping.

5 (viii) For density receiving subdivisions in the RC and RR zoning

6 districts, achieving the maximum possible density is not sufficient

7 justification to allow impacts on scenic roads.

8 (2) Forested or 'wooded areas. Any new developments located along scenic roads

9 must maintain at least a 35-foot buffer of existing forest or wooded area between the road

10 and the new development. The buffer shall be wide enough to maintain the road's visual

11 character with a minimum width of at least 35 feet from the road right-of-way.

12 (3) Areas with open views.

13 (i) Cluster development to retain as much as possible of the open character

14 of the site and to minimize interference with panoramic views from the road.

15 (ii) Where possible, site new buildings behind natural screening or cluster

16 development in or along the edges of forests, at the edges of fields and

17 hedgerows, or near existing buildings,

18 (iii) Preserve the foreground meadow, pasture or cropland and place

19 development in the background as viewed from the road.

20 (iv) Avoid placing structures on the tops of prominent ridges.

21 (v) If new construction cannot be made unobtrusive through siting or the

22 use of natural screening, use landscaping, including berms, to buffer development

23 from the scenic road.

24 (4) Administrative waivers.

25 (i) SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPH (4)(lll) OF THIS SUBSECTION, A [[A]] developer

26 seeking an administrative waiver from the scenic road requirements shall give

27 written notice within one week of the filing date of the waiver petition, via first-

28 class mail to:

29 a. All adjoining property owners identified in the records of the

30 State Department of Assessments and Taxation; and

9
CB watershed amds LW V5,docx 6/20/2019 1:26:00 PM



1 b. All attendees of record of the presubmission community

2 meeting; and

3 c. All interested parties on file with the Department of Planning

4 and Zoning.

5 (ii) The Department shall not approve any petition for a scenic road

6 requirement waiver within 30 days of meeting the written notice requirement to

7 allow for public comment

8 (ill) A WAIVER OF A SCENIC ROAD REQUIREMENT APPLICABLE TO ANY

9 SUBDIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH

10 WATERSHED IS NOT ALLOWBD,

11

12 Section 16.127. Residential infill development.

13 (D) RESTRICTIONS.

14 RESIDENTIAL INFILL DEVELOPMENT IS NOT ALLOWED IN;

15 (1) THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED; OR

16 (2) ANY EXISTING COMMUNITY THAT LACKS ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE TO

17 MANAGE STORMWATER UNDER CURRENTLY APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS.

18

19 Subtitle 7. FIoodplain

20

21 Section 16.71L Variances.

22 (c) Variance Prohibited.

23 (2) [[A variance may not be issued for any property located in the Tiber Branch

24 Watershed unless the variance:

25 (0 Was requested on or before November 7, 2016;

26 (ii) Is necessary for the reconstruction of existing structures or

27 infrastructure damaged by flood, fire, or other disaster;

28 (iii) Is necessary for the construction of a stormwater management or

29 flood control facility as part of a redevelopment project;
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1 (iv) Is necessary for the retrofit of existing facilities or installation of new

2 facilities intended solely to improve stormwater management or flood control for

3 existing development;

4 (v) Is requested as part of a development proposal and the Director of the

5 Department of Public Works, or his designee serving as Floodplain Administrator,

6 finds that upon completion of construction of the development, which may

7 include off-site improvements within the Tiber Branch Watershed, there will be

8 improvement to flood control in the Tiber Branch Watershed at least ten percent

9 more than what would otherwise be required by law; or

10 (vi) Is necessary for the construction of an addition, garage, driveway or

11 other accessory use improvement of an existing residential structure on property

12 located within the Tiber Branch Watershed that increases the square footage of

13 the impervious surfaces on the property by no more than 25 percent over the

14 square footage ofimpervious surfaces that existed on the property prior to the

15 effective date of this bill.]]

16 A VARIANCE SHALL NOT BE ISSUED FOR ANY PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE PATAPSCO

17 LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED UNLESS THE VARIANCE IS NECESSARY:

18 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

19 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

20 FOR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

21 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

22 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

23

24 Subtitle 12* - Forest Conservation

25

26 Section 16*1204. - Forest conservation plan.

27 (b) Professionally Prepared. The forest conservation plan shall be prepared by a licensed

28 [[forester,]] PORESTER OR landscape architect [[or other qualified professional as defined

29 in the Forest Conservation Manual]].

30
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I (d) Forest Conservation Plan, A forest conservation plan shall:

2 (1) State the net tract area, area of forest conservation required and the area of

3 forest conservation proposed on-site and/or off-site;

4 (2) Show the proposed limits of disturbance;

5 (3) Show locations for proposed retention of existing forest and/or proposed

6 reforestation or afforestation;

7 (4) DEPICT TO SCALE THE CRITICAL ROOT ZONE OP SPECIMEN TREES THAT ARE ON

8 OR THAT ADJOIN THE PROPERTY;

9 (5) DELINEATE ANY HUBS AND CORRIDORS COMPRISING PART OF THE COUNTY'S

10 GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK THAT ARE.ON OR ADJOIN THE PROPERTY;

11 (6) DELINEATE ANY TARGETED ECOLOGICAL AREAS AS DESIGNATED BY THE STATE

12 OF MARYLAND THAT ARE ON OR ADJOIN THE PROPERTY;

13 (7) Justify the following, if existing forest cannot be retained:

14 (!) How techniques for forest retention have been exhausted;

15 (ii) Why the priority forests specified in section 16.1205 cannot be left in

16 an undisturbed condition;

17 (iii) If priority forests and priority areas cannot be left undisturbed, where

18 on the site in priority areas reforestaUon or afforestation will occur in compliance

19 with subsection 16.1208(a);

20 (iv) How the sequence for preferred reforestation or afforestation methods

21 will be followed in compliance with subsection 16.1208(b); and

22 (v) Why reforestation or afforestatlon requirements cannot reasonably be

23 accomplished on or off-site, if the applicant proposes payments of an in-lieu fee to

24 the forest conservation fund;

25 [[(5)]] (8) Show proposed locations and types of protective devices to be used

26 during construction to protect trees and forests designated for conservation;

27 [[(6)]] (9) In the case ofreforestation or afforestation, include a reforestation or

28 afforestation plan, with a timetable, description of needed site and soil preparation, and

29 the species, size, and spacing ofplantings;
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1 [[(7)]] (10) Include a binding two-year maintenance agreement as specified in the

2 Manual that details how the areas designated for retention, reforestation or afforestation

3 will be maintained to ensure protection and satisfactory establishment, including a

4 reinforcement planting provision if survival rates fall below required standards. Financial

5 security shall be provided for the maintenance agreement as provided in section 16.1209

6 and the Manual. Minor subdivisions which meet forest conservation requirements

7 entirely by forest retention are not required to have a two-year maintenance agreement;

8 [[(8)]] (11) Include a long-term, binding forest conservation and management

9 agreement with a plat of the forest conservation easement area, as specified in the Manual

10 that;

11 (i) Provides protection for areas of forest retention, reforestation and

12 afforestatlon; and

13 (ii) Limits uses in areas of forest conservation to those uses that are

14 designated and consistent with forest conservation, including recreational

15 activities and forest management practices that are used to preserve forest;

16 [[(9)]] (12) Include other information the Department determines is necessary to

17 implement this subtitle; and

18 [[(10)]] (13) Be amended or a new plan prepared, as provided in the Manual, if

19 required as a result of changes in the development or in the condition of the site.

20

21 Section 16.1206. Reforestafion.

22 (c) Calculating the Amount of Reforestation Required. SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (D) OF

23 THIS SECTION, THE [[The]] amount ofreforestation required depends upon the amount of

24 forest cover existing and removed from the net tract area and the land use being

25 developed.

26 (D) PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED. DIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT OF LAND IN

27 THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED SHALL NOT CLEAR MORE THAN 25%

28 OF THE EXISTING FOREST COVER ON THE NET TRACT AREA.

29

30 Section 16.1207. Afforestation.

13
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1 (c) Calculating the Amount ofAfforestation Required. SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (D) OF

2 THIS SECTION, THE [[The]] amount ofafforestation required depends upon the amount of

3 forest cover existing and removed from the net tract area and the land use being

4 developed.

5 (D) DIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT OF LAND W THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH

6 WATERSHED SHALL PROVIDE FOR ON-SITE APPORESTATION COVERING AT LEAST 50% OF

7 THE NET TRACT AREA.

8

9 Section 16.1210. - Fee-in-lieu of afforestafion or reforesfafxon.

10 (a) Fee-In-Lieu Authorized:

11 (1) The Department may approve the payment of a fee-in-Ueu of afforestation

12 or reforestation:

13 (i) 1. When afforestation or reforestation requirements cannot be

14 reasonably accomplished on-site or off-site based on criteria in the Manual; or

15 [[(")]] 2. When a landowner requests a modification of a recorded forest

16 conservation easement [[. ]]; AND

17 (II) IF THE PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH

18 BRANCH WATERSHED.

19 (2) The fee-in-lieu of shall be calculated on a square-foot basis at a rate established in

20 the fee scheduled adopted by resolution of the County Council, but in no event shall it be

21 less than the minimum set by State law.

22

23 Section 16.1215. " Waivers.

24 (a) SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (B) OF THIS SECTION, THE [[The]] Department may grant

25 waivers to the requirements of this subtitle in accordance with the standards and

26 procedures of subsection 16.103(c) of the subdivision regulations^ provided that the

27 Department must find that granting of the waiver will not adversely affect water quality.

28 (b) A WAIVER OF A REQUIREMENT OF THIS SUBTITLE IS NOT ALLOWED ON ANY

29 SUBDIVISION OR DEVELOPMENT IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED

30 UNLESS THE WAIVER IS NECESSARY:
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1 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

2 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

3 FOR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

4 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

5 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

6 (c) Notice of a request for a waiver shall be given by the Department of Planning and

7 Zoning to the Maryland Department of Natural Resources within 15 days of receipt of a

8 request for a waiver.

9 Title 18. Public Works

10 Subtitle 9. Stormwater Management.

11 Section 18.902A. - Requirement to provide stormwater management measures,

12 exemptions.

13 (b) Exemptions. EXCEPTING SITES LOCATED IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH

14 WATERSHED, STORMWATER [[Stormwater]] management is not required for;

15 (1) Additions or modifications to existing single-family detached residential

16 structures that do not disturb over 5,000 square feet of land area;

17 (2) Developments that disturb less than 5,000 square feet of land area;

18 (3) Land development activities which are regulated under specific State laws

19 regarding the management of stormwater; or

20 (4) Agricultural land management practices.

21 (C) PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED.

22 IN NO EVENT SHALL THE RUNOFF VOLUME AND CHARACTERISTICS FROM ANY SITE

23 IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED EXCEED PREDEVELOPMENT

24 RUNOFFUNDER2016 PEAK FLOOD CONDITIONS.

25

26 Section 18.903. - Design criteria; minimum control requirements; alternatives.

27 (a) The minimum control requirements established in this section and the design

28 manual are as follows:

29 (1) The County shall require that the planning techniques, nonstmctural

30 practices, and design methods specified in the design manual be used to implement BSD

15
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1 to the MEP. The use of BSD planning techniques and treatment practices must be

2 exhausted before any structural BMP is implemented. Stormwater management for

3 development projects subject to this subtitle shall be designed using ESD sizing criteria,

4 recharge volume, water quality volume, and channel protection storage volume criteria

5 according to the design manual. The MEP standard is met when channel stability is

6 maintained, predevelopment groundwater recharge is replicated, nonpoint source

7 pollution is minimized, and structural stormwater management practices are used only if

8 determined to be absolutely necessary.

9 (2) Control of the two-year and ten-year frequency storm event is required

10 according to the design manual and all subsequent revisions if the County determines that

11 additional stormwater management is necessary because historical flooding problems

12 exist and downstream floodplain development and conveyance system design cannot be

13 controlled.

14 (3) One-hundred-year peak management control is required according to the

15 design manual. For purposes of calculating the 100"year24-hour storm event, 8.51 inches

16 of rainfall depth shall be the minimum depth used.

17 (4) The County may require more than the minimum control requirements If:

18 (i) Hydrologic or topographic conditions warrant; or

19 (ii) Flooding, stream channel erosion, or water quality problems exist

20 downstream from a proposed project.

21 (5) SITES IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED MUST CONTROL

22 NO LESS THAN 2016 PEAK FLOOD CONDITIONS.

23

24 Section 18.908. - Waivers; watershed management plans.

25 (a) Waiver Requests. A request for a waiver under this section shall:

26 (1) Be in writing;

27 (2) Contain sufficient descriptions, drawings, and any other information that is

28 necessary to demonstrate that ESD has been implemented to the MEP; and

29 (3) [[Be prohibited for any property located in the Tiber Branch Watershed

30 unless the waiver:

16
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1 (i) Was requested on or before November 7,20 16;

2 (ii) Is necessary for the reconstruction of existing structures or

3 mfrastmcture damaged by flood, fire, or other disaster;

4 (iii) Is necessary for the construction of a stormwater management or

5 flood control facility as part of a redevelopment project;

6 (iv) Is necessary for the retrofit of existing facilities or installation of

7 new facilities intended solely to improve stormwater management or flood control

8 for existing development;

9 (v) Is requested as part of a development proposal and the Director of

10 the Department of Public Works, or his designee serving as Floodplain

11 Administrator, finds that upon completion of construction of the development,

12 which may include off-site improvements within the Tiber Branch Watershed,

13 there will be improvement to flood control in the Tiber Branch Watershed at least

14 ten percent more than what would otherwise be required by law; or

15 (vi) Is necessary for the construction of an addition, garage, driveway or

16 other accessory use improvement of an existing residential structure on property

17 located within the Tiber Branch Watershed that increases the square footage of

18 the impervious surfaces on the property by no more than 25 percent over the

19 square footage ofimpervious surfaces that existed on the property prior to the

20 effective date of this bill [Dec. 9,2016],]]

21 BE PROHIBITED FOR ANY PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH

22 WATERSHED UNLESS THE WAIVER IS NECESSARY:

23 (1) TO RETROFIT EXISTING FACILITIES OR TO INSTALL NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

24 SOLELY INTENDED TO IMPROVE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OR FLOOD CONTROL

25 FOR. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT; OR

26 (2) TO CONSTRUCT, ENHANCE, OR REPAIR PUBLIC STORMWATER

27 MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE OR FLOOD CONTROL FACILITIES.

28

29 Section 18.909. " Fee in lieu of implementing best management practices.

17
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1 (F) SITES IN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED ARE NOT ELIGIBLE TO

2 PAY FEES IN LIEU OF IMPLEMENTING REQUIRED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT.

3

4 SECTION 18.910. "REDEVELOPMENT.

5 (b) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBSECTION (E) OP THIS SECTION, ALL [[All ]] redevelopment

6 projects shall reduce existing impervious area within the limit of disturbance by at least

7 50 percent. Where site conditions prevent the reduction ofimpervious area, then BSD

8 practices shall be implemented to provide qualitative control for at least 50 percent of the

9 site's impervious area. When a combination ofimpervious area reduction and stormwater

10 management practice implementation is used, the combined reduction shall equal or

11 exceed 50 percent of the existing impervious area within the limit of disturbance.

12 (E) ALL REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS FN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH

13 WATERSHED SHALL REDUCE EXISTING IMPERVIOUS AREA ON THE SITE BY AT LEAST 25

14 PERCENT. NO MORE THAN 25 PERCENT OF THE SITE'S UNDEVELOPED LAND SHALL BE

15 PERMITTED WITHIN THE LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE, 100 PERCENT OF THE SITE SHALL BE

16 REQUIRED TO CONTROL NO LESS THAN 2016 PEAK FLOOD CONDITIONS.

17

18 Section 2. And Be It ¥wthev Enacted by the County Council of Howard County,

19 Maryland that this Act shall apply to all projects that have been not been issued building

20 permits on the effective date of this Act and to all projects that are on hold due to the

21 2018 Watershed Safety Act (CB56-2018) and Extension of 2018 Watershed Safety Act

22 (CB20-2019).

23

24 Section 3. And Be If Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County,

25 Maryland that this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.

18
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Exhibit A

CarroH
County

Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed



Amendment 1 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 1

(This amendment provides an exemption for smaller projects that do not need a gf'cidmg permit

or a sediment and erosion control plan.)

1 On page 3:

2 • in line 23, strike "OR".

3 • In line 25, before the period, insert:

4 ":OR

5 {3 ) TO CONSTRUCT OR REPAIR A PROJECT THAT DOES NOT NEED A GRADING PERMIT OR A

6 SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN UNDER SECTION 3 A02(B~) OF THE COUNTY CODE".

7

8 On page 11 :

9 • in line 20, strike "OR".

10 • In line 22, before the period, insert:

11 ":OR

12 {3) TO CONSTRUCT OR REPAIR A PROJECT THAT DOES NOT NEED A GRADING PERMIT OR A

13 SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN UNDER SECTION 3 .402fB) OF THE COUNTY CODE".

14

15
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Amendment 2 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. JL2,

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 2

(This amendment removes the Necessary Disturbance requirement the Patapsco Lower North

Branch Watershed.)

1

2

3 On page 5, in line 2, after "pathways,", insert "OPEN SPACE".

4

5 On the same page, strike lines 13 - 21, in their entirety.

6

7 Renumber the remainder of the section accordingly.

^M.iSl^^-



Amendment 3 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Li% Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No. 3

(This amendment removes the proposal that Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed and

clarifies references to "2016 peak flood conditions".)

1 On page 2, strike line 9, in its entirety.

2

3 On page 15, strike lines 13 and 14, in their entirety, and substitute;

4 "(b) Exemptions. Stormwater manaeement is not required for:".

5

6 On the same page, strike lines 21 - 24, in their entirety.

7

8 On page 16, strike lines 21 - 22, in their entirety, and substitute the following:

9 "C5) DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED SHALL

10 BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE PEAK MANAGEMENT CONTROL FOR 24-HOUR, 10-YEAR STORM

11 EVENTS AND 24-HOUR, 100-YEAR STORM EVENTS. AS WELL AS 3.55-HOUR. 6.6-INCH STORM

12 EVENTS. MANAGEMENT IS DEFINED AS THE REDUCTION OF THE PEAK RUNOFF FOR THE

13 PROPOSED DESIGN CONDITION TO BE EQUAL OR LESS THAN THE PREDEVELOPED SITE

14 CONDITIONS MODELED AS WOODS IN GOOD CONDITIONS.".

15

16 On page 18, in line 14, strike <<. No" and substitute ". AND NO".

17

18 On the same page, strike beginning after the period in line 15 through the period in line 16,and

A CB38_storm event LW_verC i
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Amendment 4 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. ,12,

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No. 4

(This amendment removes the proposed Floodplain Preservation requirement for the Patapsco

Lower North Branch Watershed)

1 On the Title page, beginning in the fast line of the piupose paragraph, delete "to prohibit certain

2 disturbance of land In the Ellicott City Floodplain^

3 On page 1, strike lines 3 ~- 7, in their entirety.

4

5 On page 4, strike lines 7 - 15, in their entirety.

6
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Amendment _4 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No. 4

(This amendment removes the proposed Floodplain Preservation reqwrement for the Patapsco

Lower North Branch Watershed.)

1

2 On page 1, strike lines 3-7, in their entirety.

3

4 On page 4, strike lines 7 - 15, in their entirety.

5
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Amendment I to Amendment 4 to Council Bill No. 38-20X9

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 1 to Amendment 4

(This Amendment makes a technical correction to the Bill Title.)

1 On page 1, before line 1, insert:

2

3 "On the Title page, begimiing in the first line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to prohibit certain

4 disturbance of land in the Ellicott City Floodplam;"."

wmmtil^il.
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Amendment 5 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No, 5

(This amendment eliminates revisions to § 16.127 Residential inflll development.)

1 On the Title page, in the fifth line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to prohibit residential infill

2 under specified circumstances;

3 On page 1, strike lines 17 - 20, in their entirety.

4

5 On page 10, strike lines 12 through 17 in their entirety.

6

7
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Amendment 1 to Amendment 5 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 1 to Amendment 5

(This Amendment makes a technical correction to the Bill Title.)

1 On page 1, before line 1 ^ insert:

2

3 "On the Title page, m the fifth line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to prohibit residential infill

4 under specified circumstances;"^"

5
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Amendment 5 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7.2019

Amendment No. 5

(This amendment eliminates revisions to § 16,127 Residential infllt development.)

1 On page 1, strike lines 17-20, in their entirety.

2

3 On page 10, strike lines 12 through 17 in their entirety.

4

5

6

7
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Amendment 6 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. U

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 6

(This amendment removes the proposed enhanced open space requirement.)

1 On the Title page, begimiing in the third line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to provide certain

2 open space requirements in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed;

3 On page 1, in line 15, strike "(a) and".

4

5 On page 6, strike beginning in line 19 through line 6 on page 7^ in its entirety.

6

7 Renumber the remamder of the section accordingly.

9

10

11

12
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Amendment 1 to Amendment 6 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No. 1 to Axneudment 6

(This Amendment makes a technical correction to the Bill Title,)

1 On page 1, before line 1, insert:

2

3 "On the Title page, beginning in the tl-urd line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to provide

4 certain open space requirements in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed;"."
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Amendment 6 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7.2019

Amendment No. 6

(This amendment removes the proposed enhanced open space requirement.)

1 On page 1, in line 15, strike "(a) and\

2

3 On page 6, strike beginning in line 19 through line 6 on page 7, in its entirety.

4

5 Renumber the remainder of the section accordingly.

6

7

9

10
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Amendment 7 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: LizWalsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,1019

Amendment No. 7

(This amendment, removes the proposed enhanced forest conservation requirement)

1 On the Title page, beginning in the seventh line of the purpose parapraph, delete "to limit forest

2 cover clearinp in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed: to specify the afforestation level

3 in certain cases^

4 On page 1, strike lines 27 ~ 28, in their entirety.

5

6 On page 13, strike beginning with "SUBJECT" in line 22 through the first "THE" in line 23 and

7 strike both sets of square brackets in line 23.

8

9 On the same page strike lines 26 - 28, in their entirety.

10

11 On page 14, strike beginning with "SUBJBCT" in line 1 through the first "THE" in line 2 and strike

12 both sets of square brackets in line 2.

13

14 On the same page strike lines 5 m 7, in their entirety.

15

16

17 "•&»•«& f^TV^JL—^.
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Amendment 1 to Amendment 7 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 1 to Amendment 7

(This Amendment makes a technical correction to the Bill Title.)

I On page 1, before line 1, insert:

2

3 "On the Title page, beginning in the seventh line of the purpose paragraph, delete "to limit forest

4 cover clearing in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed; to specify the afforesfation level

5 in certain cases \ .

6
7
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Amendment 7 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 7

(This amendment removes the proposed enhanced forest conservation requirement)

1 On page 1, strike lines 27 - 28, in their entirety.
\

2

3 On page 13, strike beginning with "SUBJECT" in line 22 through the first "THE" in line 23 and

4 strike both sets of square brackets in line 23.

5

6 On the same page strike lines 26 ~ 28, in their entirety.

7

8 On page 14, strike beginning with "SUBJECT" in line 1 through the first "THE" in line 2 and strike

9 both sets of square brackets in line 2.

10

11 On the same page strike lines 5 -- 7, in their entirety.

12

13

14

15 A»m f^hAl&iSww
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Amendment 8 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 11

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 8

(This amendment eliminates revisions to § 16.115 and revises §16. 125 to indicate that a waiver

is subject to compliance with § 16.104.)

1 On page 9, in line 25, strike "PARAGRAPH (4) (ill) OF THIS SUBSECTION" and substitute "THE

2 CONDITIONS OF § 16.104 OP THIS SUBTITLE".

3

4 On page 10^ strike lines 8 - 10, in their entirety.

5

6

7
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Amendment 9 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

EY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No. 9

(This amendmei'^^commodates the possible enactment of Council Bill 40-2019, wJnch \\>ould

further extend the 2018 Watershed Safety Act.)

On page 18, in line 21,

In line 22, before the period,

" and substitute a comma.

/'. and any subsequent extensions of the Effective Period .



Amendment 1 to Council Bill No.38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 1

(This amendment provides an exemption for smaller projects that do not need a grading permit

or a sediment and erosion control plan.)

1 On page 3:

2 • in line 23, strike "OR"

3 • In line 25, before the period, insert:

4 ":OR

5 C3) TO CONSTRUCT OR REPAIR A PROJECT THAT DOES NOT NEED A GRADING PERMIT OR A

6 SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN UNDER SECTION 3.402CB'» OF THE COUNTY CODE".

7

8 On page 11 :

9 • in line 20, strike "OR".

10 • In line 22, before the period, insert:

11 ";OR

12 f3) TO CONSTRUCT OR REPAIR A PROJECT THAT DOES NOT NEED A GRADING PERMIT OR A

13 SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN UNDER SECTION 3 .402(B) OF THE COUNTY CODE".

14

15
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Amendment 2 _ to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 2

(This amendment removes the Necessary Disturbance requirement the Pafapsco Lower North

Branch Watershed)

1

2

3 On page 5, in line 2, after "pathways,", insert "OPEN SPACE".

4

5 On the same page, strike lines 13 - 21, in fheir entirety.

6

7 Renumber the remainder of the section accordingly.



Amendment 3 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: LizWalsh Legislative Day No. JL^

Date: October 7, 2019

Amendment No, 3

(This amendment removes the proposal that Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed and

clarifies references to "2016 peak flood conditions",)

1 On page 2, strike line 9, in its entirety.

2

3 On page 15, strike lines 13 and 14, in their entirety, and substitute:

4 "(b) Exemptions. StormwatermanagementisjiotjequirecLio^".

5

6 On the same page, strike lines 21 ~ 24, in their entirety.

7

8 On page 16, strike lines 21 -22, in their entirety, and substitute the following:

9 "(51DEVELOPMENT WITHI-N THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH WATERSHED SHALL

10 BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE PEAK MANAGEMENT CONTROL FOR 24-HOUR, 10-YEAR STORM

11 EVENTS AND 24-HQUR, LQO-YEARSTOiRMEYENTS^ AS_WELL AS 3.5 5 -HOUR, 6 . 6-1NCH STO^M

12 EVENTS. MANAGEMENT IS DEFINED AS THE REDUCTION. OP THE PEAK RUNQFFFORTHE

13 PROPOSED DESIGN CONDITION TO BE EQUAL OR LESS THAN THB PREDEVELOPED SITE

14 CONDITIONS MODELED AS WOODS IN GOOD CONDmONS.".

15

16 On page 18, in line 14, strike ". No" and substitute ", AND NO".

17

18 On the same page, strike beginning after the period in line 15 through the period in line 1 6, and

A. CB38_ storm event. _LW_ver C 1



1 substitute the following;

2 "DBVELO^MENZMTHIN^HE.PATAPSC^I^W^ WATERSHED SHALL BE

3 REQUIRED TO PROVIDE PEAK MANAGEMENT CONTROL FOR 24-HOUR, 1 0-YEAR_STQRM

4 HVBNTSAND 24-HOUR, 100-YEAR STORM EVENTS. AS WELL AS 3.55-HOUR, 6.6-INCH STORM

5 EVENTS. MANA_GEMENTJS DEFLNEDAS_THE REDiJC_TION OF THE PEAK RUNOFF FOR THE

6 PROPOSED DESIGN CONDITION TO BE EQUAL OR LESS THAN THEPRBDEYEL_OPED_SITE

7 CONDITIONS MODELED AS WOODS ]N GOOD CONDITIONS.".

9

10

11

12

A CB38 storm event LW verC



Amendment 4 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No* 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 4

(This amendment removes the proposed Floodplain Preservation requirement for the Patapsco

Lower North Branch Watershed.)

1

2 On page 1, strike lines 3 - 7, in their entirety.

3

4 On page 4, strike lines 7 - 15, in their entirety.

5



Amendment 5 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 5

(This amendment eliminates revisions to f 16.127 Residential infill development.)

\ On page 1, strike lines 17 - 20, in their entirety.

2

3 On page 10, strike lines 12 through 17 in their entirety.

4

5

6

7



Amendment 6 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 6

(This amendment removes the proposed enhanced open space requirement.)

I On page 1, in line 15, strike "(a) an^\

2

3 On page 6, strike beginning in line 19 through line 6 on page 7, in its entirety.

4

5 Renumber the remainder of the section accordingly.

6

7

9

10



Amendment 7 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Lix Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7.2019

Amendment No. 7

(This amendment removes the proposed enhanced forest conservation requirement.)

1 On page 1, strike lines 27 - 28, in their entirety.

2

3 On page 13, strike beginning with "SUBJECT" in line 22 through the first "THE" in line 23 and

4 strike both sets of square brackets in line 23.

5

6 On the same page strike lines 26 ~ 28, in their entirety.

7

8 On page 14, strike beginning with "SUBJECT" in line 1 through the first "THE" in line 2 and strike

9 both sets of square brackets in line 2.

10

11 On the same page strike lines 5 - 7, in their entirety.

12

13

14

15

16

17



Amendment 8 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. 12

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 8

(This amendment eliminates revisions to § 16.115 and revises § 16. 125 to indicate that a -waiver

is subject to compliance -with § 16.104.)

1 On page 9, in line 25, strike "PARAGRAPH (4) (ill) OF THIS SUBSECTION" and substitute "THE

2 CQND^ION^QF§_1^1040F_THIS_ SUBTITLE".

3

4 On page 10, strike lines 8 - 10, in their entirety.

5

6

7



Amendment _9 to Council Bill No. 38-2019

BY: Liz Walsh Legislative Day No. J^

Date: October 7,2019

Amendment No. 9

(This amendment accommodates the possible enactment of Council Bill 40-2019, which would

further extend the 2018 Watershed Safety Act.)

1 On page 18, in line 21, strike ^an^ and substitute a comma.

2 In line 22, before the period, insert", and any subsequent extensions of the Effective Period'.

3

4

5



fers, (Vlarqen

From: Teresa Hughes <tkhughes8@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 10:16 AM
To: Council Mail; Waish, Elizabeth
Subject; Support for CB38 Crucial to Ellicott City

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

Good morning/

f am writing to voice my support for CB38. It is crucial to maintaining what is left of the historic EHicott City area and the
prevention measures are definitely needed to prevent any future loss of iife from these floods.

My daughter is a Howard County teacher and lived in the historic area for 8 years. We frequented many of the now
missing merchants and businesses that were on Main Street - Johnny's Bistro, Bean Hoilow and her favorite/ Sweet

Elizabeth Jane which was in the devastated former Capian's location & has now moved to a higher location next to 5u

Casa. We spent many years Christmas shopping there during the charming Midnight Madness events. La Palapa's chefs
jumped my car once when my battery died in the pouring rain. !'ve given gift certificates to the Wine Bin, another

favorite pet friendly spot.

And, while some of the merchants have been able to come back, the most horrific aspect of the recent floods has been
the !oss of life. The videos of the fiash flooding on Main Street are still astonishing to watch.

Our daughter was out-of-town for the first catastrophic flood meeting her future in-laws. itexted her saying, "OMGi EC
is flooding!" and she replied, "St always floods/ Mom." Then I sent her the links to the onslaught of videos. We
cried. She was prophetic then saying, "It's all the building and townhouses they put in. They cut down all the trees
during the construction and the water can't be soaked up anywhere. It's created a natural funnel of a river running

down Main Street!" Everyone assumed it was an unusual event which would rarely happen and rebuiit. But, then it
happened again.

There were real heroes trying to save lives during both floods. Let's honor them and the hero, Sgt. Eddie Hermond, who

lost his life trying to save others by ensuring as best we can that the merchants, residents and shoppers are protected
when visiting this otherwise beautiful spot in Maryland. Please, piease support CB38. OEC is depending on you.

Teresa Hughes



Sayers, Marger^

From: Lili Shippe <liii.shippe@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:20 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Vote yes for CB-38

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

Dear County Council Members,

I urge you to vote yes for Bill No. 38 -2019 The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill. We have to stop overdevelopment and
reserve the environment for our children and for the generations to come.

Sincerely,

LiliShippe
District 2

Lifi Shippe
Realtor®

Taylor Properties
Cetl: (443) 472-0575
Office: (800) 590-0925
Fax: (410) 224-7265



^ayer^JVIar^iein^

From: Melissa Metz <meiissametz725@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:01 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: CB38 Testimony

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

Dear Members of the County Council,

I support the goals of CB38/ to;

» Ensure that any new development in the Old EHicott City (Tiber-Hudson) watershed and Patapsco river in the
vicinity ofTiber-Hudson manages stormwater runoffto the level of the 2016 flood. The 2011,2014,2016,and
2018 floods in Ellicott City show that this is necessary. (Note that in this testimony stormwater management

refers to quantity/ not quality.)
• Remove the option for developers to pay fees in iieu of compliance. Fees in lieu are not an appropriate solution,

as: i) there is littie control to ensure that the funding goes to support the goa! of managing stormwater runoff in
the areas to be affected by the development; ii) the Hydraulic and HydroSogy study of the Tiber-Hudson
watershed found that there is very iittle land on which the government can build adequate stormwater
management facilities; and iii) the Hydraulic and Hydrology study of the Plumtree/little Piumtree watershed
found that within the constraints of the study flooding could not be fully mitigated on the Littie Piumtree

watershed.

• Protect steep slopes and forests, which help with water retention and have other environmental benefits for our

County.

» Disallow waivers of these important requirements for developers.

I am concerned about a few aspects of the bill:

» As written, it may have the unintended consequence of hindering individual homeowners who wish to put a

small addition on their house. Can the bill be adjusted to allow for homeowners to conduct minor works as long
as they comply with existing (pre-CB38) requirements?

• It covers an important geographic area/ but it !eaves out another important area - the Plumtree and Little

Plumtree watersheds. These watersheds were affected by the 2011, 2014 (which was worse in Chatham/VaHey
Mede than in Old Eilicott City), 2016, and 2018 floods. The Issue is so dire that the County has acquired two
homes and has knocked down one of them already. The fact that the County CounciS voted to include
Plumtree/Littte P!umtree in the "moratorium" bill of 2018 shows that the Council considers this area of concern.
Please consider including this area in the bill.

« The largest scope for improvement in stormwater management in the relevant watersheds is to adjust existing

stormwater management facilities to accommodate volumes of water seen in these flood events (particularly
2016). C838 allows for such works to take place, CR-123 should go further and include options for the county

government to work with property owners to carry out such works through easements, funding, and any other

required elements. Stormwater infrastructure is a public good, and as such we should expect the government to

fund it.



Some in County government may worry that more stringent requirements would result in iawsuits that the County
would lose/ in which these requirements would be considered a "taking" of the developer's private property. The county

government's fear of "takings" seems to be exaggerated- In the Supreme Court case Murr v, Wisconsin, the Court

applied a standard that a taking wouid exist only if the government has taken all economic value from the
property, not that it reduced the property's value below its maximum value. This leaves much more room for Howard

County to apply higher standards to developers that would improve the quality of life in our county. Furthermore/
Howard County government allows waivers when a developer shows a financial hardship, but legal precedent shows
that financial issues do not qualify as "hardship".

Thank you for your consideration.

Best,

Meiissa Metz

Woodstock, MD

Resident of/Permanent address in Elficott City 1985-2005 and 2016-2019

District 5



Sayers, Margery

From: Angela LaPier <angeialapier@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 8:39 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB 38-2019
Attachments: CB 38 2019 A LaPier.pdf

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

Good evening,

Attached please find a letter in support of CB 38-2019.

Thank you/
Angela LaPier



Angela LaPier
6997 SUent Dell Lane Columbia, Md.21044

September 16, 2019

VIA E-NIAIL
Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Coutt House Drive
ElUcott City, Maiyland 21043

Dear Council Members:

Thsnk you for considering CB-38-2019. I?m wridng to express my support fot Council Bill 38 so

that we protect against future flooding risks in the Patapsco Lower North Brancli \X/afcershed. We

can no longer EiUow development so close to floodplains, wetlands, and on steep slopes. This bill

would prohibit residential mflU for communides that cui-Tendy lack appropriate storiTi watei:

infmstructure. Developers receive too many waivers that excuse them from current enviromrLental

kws. Prohibiting those waivers, except for projects that improve storm water management, is the

right tlung to do, Please vote in favot of CB-38-2019.

Vei-y truly yours,

Angela LaPier



Sayers, Marger;

From: Gayle Killen <killchar@gnnail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 7:13 PM
To: CoundlMai!
Subject: Fwd: Testimony Signup
Attachments: Testimony in favor of CB38 - Gayie Kiifen.pdf

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

Greetings, Council.

Please find testimony attached.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration/
Gayle Kiilen
8572 Main St
ECMD
443-467-1142

killchar@RtTtail.com

Forwarded message

From; <hcRwebsitenTtailbox(S)howardcountymd.Rov>

Date: Man, Sep 16, 2019 at 12:08 PM
Subject: Testimony Signup
To: <kiilchar@fimaiE.com>

First Name;Gayie
Last Name:Kilfen
Address 1:8572 Main Street

Address 2:

City: ELUCOTT CITY
State:Maryland
Zipcode:21043
Phone:(443)467-1142

Agenda: CB38-2019
Stance:For

Speaking for a group?: No
Organization Name;
Organization Street:

Organization City:
Organization State:
Organization Zip:
Comments:



Testimony is limited to three minutes for an individual or five minutes for the single representative of an organization. If
you have prepared written testimony/ please provide 7 copies when you testify.

Every great advance in natural knowledge has involved the absolute rejection of authority.
"'Thomas H. Huxley



September 16, 2019

Testimony in favor of CB38
County Council Hearing - Howard County, Maryland

My name is Gayle Kiflen and I live in the origina! lcehouse of Ellicott City. Built in 1809, this
strong resilient structure is located between Main Street and The Hudson Branch about haitway
between Rogers Avenue and Ellicott Mills Drive.

The quantity and speed of water sent down the steep slopes of this particular watershed have
gone under-regulated and have reached catastrophic and deadiy ievels. It is easy to understand
how large rain events tear down steep slopes. Less obvious is the impact of every day rainfall,
or the long term health impacts on community. DPZ waving regulations and permitting
fee-in-lieu results in accelerated runoff, which is neither Safe nor Sound. Money cannot replace
working vegetation and fioodplains. Support CB38 and other similar legislation because we
need to take every precaution to slow the flow.

Our wee watershed has forever moved water. Quaker constructed features in this Milt Town took
every drop into account Stone waits and retention areas he!p siow and channe! water running
to meet the Patapsco River. Not very long ago, a stone wall paralleled Main St between my
house and the truck repair facility. The speed of runoffwas broken by the walls edge, and then
water was allowed to pool in what used to be a vegetated area before re-entering the Hudson
Branch channel. That working retention area is now broken because the stone wall was
replaced with a grassy slope devoid of vegetation.

The hillside across Main St from my home is steep and until last month, held by old growth
trees. The plan to remove those old trees from that steep slope was in place long before we all
figured out that vegetation is the answer to slowing the flow.
The old buildings here were built to last, made of historically strong lumber on top of beastly
foundations Grafted by gifted masons. Advances in technology present amazing opportunities to
preserve, protect, and sustain a healthy and safe community.

Today there was a funeral for my neighbor known as Granny. Her husband Carl passed not long
ago, their family has been here for generations. They rebuilt their home in 2011, 2016 and 2018.
f cannot ignore the health of all of my neighbors deteriorating with traumatic exposure and the
long term effects of a chronic disaster zone.

Howard County has a choice to make. It may choose to sacrifice the health and safety of this
community, in exchange for the opportunity for new business to thrive. But if we choose to
protect these buildings and the beautiful community pouring their hearts into it, we will foster a
stronger healthier community for generations to come. Support CB38 because we can't wait.



Sayers, Margery

From; Wendy Baird <wendy@insight180.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 7:00 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Cb38

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

sender.]

Council members, thank you for the important work you are doing. Please protect the watershed and support CB38.

A concerned business owner (more than 20 years) in Eliicott City.

Kind regards,
Wendy Baird

Sent from my iPhone



MARYLAND
BUILDING
INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION 1(825 V/est Market Place i Fulton, MD 20759 S 301-776-6242

September 16, 2019

Re: OPPOSITION OF the Watershed Moratorium (CB38-2019)

Dear Chairwoman Mercer Rigby and Members of the Howard County Council:

The Howard County Chapter of the Maryland Building Industry Association (MBIA) writes in strong
opposition of Council Bill 38, which attempts to address flooding In Ellicott City with a moratorium on all
development throughout a large section of Howard County.

This is a very broad bill with significant unintended consequences.

This legislation would eliminate waivers, disturbances, variances, grading^ removing vegetative cover, fees in
lieu, and any residential infill development unless it retrofits existing facilities, installs new infrastructure that
improves stormwater management, or enhances public stormwater management. Additionally, more
problematically, all development including residential infill development will be subject to severe open space
requirements. These proscriptions are extreme and will stop all development in a large section of Howard
County. That includes homebuilding and industrial/commercial projects, but also individual homeowners who
want to build something as small as a patio in their backyard. Projects the County wants and needs will be
infsasible.

While we appreciate the intention to eliminate flooding in Ellicott City and prevent further loss of life, this bill
will not accomplish those goals, and will only iiurt Howard County residents in the meantime.

We respectfully request the Council to vote no on CB38-2019.

If you have any questions about these comments and would like to discuss MBIA's position further, please do
not hesitate to contact me at abailey@marylandbuilders.org or (202) 815-4445.

Best regards,

Angelica Bailey, Esq., Vice President of Government Affairs

Cc: Councilman David Yungmann County Executive Calvin Bail
Councilman Opel Jones Sameer Sldh, Chief of Staff to the County Executive
Councilmember Elizabeth Walsh Valdis Lazdins, Director of Planning
Councilmember Deb Jimg James h-vin, Director of Public Works



Testimony against CB38

Bruce T. Taytor, M.D., Taylor Service Company, Tay!or Properties Community Association

Village Crest Neighborhood Association/ 4100 College Ave., Eilicott City/ MD 21043

CB38 is a bad bill/ flawed at its core, and should not be passed or even amended, it overreaches on all fronts. It includes

watershed areas that do not impact Old Ellicott City (DEC). It will have a negative effect on OEC, Howard County and its

citizens. It will make development in Its designated areas nearly impossible and unaffordable, raising the cost of new

housing, eiiminating projects that wouid provide Moderate Income Housing Units (MIHUs) and thereby reduce needed

housing for workers in the County. It makes one wonder if the goal of the bill isn't to enforce xenophobic fears. Howard

County and the OEC area should be inclusive, not exclusive to the we!! to do,

Five generations of my family have been working to improve OEC for over 120 years. Our Main Street, New Cut Road

and St. Paul St. properties are still recovering from the last two major floods. With this heavy investment in OEC we, as

much or more than anyone/ want to continue to improve OEC and Howard County as much as possible. CB38 will do the

opposite even though it is supposed to be protective. The County water or hydrology study published in June 2017

recognized development as only a minor contributor to flooding of OEC, pointing out that even if all the 3.7 square mEies

of the DEC watershed were undeveloped forest, about 80% of the floodwaters would stili have occurred in 2016. This

small contribution of existing development is because of two factors: 1) soaking rains for days before the fiood saturate

most surfaces, even in woodlands, so that they cannot accept more water; and 2) old development, predating new

Storm Water Management (SWM) regulations in the 1980's, accounts for most of the developed area In the watershed.

The fact is that development by toda/s standards, and even more so if CR122 & CR123 pass, will heip OEC by providing

SWM that retains many acre-feet of water. Each new development will provide quality and quantity controls which do

not exist today; many of these SWM benefits will be on !ine at no cost to the County before all the features of the

excellent flood mitigation plan of County Executive Ball can be completed. The more area that is deveioped or re-

developed the more SWM that wi!S be provided. CB38 if passed wl!! stop or greatly reduce development which will/

therefore, mean there will be no change from current conditions which have contributed to flooding. Development and

re-deveiopment is exactly what OEC needs to help keep acre feet of water from reaching Main Street.

in general the more development there is the more the tax base and revenues increase in addition to adding to housing

stock and needed workforce housing. If we make development too costly/ new projects wiii not proceed/ revenues will

decline and diversity will suffer. Taylor Highlands will add over $200 Million to the County tax base.

In addition, life for existing homeowners is going to be worse. Property values wii! drop since properties wSH be less

valuable since less can be done with them. The ability and cost to do simple deck additions or other home

improvements will be prohibitive with the open space requirements. Revenues will drop as home values drop. The

County might be faced with multiple lawsuits from owners who feel their property has effectively been taken by this bill

and the County. With no grandfathering/ property owners with projects in line for years wi!l need to abandon or

completely re-design their projects.

The bill also restricts ai! sorts of waivers to SWM projects only, yet the County itself needs waivers to Jnstali and

maintain needed infrastructure weli beyond SWM. We cannot crippie our abiiity to put these vital projects and schools

in place.

As the President of the Taylor Properties Community Association and of the Village Crest Neighborhood Association/ we

also oppose CB38. These associations represent the over 1000 residents who live in Tayior ViiSage at the top of College

Avenue. Portions of these developments fall outside the OEC watershed yet are included in CB38. Each week the

architectural review process considers multiple applications for simple homeowner property improvements; many of

these will be impossible or unaffordabie if CB38 passes. Residents are rightly concerned that their ability to use and

enjoy their property and their values will drop as a resuit.

In summary, we urge you to vote against C838 which will have a negative impact of OEC, the County and its residents.



Sayers, Margery

From: John Fritz <jlfdep@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 6:15 PM
To: CoundtMai!
Subject: Support for CB38 from District 1 Resident

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

Dear County Council Members,

I'm writing in support of CB38 introduced by my Council Member Liz Walsh. As a resident adjacent to the proposed
Lawyers Hill Overlook (PB 445), which I also oppose/ i want to see existing environmentai iaw enforced/ not waived by a
fee or loophole.

If not/ now when will we change our business as usual - and preferred approach - to smart growth, if not you/ then who

wil! do so. Please act responsibly and pass CB38.

Sincerely,

John Fritz
5824 Judge Dobbin Ct.
Elkridge, MD 21075
410.245.2226



From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Burnet Chaimers <burnetchalmers@outlook.com>

Monday, September 16, 2019 6:09 PM
CoundlMail
William Wade Sapp Jr.& Lee Hamilton (wade.tee.614@gmail.com); Dale N. Schumacher
MD MEd MPH (dalenschumacher@aoi,com); Fern@Nerhood,net

strongly support CB 38

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

My name is Burnet Chalmers. I live at 6560 Belmont Woods Road/ Elkridge/ MD 21075. I'm 72 and am a lifelong resident

of Howard County.

In 1972 Hurricane Agnes caused extreme flooding En our area. it inflicted extensive damage along the Patapsco River
Valley/ including Ellicott City and Elkridge. After Agnes, Howard County took 3 strong leadership position developing
storm water laws and regulations. One of my daughters is a wetlands specialist with Vermont Department of Natural
Resources. She's told me that Vermont and several other states modeled their regulations after those developed here
after Agnes. She has asked what went wrong that allowed such intensive development in our area that contributed
to devesting flooding of Ellicott City twice in recent years. My answer was that, very sadly, many years of waivers, fees

in lieu of and various other exceptions took the teeth out of our exemplary laws and regulations.

The word radical means return to basics or roots. It also means far reaching thorough change of course. Once far off

course, radical action often is needed to return to basics or roots.

CB 38 will get us back to basics; to our roots of good stewardship.

Please support CB 38.

Sincerely/

BurnetChalmers

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Meg Ricks <capizziricks@gmail.com>
Monday, September 16, 2019 5:46 PM
CounciiMai!
In Support of CB38
cb38.2019Ricks.odt

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

please see attached testimony

VErus-free. www.avast.com



Dear Council Members,

I am writing in support ofCB38-2019. I would hope that we can learn from the mistakes of the past
and do better going forward. You must act in the best interest of our community and for the health and

safety of us all, not in the interests of developer profits. Please pass CB38.

Meg Ricks
Elkridge (District 1)



Sayers, Margery

From: Mukesh Kumar <mksingh562@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:44 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38-2019

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

Good Afternoon,

I am resident of EflEott City and live very close to the historic downtown. I express my strong opposition to the CB38-
2019 bi!l in the current format. This bill does not represent the best for the existing property owners in the area. I own

a piece of land that i would like to sub-djvide to fund my kids education and to gain some retirement money. If this bill
goes through as is, it will deprive me of such property rights and wi!l also lead to tower value for my house.
One main reason for the uncontroiiable flood was the failure of existing storm water management systems. I have

myself experienced one such system that did not even operate the way it was supposed to during the 2018 flood and

resulted in a sheet flow of water in front of my own house.
Banning new development is not going to fix such systems. The need is for careful evaluation of existing mitigation
systems and for sensible development without sacrificing growth. This bil! is not balanced and fails to propose anything
for such evaluation & mitigation, We don't need emotional knee-jerk reactions like this bill/ but sensible planning that
doesn't sacrifice one thing over other.

Sincerely/
Mukesh Kumar



Sayers, Margery

From: Karen Knelly <hampandkaren@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:24 PM
To: CouncHMail
Subject: 38-2019, CB40-2019, and CB42-2019

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

DearCouncii Members:

We are writing to you to let you know about our strong feelings in reference to CB38-2019. We want you to vote jn

favor of saving all of the Howard County watersheds and their tributaries-Patapsco/ Little Patapsco, Middle Patapsco/
and the Patuxent. Once they have been used up, we can never get them back. The chopping down of trees/ putting
more homes and buildings on the land as well as paving around these places-especialiy around Oid Ellicott City-have
been the major cause of the current flooding problems-not climate change.

We also want to urge you to vote in favor of CB40-2019, that will continue the temporary prohibition of permits, and/
vote in favor of CB42-2019, increasing the school surcharge for new homes.

We are thanking you, in advance, for considering our opinions.

Hampton and Karen Knelly



Sayers, Margei

From: Karen Knelly <hampandkaren@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:24 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: 38-2019, CB40-2019, and CB42-2019

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

Dear Council Members:

We are writing to you to tet you know about our strong feelings in reference to CB38-2019. We want you to voteJn
favor of saving all of the Howard County watersheds and their tributaries-Patapsco, Little Patapsco/ Middle Patapsco,
and the Patuxent. Once they have been used up/ we can never get them back. The chopping down of trees, putting
more honnes and buildings on the !and as well as paving around these places-espedaily around Old Eilicott CEty-have
been the major cause of the current flooding problems-not ciimate change.

We also want to urge you to vote in favor of CB40-2019, that will continue the temporary prohibition of permits, and,
vote in favor of CB42-2019, increasing the school surcharge for new homes.

We are thanking you/ in advance, for considering our opinions.

Hampton and Karen Kneiiy



Sayers, Mlargery

From: Eric Crowe <ericcrowe@gabiecompany.com;>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:14 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Eric Crowe

Subject: Testimony Opposing CB38

Importance: High

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

Hello, my name is Eric Crowe, ! am here on behalf of Unusual Company located on Lower Main Street in Old Elhcott City
testifying En opposition to ACT CB38-2019.

CB38 fails to address how Old Ellicott City will rebuild itself and thrive if all land development is stopped within the

watershed. Stopping land development In and around Old Ellicott City does nothing to help fix the current flooding
issues. CB38 faiis to address the many acres of parking lots & asphalt areas along route 29 & 100 that have no Storm
Water Management that all drain to lower main street/ Eiiicott City.

CR122 and 123 have a fee in iieu option, if the new development, which has to have lOOyeaE'fSood management, can't
achieve the "storm of record" (2016) storm water management on-site, then the development must pay huge dollars to
the County. The County would in turn use those monies to retro-fit the areas that currently have no storm water

management in piace.

it is true that CR122 & 123 is costiy to developers/ but it will help fix the current flooding issues by boring the large
tunnel & widening the Tiber Channel to divert the f!ood waters.

Although/1 do not believe either plan wiil prevent a total fiooding emergency with Old EIHcott City, it Is dear to me that
Calvin Ball's CR122 & 123 plan helps fix the issues and allows responsible growth within & around Old Eilicott City to get
more "FEET ON THE STREET" to ailow OEC to thrive.

I urge you to stand with me and support all small businesses of Old Ellicott City in opposition of ACT CB38-2019.

Sincerely/

Eric Crowe

President
Unusual Company
8137 Main Street
Ellicott City/MD 21043

Eric Crowe
Sr, Vice Pres. - Corporate & Retail Accounts
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Sayers, Margery

From: Richard D <rdeutschmann2@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 4:56 PM
To: CouncilMall
Cc: Senator Guy Guzzone; Delegate Vanessa Atterbeary; Delegate Shane Pendergrass;

Delegate Jen Terrasa

Subject: CB38

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

To the members of the Council -

I am writing in strong support of CB38 ~ The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill.

This is a btfi that is decades overdue. Having been a Howard County resident for more than 48 years/1 have watched as

valuable pieces of our forest, stream buffer and steep sloped land have inexplicably disappeared in favor of a steady
march of development. The result has undoubtedly !ed to stormwater surges into our streams and rivers, loss of forest

diversity and vitaiity, and an increase in flooding in special places like historic Ellicott City.

Now/ we have an opportunity to bring about smarter, more environmentaily sound development practices to the

county. Given that we are densely developing the downtown Columbia area/ this should be coupled with a much
stricter guidance for developing on or near our ecologically valuable forests and lands in the county. CB38 wouid do
just that/ putting a much higher bar on where and how we gain approvals for clearing the limited remaining forests in
the county. It wouid also eliminate the "fees in lieu" of compliance, which En our business of energy development are
known to result in much lower quality forested areas than the original.

We urge the Council to vote in favor of this biii/ and to resist and vote against any weakening amendments to this

forward-looking legislation,

Thank you -

Richard &Vanessa Deutschmann

9485 Hickory Limb
Columbia/ MD 21045
M-(410)707-4368



Sayers, Margery

From: Elaine Lutz - ext. 2165 <ELutz@cbf.org>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 4:56 PM
To: CouncilMaEI
Subject CBF Support for CB38-2019
Attachments: 8-16-19 CBF support HoCo CB38-2019.pdf

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

Dear Honorable Members of the Howard County Council - Attached piease find testimony in support of CB38-2019 from
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. This bill would provide critical and sensible protections for the Patapsco Lower North
Branch watershed. Please fee! free to contact me with any questions.

Thank you,

Elam-e/La^
Maryiand Staff Attorney
Chesapeake Bay Foundation
6 Herndon Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21403
(443) 482-2165
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Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive
EllicottCity.MD 21043

September 16,2019

Re: Support County Bill CB38-2019 - The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill

Dear Honorable Members of the County Council:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on County Bill CB38-2019, an
important step in protecting the Patapsco Lower North Branch watershed and local
water quality. The Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) urges your support of this
legislation. CBF and our over 6,000 members in Howard County have a vested interest
in the health and quality of local rivers, streams, and tiie Chesapeake Bay. One of the
most significant causes of pollution and local water quality impairments in Howard
County is polluted stormwater runofffrom developed lands. Urban land generates
68% of the sediment pollution within the Patapsco River Lower North Branch
watershed.1 Regulations regarding stormwater, forest conservation, stream buffers, and
floodpiains are the first line of defense against sediment and nutrient pollution that is
caused by development and other land disturbances. This bill would ensure that these
laws and regulations are not arbitrarily sacrificed in the Patapsco River Lower North
Brach watershed where they are needed the most.

It is well established that impervlous surfaces such as roads, buildings, and parking
lots have a direct impact on a watershed, as impervious surfaces disrupt the natural
hydrological cycle by preventing infiltration ofstormwater into the ground. Numerous
studies have found that higher amounts of impervious surfaces in a watershed diminish
the health and water quality of the surface waters in that watershed. Generally, studies
have found that water quality starts to significantly degrade when the watershed
contains 10% or greater impervious surfaces^ although negative impacts can be seen at
much lower percentages as well.3 Much of the degradation is due to the fact that
impervious surfaces collect and funnel stormwater runoffto local surface waters at a
much higher volume, velocity., and temperature than would occur on natural, filtering

} Patapsco Lower North Branch Sediment Total Daily Maximum Load (TMDL), 9/30/2011.
2 Center for Watershed Protection, Impacts oflmpervious Cover on Aquatic Systems, 2003; Morgan
and Cushman, 2005 (studies of Eastern Piedmont and Coastal Plain streams in Maryland); Moore and
Palmer, 2005 (study ofheadwater streams in Montgomery County MD).

Id; see also, Maryland Biological Stream Survey, indicating poor health in every stream with
watershed imperviousness above 15%.

CBi HI.ADQUAfMTRS
6HERNDONAVFNUF ! ANNAPOI.IS. MD ?l403 | 410-?68-88Ui | CBr.ORG



surfaces.4 This increase in volume and velocity may also contribute to localized or regional
flooding, sometimes catastrophically as has been seen in Ellicott City.

State and local regulations have attempted to reduce the negative impact of development and
impervious surface on water quality and other environmental impacts, but do not fully prevent or
offset those impacts. Under the Chesapeake Assessment Scenario Tool (CAST)5, which is the
analytical tool used for the Chesapeake Bay clean up, the conversion of natural land to developed
land carries a large pollution increase even with the application of all relevant best management
practices and regulations. Of course, the impact of development on hydrology and water quality
is even more severe when the regulations regarding stormwater, forest conservation, wetlands,

steep slopes and ftoodplains are not even applied in full or on-site due to variances or the
payment offees-m-Ileu.

Local laws regarding stormwater, forest conservation, wetlands, steep slopes, and floodplains are
no different from other zoning restrictions, which are meant to be enforced and complied with.
Maryland's highest court has recognized that the purpose of zoning and other restrictions is "to
prevent exceptions as far as possible," and stated that specific needs for variances "must be
substantial and urgent and not merely for the convenience of the applicant."6 Unfortunately,
current County law allows variances to these critical laws under criteria that bear no relation to
the impacts of those variances. Current variance criteria do nothing to protect human health and
the environment, and certainly do not require the appropriate demonstration of substantial and
urgent need to deviate from the law. This bill would recognize the importance of strict
application of these critical laws and appropriately narrow the allowance for variances.

Finally, CBF is in strong support of the legislation's proposal for 100' buffers for wetlands and
waterways in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed and the Elllcott City floodplain.
Buffers are critical to the health and function of streams and wetlands. Riparian buffers prevent
nutrient and sediment pollution from entering waterways, provide critical stabilization for stream
banks, provide food and habitat for wildlife, and keep streams cool. One study found that
forested riparian buffers had up to 200-800% less nitrogen pollution than non-forested streams.
The Chesapeake Bay Program Expert Panel on riparian buffers recommend a 100 foot buffer
width,8 which this legislation would implement.

In conclusion, CBF urges a favorable vote from the Council on CB38-2019. Local waters and
communities in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed need to be protected before the
next potentially catastrophic storm event.

4 Stormwater nmoffalso collects a large variety of pollutants as it runs over impervious surfaces, such as grease,

pesticides, pet waste, fertilizers, and more, which are delivered directly to surface waters.

5 Chesapeake Bay Program, 2017. Chesapeake Assessment and Scenario Tool (CAST) Version 2017d. Chesapeake
Bay Program Office.

6 Behoir Farms Homeowws Ass'n, Inc. v. North, 355 Md. 259, 734 A.2d 227 (1999).
Sweeny et al. Riparian deforestation, stream nai'f'owmg, and loss of stream ecosystem services. PNAS, September

2004;101:14132-14137.
8 Cliesapeake Bay Program Forestry Workgroup. Recommendations of the Expert Pane! to Reassess Removal Rates
for Riparian Forest and Grass Buffers Best Management Practices. October 2014.



From: Mlchae! Thompson <thompson624@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 4:33 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB 38-2019 support

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

DearCouncii Members

I am writing to express my support for CB38. Waivers/variances/alternative compliance have long been an issue here in
Howard County and they are typically granted to the detriment of our environment. I am an ecologist working at an
ecological restoration firm here in Mary!and. My specialty is stream assess and restoration so I am well aware of the
negative consequences of developments, both with and without stormwater management. The need for legislation to
limit impacts Is vital to the health of our community and all the iife within it. More and more studies are Sinking human

health benefits to the surrounding environment and piacing a larger monetary vaiue on the ecosystem services provided
by intact natural systems. The economic benefit of forest is beginning to outweigh the cost associated with developing
them regardless of the tax income afforded to a municipality.

Waivers for "hardships" should not be based upon economic hardships that may be incurred by the developer, just
because a site has too many environmentai features to prevent a developer from mitigating the 100-yr storm event does
not mean that a waiver should be request. What should be the resuit of this circumstance should be that there are
fewer lots constructed. Most developers seem to be operating under the assumption that it Is their God given right to
place 100 homes on a 50 acre parce! in the R-20zone regardless of the environmentai features. I also feel that off-site
reforestation should not be allowed nor should stormwater management waivers. All of these lead to the further

degradation of our natural resources and the potential for hazardous downstream flooding.

I also feel that parcels that contain stormwater management features should not be deeded over to the Department of
Recand Parks. This becomes a tax burden for the residents of the county and a maintenance burden for the county.

There is a development currently proposed in the Plumtree watershed that proposes a stormwater management facility
being deeded over to Rec and Parks that has the potential to be a Class B or Class C hazard faciiity due to the number of
homes located downstream of this facility that are within the 100-yr floodpiain. This facility has the potential to impact
MD Route 40 and both the VaSSeymede and Dunloggin neighborhoods. This has the potential to be an extreme liability
for the county. httDs;//www.harfordcountvmd,ROv/DocurnentCenter/Vtew/3997/MarvSand-Dam-Safety-Reguiations-

MD-378-PDF

In addition to the language proposed in CB 38,! would suggest adding the Plumtree watershed to all the provisions of
this bi!i as well as provisions to require public notice for any variance/waiver/alternatlve compliance request and that all
potentially hazardous stormwater management facilities be maintained by the developer or the home owners
association. Home owners need to be made aware of such facilities that may be within their HOA due to potentia!
maintenance costs and downstream hoineownersthat may reside in the 100-yrftoodpiain also need to be aware of any

such facility.

i would be happy to discuss any of these issues further if so desired.

Sincerely

Michael Thompson



9806 Michaels Way

Ellicott City/ MD 21042



From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Gina Desiderio <desiderio@gmaii.com>

Monday, September 16, 2019 4:32 PM
CouncilMail
Written Testimony in Support of CB38

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

Thank you. Council Member Liz Walsh, for introducing CB38.1 am unequivocally in support of this legislation to make
sure the County starts actually working toward being responsible stewards of our last small areas of undeveloped land

by eiiminating developer entitiements. This bill is critical toward reducing future flood risks. Any Council Member who
votes against CB38 is voting against not only the preservation of Howard County land/ but against the lives of our
citizens and against Old Ellicott City.

For too long, past Council Members have superf!cla!ty shown support for Old EHEcott City or pretended to be stewards of
our land/ but posing for photo opps/ mucking around in boots/ or attending re-opening ceremonies fails to actually do
anything to help us in the future or address why we face so many risks today.

We can be supportive of industry/ development, commerce/ and new housing while also protecting our land. It doesn't

have to be one or the other, but we have to stop aHowsng developer entitlements.

Please/ Council Members/ show your support for Howard County. Let us know you want to protect the safety of your
constituents in a concrete way by voting for CB38.

Sincerely,
Gina Desiderio Edmison
9822Sawmili Branch Trail

Eiiicott City, MD 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Wayne Davis <wayne.davis103@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 20194:24 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Strongly Support CB-38!

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

! wish t could testify in person for this bill, but this email wiil have to suffice. It is time to STOP the WAIVERS that are

polluting our streams, increasing runoff/ and contributing to flooding. Please support CB-38 prohibiting waivers in the
Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed and prohibiting disturbance of land En the Ellicott City Floodplain.

Our County is in a crisis and a very expensive one. The flooding and increased pollution caused by continued
disturbance of the floodplain and subsequent runoff is causing flood damage/ erosion/ increased sedimentation/ and
violations of water quality standards. Please support the smart decisions to stop these WAIVERS which appear to the
public to be political favors to developers.

Water quality in Howard County is getting worse with more pollution affecting our rivers, streams, reservoirs/lakes and
wetlands. As in the Patapsco watershed, the Little Patuxent River watershed has been decimated by development and
what once was a decent bass fishery Es now tiffed with siit-tolerating species. Why not try to reverse the damage from
the past 20 years? Smart development is needed along with prohibiting waivers, and even development itself, in
watersheds that couid meet water quality standards with the proper restoration and cessation of pollution from runoff.

Regards,

Wayne Davis
3rd District
Kings Contrivance, 21046



Sayers, Margery

From: Kimberlee Drake <kimdrakeenv@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 20194:10 PM
To: CouncilMai!

Subject; Sept. legislation

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

Howard county council members/

This is not testimony.

!support CB38, CB40/and CB42
(that is not to say i don't support the others, but that I am only writing to you about these)

As a degreed environmental scientist and a member of the HoCo Sierra club board/1 would like you to know that I am En
favor of CB38. CoundlwomanWatsh did a presentation to explain the details ofthe bill and it is quite comprehensive.

With her background in Engineering/ I trust her approach to land use is sound. We should not allow developers to work
around their responsibility to proper land use by being granted waivers. I have not been ab!e to read all the legislation

presented this session, but I support anything that prevents deveiopers from essentially doing whatever they want
regardless of environmental/ infrastructure and social consequences. In this vein, i support raising developer fees like

the school facilities surcharge and not allowing fee in lieu for such things such as storm water management or tree

plantings.

I also support CR112-2019.

Thank you for your time.
KEm Drake
District 2



From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Carolyn Weibel <carolinasandsunsurf2@gmail.com>

Monday, September 16, 2019 3:56 PM
CouncilMaii
Council Bill 38-2019: Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed

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

Good afternoon, County Council Members,

i can't attend tonight's County Council meeting. S am in favor of passing this bill,

Thank you

Carolyn Weibel

Valley Mede



Sayers,

From: Meagan Braganca <mbraggncatri@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 3:41 PM
To: CouncEIMai!
Subject: Written Testimony CB38 IN FAVOR Meagan Braganca
Attachments: CB38-2019 Written Testimony MBraganca.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

Meagan Braganca



HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
September 16, 2019

7:00 pm
CB 38-2019

In Favor

Meagan Braganca
3720 Valerie Carol Court

Eliicott City, MD 21042

Jessica Watsula

Joseph Anthony Blevins
Eddison "Eddie" Hermond

Names that have not been mentioned nearly enough. Innocent victims of the 2016 & 2018

EHicott City floods. Visitors who came here to enjoy one of the best spots Howard County has

to offer, swept up in the consequences of our own dereliction.

There is no doubt that unchecked development has largely contributed to the danger of the

rushing waters that occurred on July 30, 2016 and May 27, 2018. Engineering experts have

verified this. https://www.baltirTtoresun.com/marvland/howard/ph--ho-cf-flood-development-

0523-storv.html

The question is, how do we move forward? What steps do we take to start to minimize these

atrocious consequences? !t starts with addressing the dereliction. Waivers, !ax regulations,

haphazard allowances. That is what has led us to tonight. And residents speak of them again in

the very room that has witnessed so many other Howard County citizens asking, pSead'mg to

stop certain developments/ to not allow waivers, to put the brakes on the county buitd-out until

we can assess what's best for our community. The walls of the Banneker Room still hold

whispers of their pleas. It is virtually all that's left of their requests, because their appeals were

not heard, heeded or acted upon.

With CB 38, we have a chance to change at! of that. It can be a first step towards an era of

progress/ where the county government REPRESENTS the people " listen to them, and act on

the pleas. Coundlwoman WaSsh has put together a comprehensive bil! of action, to treat our

waterways as places to be cared for, our people as the amazing community they are, and

flooding as the danger it represents.

Members of the county councii, this is your chance to show WHY you were elected/ because

this bill is a culmination of years in the makmg of what the community has been asking for. I've

heard the pleas myseif/} know you have too. The only way forward is to pass CB38.

Thank you



Sayers, Margery

From: Home <thetersiguels@ginaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 2:57 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38/CR122/CR123

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

Dear Council Members -

It would be realiy fair to suggest that those of us directly impacted in the Tiber and Piumtree Watersheds/ have been
very demanding on your time. Even more fair to say, that we have asked a iot of questions and made a lot of requests

regarding iegisfation that would further protect us. The bill (CB-38) and resolutions (CB-122, CB-123) currently presented
before the council have their own strengths and weaknesses.!/ for one will be the first to admit, I do not know how to

go about legislating for our greater, more detrimental problem, climate change.

A strength of CB-38 is it's protecting the !ast of the last. it's weakness, it has diminished private land use in the entire
watershed and seems to be way too little, way too late. It also limits its scope of protection. If natural resources is the

number one concern/ why is this legislation not for al! of Howard County?

CR-122/s strength is that it's a long overdue increase in fees/ and is in line with surrounding districts. It's weakness, is it
enough to address the chaNenges and cost ofSWM in these two watersheds? i would further recommend these fees be
dedicated solely for the purpose of SWM in these watersheds.

CR-123's strength is it is by far the most comprehensive in addressing multiple issues across the board regarding land
use/ development, and SWM to protect a!! of our assets. It's weakness, there certainly could be room to increase and

streamline legislation that would incentivize, support and encourage communities to upgrade SWM and In some areas
of the watersheds/ implement if for the first time.

I cannot support CB-38 as it stands/ and I do support CR-122/ CR-123 along with these suggestions.

Thank you and sincerely,

Angela Tersiguel
3113 The Oaks Rd
Ellicott City. MD 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Tara Simpson <thsimpson@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:03 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: CB38 IN FAVOR from District 1.

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

Dear County Council:

! am writing to you as a resident of District 1 and am in support of CB38. It is essential that we protect and preserve this

watershed in a radically different way than we have been. No more excuses, no more exceptions. Let's put the existing

watershed first- over future housing and retail development. This legislation is real/ meaningful, essential and timely.

P!ease don't wait.

I support CB38 and appreciate the opportunity to share this with you.

Thanks-

TaraSimpson.

Tara Simpson/ Psy.D.

Licensed Psychoiogist

8 Reservoir Circle 8894 Stanford Blvd.
Suite 105 Suite 103

Pikesviite, Md. 21208 Columbia, Md. 21045

410-303-3402

thsimpson(Slgmail.com

This message and any attachments are intended only for use of the individual or entity to which they are addressed and
may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, please note that copying or distributing this
communication is prohibited. If you have received this email in error or it was forwarded to you without permission
from Dr. Tara H. Simpson, piease return it to the sender at the email address above, deiete this message from al!

mailboxes or other storage areas/ and destroy all copies. Thank-you. ** Please note: E-mail is not a secure form of

communication, so I cannot ensure your confidentiality.**



Sayers, Margery

From: Walsh, Eiizabeth
Sent Monday, September 16, 2019 1:03 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Cc: Jones, Diane; Giendenning, Craig; Harrod, Michelle R; Fisher, Karina; Dvorak, Nicoie
Subject: Redevelopment Summary Chart
Attachments: RedevelopmentChartforCB38.2018.09.1 S.pdf

Colleagues: Referenced in yesterday's summary chart for CB38 (Item 6) was this graphic showing comparative
requirements for reducing impemous surfaces on potential redevelopment sites. As you'll see, CB38 prioritizes

redevelopment of existing fully built-out sites, as compare to those with undeveloped iand. (! am not making an
argument for how best the land would be used under either scenario/ just the most linear depiction I could think of as to
how the land would be apportioned.)

As always/ happy to discuss/ clarify/ reformat... as may be most heipfui to you.



Prioritizing Redevelopment of Existing Built-Out Sites
CB38 Proposed Changes to 18,910(b)

listing Condiiton of Redevelopment Site

25% Imperious 50% Impwious 75% Impervious

BEFORE (County Code 18,910; Requiring 50% Reduciion in Impervlous Surface)

88% Impen/ious 75% ImpeFVfous .63%|m[>eryiOLis

AFTER (CB3B, p.18, Una 4; Requlfing 25% Reduction in tmperrious Surface, 25% Undeveioped Land Undlsturbeci)
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Sayers, Margery

From; Both D <exaa2011@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 2:45 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: C838-2019

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

September 16, 2019

Re: CB38-2019

Dear Honorable County Council members,

Please vote YES for Council Bili 38.1 strongly believe more needs to be done to address the preservation of our forests
and to protect our watershed. I strongly support this bill and the benefits it wi!l provide to help reduce flooding risks to
our community.

! am tired of seeing the Department of Planning and Zoning give waivers to deveiopments so they do not have to follow
regulations. This bi!i seeks to restrict the waivers being given in vulnerable environ me ntai areas, to stop the rampant
deforestation that increases flooding concerns and is removing most of our green space. Given the recent floods, this bill
makes perfect sense.

Please vote YES for Council Bill 38. Do the right thing for our environment and our safety.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Beth Daniel

3247 Did Fence Court
EHicott City, MD 21042
(District 5)



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Garber <buzysusan23@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 2:09 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: in support of CB-38

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

Dear County Council Members^

I urge ALL of you to support and pass CB-38 as written. Ifc will demonstrate that you
have truly learned something and are willing to put constituent interests above those of
the development community. This biil takes precisely fche steps I've been hoping for in
order to face the reality of our current state of development/ where:

• the Department of Planning and Zoning FACILITATES rather than REGULATES
development

• no developer request is considered too onerous to not permit it by simply paying the
tiniest of application fees

• the Counfcy/s own projects frequently require waivers/ thus modeling the bad
behavior for others who expect the same approval

• no magnitude of flooding or death toll appears sufficient to apply reason to stop
development on sfceep slopes/ in mature forests/ or in wetlands

• our developer attorney-written ambiguous regulations always leave the door open to
'exceptions' which fail to protect lives/ property/ the environment/ or our quality of life.

Thank you Councii Member Waish for bringing this comprehensive bill forward. I would
sincerely hope that similar legislation would be brought forward to protect other
watersheds throughout the County in the future. This strong stance is needed County-
wide.

Please don't yield to developer arguments. It is crucial/ as the amount of buildable land
is reduced/ that we follow the basic principal of building WITH what the land
presents. Engineers may think they can conquer the iand to maximize units but as we
have seen too often—that doesn't usually end well.

Some challenging land must simply be preserved as open space which serves the critical
function of protection from disaster.

(I regret I am unable to testify in person before you this evening.)



Sincerely/

Susan Garber



Sayers, Margery

From: Rigby, Chnstiana
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:59 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: Please oppose CB 38

——-Original Message-"—

From: Myrtle Webb <user@votervoice.net>

Sent: Monday/ September 16, 2019 1:48 PM
To: Rigby/ Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject; Please oppose CB 38

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

sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby,

As a Howard County resident/ I write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However, very little consideration has
been given to how CB 38 wiSf impact current residents and homeowners; including those who have iived In their

communities for years.

CB 38 will drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This witl place our aiready expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and pub!ic servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage/ insure their dweSHng,

or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations wili cost area
homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely,

Myrtle Webb
8314 Wades Way
Jessup/ MD 20794
myrtieseilshomes@aol.com



Sayers. Margery

From: Rigby, Christiana
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:42 PM

To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: I Urge You to Vote NO on Council Bill 38-19

—"Original Message-—

From; Thomas Stebbins <Tstebbins@wiltisconcrete.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:38 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: i Urge You to Vote NO on Council Bill 38-19

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

sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby/

The Maryland Building Industry Association, representing 100,000 employees of the building industry across the State of

Maryland, strongly opposes Council Bill 38-19.

This expensive and overly broad bil! will make any new development infeasible/ with drastic results across the County.

This bill is bad for communities and bad for Howard County. MBIA respectfully requests the Council vote NO on Counci!
Bill 38-19.

Sincerely/

Thomas Stebbins
Job Coordinator
Wiiiis Concrete Construction
10964 Guiiford Rd
AnnapoiEs junction, MD 20701
Tstebbins@wiliisconcrete.com



Sayers, Marqen

From: Pfeifer, Ken - OPA <Pfeifer.Ken@dol.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:26 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Cc: BalE, Calvin B
Subject: Support of the BiS! CB38-2019

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

Dear HOCO County Council/

I am writing you to ask that you please pass Bill CB38-2019*

have lived in the county since 1992 and am tired of seeing the rural eastern areas, including the
scenic roads of the Ifchester area, decimated by development It seems that once again the

"developers" are unabaitedly ruling the county.

Please help the homeowners in the east and pass C838-2019.

Thanks/ Ken Pfeifer
5378BriarOakCt
EC M D 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Gregory Breazeale <braaz@me.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:37 PM
To: CouncilMaE!
Subject: CB38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

1 would like to add my voice to those who support this bi!l.

As a 20 year resident of Ellicott City/1 have watched as acre after acre of land has been given over for development. The
events of the past couple years have spoken loud and clear for the need for smart development.
I believe this bi!i is a step in the right direction.
Thank You
Greg Breazeaie

Greg Breazeaie

410-418-5825

4644HuntleyDr
Eliicott City
Braaz@me.com



Sayers, Margery

From: William Liliey <ecrfpres@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:29 PM
To: CoundlMaH
Subject: CB38

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

Please Pass This Bill!

Help us protect and save that which is so important!

Ed Ljlley
4805 Wifkens Avenue
Catonsviiie, MD 21228
410-303-2959



Sayers, Margery

From: Rigby, Christiana
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:19 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject FW; CB38 Environmental Considerations
Attachments: PatapscoBillResponseV7NRVLEM.docx

From: LEILA MAHLIN <samlnbm@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday/ September 14, 2019 12:05 PM
To: REgby, Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Cc: Nea! VanderHpp <nrv@xcal-sol.com>

Subject: Environmentai Considerations

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

Dear Council Chair Mercer Rigby,

The mission of protecting the Patapsco lower North Branch is carried forth and reflected in the construction

of CB 38-2019. This is in light of the recent flash flooding in Old Ellicott City. We support the amendments and
additions to the Howard County Code that are mentioned in this bill. We would like the Council to pass this
bill and for it to be signed by the County Executive.

if portions of the bill were applied to the rest of the County where flooding issues have also occurred this
would do even more to protect County citizens and their property.

Many of the waivers or exceptions in the Howard County Code are only available to smaiier areas/ apparently

with the belief that since they are so small it won't significantly impact the County. This focus misses the

important analytical step that should be required to proceed with development. There have been negative

environmental impacts from relatively sma!) changes to existing surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

This can result in an increased tax burden and financial loss to local businesses and residents.

We have three major recommendations:

11 We should bepin to think in terms of "Compact-Environments".



2) Howard County should create an environmental Watchway".

3) Including in the General Plan a 50 year vision of economic and environmental health will Ruide our county

to keep growins in a healthy sustainable wav.

For elaboration of these recommendations and analysis of the bill please read the attached.

We do not want these to interfere with the passing of the 38-2019 bill but think these items are important to
the health of Howard County and should be given timely consideration.

Sincerely/

Leila Mahlln

Neal Vanderlipp



' )

Patapsco Bill Analysis With Recommendations for Future Consideration By LeiiaMahiin and NeaivanderSipp 9/13/2019

Bill No 38-2019 The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill introduced by Liz Walsh

The mission of protecting the Patapsco Lower North Branch is carried forth and reflected in the

construction of C8 38-2019. This is in light of recent flash flooding in Old Elllcott City. We support the
amendments and additions to the Howard County Code that are mentioned in this Bill. We would

like the Council to pass this bill and for it to be signed by the County Executive.

If portions of the bill were applied to the rest of the County where flooding issues have also occurred

this would do even more to protect County citizens and their property.

Many of the waivers or exceptions in the Howard County Code are only available to smaller areas/

apparently with the belief that since they are so small it won't significantly impact the County. This
focus misses the important analytical step that should be required to proceed with deveiopment.

There have been negative environmental impacts from relatively small changes to existing

surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. This can result in an increased tax burden and financial

loss to local businesses and residents.

We have reviewed and commented on the sections only listed in Bill 38-2019 and have attached

some specific suggestions that we would like for the Council to consider implementing. We do not

want these to interfere with the passing of the 38-2019 bill but think these items are important to the
health of Howard County and should be given timely consideration.

We have three major recommendations:

1) We should begin to think in terms of "Compact-Environments", or smaller undeveloped or

less developed areas. These are often comprised of streams, open space/ and forests and

serve as critical conduits to our "Greenways". When environmentally degraded/ they

collectively impact the County as a whole. Numerous exemptions or waivers are often given

to developments to the detriment of their Compact-Environments. Development with

insufficient environmental protection or foresight can negatively impact all of us; in fact,

many argue/ it already has.

2) Howard County should create an environmental "Watchway". Just.as we have a Green

Infrastructure Network or Greenway where we wish to protect and connect our greenspace/

we need to create a system of vigilance to protect local residential and business

neighborhoods. This wouid include an easy system to report flooding/ erosion/ new springs/

or road icings. This information would be collected and mapped to help the County stay

ahead of major problems.

3) The County should continue to be forward thinking so that our legacy is not a 2 year horizon

of environmental loss or a 20 year County financial deficit because of erosion of tax base due

to lack of residential and business sustainability. Including in the General Plan a 50 year vision

of economic and environmental health that takes Into account regional environmental trends

will guide our cpynty to keep growing in a healthv sustainable wav.

Lei!a MahJJn

Neai Vanderlipp



Patapsco Bill Analysis With Recommendations for Future Consideration By Leiia Mahih and Neai vanderiipp 3/13/2019

Below are a list of changes for the Council to consider as they address the effects that

various weather events are having on numerous areas throughout the County.

-Section-16.116 (c) (1) and (2) (d) (2) Planning, zoning and subdivisions and land development
regulations, Subdivision and land development regulations/ Design standards and requirements/

Protection of wetiands, streams/ and steep slopes

These portions refer to protection of wetlands, streams and steep slopes by Hmiting grading
in certain proximity to wetlands, waterways and steep slopes.

By applying these portions to the entire County the Greenway would be enhanced and the

//Watchway// would be reduced.

-Section-16.121.(b) (2) (i) (ii) Subdivision and land development regulations/ Design standards and
requirements/ Public sites and open space

These portions refer to how open space fee-in-iieu is managed.

Stringent protections should include the entire County such that there be a very high threshold for
anyfee-in-lieu.

-Specifically there are concerns with the ease of elimination of an open space area of less than half an

acre.

- In addition to losing the protection of the vegetation and associated wildiife it may also increase the

ability to develop and change density which would also impact the local environment.

"This does not protect the existing homes and businesses that are impacted by loss of the natural

protections of the environment.

- This section appears to allow significant opportunities for developers to utilize this to develop or

rebuild via significant additions with existing or new subdivisions.

There are areas in local communities that are negatively impacted when areas of less than half an

acre are built upon. For example even a neighbor removing vegetation and adding a decorative wall

can cause flooding in nearby yards.

-Section 16.121 (b) (3) Subdivision and land development regulations/ Design standards and
requirements/ Public sites and open space

This refers to fee-in-lieu payments used to acquire open space in the general area of the
development.

Open space should be encouraged to remain on the developed property or on bordering properties.

The tendency is to transfer many items like this to less developed areas which may serve to harm the

properties nearby the sending location and its Compact-Environment.
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Patapsco Bili Analysis With Recommendations for Future Consideration By Leiia Mahiin and Neai vanderiipp 9/13/2019

-Section-16.127 (d) (2) Subdivision and land development regulations. Design standards and

requirements/ Residential inflll development

This refers to disaliowsng residential infill development if there is not adequate stormwafer
management infrastructure.

The major concern with this is the difficulty that existing communities have in conveying recent

environmental changes that have occurred adjacent to potential development. Many Howard County

Communities are having flooding, periodic muddy soil, erosion, road degradation and new or

increased hydric soils.

How does a resident prove issues of stormwater management before there is any significant

home or municipal destruction?

-it needs to be documented/ passed on to the proper governmental agencies and then added to

official documentation
-This process alone may take up to a year.

-Some types of these typical stormwater issues include basement flooding/ loss of business inventory

and personal property due to mold or water damage, or increased underground water flow that

infiltrates the roads and damages them when frozen.

-These are examples of problems that are not publicly noted and not easily able for nearby affected

businesses or residents to find documentation on.

We need to install a "user friendly" system of citizen reporting environmental issues in the County.

These reports should be connected to proposed development sites so that DPZ staff as weil as State

environmental staff and the public can access it. This system would serve not only to monitor ongoing

issues, but aiso to provide data for future studies of our development process.

Section 16.1204- (d) (10) Subdivision and land development regulations, Forest conservation, Forest

conservation plan

This refers to requirements about retention, reforestation or afforestation and the requirement
of a two year maintenance agreement for these items except for certain circumstances for a
minor subdivision.

Even a minor subdivision which meets forest conservation requirements via forest retention should

be required to have a 2 yr maintenance agreement. Leaving these types of subdivisions and the

surrounding areas vulnerable to unforeseen environmental destruction is not in the best interest of

the citizens or the County. We should sustain the benefits of the forests of minor developments.

-Section 16.1210- (a) Subdivision and land development regulations, Forest Conservation, Fee-in-lleu

of afforestation or reforestation

This refers to payment of a fee-in-lleu for afforestation or reforestation off-s'iie.

-There should be a higher standard for allowing fee-in-lieu payments and when they are allowed it

should be required that the fees go to replantmg on site or on adjacent communities/ not at remote

locations that do not provide protection for the immediate Compact-Envlronments.



Patapsco Bi!i Analysis With Recommendations for Future Consideration By Leiia Mahiin and Neai vanderiipp 9/13/2019

-Add a statement (3) that adjacent community (business and residential) should be notified 45 days
prior to removal of trees or granting of permit in order for them to have time to respond. In addition

any repianting should occur on the affected property or if not feasible on adjacent property.

-Section 18.902A (b) (1) (2) Public Works/ Stormwater Management/ Stormwater management and
measures

This refers to exemptions for stormwater management measures and exemptions for single
family detached structures or developments that disturb fess than 5,000 square feet of land
area.

Buildings/ additions/ modifications or developments that disturb less than 5,000 square feet of land

area should not be exempt from storm water management. This should be required for all building

that impacts 500 square feet or more.

To put this 5/000 square foot exemption into perspective:

"It is about twice the size of an average singie-family home.

-This is ten times the minimum required size of a Senior Community Center For Age Restricted

Conditional Use.

"An infield of a major league baseball diamond is 8,000 square feet.

-A two-story mansion of this footprint size would be 10/000 square feet inside.

-This Is nearly the average size of newly built grocery stores such as Trader Joe's and Aldi/

This stormwater management exemption for development of less than 5,000 square feet

combined with the communities' burden of proving inadequate SWM (mentioned in 16.127 (d (2))
makes it difficult to protect the Compact-Environments which support the Greenway.

•Section 18.909" Public Works/ Stormwater management, Fee-in-lieu of implementing best

management practices

This refers to fee-ln-Heu for stormwater management.

Fee-in-lieu should be eliminated for SWM.

-Section 16.1204" (d) (4) Subdivision and land development regulations/ Forest Conservation/ Forest

Conservation Plan

This refers to Critical root depiction.

ft would be helpful if depiction of trees in diameter of 25 inches or greater could also be depicted in
this manner. Those are trees that within a short period of time may be specimen trees and are

worthy of tracking in a development.

Please refer to Howard County CB38-2019 for more detail.



Sayers, Margery

From: Mimi Mathews <deacmimi9120@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:17 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Please support CB38-thank you!

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



Sayers, Margery

From: mona@howardcountyissues.org

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:51 AM
To: CoundlMail; Yungmann, David
Subject: council bill 38

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

Not sure if this bill addresses the overall planning and zoning failures, but here's my story on the failure to hold developers to the
approved plan for water handling:

My ngme is Mona Eunce and I moved in to a new deveiopmenl in 2002, A new street was developed, along with
water" handling on various properties. The plan reflected the !ow point of water accumulation to be at a neighboring
culvert. However, since the road was put in, the low point has been the driveway entrance on my property and a long
!ist of damages have occurred, and expenses incurred. The lack of water-handllng has affected both the house and
outbuilding, the driveways, in addition to a list of other entities,

When I contacted the county, they said the road was put in incorrectly, and not according to the plan, and the low
point was miscaiculated as a result, !'d like to know how this got approved, and when a culvert will be installed at my
driveway entrance, in addition to the other regradlng to handle the massive run off, over a foot high water rushing
onto my property, I'm sure the taxpayers wouldn't want the stretch of road to be rebuilt, so a culvert is a reasonable
request.

When plans aren't enforced, TAXPAYERS LOSE,

Mona Eurice
District 5



Sayers, Margery

From: Aiexis M. McKenzie <amiaske@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:41 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: Support for CB-38

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

Dear Council Members/

! am writing in support of CB-38. I am in support of prohibiting further building in the watershed within 100/ of the
floodplain/ waterways and wetlands and 50; from steep slopes.

Thank you,

Alexis McKenzie
5945 Meadow Rose, Elkridge, MD 21075



JSaj/ers^

From: Scott Armiger <Scott@orcharddevelopinent.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16,2019 11:40 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: - CB 38-2019
Attachments: CB38-2019.docx

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

Please see attached.

L. Scott Armiger

President
Orchard Development Corporation

5032 Dorsey Hall Drive
Ellicott City/ Maryland 21042
Office: 410-964-2334
Cell: 443-506-7050

www.orcharddevelopment.com



Howard County Council

George Howard Building
3430 Court house Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: CB38-2019

Dear Council members:

I want to express my sincere opposition to CB38-2019.

This Bi!l is bad policy and bad for the County.

This bill Is more concerned with shutting down development than actually controNing flooding in Eilicott City or helping the
environment.

The bill is Anti-business and will Stop development/ including homebuilding, retail, and other desirable commercial/industria!
projects.

There are many Unintended consequences - individual property owners can't use their property like they want to/ and even
County projects are infeasible.

Howard County needs development. New development is vital to the financial health of Howard County; the county needs to
keep its tax base to continue to provide quality services.

No amendments. Nothing could make this bad bill better.

Sincerely,

Scott Armiger
12108 Serenity Lane
Marriottsville, MD 21104



Sayers, Mlargery

From: Pau! Revelfe <paul.reve!!e@gmail,com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:25 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: CB 38-2019
Attachments: Testimony on CB 38-2019" final.docx

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

I plan to testify in person but I am also submitting my testimony by email- see attached.

Paul Revelle



Testimony

CB 38-2019
Paul Revelle

7017 Meandering Stream Way
Fulton/ MD 20759

! agree with efforts to protect the watershed and improve stormwater protections. But f don t

agree that this bill accomplishes either goal.

Raising standards and requirements necessarily increases costs. That is to be expected and is

appropriate given the loss of life/ jobs/ and homes on Main Street.

But this Bill eliminates the means to pay for most of the new environmental and stormwater

protections- development.

I heard an Elkridge resident testifying In a zoning case the other night that she has repeatedly
asked the County over the past 20 years to address the flooding in their neighborhood. She
described car doors and refrigerators being pushed downstream from the junkyard next door

by stormwater until they block the culvert under a bridge and the storm water backs up into

her property. She has been shuffled from office to office each time she called or wrote about it.

When the neighboring property proposed a residential development and proposed to manage

the flooding she testified in favor of it. She said it was the first time anyone had offered to do

anything about their flooding.

By so severely limiting development in the watershed with this Bill/ that Elkridge woman's
frustrating experience will be repeated by other residents again and again.

We have a project in the Tiber watershed" Dorsey's Ridge. As soon as the Tiber/Piumtree

moratorium was proposed we started working on a stormwater plan that would manage the

worst flooding events of the past 2 + years. We worked closely with the County and used the

storm event data that they have built into the Design Manual changes being proposed in CB 42-

2019. We have submitted the stonnwater design to the County for review and we are ready to

build it now- even though we can't move ahead with the subdivision until next summer

because ofAPFO.

This bill would prevent us from being able to finance and build the new stormwater

protections. We don t think that makes sense and we don t believe this is what you intended.

Instead we urge you to approve the new Design Manual.



Sayers, Margery

From: Liz Larson <ealarson1@verizon.net>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:24 AM
To: CouncilMali
Cc: ealarson1@verizon.net; 'Lew's Mail'

Subject: CB38-2019

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

Ho Co Counci! Members ~ as constituents of District 3/ we are writing In support of Council Bill 38-2019, which, if
passed, would be a good first step toward limiting some of the egregious and destructive overdeveiopment En Howard
County. As home owners in Cofumbia since 1975 we have been appalled and dismayed at the continual lack of
appropriate planning and protection of our most precious asset, the environment. Promised open space and low"

density housing areas have continually been re-zoned or "exempted" in order to allow powerful developers, who seem

to rule in Howard County, to destroy natural resources in order to garner huge financial profits at the expense of Ho Co
residents. If there is one Sesson to be learned from the 2 disastrous floods in Eilicott City in the past few years, it should
be that Ho Co Council Members and our County Executive should no longer allow such rampant overdeveiopment,
which is never accompanied by adequate environmental planning, and always facilitated by the incredibly low fees
developers pay to build in Howard County. All of this negatively affects our quality of Hfe and that of the environment

and wildiife we treasure - as a wealthy county, sureiy we can do better.

Please do the right thing despite the risk of losing developer-sourced campaign money, pass this bill/ and then advocate
for additional long-overdue measures to preserve the remaining quality of life we have.

Thank you.

Elisabeth and Lewis Larson
9774 Polished Stone
Columbia/ MD
21046



Sayers, Margery

From: AHcia B <foxfieldfarm@msn.com> '

Sent: Monday, September 16,2019 11:13 AM
To: CoundiMaii
Subject: Please Pass Council Bill CB38

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

Dear Howard County Council/

Please pass Council Bill CB38. I am a Howard County Master Gardener and farm owner and!care about

protecting vulnerable enviornmental areas and green space. I live in District 5.

Thank you/

Alicia Buxton
2728 Jennings Chape! Road
Woodbine/MD 21797



Sayers, Margery

From: Rigby, Christiana
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:02 AM
To; Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW; CB 38

From: Richard Freas <rafreas@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 2:38 PM

To: Rlgby, Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: CB 38

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

My name is Richard Freas and I live at 9465 Glen Ridge drive, Laurel MD 20723-1338.1 am in favor of this legislation but
have some concerns.

While I know that this bill is directed at a certain area around Eliicott City for obvious reasons/ I'm concerned that it

misses the fact that the conditions addressed are widespread in Howard County. The continued practice of allowing "in
lieu of fees guarantees that rampant development continues everywhere which further damages our environment.

(Other similar "escape clauses" keep us from buiiding real affordable housing in communities but that's another issue.)
Far too many "hardship exemptions are allowed everywhere which circumvents existing environmentai regulations and

further degrades our ecosystems. I sat on the recent APFO update committee and became disillusioned by the apparent
controi the building industry has over development. Every single proposai to make changes to this system or adding
realistic development fees was shot down by by the industry representatives on the committee. I feel that we need to
seriousiy address these issues not Just in Ellicott City but all of Howard County.

Sincerely,
Richard Freas



Sayers, Margery

From: Mary Nichols <marynichols18@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:00 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: I urge you to support CB38. It is time for Howard County to take responsibiiity for past

zoning decisions and do the right thing for future generations!!

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



From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Samantha Norris <thesamanthanorris@gmaJl.com>

Monday, September 16, 2019 10:51 AM
CouncilMail
CB38 Support
CB38 Support.pdf

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

DearCouncii Members/

Attached is a Better in support of CB38.

Samantha Norris



Support for CB38

Good Morning/

I am writing from District 2 to express my support for Council Bill 38, limiting development in our area.

For years our county has been overdeveloped and undermaintained. It is irresponsible to continue to

allow development at the rates proposed. Environment/ social and infrastructure impacts need to be

considered.

As demonstrated by the floods in Old Ellicott City and/ to a lesser degree, Elkridge our area cannot handle

the development. There is nowhere for the runoff to go, and if we continue to develop/ especially with

high density housing/ we will find ourselves even worse off.

Furthermore, our schools and road cannot handle the increased population that would result. Our traffic

is already disastrous, and schools can't provide the necessary services for the number of children seeking

their education in our school system,

Again/ i urge you to support this bill, for the future of our county.

Sincerely,

Samantha Norris



Sayers, Margery

From: Brian Levine <brianl@gbc.org>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 10:42 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: Testimony in Opposition to Bill No. 38 Attached
Attachments: Howard County Council Bill No. 38 -2019 -- The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill.pdf

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

Attached is the Greater Baltimore Committee's testimony in opposition to Bill No. 38. Thank you.

Brian Levine
Senior Vice President of Govemment Relations
Greater Baltimore Committee
Ill S. Calvert Street, Suite 1700
Baitimore, Maryland 21202
Phone: (410) 727-2820

E-M3f^ brianl@gbc.org
www.gbc.or^

Follow the GBC on Twitter: twitter.com/GBCorg

Become a GBC fan on Facebook: facebopLcpm/GBCorR

Upcoming G8C Events
September 27 Newsmaker Breakfast: Baltimore City Community College President Dr. Debra L Me Curdy
October 18 Newsmaker Breakfast: Senator Chris Van Hollen
October 21 Bridging the Gap Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Summit
November 5 GBC Economic Outlook Conference
November 13 Newsmaker Breakfast: Howard County Executive Caivin Ball
November 15 Breakfast Briefing: Hunger & Poverty in Baltimore
November 18 Bridging the Gap Awards
December 12 45th Annual Mayor's Business Recognition Award Luncheon
December 16 Newsmaker Breakfast: Baitimore County Executive John Olszewski, Jr.

GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE: Regional business leaders creating a better tomorrow...todayi

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the recipient or the recipient's authorized agent.

If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mai!. Please notify the sender
immediately if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. Please note/ this e-mail
is being sent to you as part of your membership or business relationship with the Greater Baltimore Committee or one
of its affiliate organizations. Finally/ the recipient should check this e-mail and any attachment for tlie presence of
viruses. Although outbound e-mails are screened for viruses, the Greater Baltimore Committee accepts no liability for

any damage caused by any virus transmitted through this e-mail.



TESTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL

BILL NO. 38 -2019 -- THE PATAPSCO LOWER NORTH BRANCH BILL

September 16, 2019

BRIAN LEVmE
SENIOR VICE PRESmENT

GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE

Position: Oppose

The Greater Baltimore Committee (GBC) opposes Bill No. 38 -201 9 " The Pafapsco Lower North Branch Bill. While the
GBC is strongly supportive of responsible development and reasonable environmental protections, Bill No. 38 vastly
exceeds the necessary and reasonable standards. Passage of this bill would hinder economic activity job growth, and

affect economic viability.

The GBC's mission is to improve the business climate of the Greater Baltimore region, which includes Howard County,

by organizing its corporate and civic leadership to develop solutions to tlie problems that affect the region's

competitiveness and viability. The GBC contends that Bill No. 38 is contrary to this mission.

The GBC maintains that responsible development growth standards are an important and necessary component for
economic growth, but Bill No. 38's effectively imposes a growth moratorium within the Patapsco Lower North Branch

Watershed. Furfhermoret creating a development framework that requires vastly different rules within Howard County

creates inconsistency, confusion, and is unworkable.

The GBC has a number of specific concerns with Bill No. 38. First, the bill is not in alignment with the Howard County
General Plan, which already strives to achieve managed growth, environmental conservation and susfainable practices. A

moratorium on growth does not fit within the confines of the General Plan. While responsible growth in Howard

County's watershed is vital, curtailing virtually all future development impedes important and necessary redevelopment,
including on the Route 1 corridor. The bill's overly prohibitive language would even preclude Howard County
government from planning and carrying out public works projects that benefit residents residing in the watershed.

Furthermore, those living in the watershed would be prevented from making virtually any minor improvements on their

own property as most would put them in violation of the bill's provisions. For developers, the bill would not only halt

future projects, but likely Jeopardize approved projects or those currently in the pipeline for approval. This would make
Howard County susceptible to legal challenges, which could lead to costly lawsuits.

Oftentimes, legislation with entirely good intentions can create unfortunate unintended consequences. While it is

appropriate for policymakers to address issues related to development in Howard County, these solutions should be

responsible and balanced. The provisions contained in Bill No. 38 do not present a responsible or balanced approach for

the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed. This approach would inhibit future growth, create confusion and negatively

affect the region's economic viability.

For these reasons, the Greater Baltimore Committee urges the Howard County Council to defeat Bill No. 38 -2019.

The Greater BaUimore Committee (GBC) is a non-pciffisan, indepefnienf, regional business advocacy orgwnzaiion comprised of

hundreds of busmesses — large, medmm and smaU — ecfncafional msHtntions, nonprofit organizations and fowuiatiom located in

Anne Anmcfel, Bal!mwre, Can'oH, Harford, and Howard counties as we!f as Baltimore City, The GBC is a 64-year-olci, pnvale-secfor

membership ofganizcsfion wsfh a rich fegacy of wofkmg with government to find sohstions to problems that negaiivety affect our
competitiveness and viabUify.

GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE
ill South Calvcrt Street • Suite 1700 * Baltimore, MaL-yliind * 21202-6180

(410) 727-2820 • www.gbc.org



Sayers, Margery

From: chi!ec!ouds@aoS.com

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 10:38 AM
To: CounciiMaii
Subject In Favor of County Bji! 38

;Note; This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender,^

Greetings,

i reside in District 1 , and ! am appalled daily at the over development that the County has pemnitted. As a resident of
Columbia for over 3 decades I have seen what the construction frenzy has caused; the eradication of forests, meadows,
and streams and the nightmansh increase in traffic. Just 25 years ago, the path off our street was wonderfully alive with
lightening bugs, butterflies, frogs and lush streams. Now the streams are dry, choked with stilt grass, the trees are
diseased and failing, the healthy ecology is gone. Deer and raccoons invade our yards because their habitat has been
taken over by shopping centers (as if we need more) and homes. This obsession to construct at all costs has got to end,
am in favor of Council Bill 38 as It puts an end to the granting of waivers. This is at least a start to more intelligent and
considered planning.

Thank you, Claudia Koenig

4042 Larkspring Row
EllicottCity, Md.



CB38-2019

Old Ellicott City has been flooded many times, but until recently, that flooding has been largely caused

by a rising Patapsco River that has inundated the lower reaches of the town. The two most recent floods

have been quite different - now the water has been coming down from the hills above and spreading

destruction throughout the entire length of Main Street.

The cause is obvious ~ the once wooded slopes above the town that retained sudden stormwater have

been stripped and filled with impermeabte roads, driveways and rooftops. This would be less of a

problem if suitable stormwater retention facilities had been required as a critical requirement for

construction.

Unfortunately, developers have been able to dodge their responsibilities by paying in-lieu fees and thus

allowing their floodwaters to rush down into Ellicott City unimpeded. This can no longer be allowed to

continue. If a builder cannot find a way to contain the rainwater that falls on a property/ construction

should not be allowed. Period.

DPZ has been too accommodating. The impression is that they are more interested in coddling

developers and enhancing the tax base than in protecting lives, property and our heritage. It is an ironic

proposition - the added tax revenue does not begin to compensate for the havoc wrought and the cost

to the county.

Furthermore, the two recent floods were not anomalies. Our warming climate guarantees that the

future will only bring us more sudden downpours and resulting destruction unless we take corrective

action.

I urge you to support CB38-2019.

Dick Boulton

4669 Hallowed Stream

EHicott City, MD 21042
410-884-2964

ddboulton@veri2on.net



'csumonv for Howard County Council

•upporttbrCB 38
•ubmitted bv; Kerri Bentkowski Li, District 1

Good Bveninj^.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my testimony before the County Council in support for CB-38.

My name is Kerri Bentkowski Li and my family has resided in Ellicott City for more than 30 years. I
ownea property within the Route 1 corridor for 16 years and currently reside in ElUcott City. In addition to
being a constituent, JE have worked in the field of environmental protection and restoration for nearly two

decades. Most that time was focused on implementing programs designed to reduce stormwater and

improve water quality using a series of innovative stormwater management techniques. From both of these
perspectives, there is absolutely no question that the council must take strong action now and Approve Bill

3ii.

Howard County and its taxpayers are on the hook for a $140 million plan to mitigate flood concerns in Old
Ellicott City. This $140 million plan is our best hope to treat existing ctevelopment and impervious cover so
that people, businesses, jobs^ and tax base will return. This $ 140 million plan doe^address any new or
proposed development within the watershed, and so allowing any development without fully addressing
stormwater management needs on-site would be a direct contradiction the plan. Every new drop of untreated

stormwater that is allowed to enter the watershed (whether through an ILF payment or variance) is in effect
an additional drop ofstormwater the $140 million plan will need to manage. It contradicts and jeopardizes
the success of the plan. Therefore, I am here today to request the County Council approve Bill 38.

By allowing developers to skirt environmental laws through waivers and inadequately control harmful
stormwater nmoff through fee-in-lieu, Howard County has allowed the building industry to privatize its
profits^ and socialize its costs for too Ions. Given soil conditions, steep slopes, history of flash flooding, and

the $140 MILLION plan, Howard County residents do not want Howard County Department of Planning
and Zoning to allow the building industry to operate "business as usual" within this unique and vulnerable
watershed.

[ urse the council to listen to technical experts in the written testimony submitted by the Association of State
Floodplain Managers. Resist developer pressure and say NO to the allowance offee-in-lieu for stormwater

and absolutely NO to waivers that weaken the resiliencv of this watershed's £reen infrastructure. Insist that

developers maintain optimal riparian buffer width.

By approving Bill 38, the council will safeguard the Patapsco North Branch by making a meaningful
change to the stormwater management within the watershed and improve the resiliency of communities of

District 1. Bill 38 is a thorough and achievable series of meaningful measures that the county needs to
implement if they are truly to move forward in the redevelopment of Old Ellicott City and revitalize
Elkridge in the most cost effective way for taxpayers.

Please Approve CB 38. Thank you for your consideration.



September 16, 2019
County Council/
My name is Sherry Fackler-Berkowitz/ up until February 2019. I owned a building and

business at 8069 Main Street/ the historic stucco building. Due to the 2016 and 2018 floods my
building has been purchased by the county and is sited to be torn down.

I am in support of CB-38. Climate change is real. We need to start working with the

environment and not against it.

In my 40 years that I have been a business owner En Historic Ellicott City I have watched

the county along with developers destroy New Cut Road/ which was designated as a scenic

byway. Look at New Cut now/ we can never put back what has been destroyed.

20+ years ago/ New Cut road was a beautiful way to come into the Historic District/ with

wild life alt around/ and then the development began. Since the 2018 flood the road has been
closed and the beautiful scenic byway has suffered from the decisions the Howard County

Government/ along with developers have made over the years.

Flooding in the county is everywhere and the county never seems to find a solution to

preventing the flooding or to fix the flooding problems that already exist. Rt 29 has major
flooding when there are heavy storms. It wasn't always that way in the time I have lived and

worked in Howard County.

Maybe Mother Earth is trying to fell us there are areas that should not be developed to

help prevent them from flooding other areas.

The idea of charging developers (CR-122) more to develop in an area that should not be
used for development seems ridiculous. Where has the previous money for storm water

management gone?

As we speak here tonight there is a development taking place right above the Historic
District.

Many of my friends and business owners have spent a great deal of time and money to

get up and running. If this bill CB-38 passes/1 hope it will halt the develop that is being planned
for the future/ in the watershed and surrounding areas.

Lets pass C8-38/ its for all of our future.



Testimony of Carl Gutschick, PE
Howard County Council Bill 38-2019

September 16, 2019

Good evening

I am a professional engineer and a partner in an engineering firm that is very
involved in Howard County. We help create a variety of projects in the county,
including residential, commercial, industrial, and public. Many of these projects
have floodplains, and all have stormwater facilities.

In college, I specialized in hydrology, floodplain analysis, and stormwater
management, and have been involved In these fields ever since.

CB 38 appears to be about the Patapsco floodplain, and the so-called bottom-up
flooding of lower Main Street in historic ElHcott City. As you must know, the
2016 and 2018 floods were of the top-down variety, and therefore not due to the
backwater effect of the Patapsco.

I can assure you that the severe regulation of the Howard County half of the
watershed will not make a material difference in the periodic flooding of the
Patapsco. The remaining developable land, compared to the watershed size, is
simply not enough to make a difference.

What CB 38 will do is render certain properties undevelopable, either in a practical
sense, or in the case of properties defined as "Infill", in an absolute sense. This

extreme regulation will affect all types of development, and severely impact the
shelter industry from providing much needed housing. The population is growing,
and each person needs a roof over his or her head.

In addition to its unnecessary severity, CB 38 has flaws and unintended
consequences. Please do not enact this Bill.

3909 National Drive.Suite250Burtonsville.MD 20866 | 301.421.4024 | 410.880.1820 | GLWPA.COM



Testimony in Favor ofCB38-2019

Dawn Popp, District 1

Good evening. I am here tonight to express my support for CB38-2019. Given the

changes in weather patterns and the increase in severe weather we've experienced in recent

years, and especially in light of the repeated catastrophic flooding in Old Ellicott City, it should

be obvious to everyone that we need to be extra-vigilant about stormwater management and

protecting our watershed.

From my perspective as a citizen, it appears that waivers and "fee in lieu" payments are

now so freely granted by DPZ that these discretionary loopholes have overtaken the underlying

Code requirements that were adopted by the Council in accordance with a public process. This

bill would shift that balance so that the relevant Code provisions intended for general

applicability are, in fact, generally applied and not subject to the discretion ofunelected DPZ

employees.

I do have one suggestion in terms of a potential amendment. I would like to see a

narrowly tailored amendment that would allow additional flexibility, if necessary, to

accommodate public projects such as plamied improvements to Troy Park and, most importantly

in my opinion. High School 14.

Thank you.



County Council of Howard County
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

Re: CB38-2019, Protect This Watershed Act

Positioaa: Favoral»le

Dear Chairwoman Mercer Rigby and Members of the Council,

Clean Water Action is a grassroots advocacy group with over 7,000 supporting members in
Howard County. Our focus is on policies that protect drinking water quality by preventing
pollution flows into surface waterways and groundwater. We support CB38-2019 for its
changes that will improve safeguards of the Lower North Branch of the Patapsco River, an
impaired waterway.

The Lower North Branch of the Patapsco River is an impaired waterway, which means that
it is not meeting the water quality standards for its designated use (water contact recreation
and protecting aquatic life). The watershed is largely suburban, meaning that most of the
impairments are due to suburban land uses and development patterns. The watershed is
largely paved, which is a significant contributor to impairments. Pavement prevents soils
and vegetation from being able to slow and filter mnoff. As impervious surfaces increase,
water runs faster and with higher volumes, quickly scouring sediment and transporting
pollutants.

There are many policies in place that are supposed to require practices that slow and filter
stormwater runoff and protect the water quality of the waterways throughout Maryland and
the Lower North Branch.

Fnresitsi: Forests are a gold standard land use for slowing and filtering stormwater runoff.
Forests have tremendous capacity to absorb mnoff, store it in vegetation, and filter
pollutants out of the water before it overwhelms downstream infrastructure. Much like
other central Maryland counties, Howard County is no adequately protecting its remaining
contiguous forests and is not charging sufficient fees to replant the acres below the
conservation threshold that developers are removing. In 2019, state law changed to place
the burden of replanting on counties that accept fees-in-Iieu for forest conservation.
Howard County will be responsible for replanting the lost acreage for which they accept

11.20 N. ChHfles Slreet, Suile 415, BaiElmnre?, MI) 2-1203

Phone 4 ! 0.235,8808 (o) 44^.562.28:». (c-1) | cranson^cEcHnwrtter.org



fees-in-lieu.

rioodplaua: Development in floodplains paves land that naturally serves as an overspill
for large rain events. Floodplains are designed to capture, slow, and absorb high water
levels in streams and rivers. By allowing development to encroach on floodplains in a
sensitive area, the county enables the building of more vulnerable places while diminishing
the ability of the floodplain to operate.

Wetlaiidsi and Sireains: Wedands are additional, natural features that capture, slow,

and filter stormwater, improving water quality and addressing issues with water quantity.
Buffers around wetlands and streams slow and filter stormwater runoff and help preserve
these features as habitat for native species.

Especially concerning is when the county approves waivers for disturbing areas around
streams, drastically reducing the space available to filter runoff and disturbing the forest
around the stream which prevents erosion and cools temperatures. Temperature
impairments are a growing problem in Maryland waterways and create an inhospitable
environment for native species.

Sleep iSlopeis: Steep slopes are features that are very sensitive to changing water flow
patterns around them. When the county approves waivers for disturbing steep slopes, they
are creating a situation where erosion can increase drastically, adding unnecessary
vulnerabilities to increased sedimentation.

When these regulations were put into place, waivers and fees-in-lieu were allowed to
enable added flexibility for compliance. Unfortunately, in Howard County waivers and
fees-in-lieu have become too common and are undermining the protections that these
regulations were supposed to afford.

A case in point was the waiver given to allow disturbances at Riverwatch in Elkridge,
where a waiver was approved for a "necessary disturbance" to construct a gazebo. It is
difficult to understand how a gazebo can be a necessary disturbance. Removing forested
buffer, encroaching on steep slope, and building close to a waterway have water quality
ramifications. The subsequent collapse of the steep slope and its resulting sediment to the
Patapsco River is fmstrating when existing environmental protections should have been
sufficient to prevent this man-made problem.



As the county prepares massive investment for additional stormwater facilities for greater
volume in Old Ellicott City and residents throughout the watershed experience increased
flood events, property damage, and risk to human health, measures need to be put into
place to require greater compliance with these regulations.

Floodwaters are dangerous, even when they are slow moving and seemingly innocuous.
Howard County experiences regular sewer overflows into waterways, including those in the
watershed of the Lower North Patapsco Branch. Flooded roads and backyards create public
health problems where people can be exposed to fecal bacteria outside of catastrophic
flooding in Ellicott City.

It is time to adhere to the existing environmental protections that should, and could already,
be in place for a watershed besieged by stormwater problems.

Thank you,

Emily Ranson
Maryland Program Coordinator
Clean Water Action
eranson@cleanwater.org
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OPPOSE

Howard County Council

September 16,2019

CB-38-2019

An ACT to prohibit certain waivern in the Patapsw Lower Nof'th Branch Wfiiershed; to prohibit certain distwbance

of land in the Silicon City P'loodplaln; to prohibit Kpecijled acUvities in certain buffers; to provide certain open

space requirements in the Palapsca Lower North Branch Watershed, to eliminate certain fees~in4ieu; to prohibit,

residential (nfill under specified wciumlfinces; to prohibit the isfsuance of certain variances in the Patapsco Lcnyef

Nofth Branch Watershed; fitUUng certain ceqwremen(s rdfiled io forest conservation plans; to limit forest cover

clearing in the Po.lapsco Lower Horih Branch IVatershed; to ypedfy the affwefstation level in certain cases; to alter
requirements and procedures to control the adverse impwls aswcifited \vUh storsmvfiief'; and generally relating lo

subdivision and land development {'emulations.

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (BGE) opposes County Bill 38-19 as introduced because the
legislation has the potential to negatively impact BGE efforts to supply future and maintain existing gas
and electric infrastructure and service to our customers.

As proposed CB-38 has tlie potential to negatively impact vegetation clearance activity on BGE
transmission, gas and distribution facilities. As well, it may have a significant impact on BGE's
transmission rights of way infrastructure maintenance and the repair of roads, bridges, cutverts, etc.

In addition, CB-38-19 may also conflict with \\-\Q Mafyland Electricity Sen'ice Quality and Reliability Act
of 2011 and the regulations adopted by the Public Service Commission. Trees growing into or near
eiectric power lines often cause hazards and risk to the reliability of the electricity system. Limiting tree

removal would hinder BGE's ability to meet the eleclric service and retiabiiity standards set in state law.

Maryland Code provides that a county or municipal corporation may not adopt or enforce a local law,

rule, or regulation or take any other action that interferes with, or materially increases the cost of the work
of an electric company toward, compliance with the vegetation management standards adopted by the
Public Service Commission (See, Public Utilities Article §7-213(e)(4)).

BGE appreciates the Sponsor's and this Council's recognition of the importance of electric and natural

gas system reliability; and for the reasons outlined above, BGE encourages the Council to vote
unfavorable on CB 38-19, BGE would recommend that a better approach to addressing the objectives of
this legislation is for the County Councii to work with professionals and stakeholders knowledgeable of
watershed management to develop a plan to meet its goals of protecting EIEicott City to the extent

practicable. BGE would welcome an opportunity to be part of such an effort.

BGi.i, ht;;t()qi.itiilC)'cU in l^tlliinoiu, is M;u'/!;ind's larye^t ^K and c.k'clisc nlitiLy, (.l^livciin^ |)o'.','t>r fo mwv. itmn I.?, million clectrit;

cusiomciK and moi'e (!};in 65.S,00() iinii!i;i! v,w CU^IOIHCIK in ccnlr.t! M;uyliiiul. 'i'lic co!ii|i;i!iy's ;)ji|)ro>;iinatyJy -kt!00 ciDployees nrc

connmtlcd lo tlic K\\C, nsul iclinl)li; (.lelivery oi' gsis and islcciricily, ;ts '.'.'cl! <iK cnhnncct) eneryy in»n;»^cincnl, i.:(ins(.*i'v;i(ion,

cnvimmnunt'iil lilu\',';«dshi|) ;mcl uonninmily <issist;)iicc. I^GH is n siil)Kit.!i;uy ^i I'^cSoii (lor|X'n';)lion (NVS!^: 17XC), ihc nnlion s

lencliny conipeUtivi.' f;in;iyy jitovidyr.

Megan M.Eaves

410-470-2575
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HEALTH SYSTEM

Sheppard Pratt Health System
Written Testimony

Bill No. 38-2019
The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill

Position: Opposed

Executive Summary

In 2017, there were 1,985 overdose deaths involving opioids in Maryland—a rate of 32.2 deaths per
100/000 persons, which is twofold greater than the national rate of 14.6 deaths per 100,000 persons.
The State ranks in the top 5 for opioid-related overdose death rates with the largest increase attributed
to cases involving synthetic opioids (mainly fentanyi).

According to the National Institutes of Mental Health, neariy one in five adults En the United States
experienced a mental or behavioral health problem. In addition, data indicate approximately 21 percent
of youth aged 13-18 experiences a severe mental disorder at some point in their iife; for children aged 8-
15, the estimate is 13 percent. Children throughout Maryland face many mental health challenges in
school, at home and En their community/ no matter their demographic group, education/ income level,
race or culture.

Roughly 1.2 million Maryland residents experience mental illness every year. The overwhelming majority
do not receive treatment, with 6 in 10 who need a menta! health service not getting it, and 9 !n 10 who
need substance use treatment, not receiving it. Untreated mental heaith disorders can lead to a host of
adverse consequences, including homelessness/ academic failure/ unemployment, contact with the

criminal or Juvenile Justice system, and suicide

To address the unmet need for mental health and substance use services, the Sheppard Pratt Health
System (Sheppard Pratt) is committed to and investing in much needed outpatient and community-
based services to allow residents of Howard County to live, work and thrive closer to home. This bill wiil
harm access to Hfe-saving care at a time when we have a behavioral health crisis and opioid epidemic.

Background

Among its continuum of services/Sheppard Pratt operates two freestanding psychiatric hospitals, one In

Towson and a second in the EHicott City community of Howard County. Between the two hospitals,
there are nearly 10,000 admissions a year. After more than 16 years as tenants En the Sheppard Pratt at
EHicott City facility, the organization has moved forward and begun construction of a state-of-the-art
replacement hospital facility. The new hospital, Sheppard Pratt at ESRridge, is being built on a 39 acre

Jeffrey Grossj, JD, Chief of Government Relations | Jgrossi@sheppardpratt.org | 410,938.3181



HEALTH SYSTEM

parcel of land at the intersection of Route 1 and Meadowridge Road in the Etkridge community of
Howard County.

The location was chosen based on accessability to 1-95, the Baltimore Washington Parkway, Route 100
and the ICC - allowing easy access to Howard County residents as well as those from neighboring
counties and D.C. Many Jurisdictions that are seriously under resourced for psychiatric inpatient
services.

The new hospital and medica! office building will bring 300 new jobs to Howard County.

Current Hospital Project

Sheppard Pratt is currently in the process of constructing a new hospital in Howard County. This will be
an 85-bed/156,000 square foot hospital to include inpatient, day hospitai/ and crisis services. The
current plan for the hospital wil! indude the following:

• 5 inpatient units: Adolescent; Young Adult/ Adult, Co-Occurring Disorders, and Psychotic

Disorders;
• 4 day hospitals: Adolescent/ Adult (with a Co-Occurring Disorders track]/ Psychotic Disorders,

and Eating Disorders; and

• A Crisis Walk-in Clinic for urgent assessments

The new building aliows us to go from 78 to 85 licensed beds. Although the number does not appear to
be a big increase, we are moving from al! doubles (and even some triples) to all private rooms. This is
not only a patient satisfier but also allows us to use the beds to full capacity because none would need
to be closed due to gender occupancy or patient needs/ among other reguiatory restrictions.

The facility is being constructed and equipped at a capital cost of approximately $96.5 million-this
includes both State and County investment in the project. In addition to the broader array of inpatlent
and day hospital services, there will be an extension of some of the specialty/tertiary services now
offered exclusively on the Towson campus to the Elkridge location.

Impact of Bill No. 38-2019

Specifically, Bill No. 38-2019 will impact any additional construction on this nearly 40 acre property. In
addition to the new hospita!/ this campus is intended to include a smali expansion to the hospital under
construction and to house a new medical office bulding.

Jeffrey Grossi, JD, Chief of Government Relations | JgrossidDsheppardpratt.org | 410.938,3181
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The medical office building will include community-based and addiction services to meet the needs of
the residents of Howard County including those without insurance and Medicaid. Although we have not
begun leasing the space, we envision the building to include the following:

• Primary care

• Mental health

• Addiction treatment services including medication assisted treatment

• Walk-in clinic

• Eating disorders"" inpatient, outpatient and partial hospitalization

• Autism diagnosis and treatment

• Linkages to Care/ Chronic Care Management/ Care Coordination/ In-home Support

• Center of Excellence for Treatment Resistant Disorders, Second Opinions

• Anxiety Disorders

• Technology and innovation center (e.g./ telepsych hub for our services to be available across the

State)
• Social service linkages and social service access points to meet community need

Community Impact

Sheppard Pratt provides an extensive and comprehensive array of behavioral health services En

Maryland serving over 70,000 Marylanders. Nearly 50,000 of those people we serve/ receive
community-based services. This bill has the potential to impact the amount of services we can provide

in Howard County.

Specifically/ this bill will impact our expansion into additional community-based care in Howard County.
The services Hsted for our planned medical office building include services that wi!l not only impact the
community but are based on community needs. For example, there is a tremendous need at this time
for addiction treatment services. At the same time, the patients we see are some of the most vulnerable

in the State, linking these patients with primary care services is a much needed effort-especially
considering they have a much higher percentage of not seeing a primary care physician.

Social service linkages will aliow us to work with the County to determine community needs. Be it
employment services or veterans services, Sheppard Pratt stands ready to assist the County with the
pressing needs of the day. Working with the County, we can be nimble enough to pivot to the needs of

the community as they arise.

Jeffrey Grossi, JD, Chief of Government Relations S Jgrossi@sheppardpratt,org | 410,938.3181
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Conclusion: The Legislation Under Consideration

While well intentioned/ the bill under consideration wil! have negative effects on the behavioral and
mental health facilities and options in Howard County, tn addition to the health care effects, the bill will
cut Job growth in the County. Sheppard Pratt would support legislation that is more finely tailored to
meet specific needs of the community while allowing smart growth to meet the growing needs
(particularly the health needs) of the community/ County and State.

About Sheppard Pratt

Sheppard Pratt Health System is the largest nonprofit provider of mental health/ substance use/ speda!
education/ developmenta! disability, and social services in the country. As a nationwide resource,

Sheppard Pratt provides 2.3 million services each year across a comprehensive continuum of care,

spanning both hospital- and community-based services. Since its founding in 1853,Sheppard Pratt has
been an innovator in the fields of research and best practice implementation/with a focus on improving

the quality of mental health care on a global level. We have been consistently ranked as a top national
psychiatric hospital by U.S. News & World Report for nearly 30 years.

Jeffrey Grossi, JD, Chief of Government Relations | Jgrossid&sheppardpratt.org I 410.938,3181



HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL
AFFIDAVIT OF AUTHORIZATION

TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF AN ORGANIZATION

~T.Pr fV^_.'
I, •-J^^f^\/ Y^y<r%^ j _, have been duly authorized by

(ncnne of individual)

^ p p^i-A ^^A ti HCa (fi^ .^J^-VA to deliver testimony to the
(name o)'n})nproflt organization or government board, commission, or {ask force)

County Council regarding |oit( 3&"~P.c)I^ _ to express the organization's
(bill or resolution number)

support for / o^ositiori^o / request to amend this legislation.
)l&as^circle one.)

1^,-hr^ ^-7PrintedName; ^ e -^-^T€ ^/ ^ ^YO^^\

Signature: ,^-t^^ , ^)
T7

Date: 7 ft -b f Jo \ ^

Organization: f-^^^OK^>rd Fvr^ HCT^ l-tl\ (.Vl^-kM^

Organization Address: ^^0 \ Uo^-Ut C 1/?<^T\C^ (^t^e^ .\

^^V-it^w ^ (V\&^j^/ 2(Z-Q^

Number of Members:

NameofChair/President: _B~_^:SVl Tri^^dL

This form can be submHted electfonkaUy via email to comicUmail^towanfcw/nlvnKf.sov no hter tftnn 5pm
the day of the Public Hearing or delivered in person the night of the Public Hearing before testifying,



Testimony against CB38

Bruce T. Tayior, M.D./ Taylor Service Company/ Taylor Properties Community Association

Village Crest Neighborhood Association, 4100 College Ave., Elllcott City/ MD 21043

CB38 is a bad bill, flawed at its core, and should not be passed or even amended, it overreaches on all fronts. It Includes

watershed areas that do not impact Old EliEcott City (OEC). It will have a negative effect on OEC/ Howard County and its

citizens. It wil! make development in its designated areas nearly impossible and unaffordable/ raising the cost of new

housing, eliminating projects that would provide Moderate Income Housing Units (MIHUs) and thereby reduce needed

housing for workers in the County. It makes one wonder if the goal of the bill isn't to enforce xenophobic fears, Howard

County and the OEC area should be inclusive, not exclusive to the well to do.

Five generations of my family have been working to improve OEC for over 120 years. Our Main Street/ New Cut Road

and St. Paul St. properties are still recovering from the !ast two major floods. With this heavy investment in OEC we/ as

much or more than anyone, want to continue to improve DEC and Howard County as much as possible. CB38 will do the

opposite even though it is supposed to be protective. The County water or hyrotogy study published in June 2017

recognized development as only a minor contributor to flooding of OEC/ pointing out that even if all the 3.7 square miles

of the OEC watershed were undeveloped forest/ about 80% of the floodwaters would still have occurred in 2016. This

small contribution of existing development is because of two factors; 1) soaking rains for days before the flood saturate

most surfaces/ even In woodlands/ so that they cannot accept more water; and 2) old development, predating new

Storm Water Management (SWM) regulations in the 1980's/ accounts for most of the developed area in the watershed.

The fact is that development by today's standards, and even more so if CR122 & CR123 pass, wll! help OEC by providing

SWM that retains many acre-feet of water. Each new development will provide quality and quantity controls which do

not exist today; many of these SWM benefits wi!l be on line at no cost to the County before ali the features of the

excellent flood mitigation plan of County Executive Ball can be completed. The more area that is developed or re-

developed the more SWM that will be provided. CB38 if passed wl!i stop or greatly reduce development which will,
therefore/ mean there will be no change from current conditions which have contributed to flooding.^Development and

re-devejopment is exactly what OEC needs to help keep acre feet of water from reaching Main Street. ^J^w^4^;^^j?rfy

In general, the more development there is the more the tax base and revenues increase in addition to adding to housing

stock and needed workforce housing, if we make development too costly/ new projects wiil not proceed/ revenues will

decline and diversity wiiS suffer. ^|i|pH«|fiiKfew!l! add over $200 Million to the County tax base/J a//oo <'-<$-^ p/tic^A
C5f-/<^vpy"p/dmfl5 /^ro^e<i-ts

In addition, life for existing homeowners is going to be worse. Property values will drop since properties will be !ess

valuable since less can be done with them. The ability and cost to do simple deck additions or other home

improvements will be prohibitive with the open space requirements. Revenues will drop as home values drop. The

County might be faced with multiple lawsuits from owners who fee! their property has effectively been taken by this bil!
and the County, With no grandfathering/ property owners with projects in line for years will need to abandon or

completely re"des!gn their projects,

The bill also restricts all sorts of waivers to SWM projects only, yet the County itself needs waivers to install and

maintain needed infrastructure we!! beyond SWM, We cannot cripple our ability to put these vitai projects and schools

in place.

As the President of the Taylor Properties Community Association and of the Village Crest Neighborhood Association, we

also oppose CB38, These associations represent the over 1000 residents who live in Taylor Village at the top of College

Avenue. Portions of these developments fall outside the OEC watershed yet are included in CB38. Each week the

architectural review process considers multiple applications for simple homeowner property improvements; many of

these will be impossible or unaffordable if CB38 passes. Residents are rightly concerned that their ability to use and

enjoy their property and their values will drop as a result.

In summary, we urge you to vote against CB38 which will have a negative impact o^OEC, the County and Its residents.
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Amy Lynne

3000 Westchester Ave

EllicottClty,MD 21043

Bill CB-38

I live just over the bridge from Historic Eliicott City. I am technically in Baltimore County but I call Ellicott

City my home and my community. I have watched in horror as my community has been destroyed twice

by devastating flash floods in 2016 and 2018. tt Is my belief that a combination of climate change and

uncontroiied development has been the cause of these floods.

My wish/ my hope is that all development affecting these watersheds cease, permanently. No more

green space removed, not another tree cut down/ no more apartments/ no more townhouses, no more

parking lots. The fact that there are stil! development projects proceeding forward after two

devastating and deadly floods sickens me.

I support bill CB-38 because it is a monumental step in the right direction. It is simply outright

corruption to allow developers to pay their way out of environmental reguiations. Howard County

government must do a much better job protecting its citizens and historic communities.



Sayers, Margery

From: Pat Hersey <trishhersey@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 10:24 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38andCB42

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please onlydickon links or attachments if you know the

sender.1

Dear County Council members/

I am writing to encourage your support of CB 38 and CB42.

We are in a climate crisis and the reality is we need to declare a climate emergency. CB 38 is a microcosm of the bigger

issue we have in this county and worldwide. This bill is a powerfui statement to illustrate the importance of dealing with
the existential threat that is upon us.

CB 42 is long past due. I would encourage 8 dollars per square foot.

Thank you for aSS you do.

Sincerely,
Pat Hersey

Sent from my iPad



Sayers, Margery

From: Kari George <karLgeorge@verizon.net>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:32 AM
To: CounciiMaiI
Subject: CB 38

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

Please support Council Bilt 38 for better stormwater management. We need to eliminate fees-in-lieu-of-compliance
options.

Thank you,

Kari George



Sayers, Margery

From: Adrienne Breidenstine <abreidenstine@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:32 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: PassCB38-2019

[Note: This emai! originated from outside of the organization. Please oniy click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.;

Dear Members of the County CouncEi:

I ask you to support CB38-2019. I live along Ilchester Road in Eflicofct City so this bill would
directly impact my neighborhood. As a resident/1 am supportive of efforts that seek to protect
the Pafcapsco Lower North Branch watershed,

The Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed is a precious resource—in particular in eastern
Howard County—that must have a more meaningful degree of protection than county law
currently provides, CB38 wili implement much needed land development reforms that will
protect this natural beauty in Howard County and prevent flooding in District: One.

In order to protect the watershed/ the County must stop permitting developers to
receive variances and waivers or exemptions to certain land development ru!es, unless
absolutely necessary. The county's current land development regulations has not done
enough fco protect the watershed and has contributed to the flooding in District One.

I urge the Council to please pass CB38. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Sincerely/

Adrienne BreidenstEne
Resident of District One
ElljcottCity/ MD



Sayers, Margery

From: Paul Marzin <paul.marzin@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:29 AM
To: CouncHMai!
Cc: Ball, Calvin B
Subject: CB38-2019 Written testimony
Attachments: Testimony CB38-2019 MARZIN.pdf

;Note: This emai! originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender,]

Please accept my written testimony for Bill CB38-2019 that is being reviewed today.

if you would like to explore any part of my testimony in detail/ piease iet me know. I would be more than happy to meet
with you and discuss it further, i tried to meet with some of you and was successful with a couple of you.

Thanks and ! appreciate the time and effort,

Paul Marzin
cell 443-255-8552



CB38-2019 Written Testimony

September 14,2019

Paul Marzin

4450 Ilchester Road

EUicottGlty,MD21043

Dear Council Members and the County Executive,

I am a resident and live in the area that directly applies to the extended watershed (the
Patapsco Lower Branch Watershed area). I live on llchester Road adjacent to the Patapsco
Valley State Park. i support the passage of CB38-2019 and thank the Council for drafting this
legislation.

Land that is iocated in and near the watershed has been over-developed. Look at College
Avenue with Taylor VEfiage, llchester Road with Wind Power Way, Jeans Way and now Oak Hiil
Manor. A!l of these projects asked for the maximum density allowed to build and received it
from The Howard County Department of Planning & Zoning (DPZ). They were approved even
though they are within a mile of each other, in the watershed and proposed watershed
extension, as wel! within close proximity of the Patapsco River. All of these projects should
have been with less density. With all of this development in such a close proximity, the Oak Hill
Manor property, as well any property on lower llchester Road, is now really the last remaining
open space. This should obviousiy be protected and any legislation that helps protect it and
similar cases should be put in place.

After the last flood event, roads were destroyed in this area. In fact, one is still closed - River
Road. The roads that were impacted in this area are Bonnie Branch, Thistle, College, and
llchester. The sewage infrastructure and gas line was destroyed on Bonnie Branch Road.
Sewage entered the Patapsco River through Bonnie Branch creek. Infrastructure is aiready
stressed with so much over-deveiopment on the s!opes above. I saw firsthand how hard the
Dept. of Public Works had to work to repair roads, the sewer lines, the gas lines with BGE, and
everything on Main Street in EIIEcott City. Let's not put them in this situation again.

We have a systemic problem here in the Eastern part of Howard County. Maybe it's driven
from a mis-guided master plan and intention-able, but I would think balance between
development and preservation is common sense. It should be equal En all parts of the County.
It's been abused here. Especially In District One. The school systems are at over capacity.
The infrastructure is not there and a iot of the existing infrastructure was taxed and stressed
from the recent fiooding events. This is not sustainable.

This legislation would help curb the bad development and site plans that are getting waivers to
grade on steep slopes, removing large specimen trees and seeking to build maximum density
lots where they should reaily have less density - or be evaluated to see if disturbing them is
even the right thing to do. The existing process is very biased towards people seeking solely
to gain financially from developing and building. While I am not against people having this
opportunity, and it is their right to do what they want with their properties, it has to be done
with consideration lo the topography, iocation, and impact on adjacent properties. Maybe the
solution is to have an independent engineering firm that Is not being paid by the developer to
evaluate the possibilities and hold real community meetings with a DPZ engineer present.

Page 1



CB38-2019 Written Testimony

On the topic of scenic roads. Whiie 1 understand that if a farm in the Western part of the
County is on a designated scenic road, and has iots of acreage, they should have relaxed
restrictions or none. Perhaps the real intent and purpose of a waiver wouid be to look at these
rural cases and evaluate them appropriately. In the Eastern part of the County, most if not all,
the farms are gone. The scenic roads are really crucial in the Eastern part of the County to
allow for balance from all the over"deve!opment. They, and their adjacent properties that are
left, should be protected at all costs from unnecessary development. This is our buffer to the
sensitive ecological areas that we have feft.

The Patapsco River and State Park is a valuable natural resource and we need to be
responsible so that future generations can enjoy it just as previous generations did for us. The
State of Maryland considers this area a sensitive targeted ecological area. The Bjoede Dam
removal was a good example how Counties, State, and a non-profit national organization, like
American Rivers, can do good for an area. Why can't we do the same here within Howard
County? DPZ needs to seek to understand what is possible by utilizing State, Federal, and
other resources. It would seem to be a no braEner to eliminate, limit or reconsider development
on topography that is around the Patapsco Valley State Park and especially the ilchester area.

I believe this legislation would also help DP2 make better decisions. Since they can only go by
the regulations that are in place, it's imperative that you vote for this Bill and get legislation in
place immediately so they can do their jobs effectively. It's not fair to them or us, if you leave
the regulations the same and not pass this legislation.

We, the people, voted you in to influence change. Not the building industry, lobbyists, lawyers,
or the entire ecosystem that feeds off of the emotions and regulation loopholes that exist
today, and who have had their intiuence over past administrations. Give us a chance this time.

Again, this legislation will help balance the inequality between bad development decisions and
protecting the iittle that is ieft in the eastern part of the County and especially in the existing
and extended watershed areas.

I urge you to vote and approve CB38.

Thanks for reading my testimony and your consideration for my thoughts.

Sincerely,

Pa./t^/Vl^'^u!^

Paul Marzin
ilchester Road
EllicottCity,MD

Page 2



Sayers, Margery

From: Tom Harman <tom.harman111@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:26 AM
To: CouncitMail
Subject: CB38, District 1

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

Dear Howard County Council Members/

I am a resident of Howard County in District 1. I am writing to express my strong support of Council Biif 38. I strongly
believe more needs to be done to address the preservation of our forests and to protect our watershed. I am in favor of

this biii and the benefits it will provide to help reduce fiooding risks to our community. Please vote in support of this bi!l.

Very truly/
Tom Harm an



Sayers, Margery

From: Carol Heidhausen <cheidhausen@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday/ September 16, 2019 9:24 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: CB38

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

To Whom it May Concern:
Please help our county to be responsible stewards of the last bits of undeveioped land, eliminating developer
entitlements, and reducing future flood risks by voting FOR Liz Walsh's bill CB38. Our environment is En your hands as our
elected council. I am a Howard County voter from District/Precinct 4006,

Thank you,
Caroi Heldhausen
3100 Spring House Ct,
Woodbine,MD 21797
410707-5794



Sayers, Margery

From: Pete K <airmank@gmaii.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 8:48 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Rhea
Subject: CB38 watershed

[Note: Thisemai! originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on Sinks or attachments If you know the
sender.'

Please pass this bil! to enforce strict watershed regulations.

I spend a lot of time on the water and have seen the damage from runoffand it is heartbreaking. We should be building
buffers to siow the water. Columbia is doing that to great effect but we need developers help with this.

Peter KaloroumakEs
Columbia

Sent from my EPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: Sunmy Brown <s^rown0304@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 6:50 AM
To: CouncilMail

Subject: Support Council Bill 38

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

Dear Howard County Council,

Please support Counci! Bill 38. If there was ever a more urgent time to address storm water management in Howard
County, it is now. How can we forget the catastrophic flooding that took place in Historic EIHcott City in 2016 and 2018?
We witnessed residents of the Valiey Meade community being rescued by neighbors. Dunloggin residents were trapped in
their homes due to flooding on their streets. In all of these flooding scenarios, people's lives were at risk.

We must protect our trees, forests, and waterways to circumvent future flooding. We cannot continue to jeopardize the
safety and weifare of communities throughout Howard County. The proposals being made in CB38 are pragmatic and
thoughtful. To name a few, eliminating developer entitiements, prohibiting residential infill in existing communities lacking
infrastructure for storm water management, controlling runoff in existing communities, and requiring site development
plans to assess environmental impact will mitigate the increasing problems we have witnessed in our communities and
water ways.

In order to sustain the quality of life in Howard County, we must provide sensibie solutions in storm water management
Supporting Council Bill 38 is a step in the right direction. This cannot wait. We cannot afford to wait for the next flood to
destroy another community. Please support Council Bill 38.

Best Regards,

Sunmy Brown
ESIicottCity, District 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Laura Wisely <Saura.wisely@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:41 AM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support Council Bill 38
Attachments: CB 38-2019 testimony.docx

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

Attached is my testimony to support Council Bill 38.
Thank you



September 16,2019

Howard County Council
George Howard Building, Is1 Floor
3430 Courthouse Drive
EUicottCity,MD21043

Re: CB 38-2019, Development in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed

Dear Members of the Council,

I am writing to support CB 38-2019. It is time for our land to have an advocate. We must advocate to

preserve the health of our Patapsco watershed in every decision. Those who live within the watershed

want this to be protected for not only its beauty, its habitat, but also its safety. 1 live in the Main Street
area ofElkridge. We have had rising waters and we have felt the aftermath of our past two historic
floods. Our community volunteers have picked up loads and loads of debris that have been washed
downstream from Ellicott City Flooding. What is all of this debris and flash flooding doing to the
health of the riverbeds and the animals who live within?

Riverwatch is an example of a development that siiould not have been built so close to our watershed.

Please look at the pictures or come and see for your self the land alongside the riverbank behind this
development. The land is literally eroding and falling away and the community gazebo is mere feet
from the edge.

CB 38-2019 will tighten our planning for communities. It is responsible. Howard County priorities
should focus on safety and healthy communities- both in the human environment as well as our natural

environment.

I want to be proud of our county once again. I want other counties to see us as holding the highest

standards possible to protect our land and watershed.

Please lend your support to this bill CB 38-2019.

Thank you,

Laura Wisely
5 811 Main Street
Elkridge,MD21075



Sayers, Margery

From: Sharon Hamnan <sharon.harman104@gmail,com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 10:41 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38, District 1

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

Dear Howard County Council Members,

I am a resident of Howard County in District 1. I am writing to express my strong support of Council Biil 38. As a resident
of the county/ and one who lives in close proximity to Main Street and it's issues with flooding/1 am in favor of this bill

and the benefits it will provide to he!p reduce flooding risks to our community. Please vote in support of this bi!!.

Thank you,
Sharon Harman



Sayers, Margery

From: Jiii Bateman <jtbateman2@gmail,com>
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 8:33 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: i SUPPORT CB38!

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

Dear Council Members,

There have been too many decades of developers decimating our county/ with the permission of county politicians. We
need to preserve open space, be citizen centered in planning for Route 1 and we need sensible, up-to-date storm water

management.

My children have attended over-crowded schools since Kindergarten. My father fought for an Eikridge HS for

decades. Sidney Cousin, before he retired, promised the next HS wouid go in the northeast. Many of us are tired of lip
service.

Voting in favor of CB38 will show the citizens of the NE that you do care about those of us who have chosen to ilve in an
area that has so much potentiai. Start making decisions that favor this area, Show us you care about our quality of life.

Vote for CB38!

Jill Batemsn
Eikridge resident for more than 5 decades
443-939-0705



Sayers, Margery

From: Jack Guarneri <Jackguarnen@gmaii.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 7:57 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Walsh, Elizabeth; Jung, Deb; Rigby, ChristEana; Jones, Opet; Yungmann, David
Subject: Written Testimony in Support of C838-2019
Attachments: Guarneri Testimony to Council In Favor CB38"19.docx

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

Council Members/

Attached and below is my testimony in support of passage of Counci! Bill 38-2019.

Respectfully,

James M. (Jack) Guarneri
10224 Little Brick House Court

Eliicott City/MD 21042
Eackguarneri@gmaii.com

(301)844-8930
District 1

Jack Guarneri Testimony in support of CB38

Over the past 10 years as an active advocate for improvements in accessibility for bicyclists and pedestrians I have
worked closely with County Government " elected, appointees, and employees from Public Works (PW) and Planning and
Zoning (P&Z), There have been two primary issues that have limited progress by failing to mitigate the impact of new
development:

1. Consistent bureaucratic delays in needed updates to regulations and policy that would more appropriately
shape development. These include: PW Design Manuals and P&Z updated Development Regulations and
changes in the County General (Zoning) P!an. In the past these Departments have ignored or been
passive/aggressive in response to CounciS Resolutions.
2. A mindset in P&Z that their responsibility is to facilitate development rather than ensure that zoning,
environmental, and infrastructure issues are considered, This results in a persistent pattern of recommending
waivers and rezoning (usually approval of increasing density) whiie at the same time allowing developers to buy
out of requirements for affordable (less profitable) housing and environmental limitations.

Each year without updated Development Regulations (implementing mandatory limitations of the Impact on the
environment/quality of life) in Howard County results in -1700 new units of housing, thousands of additional car trips per
day and students, lost trees, and additional threat of flooding.

CB38-19 is a first step by Council in providing a gapfiller until the legal documentation to control and shape development
can be mandated by Counci! Bili and forced out of County Departments, CB38 will in the interim help protect and presen/e
trees, forest and waterways by providing reasonable limitations:

• Requiring new developments to control runoff to a level conmnensurate with the undeveloped site under 2016
flood conditions

• Prohibiting further building in the watershed within critical distances

• Eliminating P&Z granting developer waiver or 'alternative compliances in the watershed and returning this
responsibiiity to Planning and Zoning Board review.



• Eliminating developer ability to pay 'fee In lieu' instead of complying with open space and forest conservation

• Prohibiting residential infjli in existing communities Sacking adequate stormwater infrastructure

• Requiring site development pians to provide adequate detail to allow assessment of true environmenta! impact

These legal limitations should have been already been in effect and must be in future revised Development
Reguiations/Code, but until they are it is up to Council to ensure that further damage is not done to the County's
environment or our quality of Sife NOW. !t cost much more to remediate the damage caused by inadequate control of
development (to be partially addressed by CB42) than it would be to assess and ensure the control of the environmental
impact of new deveiopment is adequateiy addressed by Council Bills such as CB38.



James M. (Jack) Guarneri

10224 Little Brick House Court
Eliicott City, MD 21042

Council District 1
Testimony for County Council for September 16, 2019 Hearing on Council Bill 38-2019

Over the past 10 years as an active advocate for improvements in accessibility for bicydists and

pedestrians I have worked closely with County Government - elected/ appointees/ and employees

from Public Works (PW) and Planning and Zoning (P&Z). There have been two primary issues that

have limited progress by failing to mitigate the impact of new development:

1. Consistent bureaucratic delays in needed updates to regulations and policy that would more

appropriately shape deveiopment. These include: PW Design Manuals and P&Z updated

Development Regulations and changes in the County Genera! (Zoning) Plan. In the past

these Departments have ignored or been passive/aggressive in response to Council

Resolutions.

2. A mindset in P&Z that their responsibility is to facilitate development rather than ensure

that zoning, environmental, and infrastructure issues are considered. This results in a

persistent pattern of recommending waivers and rezoning (usually approval of increasing

density) while at the same time allowing developers to buy out of requirements for

affordable (less profitable) housing and environmental limitations.

Each year without updated Development Regulations (implementing mandatory limitations of the

impact on the environment/quality of life) in Howard County results in r"1700 new units of housing,

thousands of additional car trips per day and students, lost trees; and additiona! threat of flooding.

CB38-19 is a first step by Council in providing a gapfiller until the legal documentation to control

and shape development can be mandated by Council Bill and forced out of County Departments.

CB38 will in the interim help protect and preserve trees, forest and waterways by providing

reasonable limitations:

• Requiring new deveiopments to control runoff to a level commensurate with the

undeveloped site under 2016 flood conditions

• Prohibiting further building in the watershed within critical distances
• Eliminating P&Z granting developer waiver or 'alternative compliances in the watershed and

returning this responsibility to Planning and Zoning Board review.

• Eliminating developer ability to pay 'fee in lieu7 instead of complying with open space and

forest conservation

• Prohibiting residential infill in existing communities Sacking adequate stormwater

infrastructure

• Requiring site development plans to provide adequate detail to allow assessment of true

environmental impact

These legal limitations should have been aiready been in effect and must be in future revised

Development Regufations/Code/ but until they are it is up to Council to ensure that further damage

is not done to the County's environment or our quality of life NOW. It cost much more to remediate

the damage caused by inadequate control of development (to be partiaily addressed by CB42) than

it would be to assess and ensure the control of the environmental impact of new development is

adequately addressed by Council Bilis such as CB38.



Sayers, Marqen

From: Angela Katenkamp <akatenkamp@gmail,com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15,20194:59 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support CB38
Attachments: CB38.docx

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



Dear Council Members,

Please support CB38. Since moving to Howard County in 2005 I have seen an increase in

flooding. This bill wifl strengthen our ability to protect our trees and watershed and help
protect both citizens and the environment.

Sincerely/

Angela Katenkamp Shiplet



Sayers, Margery

From: Marybeth Steil <marybeth.steii@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 2:41 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support for CB38

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

Dear Council members:

My name is Marybeth Steil, I live with my family on South Wind Circle in the River Hill section of Columbia. i !Eve sn

District #4.

i am writing to voice my support for Council Bi!l CB38 - to protect and preserve our watershed.

i support this bi!l because the catastrophic floods in the past several years have shown us that watershed protection is
an issue affecting !ife and property/ as weii as our environment.

We need to introduce and pass real legislation to protect our watershed from development.

Thank you,

Marybeth Steil
6448 South Wind Circle

Columbia/ MD



Sayers, Margery

From: SOPHIA THOMAS <st2giris@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 2:20 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Council Bill 38: The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bil

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

I am a Hfeiong resident of Howard County (+50 years) . ! support the above bill in order to alleviate
the constant development in our county. We don't need more houses. Traffic has become
unbearable, our schools are suffering due to overcrowding, and our climate is suffering due to the
pollution.

Sophia Thomas

7013 Long View Road

Columbia, MD



Sayers, Margery

From: WaSsh, Elizabeth
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 1:28 PM
To: CoundlMail

Cc: Jones, Diane; Giendenning, Craig; Harrod, Michelle R; Fisher, Karina; Dvorak, Nicole
Subject: CB38 Summary Chart
Attachments: SummaQ/ChartforCB382018.09.1 S.pdf

Coiieagues: Attached is the summary chart, latest version, that Dl/s put together for CB38. Happy to explain, add to,
clarify... whatever you may need. Thanks very much.



Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by D1.9/15/2019

What Changes

1

2

Brtending the huiiding moratorium by 3 months

Encompassing the entire Patapsco Lower North

Branch watershed

Code Section

SB56-2018
^Watershed Safety
^,CB16-2019
;eariEeT three-
norrth extension)

SB5&-2018

Before

Effective
Period ends
October 26,
2019

OEC and
Piumiree

After

Effedve
'erlod ends

January 26,
2020

=LNB

CB38

p.4, line 1

Code Section IWhat's Affected Potenfaai Amendments

CB40-Z019

l6.108(b)(36.1)

Two projects released from "school wait bin" during moratorium; Long Gate Overiook (79SFA, 7.6 of
7.4-acre site within limit of distuttoance, per 190ct17 SDP) and Ta^or Place (248SFA, proposes to

pay fees in tieu of 3.16 acres' reforestofton; DPZ granted wp-17-048 to remove 72 specimen trees
on21Feb2018.]

See GiS map attached to legisiafen.



Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01,9/15/2018

What Changes

3 Expanding buffers projecting most-sensitive
'nvironmental features

Roodplain

Wetiands

Waterways

Steep slopes

Code Section \ Before

I6.11S(a) through
:d)

1G.116[a)[1)

I6.116[a)(2)

•S.116(b}

3'

25'

3'-100'

Jepending
sncategor/

rf stream
;man-made

Afaterway,

ntermittent
and
serennial

streams anc
MOE-

:tassified
JseiJI!
and IV
itreams)

)'

VStQT

! 00'

f 00'

100'

i0'

C838-

3.4,!ins9

?,4Jne22

inline 22

i.4, line 23

;o(is Section

!6.115(e)

i6,116(cj

16,11 G(c}

6.1l6(c)

What's Affected Potential Amendments

!

No more than 1200 acres total in the PLNB watershed, per February 2005 Characterization ofiha
PLWB in Howard Cwnty, Maryiand. (p.11]

/

No more than 150 acres total in the PLNB watershed. per February 2005 CAa/actereafcn of the
PLN8 in Howard Cowty, Msryfmrffp.ui]. "These weBands represent about half of
ane percent of the total area in the watershed; (p.9).

'in Howard County's portion of the Patapsco Lower North Branch (LNB) watershed,
all streams and other surface waters are designated Use 1 for Water Contact Recreat'on and

'Totecfen ofAquafc Life' perFebmary 200S CharacferizaSon of the PiNB'sn Howard County,
Varyland^.3], i.e., require a 7? buffer per exist ng Code 16.H6[a)[2)(ii),

Swapping out "2016 Blicott
CEiy" floodplain to "100-
year" fioodpla'n idenfflied in
en'sting Code, last mapped
EnDATEandelim'natins
two exceptions as
dupfcatiue of revised
ISJMdL

2 of 7



Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01,9/15/2019

What Changes

4 Enhancing existing environmental requirements

Forest conservation

Open space

Stormwaterconfrot

Code Section

16.120Gand
16.1207

1S.121(a)

1S.902Aand
1S.903A

Before

Depends
upon the
amount of
forest cover

existing and
removed

0.50%
depending
on zoning
(RC,RR=
0; R-20, R-

12varyfrorr
640%; R.
SC. R.SA-8,
R-A.15and

RMH-

25%; and R-
ED^_50%L
'10-year

and 100-
year peak
managemer
t control,'

per
Stomwater
Design
Manual, p.5.
3

Mter

Mo more

than 25%
msSng
!orest

sleared; on-

site
afforsstratio
1 must
;over_at_

75%

'2016 peak
tood
:ondit!ons,"

ncludlng
•edevetopm
lr>t sites

C838

p,13,line26;p.14,

line 5.

p.7,Une3

3.15,iine21;p.16,

iine21;p.ia,E!ne
15

Code Section

16.1206[d);
1S.1207(cf)

16.121 (3)(2)(!l)

18,9CCA[c);
18.903(a)(5);
18.910(e)

What's Affected Potential Amendments

No more than ##% undevelopabte land in the PLNB.

Deleting revisions to

18.302A as dupiicaiive of
revisions at 18.903: adding
specificity, to control 'the

3.55-iiour. 6.5-inch stom;
event"

3 of 7



Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01,9/15/2019

What Changes

5 Eiiminating Developer exemptions (waivers and/or
eerin-tieu ofcompBancs)

Eliirinating waivers, generatty

Roodpisln

Wetonds

Waterways

Steep Slopes

;ode Section

IG.104td)[1]

^o-t6.711(c)(2)

Before

ScdiKfes
waivers of

l6.11Sand
16.116 on!y
and subject
D various

yroeptions

Mot
waivable,

>ubjectto
/arious
ixceptlons

\lot
vaivable,
>ubjectto

farious

tot
ra'vabie,

iubjectto
'arious

(xcepfions

JOt
livable,
.ubjectto
'arious

ixcepttons

?er

applies to
'division or
devetopmei
: of land,*

adds rest ol
Wictell
•equiremen

i and foresl
mnservato
\ limits
ixcepfen te
iWM/ftood
;OGteoL
•bt

vah/able,
hen
epeated
again in
ioodplatn-
ipecffc
variances;'

Kception
imttedto
WM/ftood
ipntrol
tot
tfsivable,
•xcept'on

mitedto
iWM/tood
wntro!
tot
livable,

ixception
mitedto
iWM/ftood
sotroL
jot
/alvabte,
meption
mtedto
iWMfflood
fiSfiaL

;B38

1.2, line 22

i.lsop.1Q,Une21

;ode Section

IG,104[d)

What's Affected Potential Amendments

^o more than #tt% underetopable land in the PLNB. Whafs not afieded; 'cons&vction of public or
private roads, driveways, utilities? trails, pathways, orstormwater management faciiffies...," per

bounty Cods 16.115(c), Necessary Disturbances (which was the subject of C&4-2019).

To simplify numbering, just
(d) [no numbered
subsections necessary)

Eiiminaling/darifying
sroposed change to

16.115(d](3),sothat
lecessary disturbance

ixempion remains intact

Siminating/ciarifymg
proposed change to
I6.116(d)[3),50that
iece$$ary disturbance
wernpfon rema'ns intact

Eliminating/ciarifying
iroposedchange to
[6.116(d](3],sothat
lecessary disturbance

Kempton remains intact.
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Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01,9/15/2019

What Changes

Forest conservation

Open space

Scenic roads

Stormwster control

3iminating lees-m-lieu

Stonnwatercontroi

Forest consenration

Open space

Sod e Section

Mso 16,1215

IB.908and18.910
specifc to
^developmenO

18.909

6.1210

IS.121(b}(2}

Before

Waivabie

ifl/alvstaie

iWalvable

iVaivable

payable

'ayable

sayabie

titer

\tot
walvable,

ixception
imltedto
iWM/fload
;o.nfrQl_
Mot
waiva&te,
Kcept'on

imited to
iWMfflood
;ontroL
'iot

walvabte,
ixcepBon
Imstgdto
WMfflood
:ontrpl.
^tot
nralvable,

ixception

imtted to
iWMfflood
antrol;
100% of
edevgloprn
>nt site

equiredto
;.omo.S¥__

'iot payable

lot payable

tot payable

;B38
).14,line2S

;,17,tine21:p.18,
ine 15 (specific to
sdeveiopment)

i,18, line 1

>.14, line 17

i.7, !!ne 23

;ode Section

t6.1Z15(bl

18.908(3) and
18.910[e) (specific
o redevelopment

18.909(f)

,6,1210(a)(1)(3)

i6.121(b)[2)[iv)

What's Affected Potential Amendments

'rinr tesfimony confirmed no fees-in-lieu not used/received for some number of years.
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Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01,9/15/2019

What Changes

6

7

Prioritizing redevelopment of exisSng impervious site

Limiting infiil devetopmentb capacity

Code Section

18,910(b)

IG.127

Before

Bdsting
impervious

area within
ilmltof
[tisturbance
reduced by
50%, uniess

fa not

yiowed

Wsv

Existing
mperuious

yea on site
•educed by
'5%. but nc
nore than
?5%of
site's

jn develops
1 land with! r

ww-,
secluded in
:'LN8,pius
n any
wisting
ioimiunity
aching
adequate
tomwater
nfrastructur
• to manage

Mfrentty
applicable
equiwnent

CB38

}.18, line 12

}.10,iins12

Code Section

18.910(6)

16,127(Dj

What's Affected Potential Amendments

See 01 graphic showing comparalive requirements, exi$ting law and proposed.
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Summary Chart for CB38 Prepared by 01.9/15/2019

What Changes

8 Enhancing forest conservation self-reporiing
requirements County-wi'de

Professional!/ prepared

Depicting to scale "critical root zones* of
"specimen" trees

DeTmeating County-designated Green
Infrastructure Network

Detineat'ng Stats-designated Targeted Ecological

Areas

;ode Section

16.12(M(b)

Bounty Forest
Gonsanafon

teiua!, Exhibit G-
1

Mone

None

Before

"On all

forest
conservatio

n plan
sheets,
isolated
spscimen
trees should
be noted
with their
crifeaj root
zones and

all forest
stands to be
saved

should be
niriedbythe
edges of
their critical
root zones

and not just
tadfaa.

Mter

removes

'quaBfed
irofessionai
>'from

iligibility;
•squires

srofesslonal
icen$ina_
requires
:RZtObe
depicted to
icaleon

ilan, versus

ilmpty
'noted"

requires
ilansto
nclude GiN
Requires
slansto

:ncl tide TEA

SB38

3.11,ilne26

?,12, line 7

D.I 2, line 9

p.12. line 11

:ode Section

t6.1204(b)

1G,1ZO^d}(4)

16,1204(d)(5)

16.1204(d)(6)

What's Affected

The one or two ent'ties who perform s disproporationate amount of County forest conservsfion and

wedand tieCneat'ons do so without professional education, training orlicensure.

The Count/? Office of Community Sustainsbility hasidenlified and mapped the component "hubs'
and "corridors" Courty-wide, but no part ofDPZ review, approval orothefwise appear? to cona'der

or prioritize the County-designated Green infrastructure Network.
Targeted Ecological Areas are lands and watersheds of high ecological value that have been
identified as consen'ation priorifies by Maryiand DNR for natural resource protect'on. These areas

representfte most ecotogically valuable areas in the State: they are the Taestofthe besf.TEAs are
preferred for conser^prifiindln^throu^hS^e^deProgram^p^

Potential Amendments

Amend to also include

edges of forest stands, per
Forest Consen'afon

Manual (Ex?itG-1i;
amend to define
'specimen.*
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Sayers, Margery

From: Alice Pham <alicekpham@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 11:56 AM
To: CouncElMaii
Subject: In support of CB 38 on Developer Waivers

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please oniy ciick on Unks or attachments if
you know the sender,]

I support Councilwoman's bill, CB38. There is no reason for developers to be granted waivers. Howard County
is a very desirable place for any developer to invest, and these waivers just put more burden on the current

residents.

Alice Pham
9650 Sandlight Ct
Columbia MD 21046



Sayers, Margery

From: Beth Rada <bethrada@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday/ September 15, 2019 11:48 AM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support for Council Bill 38

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

Dear Council Members,

I'm a resident of Ellicott City/ and ! believe in SMART and THOUGHTFUL county development, with consideration to the
ENVtRONMENT, particularly around stormwater management as well as mature forests
and space for natural habitats. I also urge the Council to act with
a keen sense of purpose here/ by UPHOLDING principiesof QUALITY LIVING. In addition to flood prevention and
stormwater management, the Council should be including considerations of new TRAFFIC burdens, school burdens, etc
when taking into account new development approvals.

There's a reason why people love living in EC and Howard County and it's because of the quality of life that Members of
this Council has helped create over the past few decades. i urge the Council Members to take a stand by voting in
support of Council Bill 38, realizing this is difficult to do when there's often heavy political pressure and heavy
voices/pockets of the developers, it's clear to me that there needs to be public standards and requirements for the
developers to follow. With the new regulations included in Bil! #38, developers can and will continue to thrive in this

county.

If not apparent/ I'm expressing support for Council BiSi 38 so that we protect against future flooding risks in the Patapsco
Lower North Branch Watershed.

Sincerely,

Beth Rutman

Beth Rutman



Sayers. Margery

From: Nicole (Bosch) Tsang <nrbosch@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 9:10 AM
To: CouncilMall
Subject: Support for C8-38 - District 1 voter

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

I'm writing to express my full support of bit! CB-38. It is time to close the loopholes that allow developers to get around the
environmental laws already on the books. What good is a law if no one follows it? It is time for the county to forgo short
term profits at the cost of our environment. This short-sightedness by the county has long term negative consequences
on every individua! living in the county.

Climate change is here. One of the best ways to combat the effects of climate change is to stgrt at the local level. It is
much easier for local governments to pass protective and aggressive measures to combat climate change than at the
federal level. Howard County should be a leader in the state of Maryland and an example for the rest of the state. The
easiest way to begin is to pass CB-38 and dose environmental loopholes for developers.

A single tree, let alone a forest is worth so much than any short term profits gained by new development, Let me remind
you of some of the ways trees positively impact us all.

- Trees combat ciimate change: They absorb 002, storing the carbon and releasing oxygen.
- Trees clean the air- they absorb pollutant gases like nitrogen oxides, ammonia, and sulfur dioxide.
- In one year an acre of mature trees can provide enough oxygen for 18 people. Approximately 320,000 people live in
Howard County. This means the county needs at least 17,777 acres of mature forest.
- Trees cool the streets and the city
- Trees save water by slowing evaporation,
- Tree help prevents water pollution - they reduce runoff which is a very big problem in many parts of the county including
Old Ellicott City.
- Trees prevent soil erosion
- Trees shield children from ultra-violet rays" trees reduce UV-B exposure by about 50%
- Trees heal - studies have shown that forest walks can boost mental health.
- Trees provide a canopy and habitat for wildlife

Pass CB-38. The citizens of Howard County demand a healthy environment. Remember, you work for "We the people"
not "We the developers." Pass CB-38 and close the loopholes.

Concerned Citizen,

Nicole Tsang
4172 Brittany Drive
EHicottCity,MD21043
703-774-7454



Sayers, Margery

From: Kevin Greene <krfgreene@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 7:40 AM
To: CouncHMaii
Subject: • CB 38 Council Member: Liz Walsh

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

I support CB 38.! live next to a gas station on Old Columbia Pike. The owners applied for a waiver to build a structure
within 30 feet of my property line.

I oppose their proposal. Up until now I was under the impression that there was nothing I could do about it.f have a
one-year-old at home. The construction a!one with dust and noise would be enough to affect his health and well-being.

Not to mention the environmental concerns about disturbing the soil, uprooting trees/ fuel fumes/ and hazmat runoff.

I'm told the process could last six months. This would make my home uninhabitabie for my family and me.

I appreciate you attention to my concerns on this matter.

KGreene



Sayers, Margery

From: ve hung <vwlh465@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 1129 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Please support CB-38-2019

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

Dear County Council Members,

I am writing in support of Bill CB-38-2019 that protects the Patapsco Watershed in Elkridge and
Ellicott City. It is important that we protect against future flooding risks by preventing development
close to floodplains, wetlands and on steep slopes. We also must not allow developers to receive all
these waivers that excuse them from current environmental laws. We need to improve stormwater
management so that flooding damage does not continually happen in Eliicott City year after year.
Please stand up for protecting our environment and improving stormwater management.

Sincerely,

Verona Hung
9180WindffowerDr,
EliicottCityMD21042

Ifyoufonvard this e-mail, phase delete my e-mail address to reduce spam, viruses & identity theft.



fers,_Mairgei]

From: Chiara D'Amore <chiaradamore@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 9:36 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: support for CB38

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

Dear Howard County Council,

I am writing in strong support of CB-38. As an environmental scientist and educator I cannot overstate the importance of
legislation that prioritizes the ecoiogica! health of our community over the economic profit of developers. The health of
ecological systems such as watersheds has a direct impact on the health and safety of the people that live in and depend
on them. With the more extreme weather that will continue to be our new normal under climate change, business as
normal will not protect our community from the types of tragic scenarios we saw with the Eliicott City fioods. It is critical
that waivers not be provided to excuse developers from environmental laws. We can take care of our people and our
place by ensuring that future deveiopment prioritizes affordable housing and ecologically protective strategies. CB-38
closes ioop-holes and proactiveiy protects vulnerable areas. Once damage has been done and green places and their
ecosystem services have been lost It is very difficult to make things right again. Let's focus on bolstering equity AND
protecting the environment - they are not mutually exclusive goals unless people with pockets to fill set up a false
juxtaposition to maximize their private benefit.

Thank you for all you do for our community!
Chiara D'Amore
District 4, Columbia

CMara_D'Amore, Ph.D.

President, The Community Eco!oQV Institute
Director, Columbia Famines in Nature
**Visitthe new online store for my nature artatwww.chiaradQmore.smugmug.com**



Sayers, Margery

From: Jennifer Y. Grams <jygrams@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 4:16 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support for CB38

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

I am writing to express my support for CB38.

The granting of waivers/ exemptions and exceptions for development are destroying our watershed.

Please vote yes on CB38 to strengthen our county policies and to protect our county's natura! environment for future

generations.

Jennifer Grams

Ellicott City
District 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Mitch Ford <mitchellford1@gnnaii.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 11:38 AM
To: CounciiMai!
Subject: CB38 " Written Testimony in Support of Bill

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

Dear Councilmembers:

Please vote YES to support CB #38. Council Bl!f 38 will improve the environmenta! quality and quality of life for the
Lower Patapsco Watershed/ and is desperately needed in order to control the levels of uncontrolled and unplanned

development in Elkridge and Ellicott City.

Thank you,
Mitchell Ford
Council District: 1 (Eikridge - Liz Walsh)

MITCH FORD



Sayers, Margery

From: Peter Green <pgreen547@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 14,2019 11:32 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB 38

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

I urge Council support and passage of CB38. With two 500 year floods in o!d Ellicott City in 22 months/ we should be
good for another 1000 years/ right? No, I expect we aren't.

My wife and i have lived at 9117 Northfield Road in Dunloggin for 43 years. We are not located in any flood plains and
are on the highest !ocai point of land. Despite this/ we carry flood insurance and have spent a not inconsiderable
amount of money directing water away from our house, and on installing more drainage in and around our

house. Despite this, during the rain event of June 2018, we were compelled to supplement our sump pump by using a
manual bilge pump for about an hour and a half. i am 79 and my wife is 76, so this was no small thing. Finally/ the rain
and runoff slackened enough for the sump pump to keep up and we could stop "manning the pumps." If we had been
away/ or the electricity had gone off, our finished basement would have flooded.

My guess is that the flooding problems in old Eilicott City were caused 2/3 by climate change and 1/3 by upstream
development. Locally/ we can do nothing about climate change, but we can do something about upstream

development/ and CB38 is part of that something, i would recommend extending it to Include the Plum Tree Branch
watershed as we!!.

While some may say that not granting waivers to developers will cause them hardship and amount to a taking, events

strongly suggest that the waivers that have been granted are causing current residents recurring hardships and might
be viewed as a recurring partial taking of the value of their property, as well as interfering with peaceful enjoyment
under current conditions of climate change.

Thanks for your consideration.

Peter Green

9117 Northfietd Road
Ellicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Margaret Glyder <glyders@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 10:13 AM
To: CounciiMaiI
Subject: Pass CB38

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

Dear Council Members:

Please pass CB38.1 have lived in Howard County for 23 years.! was married in Howard County and have chosen to raise

nny family here. I have been an active community member. The reasons we love living here wi!i cease to exist if we don t
stop this. Stop allowing developers to have their way. Stop cutting down every last tree to shove a couple of houses in
or to make things easier and more profitable for deveiopers. Please listen to the interests of your current constituents
over people and companies who come here just to make money while forever changing our commLtnity.

I urge you to Pass CB 38!!

Margaret Giyder
9905 Springfield Drive
Ellicott City

Glyders@comcast.net

Sent from my IPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: VanWensil <farnnvan@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 10:10 AM
To: CouncilMail

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

Please support CB38. We in District 1 are very vulnerable to the impact of no or poor water runoff management. Please/

consider the safety of our community. We had one water rescue last year putting our first responders also at
risk. Thank you.



Sayers, Margery

From: Steffany Palulis <paluliss@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:02 PM
To: CounciSMail
Subject: Council bill CB38

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

i am a life-long resident of both Howard County and Catonsvilfe and am of the opinion that the recent floods have
resulted from over-development of the Ellicott City watershed. I strongly support bill CB38 and hope it passes. This can
only get worse. Please fix it!!!

Steffany Paluiis
CouncH district 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Patricia Williams <pwiiliamsmd@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 7:04 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB 38

[Note: This emai! originated from outside of the organization. Ptease onlydick on links or attachments if you know the
sender.]

To a!l Council Members,

I strongly support the bill, CB 38, proposed by Liz Waish regarding the Patapsco River Watershed. I beg that the Plum
Tree area watershed which affects Valley Mede be included as well.
So far; nothing much has been done to prevent fiooding In the VaHey Mede neighborhood/ upstream or down. For that
reason I don't think ANY developing in that area be allowed to proceed under ANY circumstances. Why add to the
prob!eins that have not yet been solved? If it is solely David Yungmann's responsibility to add this to CB 38, I am

passionately requesting him to make that move. AHowing more development then seeing more / and perhaps worse/

flooding in the Plum Tree watershed wouid be irresponsibleand too late to do anything about it.

Sincerely/
Pat Williams
District 5



Sayers, Margery

From: Kaitlyn McKay <kaitmckay@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 5:39 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject; CB38

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

Good evening,

I'm sending this email to offer my support of Council Bill 38. I'm from Council District 3 & ! iive in Columbia.

Thank you/

Kaitlyn McKay



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Holly Huntley <hhuntiey@lmdagency.com>
Friday, September 13, 2019 5:20 PM
CouncilMaii
CB38 support from District 4

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

I support this bill and live in District 4.
Please act now.

HqllYHuntley

holly huntley
VP of Consulting & Ciient Sen/ices

301.498.6656:138(0)
410.456.4494(m)
LMDaqency.com

Find and follow us on Facebook
GSA Schedule Contract GS-07F-0086T
WOSB, 8(m), SBR, MBE



Sayers, Margery

From: Jones, Diane

Sent; Friday, September 13, 2019 4:44 PM

To: Sayers, Margeiy

Subject: FW: Testimony for CB38, CR122 and CR123
Attachments: CB38 CR122 CR123J-Hly.pdf

Margery, can you piease remove Ms. Lil!y from the testifying list and include her testimony?

Thank you,

Diane

From: Lori Lilly <lorililty@gmail.com>
Sent; Friday, September 13, 2019 4:34 PM

To: Walsh, Elizabeth <ewalsh@howardcountymd.gov>; Jones/ Opel <ojones@howardcountymd.gov>; Rigby/ Christiana
<crigby@howardcountymd.gov>; Jung/ Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov>; Yungmann, David
<dyungmann@howardcountymd.gov>
Cc; Jones/ Diane <dijones@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject; Testimony for CB38, CR122 and CR123

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

Good afternoon/

I was not able to submit written testimony through the online sign-up (and accidentally signed up to testify in person
though i will not be able to attend. Diane, can you remove me and include this written testimony below?).

Thank you very much.

9/13/2019

Dear Members of the Howard County Council,

Thank you for considering these comments in your review of CB38/ CR122 and CR123. Please note that these

comments are from myself as an individual and resident of Howard County and do not represent the

organization or Board Members of Howard EcoWorks.

With regards to CB38/ first, thank you to Council Member Walsh for putting forth this legislation to protect the

Lower North Branch Patapsco Watershed. It is heartening to have a council representative with so much

dedication to protecting our natural resources.

do have some reservations with regards to this legislation. While i know it was put forward with the best of

intentions/ the geographic scope seems arbitrary. If the iegisiation had been iimited to the Tiber Hudson or

Plumtree/1 would have had no question, I do not understand the Justification for the legislation to the entire



Lower North Branch Patapsco as compared to other areas in the County. I feel these protections should be

applied to all of our sensitive resources and, to that end/ my recommendation would be to apply this

legislation to the entirety of Howard County's Green infrastructure Network (G!N).

The GIN represents our County's most important ecoiogica! areas. The County has done extensive planning

and GIS analysis to Identify and map these special areas yet there is no regulatory protection/ and every year

the GIN becomes more and more fragmented. Ecosystem services function best when they are connected and

what we need, with threats of climate change looming right in front of us, is resilient natural infrastructure/

that is/ a functional network of hubs and corridors that is maximized for benefits to people and wildlife. If you

are not familiar with the GIN/ below is a screenshot from Howard County's interactive map noting the location

throughout all of your districts.

^

Recently I attended the County Executive s announcement about Howard County becoming a Bee City. !

applaud this initiative but the irony was not lost on me that/ as we ail stood in the meadow at the Howard

County Conservancy to extoi an effort to benefit ecosystem services/ the sounds of buildozers rumbled in the

background as areas directly adjacent to the Conservancy and Patapsco Park were (and still are) being plowed

under for a new development. That particular parcel Is/ strangely/ not in the GIN even though it sits between

two protected pieces of land. Part of the Conservancy is not in the GIN either. In discussions with the Office

of Community SustainabiHty about why a portion of the Conservancy or this area under development are not

identified for inclusion in the GIN/ the answer is that the mapping was a high level planning exercise and it is

not perfect. And I get that/ which is why I think that we need to protect both the GIN and a buffered area

around its perimeter, have triggers in place when development is occurring within or adjacent to the GIN/ and

then regulatory legislation as outlined in CB38 to provide protection for these exceptiona! resources, in

addition/ restoration of the GIN is needed as so much has already been fragmented. Just one example of the

affects of this fragmentation/ is the number of car collisions with deer. Deer thrive on "edge" habitat and

every year we make more and more of that such that the wildlife do not have safe places to travel and

therefore endanger our own travel-ways. What is the rate of deer collisions over the past couple of



decades? ! did not have time to look it up/ but my best guess is that it has increased significantly over the

years.

!n conclusion with regards to CB38/ I hope that the Council will consider bold action to extend Council

Member's Walsh's legislation to the entirety of Howard County's Green Infrastructure Network. That truly

would be an incredible act that would provide benefits to many future generations while preparing our County

and its people for the uncertainties that we face with climate change.

With regards to CR122 and CR123 - while my preference would be for a complete and indefinite moratorium

on development in the Tiber Hudson and Plumtree watersheds/1 support these resolution and modifications

to the Howard County Design Manual as a positive step that will he!p to limit and dissuade development in the

watershed. I hope that you will pass these resolutions as a next step in protecting Ellicott City.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Sincerely/

Lori Lilly
10520 Old Frederick Rd.

Woodstock/MD21163

LoriA.Liily/CEP/CBLP



9/13/2019

Dear Members of the Howard County Council,

Thank you for considering these comments in your review of CB38/ CR122 and CR123. Please note that

these comments are from myself as an individual and resident of Howard County and do not represent

the organization or Board Members of Howard EcoWorks.

With regards to CB38, first, thank you to Council Member Waish for putting forth this legislation to

protect the Lower North Branch Patapsco Watershed. It is heartening to have a council representative

with so much dedication to protecting our natural resources.

1 do have some reservations with regards to this legislation, While I know it was put forward with the

best of intentions/ the geographic scope seems arbitrary. If the legislation had been limited to the Tiber

Hudson or Plumtree, Swouid have had no question. ! do not understand the justification for the

legislation to the entire Lower North Branch Patapsco as compared to other areas En the County. ! feel

these protections should be appiied to all of our sensitive resources and/ to that end, my

recommendation would be to apply this legislation to the entirety of Howard County's Green

infrastructure Network (GIN).

The GIN represents our County's most important ecological areas. The County has done extensive

planning and 61S analysis to identify and map these special areas yet there is no regulator/ protection,

and every year the GIN becomes more and more fragmented. Ecosystem sen/sces function best when

they are connected and what we need, with threats of climate change looming right En front of us, is

resilient natural infrastructure, that is, a functional network of hubs and corridors that is maximized for

benefits to people and wildlife. If you are not familiar with the GIN, below is a screenshot from Howard

County's interactive map noting the location throughout ali of your districts.



Recently i attended the County Executive's announcement about Howard County becoming a Bee City. i

applaud this initiative but the irony was not lost on me that/ as we a!! stood in the meadow at the

Howard County Conservancy to extol an effort to benefit ecosystem services/ the sounds of bulldozers

rumbled in the background as areas directly adjacent to the Conservancy and Patapsco Park were (and

still are) being plowed under for a new development. That particular parcel is, strangely, not in the GIN

even though it sits between two protected pieces of land. Part of the Consen/ancy is not in the GIN

either. In discussions with the Office of Community Sustainability about why a portion of the

Consen/ancy or this area under development are not identified for inclusion in the GIN/ the answer is

that the mapping was a high level planning exercise and it is not perfect. And i get that/ which is why I

think that we need to protect both the GIN and a buffered area around its perimeter/ have triggers in

place when development is occurring within or adjacent to the GIN, and then regulatory legislation as

outlined in CB38 to provide protection for these exceptional resources. In addition, restoration of the

GiN is needed as so much has already been fragmented. Just one example of the affects of this

fragmentation/ is the number of car collisions with deer. Deer thrive on "edge" habitat and every year

we make more and more of that such that the wildlife do not have safe places to travel and therefore

endanger our own travel-ways. What is the rate of deer collisions over the past couple of decades? I

did not have time to look it up, but my best guess is that it has increased signtfJcantiy over the years.

In conclusion with regards to CB38,! hope that the Cound! will consider bold action to extend Council

Member's Walsh's legislation to the entirety of Howard County's Green Infrastructure Network. That

truly would be an incredible act that would provide benefits to many future generations while preparing

our County and its people for the uncertainties that we face with climate change.

With regards to CR122 and CR123 - while my preference would be for a complete and indefinite

moratorium on development in the Tiber Hudson and Plumtree watersheds, I support these resolution

and modifications to the Howard County Design Manual as a positive step that will help to limit and

dissuade development in the watershed. I hope that you will pass these resolutions as a next step in

protecting EHicott City.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Sincerely/

Lori Lilly
10520 Old Frederick Rd.

Woodstock/MD 21163



Sayers, Margery

From: Kittie Murray <kittiebx@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 431 PM
To: CoundiMail
Subject: Council bill 38

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

• I'm writing to express my support for Council BiSI 38 so that we protect against future flooding risks in the

Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed

Kittie Murray
ElliottCity



Sayers, Margery

From: B lllum <buffy.illum@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 4:24 PM
To: CoundiMail
Subject: I support CB-38

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

Dear Howard County Council,

I am writing in support of CB-38. We sorely need to see leadership on storm water in Howard County. We were

fortunate that there wasn't another catastrophic event this summer but 2011, 2016 and 2018 are stiii fresh memories. I
know a!! of you will never forget the people who lost their lives on Main Street or the people in Valley IVteade who had
to be rescued from flood waters by their neighbors/ residents in Dunloggin that were trapped in their houses. There are
probably other storm stories i don't know about. Now's the time to act to avoid the next crisis.

I support cutting out the loop holes, like "fees En lieu"/ that undermine public safety, the Main Street business
community and sends pollution into the Chesapeake Bay. And I support updating regulation so that it matches the
extreme weather events that are our new normal. I know that it's hard not to become cynical and the times we live in.

Some Howard County residents are probably what you could call "anti-development" and want to protect their
neighborhood from change. I'm not one of them. I support ecologicaiiy sound deveiopment and affordable housing, it's
the county that sets the rules to make sure that happens though. Let's be real, today's developers aren't running non-

profits. To be sure, they play a ro!e in our county's economic health but it's the county leadership that can make sure the
developers' contribution isn't at the expense of public safety/ small business owners and our Chesapeake Bay goals. I
know there's a lot to balance and weigh in the county right now.) think you are the people that can figure out how to
bolster equity AND protect the environment. Let's show why Howard County is a model county ~ your thoughtful
leadership matters En that.

Thanks for all you do to support our communityl

Buffylllum
District 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Steve Breeden <sbreeden@sdcgroup.com>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 4:10 PM
To: CouncifMaii
Subject: Bill 38-2019

[Note: This emai! originated from outside of fche organization. Please only click on iinks or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Dear Council/

Unfortunately I can't be there Monday night to testify in person AGAINST proposed Bill No. 38-2019.1 try not to testify
and waste your time on things that really don't matter to most of the people in this county. However, this bill does
matter to many/ especially the taxpayers. It is effectively a taking as ! see it Anyone within this area of the county will no
longer have any rights to reasonably develop/ or En many cases, even maintain their property. I believe that the county is
not aUowed to take substantially all of the use of someone's property without compensation, this bill will open up the
county to multipie lawsuits/ the result of which is likely to be that the county will need to compensate property owners
the fair value of the property that will have been taken.

This bi!l affects all of the properties in this large area, and would be a terrible mistake that will have significant costs to
both home prices/ (as no new homes will be able to be built), as well as affecting ail commercial and industrial
properties. The only way that home prices can be lowered is through the production of new homes/ and this bill wiil
further exacerbate the problem.

There are already a plethora of green initiatives and growth limiting laws on the books/ as well as currently proposed by
the administration, to handlestormwaterrunoffand other environmental concerns.

This bill is ill willed/ as it would stop everything in this area of the county. It may be the worst bill I have ever seen
proposed, and I have seen some very bad bills.

Thank you for reading this.

Steven K, Breeden

587 Gaither Road
Sykesvilie/ MD 21784



Sayers, Margery

From: Karia Whiftaker <whittaker.karla@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 4:00 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Hello,

I live In District 1 and I am writing to support CB 38. Our watershed needs to be protected in order to minimize future

flooding risks. We cannot continue the level of development that we have seen to date. Please support this iegislation.

Karla Whittaker

Sent from my JPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: AJudd <bakkj55@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 3:49 PM
To: CouncilMai!

Subject: CB38

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

sender.]

I support CB38. I can't understand how the abomination on Old Annapolis got approved. The last 100 flood resulted in
the worst flooding ! have seen on Old Annapolis Rd, 1 believe the massive Centennial Overlook development contributed

greatiy. And then you guys approved the development featured in the Liz Walsh video.

Enough, already.

AileenJudd

Liz Walsh.

IF YOU SUPPORT; Being responsible stewards of the last bits of undeveloped land, eliminating developer entitlements/
and reducing future flood risks/ then #CB38 is your bill. And we need to hear from you.

The public hearing for Council Bifj 38 is this coming Monday, September 16 at 7 pm. To sign up to testify/ visit:
https://apps.howardcountymd.gov/otestimony/
**Per new testimony guidelines, individuals MUST sign up by 7 pm on Monday in order to testify. Organizations must
sign up by 5 pm on Monday and complete the form found through the above link.

And please send your written support to the Council (also very important) to: councilmaii@howardcountymd.gov.

To learn more, visit: https;//cc.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=-7oD9DHcOs4%3d&tabid=535&porta!id==0



HOWARD COUNTY
CHAMBER GOVCONNECTS

6240 Old Dobbin Lone ss Suite HO w Coiumbia, MD 21045

September 10, 2019

Ms. Christiana Rigby
Chair, Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: CB 38 - The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill

Dear Councllwoman Rigby:

Throughout its history. Historic Ellicott City has been prone to flooding. Floods of 2016 and 2018
have many calling for more stringent requirements to development Impacting the historic district.
Since 2018, a development moratorium has been in place for the historic district until further
studies could be completed. Like many county residents and property owners, the Chamber agrees

that the historic district and surrounding neighborhoods are jewels that should be protected.

As with most legislative matters, it's not the intent that is questioned but rather the details. What
started out as protecting Historic Ellicott City from flooding has seemingly expanded to the entire
watershed and now impacts both Ellicott City and Elkridge. It is important that legislation balance
environmental concerns with business and marketplace realities. In our opinion, this legislation

does not do that.

If the legislation before us passes, the County stands to be impacted in a myriad of ways. This
legislation prohibits an inordinate amount of commercial and residential activities thereby
Impacting land usage and redevelopment in Route 1, a key commercial thoroughfare. There are

also inconsistencies with previously adopted county policies and plans. Albeit years on the
horizon, this bill threatens key public facilities yet to be built in the Elkridge community namely
that of HS 14. It also impacts utility maintenance and infrastructure expansion. Lastly, it lessens

the value of land because of the increase percentage of land now dedicated to easements.

Phone:410-730-4111 i:s info@howardchamber.com n howardchamber.com :i!i;ll"'/|ti!i



CB 38 - The Patapsco Lower Nort-h Branch Bill
September 10, 2019

p. 2

For the reasons outlined above, the Howard County Chamber respectfully opposes CB 38 and
request a "No" vote,

Respectfully,

^uh^//^f^
Leonardo McClarty, CCE
President/CEO, Howard County Chamber

CC: Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive
Howard County Chamber Board of Directors
Legislative Affairs Committee



Sayers, Margery

From: Connie Ennis <ennis.connie@yahooxom>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 2:44 PM
To: CouncilMall
Subject: CB 38. Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

I live at 4045 St Johns lane EHicott City (District 1). My residence is located within the watershed boundaries of Patapsco
Lower North Branch. I also own a business located at 3723 0!d Columbia Pike, Eiljcott City (District 1) located within the
watershed boundaries of Patapsco Lower North Branch.

This is sent to register my support of CB 38 to protect my family and my investment In 2 properties located with in this
area against future flooding and to protect against any further risk to the public health, safety and welfare of others
living or visiting in this area.

Sent from myiPad



Sayers, Margery

From: Kerri Bentkowski Li <kerri.bentkowskj@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 2:11 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support for CB 38" Protect the Patabsco

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

Dear County Council member"

Please support CB-38-2019 that supports responsible stormwater management/ protects Green space, and enforces

existing environmental protections for this special part of the Patapsco watershed.

Developers & Howard County DPZ cannot continue to develop in the Ellicott City & Elkridge as "business as usual/' The
conditions in these areas require careful, conservative development. This bill strengthens Route 1 revitalization for the

communities that live there.

I grew up in EJIicott City, owned property in Eikridge for 16 years & currently live in Ellicott City. I see the degradation

from overdevelopment & poor planning impacting our waterways and our schools everyday. It is time to change our
approach to growth & enforce the laws En place to protect our communities & water.

Absolutely no Fee-in-Lieu shouid be permitted in EllicottCity.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Kerri Bentkowski Li
9882 Century Drive
Eilicott City



Sayers, Margery

From: Cristina Sovereign <cristina.sovereign@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 1:31 PM
To: CouncilMait

Subject: support CB38

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

Please pass Council Bill CB38. Howard County has sensible development requirements already on its books/ but they are
absolutely useless if waivers are granted to developers. Unfortunately/ Howard County has granted far too many waivers
in its recent history. It's pretty clear to any average citizen that flooding on Main Street has been exacerbated by the
development in the surrounding hillsides. Howard County has to change its permissiveness towards developers.
Promote the quality of !and development over the quantity. Give priority to the protection of pre-existing homes and
businesses from flooding rather than new developments.

Anybody who votes against this bill clearly is in the pockets of developers and 1 will make a note in my smart phone
never to vote for them and warn my neighbors, colleagues and friends to do likewise.

Cristina Sovereign
EllicottCity/MD



Sayers, Margery

From: Cynthia Vanden/vagen <Cynthiavanderwagen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 11:08 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

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

sender.]

Howard County Council

MD
us

RE: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

Dear Howard County Coundl/

As a resident of Howard County/1 am very concerned about the waivers that are still being issued for developments

impacting the Patapsco Lower North Branch, even though this watershed experiences stormwater and flooding issues. I
live directly up the street from Main Street, and have a strong interest in supporting the businesses/ families, and

historic character of the area. The over development of Howard County land is very concerning to me as a parent of

school-age children/ a member of this community/ and as someone who appreciates the beauty and history of this

environment.

Waivers should be the exception/ not the rule.

We are counting on the county to protect our environmental resources filter, slow, and absorb stormwater runoff

before it becomes a problem.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Cynthia Vanderwagen

3610 Valley Rd
Ellicott City/MD 21042
(423) 718-0685



Sayers, Margery

From: Debra Radciiffe-Borsch <debra21794@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 9:07 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: 1 support CB38

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

Dear Howard County Council/

Please make CB38 the law! We need to protect our environment/ especially our
waterways/ because without clean water/ we cannot live. We need to reduce erosion
and the sediment buildup in the Patapsco River/ which fchen promotes a healthier
Chesapeake Bay! We have to build and repair WISELY and I believe CB38 is a step in the
right direction.

Thank you,
Debra Radcliffe-Borsch
West Friendship/ MD 21794



Sayers, Margery

From: Robin Barnes <robinebarnes4912@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 9:01 AM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: CB38

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

Dear HoCo Council/
I am writing to support CB 38 concerning the Patapsco Lower Branch Watershed presented by Liz Walsh. As an Eilicott
City resident of 7 years, I am greatly concerned about the flooding on Main Street the past three years as we!i as the

excessive development that has resulted in 1000 students in our local elementary school the past several years.
Piease say "no" to waivers and fees for developers regarding boundaries and development requirements. Our local

community has suffered so much due to these allowances and it has to be stopped. We need to be more responsible in
the choices we make for the good of our citizens-especially our children.
Thank you Liz Waish and team for all your work on this bill.

Regards/

Robin Barnes
District 1 resident
Mom of 5

Robin Barnes
httD://spiritua!grit,com/
Sent from myiPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: Mary Fisher <fisherprofessional1@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:57 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: Support of HB 38 (Council District 1)

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

Good Morning,

I am emailing my support of HB 38.

Unfortunately ! will not be able to attend the meeting on Monday night. I am writing this as a constituent of District 1.1
work as a Realtor In Howard County and also work as a Server on the weekends on Main Street. I live off of College
Avenue. My children both attend Ellicott Mills Middle Schooi. I am heavily invested in this community and the future of
Ellicott City. Please accept my support and take into consideration the urgency of passing this blH and the impact that It
will have on our future.

Thank you,

Mtf^ry Fi^^r
RE/MAX New Beginnings Real Estate Company
1424 Sulphur Spring Rd, Baitimore, Md.21227
Office-410-242-0220 Cel!-443-803-9355 Fax-410-242-0225

Independently Owned and Operated



Sayers, Margery

From: D Song <dysong1@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 10:11 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB38

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

Dear Howard County Council/

S want to express my strong support for CB#38; it is a long overdue bill and will help ensure the quality of life for Howard
County residents by protecting our dwindling undeveloped areas and also recoup the real costs of development from
builders. Howard County is far behind other surrounding counties in charging the costs of development and in
supporting our school revenues. Howard County residents will be watching to see who stands with them instead of
those who bow to special interests.

Daniel Song
12497 WNuggettCt
Highland MD



Sayers, Margery

From: Walsh, Eiizabeth
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 8:56 PM
To: schmidtnikki; CouncilMail
Subject: Re: CB38 Support" from District 1

Thanks, thanks, thanks, for this strong note of support and for amplifying on social media.

Liz Walsh, Council Member
Howard County Council
Serving District 1

3430 Court House Drive

Ellicott City/MD 21043
410.313.2001

From: schmidt.nikki <schmidt.nikki@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday/ September 12, 2019 4:58:39 PM
To: CoundlMai! <CounciiMail@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: CB38 Support - from District 1

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

Hello Council Members -

I write in strong support for CB38. I am a District 1 resident, and have been for 10 years, in that time I've
watched with dismay as projects have been pushed through despite strong community objection about the
developmental impact on the surrounding environment. Wetlands have been filled in, woodlands ciear-cut,
hillsides razed and fields bulldozed. We continue to devastate our green spaces in our chase for the almighty
development dollar. It HAS to stop. Please vote to support CB38.

Thank You"

Nikki Schmidt
10320KettledrumCt
Eliicott City, MD 21042

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Sayers, Margery

From: Ryan Simmons <ryan@simmons.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 8:06 PM
To; CouncilMail
Subject: I support CB38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Dear Howard County Council,

As a iong-time resident of Howard County (29 years and 25 years on Bonnie Branch Road in Eliicott City, Council District
1) i have seen what over development in eastern HoCo can do. The roads can't handle the traffic, the schools can't keep

up with the new housing, county services can't clear the roads quickly enough if it snows/ and of course/ the fatal
flooding in Ellicott City. We need to stop any development that will further harm our watersheds.

Because of that;! strongly support CB38. The waivers have to stop/ the building on slopes has to stop/ the indiscriminate

cutting of trees has to stop. Please pass CB38 and bring reason back to development in the Patapsco watershed.

Thank you.

Ryan Simmons
4615 Bonnie Branch Road

Ellicott City



Sayers, Margery

From: Sue <suemazzoni@gmail,com>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 7:21 PM
To: CounciiMai!
Subject: CB38

'Mote: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on (inks or attachments if
you know the sender.]

We are STRONGLY in favor of CB38 and adamantly oppose waivers or fees in lieu of compliance.

We moved to Howard County from Baltimore County seven years ago and are now questioning whether we made the
right move given the massive devefopment and poor decision making that we've seen since moving here. We hoped that
the new council (and county executive) would be wiser than the last

Do something right and pass CB 38 in its entirety.

David & Susan Mazzoni
6507 Lawyers Hi!! Road 21075
District 1

• "To give real service you must add something which cannot be bought or measured with money, and that is sincerity and integrity."
Douglas Adams



Sayers, Margery

From: Haydee Herrera <lolalagrande123@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 5:54 PM
To: CoundlMaii
Subject: CB38

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

Dear Council members:

1 support btil #CB38, because I support being responsible stewards of the last bits of undeveloped iand, eliminating
developer entitlements/ and reducing future flood risks.
Best wishes,

Haydee Herrera



Sayers, Margery

From: Eiizabeth Suarez <easuarez48@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 5:27 PM
To: CouncEIMai!
Subject: Council Bill 38

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

sender.1

Please pass council bill 38.

Elizabeth Suarez
6945 Spinning Seed
Columbia, Md 21045
Sent from my iPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: schmjdt.nikki <schmidtnikki@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 4:59 PM
To: CouncHMail
Subject: CB38 Support - from District 1

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

Hello Council Members -

I write in strong support for CB38.1 am a District 1 resident, and have been for 10 years. In that time I've
watched with dismay as projects have been pushed through despite strong community objection about the
developmenta! impact on the surrounding environment. Wetlands have been filled in, woodlands clear-cut,
hillsides razed and fields buHdozed. We continue to devastate our green spaces in our chase for the almighty
development dollar, it HAS to stop. Please vote to support CB38.

Thank You -

Nikki Schmidt
10320KettledrumCt.
ElljcottCity,MD21042

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Sayers, Margery

From: Niki McGuigan <mcnlki1@gmail.cotn>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 3:14 PM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: Support for CB 38

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

Dear Council Members/

I strongly support CB 38! Thank you, Liz Walsh for introducing this bill. It is long overdue. I live in Eikridge and I see
firsthand what unchecked development has already done to our area. Our roads flood quickly with rain. The new
apartments near Main Street, called RiverWatch/ are falling into the Patapscoand more are on the way. The water gets

so high in the neighborhood of Harwood Park that they have had to close the road and you recently approved more
development at the Roberts Property next door.

Please do the right thing for this county!

Sincerely,

Niki McGuigan
District 1



Sayers, Margery

From: Yakas Family <yakasfamily@gmaii.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 2:55 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: CB38

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

I support council bill 38, and i hope you will too. Please do the right thing and protect your citizens from this flooding
and overdeveloped mess, I live in Valleymede and I've seen first hand what flooding does. I've seen two houses
purchased by the county and demolished in the past year. We need to start doing things better in this county.

Thanks,
Kristin Yakas

EllicottCity



Sayers, Margery

From: Michael Radinsky <mradinsk@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 2:55 PM
To: CouncilMaii; Walsh, Elizabeth
Subject: CB38

[Note: This email origjnafced from outside of the organization. Ptease oniy click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

I am writing as a resident of District land ask you to support Council Bill 38 to protect the wastershed.

I was in EIHcott City, working at the B&O Railroad Museum on May 28 2017 and watched as a 10 foot wall of water
roared down Main Street.

1 assisted out of town visitors to safety on the second floor of the museum, and stood with them and their chiidren as
they watched their car and their belongs float down Main.

I stood in terror as I tried to contact my daughter who worked at Portalli's/ and her boyfriend working at Pure Wine/

praying they had escaped.

They lost everything- home/ job and sense of security- that day.

We must do everything practicable to protect our town and watershed, and E believe it is high time that developers
begin to understand that safety trumps profit.

Thank you/
Mike Radinsky
3672 Joydn Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Connie Cooney <ca.cooney@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 2:50 PM
To: CoundiMail

Subject: CB38

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

Sorry previous emai! should have said CB38. Please support

Connie Cooney

District 1

Connie Cooney



Sayers, Margery

From: Connie Cooney <ca.cooney@gmaii.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 2:49 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38 support

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

Please support CB 8. This is important legislation that is desperately needed to save our county

Connie Cooney
District 1

Connie Cooney



Sayers, Margery

From: Chad Berginnis <cberginnis@floods.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 2:46 PM
To: CoundiMail
Cc: David Conrad; cberginnis@floods.org
Subject: Written Testimony on Council Bill 38: The Patapsco Lower North Branch Bill
Attachments: Howard County Council Bii! 38-2019^SFPM Testimony_9-11-19^inai.pdf

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

Attached please find testimony from the Association of State Floodplain Managers/ Inc. on the above referenced biil.

Thank You!

Chad Berginnis/ CFM | Executive Director | ASFPM
8301 ExceSsior Drive ] Madison, Wl 53717
tel; 608-828-3000 | cell: 740-258-3419 S cbergmnis@fioods.o^



Association of State Floodplain Managers, Inc,

Testimony in Support of Howard County Council Bill 38

September 11, 2019

The Association of State Floodplain Managers, a national non-profit organization dedicated to reducing flood

losses in the country and protecting the natural functions of floodplains is writing today in support: of Howard

County Council Bill 38.

Communities across the nation do much to manage flood risk, However, a disturbing trend that ASFPM is

seeing is that disaster costs are increasing, much more so in recent years. In the 1990's the nation averaged

$5.6 billion in flood losses annually, that increased to over $10 billion in the 2000's and in this decade we are

on track to double that to neariy $20 billion annually. This trend is at least partially due to the impacts of

stormwater flooding where climate change is resulting in more intense storms inland and on our coasts.

The most common tool used by communities - participation in the NFIP - while helpful, is not enough.

Communities that are successful in managing flood risk use a combination of approaches and techniques to

minimize the increase of tiood risk to properties and lives including the recognition of the natural functions of

fioodplains including wetlands and riparian corridors. Council Bl!l 38 applies severai of these approaches by:

• Ensuring that stonnwater quantity management is as important as storinwater quality management

Far too many communities have inadequate stormwater management standards for the purpose of

reducing or eliminating stormwater flood risk. While residential infii! is important, stormwater impacts

must be accounted for and addressed to ensure no adverse impacts to surrounding properties.

• Incorporating the use of setbacks or buffers for flood loss reduction and preservation of ecological and

riparian function. In a collaborative report between ASFPM and the American Planning Association

entitled Subdivision Design and Flood Hazard Areas, there are severa! recommended standards for

protecting riparian areas/ wetlands, waterways and steep slopes including the use of setbacks (or

buffers), inventorying and preserving ummpaired riparian areas and resources in natural conditions (like

tree canopies), etc. A setback of 100 feet is weii within the buffer ranges for the purposes of stream

stabiiization, water quality protection, flood attenuation, riparian/wildlife habitat protection and the

protection of coldwater fisheries.

• Recognizing the value of in-piace natural resources for stormwater protection and overall watershed

health. A common complaint regarding the "fees in lieu of" complying with open space requirements is

that the benefits of such resources may not be in the same iocation as the negative impacts of the

floodplain deveiopment; rather, they may be further upstream, downstream or in a different watershed

entirely. Similarly, alternative compliance measures can be tricky to implement.

On behalf of our 19,000 fioodplain management professionals across the nation and in Maryland, we thank you

for the opportunity to provide this testimony. If we can provide any additional information, please contact
ASFPM's Maryland based Water Resources Policy Advisor, David Conrad at 202-365-0565 or at

david@floods.org.



Sayers, Margery

From: David Ryan <dcryan7@verjzon.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 8:31 AM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: CB38

[Note; This email originafced from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.^

Council Members:

!t can be easy to criticize localities far away, like in Brazil, for not stopping the devastation of their environment. We look at
the news and ask in horror, "Why don't they do something?!"

Hmmm, maybe we should turn the mirror on to ourselves as well?

If we here in Howard County can't take some reasonabte steps to protect our local environment, then who can?

Let's do the right thing.

Pass CB38.

Respectfully yours,

David Ryan
dcryan7@verizon.net
m: 301 "717-3747

District 1 resident

4013 Arjay Circle
Eilicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Rigby, Christiana
Sent: Wednesday, September 11,2019 1:24 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: Please oppose CB 38

-—Originai Message—-

From; Syed Rizvl <Amirl040@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday/ September II/ 2019 1:11 PM
To: REgby, Christians <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby/

As a Howard County resident, I write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However, very little consideration has

been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners/ including those who have lived in their
communities for years.

CB 38 wiil drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This wl!! place our already expensive housingthatmuchfarther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage, insure their dwelling,
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people wi!! be affected and what these regulations wiii cost area

homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely,

Syed Rizvi
8052 Leishear Rd

Laurel/MD 20723
Amirl040@gmail.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Walsh, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:38 PM
To: CoundlMaEI
Subject: FW: CB38 and CB40 Requests
Attachments: moratoriumplanschartCB40.docx; CR99-2019 2019 School Capacity Bin (5).pdf

Colleagues: 1 thought you might find the highlighted text be!ow instructive/ regarding the specific subject ofCB40,

proposing to extend the Watershed Safety Act by three months/ from October 26, 2019 to January 26, 2020. That is/ DP2
reports no fiscal impact resulting from the short-term extension proposed by CB40.

And, although the first chart attached (both prepared by DPZ) lists those projects affected by the moratorium that would
be subject to that further, brief extension, DP2 since has confirmed that only two of the major subdivisions there

listed—Long Gate Overlook on Montgomery Road across from the Target (items 22 and 23 on the list) and Taylor Place
on College Avenue (items 28 and 29) have yet to be released from the aiso-applicabie dosed schoo! waiting bin. The
other projects on the second chart attached noted as /'Tiberw or "Piumtree'/—and having only "4th failed test" or fewer—

could not be released from that pre-existing hold any eariier than June 2020.

David/yoLi'i! note BethanyGlen/ which was !eft off earlier versions of the first chart, is now a!so induded.

Happy to discuss with each of you individualiy as you'd like.

LizWalsh, Council Member
Howard County Council
Serving District 1: Ellicott City. Dorsey's Search, EIKridge & Hanover

3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City. MD 21043
410.313.2001

From: Lazdins/ValdEs
Sent: Wednesday/ August 28, 2019 10:08 AM
To: Sidh/ Sameer <SSIdh(a)howardcountvmd.gov>; Pope, Patrick <opoDe@howardcountvmd.gov>; Sager/ Jennifer
<isager(a)howardcountvmd.gov>; Robbins, Lonnie <[robbJns@howardcountvmd.Rov>
Cc: Hernandez/ Shaina <shemandez@howardcountvmd.gov>; Sheubrooks, Kent<ksheubrooks(5)howardcountvmd.gov>;

Bronow, Jeff <ibronow@howardcountynnd.Rov>

Subject: FW: CB38 and CB40 Requests

Hi:
Please review and let us know if we can release this email and attachment to the Auditor.

CB40-2019
Could you provide the most up to date listing of plans impacted by the C856/CB20 moratorium? In addition to
the standard fields provided in the past, please identify the street address, occupiable square footage, # of units/

and planning stage of each plan?



The list we believe the Auditor is referring to is attached and maintained by DPZ's Division of Land Development.

Also, could you let us know if your position on the temporary moratorium's impact to the County is consistent
with that shared En the attached memo called /CB20-2019 DPZ Attachment'? if this memo Is no longer accurate
to your department's stance we would just like to know how it has changed and why,

The genera! conclusion remains the same^ that another short term extension of the moratorium (3 months or

less) would have a minimal fisca! impact. Eventualfy though/ with continued extensions/ short term turns into
long term and this could result in fiscal impacts over time. However, DPZ sees no reason to again extend the
moratorium since CB 36 and Council Resolutions 122 and 123 have been filed.

CB38-2019
Could you provide a revised 'PLNBW Residential Units by Planning Stage' document (attached) that adds

columns for the occupiable square footage, street address and the planning area of each plan listed?

Attached is the Information to address your question. However/ not ail development plans have addresses nor

do we have the square footage of units. That information is not known untii building permits are issued by DILP.

Thanks, Vai

Valdis LazdJns
Director
Department of Planning and Zoning
Howard County Government
410.313,4301
y[a2dins@howardcountvmd,gov

From: Sheubrooks/ Kent

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:59 PM
To: Bronow, Jeff <lbronow@howardcountvmd.gov>; Lazdins, Valdis <vlazdins@howardcountymd.Rov>
Cc: Conrad/ Peter <pconrad@howardcountymd.gov>

Subject: RE: CB38 and CB40 Requests

Attached is the updated chart for CB 40 auditor request. PJease note that PMG/ ECP-18-036 was removed from the chart
since not affected by moratorium for no increase in impervious area. Bethany Glen, SP-19-005 and SMO Dash-ln Shelf

Station, ECP-19-043 were new plans added to the chart,

Kent

From: Bronow/Jeff

Sent: Monday/ August 26, 2019 2:37 PM
To: Lazdins/ Valdis <ylazdins@howardcountymd.gQY>
Cc: Sheubrooks/ Kent <k5heubrooks@howardcountvmd.gov>; Conrad, Peter <pconrad@howardcountvmd^QY>

Subject: RE: CB38 and CB40 Requests

Val/ please see my responses below,

From: Lazdins/Valdis
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 2:11 PM
To: Bronow, Jeff<j[bronow(a)howardcountvmd.gov>



Cc: Sheubrooks, Kent <ksheubrooks(a)howardcountymd.gov>; Conrad, Peter <Dconrad@howardcountvmd.Rov>

Subject: FW: CB38 and CB40 Requests

Hi; Is this possible by this date and time? Thanks Val

Valdis Lazdins
Director
Department of PSanning and Zoning
Howard County Government
410.313.4301
vlazdins@howardcountvmd.gov

From: Clark, Owen

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 2:07 PM

To: Lazdins, Vatdis <v!azdins{a)howardcountvmd.Roy>
Cc: Sheubrooks, Kent <ksheubrooi<sOhowardcountvmd-Eov>; Bronow, Jeff <ibronow@howardcountvmd.gov>;

Giendenning/ Craig <c6lendenninR@howardcountymd.goy>
Subject: CB38 and CB40 Requests

Team/

I have a few requests to fadiitate the fiscal analysis we're performing for CB38-2019 and CB40-2019.

CB40-2019

Could you provide the most up to date listing of plans impacted by the CB56/CB20 moratorium? In addition to
the standard fields provided in the past, please identify the street address, occupiable square footage, ft of units,
and planning stage of each plan?

Also, could you !et us know if your position on the temporary moratorium's impact to the County is consistent
with that shared in the attached memo called /CB20-2019 DPZ Attachment'? if this memo is no longer accurate

to your department's stance we would just like to know how it has changed and why.

CB38-2019
Could you provide g revised /PLNBW Residential Units by Planning Stage' document (attached) that adds

columns for the occupiabte square footage/ street address and the planning area of each plan listed?
Can you let us know if you can provide this information by EOB Thursday? Please advise if there are any issues with

preparing this information.

Thank you/

Owe^ Q^t&

Howard County Government

County Auditor
Legislative Audit Manager
410-313-3063 (phone)

oclark@howardcoyntvmd.gQy



SCHOOL BIN LIST AND PASS/FA1L STATUS FOR HEW SCHOOL CAPAC1TC CHART TO BE ADOPTED ON JULY 1,2013 (CR-SS 2019)
CB2D-Z019

Expires
low^nis

1
2
3
A
5
G
7
g
3

10
II
12
13
14
15
16
17
•S8

IS
20
21
22

F!!o Number

F-15-005

F-15-024
SP-1S-013

S-17-Q07
5P-15-01S

M7-004
F-17-oae

S.17-OOG
SP-1&-013

SDP-12-001

F-16-085

F-14-112

F-15-057
F-16-034

F-17-021

S-IS-002
r-i9-022

M 7-1 OS
F-17-099
F-18-078

F-1B-118

SP.17-010

File Name

Sladys Woods
Sunset Plains
Lacey Property
Tbv Towns at Court Hlli
Hampton Kite
Docsoy Canter
Ksehn Proparty
Doisoy's Ridgo

Tayior Highlands
Buch Pmporty

GoMboEg Proporty
Centennial Chdeo
Crastialgh Proporty
^/an Stono Property
Horirao's Property

Beachwood Manor
Viannolta Manor
Vlltl Havan Lots 8 & 9
Sopoz Proporty
Isla's Woods

WfflcwNook
Lyhus Proporty

Elementary
District

Watorioo Pass
Watarioo Pass
Votorans Fall
Veterans Fall
i/Vorthtngtan Pass
Hanomor Kills FaJi
LfVstorioo Pass
Voterans Fall
Worth! ngton Pass
HanovorHilts Faii
Honlfioitl Station Fall
NortMIeid Fali
Northflold Fait
Northfleld Fait
Northfisld __ Fall
German Crossing Fall
Somnan Crossing __ ......Fall

Taibott Springs _Pass
Fulton Fall
Fu!ton Fail
Pointers Run Fail
Futton Fa!i

School
Region

Northoast Pass
Northeast Pass
Norttieast Pass
Norttieast Pass
Northeast Pass
Northoast Pass
Northeast Pass
Northnast Pass
Northeast Pass
Norttoast Pass
North Pass
North Pass
North Pass
North Pass
North Pass
Southeast Pass
Southeast Pass
CoiumMa East Pass
West Pass

West Pass
West Pass

Wast Pass

middle
District,

EllicottMltte Fal!
Btcott Mills Fait
Duntoggin Fall
Dunloegln Fa!i
EllicottMIUs Fail
ThomssVtaduct Fall
Eiiicott Mills Fat!
ElBcott Mills Fail
SttcoB Mliis Fait
Thomas VIaduct Fait
Dunloagin FaH
Dunioggln Fall
Dunloggln Fall
DuntoQgIn Fsil
Duntosgin Fall
MurayHlll fai!
Mmvf Hti! _Fall
Oakland Mills Pass
Hammond Pass
Hatnmond Pass

Ctertevltlo Pass
Umo Kin Pass

Higti
District

Howard Fail
Howard Fall

MtHobmn Fail
Mt Hsbron Fail
Mt Habron Fat!
Long Reach Fall

Howard Fall
Contanniai Fail

MtMtibron Fall
Long Reach Fat!
Ml Hobron Fall
Contenntal Fall
Centennial Fall
Csntonntai Fait
Cantonnial Fall
Rosonfolr Fall
Resotvoir Fall

Oakland MIils Pass
Reservoir Fait
RosOToir Fail
Atholton Pass
Reservoir Fat!

School

Capacity
Test

Pass

Pass

Fail
Fall

Pass

Faii
Fail
Fall

Pass/Fail
Fall
Faii

Pass

Pass

Pass
Fall
Fail
Fail
Pass

Fail
Fan
Fail
Fall

AIiocaCons

2
1

12
8

13
230

1
52

252
1G

1
2
1
1
1

30
3
1
1
s
1

26

Unit Type

SFD
SFD
SFD
SPA
SFD
APT
SFD
SFA

8BSFA&164APT
SFA
SFD
SR3
SFD
SFD
SFD

19SFD&11SFA
.SFD.

.SFD

SFD
SFD
SR3
SFD

Number of Sclioo) CapacItYTestFatluras

Passes by dofauit-Slh failure
Passos by dafautt-5? failure
4th failed tost
1th fatlod tost
Passes by default - Sth faltura
3rd tailed tost
SrcHalladtost
4th failod test
Passes by duteult 248 unlts-Sfc failure. 4ffifanBd tost for4 units
2nd fal!od tost
4th fallud test
Passes fay default - 5th failure

Passss by dofautt - 5th fdium
Passos by tieteuit-5th failure
4th fatlod tost
3ra failed test
2nd fsiiod test

3m failed tost
2nd failed tost
2nd failed tost
2nd faliod test

Wataished

T1bw
Ti bar

Tibsr
Tlbor

Plumtron
PIumtrso

Ptumtroo
PIumtree

(1}Thte plan has sctt^y faftad 4 limes, howwor It took on tho status of Corridor Square (SDP-1M02) by svrapptaa in May. zaiS, so the laliure^^
p) This pian has (ailad four timos for the n>matntng4201S units.
(3) TMs plan had boon voided but was reactivated on Juna 13.2019.





Project Name, Zoning
& Street Address

File Number
& Plan Stage

Watershed

28. Taylor Place (RA-15)
College Avenue

SP-16-013 Tiber Branch
Pre. Eq. Sketch Plan

29. Gatherings at Taylor Place WP-19-072 Tiber Branch
College Avenue (RA-15) Alternative Comp.

30. Terrapm (Tiber) Woods F-1 8-001
(RSC), Frederick Road Final Plan

31. The Towns at Court Hill S-17-007
(RA-15), 3614 Court House Sketch Plan
Drive

Tiber Branch

Tiber Branch

6

smo/it'^u^iuni

61./t-Z/gUoiu

^/ZO/9 uo tuennsuoQ o^ p

32. Van Stone Property (R-20) F-16-034
Saint Johns Lane Final Plat

Plum Tree Branch

33. SMO Dash-ln Store (B-2) ECP-19-043 Tiber Branch
4205 Montgomery Road Env. Concept Plan

34. SMO Dash-ln Store WP-19-091 Tiber Branch

4205 Montgomery Road Alternative Corn.

S/I.OZ/G^ussjOBa-i PIOH 'ZdC

8WOZ/6 HISS jewe-i PIOH 'ZdC

d~UQ -s^uued ^aN ON - 91

Total Number of Lots/Units = 156

6WZO/^-i3tt^U!aPiOH(

8l'/(U/8 uo ^uss j5B3~i mnu



Project Name, Zoning
& Street Address

File Number
& Plan Stage

Watershed Number & Type of Units.
& Occupiable Square Footage

19. Howard Heights, Lot 26-A ECP-18-049 Plum Tree Branch 1 SFD Unit, SF Unknown
(R-20), 2940 Southview Rd Env, Concept Plan

20. Lacey Property (R-ED) SP-15-013 Tiber Branch 13 SFD Units, SF Unknown
3538 Church Road Pre. Eq. Sketch Plan

21. Legacy at EIHcott's Retreat SDP-14-090, POR Tiber Branch
(FOR), 8910-8950 Carls Ct Site Dev. Plan

22. Long Gate OyerIook(RA15) F-16-048
Montgomery Road Final Plat

23. Long Gate Over!ook(RA15) SDP-14-074
Montgomery Road Site Dev. Plan

Tiber Branch

Tiber Branch

162 Apt Units, SF Unknown
Age Restricted

79 SFA Units. SF Unknown

Same as above

24. Lutheran Village (PSC)
Frederick Road

25. Maple Grove (R-12)
9060 Upton Road

26. Maple Grove (R-12)
9060 Upton Road

27. Nobel Manor (R-20)
9061 Upton Road

F-17-103

Fmat Plat

S-18-005

Sketch Plan

Pium Tree Branch 0 Units, Easement Plat

Tiber Branch

WP-19-033 Tiber Branch

Alternative Comp.

ECP-19-029 Tiber/Pfum Tree
Env. Concept Plan

9 SFD Units, SF Unknown

Same as above

3 SFD Units, SF Unknown

Plan on Hol

Closed Sch

SDP Signec

Originals 01

Originals 01

Plat Origins

IVIoratorium

Plan on Ho)

Revision L€



Project Name, Zoning
& Street Address

File Number
& Plan Stage

Watershed

9. Dorsey's Ridge (CEF-R) S-17-006
3956 Cooks Lane SRetch Plan

Tiber Branch

10. Dorse/s Ridge (CEF-R)
3956 Cooks Lane

WP-18-136 Tiber Branch

Alternative Comp.

11. Dorsey's Ridge (CEF-R) F-19-047
3956 Cooks Lane Final Plat

Tiber Branch

12. Fels Lane Property (RVH) ECP-16-067 Tiber Branch
Fels Lane (No Address #) Env. Concept Plan

13. Gatherings atTaytor Place ECP-18-028, POR Tiber Branch
(FOR), College Avenue Env. Concept Plan

14. Gatherings at Taylor Place WP-19-072, FOR Tiber Branch
(POR), College Avenue Alternative Comp.

15. Geier Subdivision (R-20) SDP-18-062 Plum Tree Branch
9307 Dunloggin Road Site Dev. Plan

16. Goins Property (R-20) F-14-045
2778 Saint Johns Lane Final Plat

17. Honrao's Property (R-20) F-17-021

4060 Saint Johns Lane Final Plat

18. Howard Heights, Lot 25-A SDP-18-016

(R-20), 3004 Southview Rd Site Dev. Plan

Plum Tree Branch

Plum Tree Branch

Plum Tree Branch

pioii uo (6fc/ZO/Z^tt9~I uig P!OH <

pjoq uo '61-/ZO/2. -l3tt9"1 Uig pjOH <

49U9~i piOH ujinuo^joyy fzda

jg^o-t PIOH lunuo^oyy (2da

61-/60/SUOpeis

ei./go/suop^ss

6WOW^ti

P|OH UinuotEJoiftj ^i./9^/61

6W-OZ90U3



PLANS IN PROCESS AFFECTED BY CB 56-2018 MORATORIUM & EXTENSION OF MORATORIl

August 28, 2019

Project Name, Zoning
& Street Address

FHe Number
_&f>Ia_nS_tetjge^

Watershed Number & Type of Units.
& Occypiabfe Square Foofase

1. Ahmad Property (R-20) F-18-030
3350 Saint Johns Lane Final Plat

2. Ahmad Property (R-20) WP-19-037
3350 Saint Johns Lane Alternative Comp.

P}um Tree Branch 2 SFD Units, SF Unknown

Plum Tree Branch Same as above

3. Bethany Glen (R-20) SP-19-005 Plum Tree Branch 112 SFD Lots, SF Unknown
9891 Old Frederick Road Pre. Eq, Sketch Plan

Revision Le

IVIoratorium

Revised Pla

4. Bethany Glen (R-20) WP-19-118 Plum Tree Branch Same as above
9891 Old Frederick Road Alternative Comp.

Revised Pta

5. Bethel Bapt Church (RSI) F-15-018
4261 Montgomery Road Final Plat

6. Bethel Bapt. Church (RSt) SDP-15-011
4261 Montgomery Road Site Dev. Plan

7. Centennial Choice (R-20) M4-112
4040 Saint Johns Lane Final Plat

Tiber Branch

Tiber Branch

0 Units, 13,900 SF Church

Same as above

Plum Tree Branch 3 SFD Units, SF Unknown

Originals or
on 8/10/18

Originals or
on 8/10/18

Released fr<

moratorium

8. Crestleigh Property (R-20) F-15-057
42-lSC/ubCourt Final Plat

Plum Tree Branch 2 SFD Units, SF Unknown Released fr<
moratorium



Sayers, Margery

From; Brianna Sanden <brisanden@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 8:31 AM
To: CouncHMail
Cc: Ball, Calvin
Subject: Vote for the Protection of the Environment and the Community

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

Death should never be considered an acceptable cost of promoting an economy, Our environment and community have been hit with two years' of devastating
flooding, yet Howard County continues to protect development that contributes to the root cause of this destruction.
Old EINcott City and Main Street are an intrinsic part of this community, and draw visitors seeking a taste of the unique history and atiractions that we have.Fear
driven by the flooding has caused both businesses and visitors to flee, which cannot be for the betterment of the economy.
Anne Arundel County has recently enacted a bill, CB38-2019i to strengthen environmental proteciion, and they have not felt the loss thai we have. Overly catering
to businesses claiming "hardship" due to environmental restrictions doss not hstiil confidence in the community, your constituents, and wiil not help to attract the
types of businesses that will enrich and give bac!<, the kind we actually want. If the Howard County Government allows businesses to threaten our environment,
then the government is simply saying Ihat destruction and death due to flooding are simply the cost of keeping businesses, Ihat are not worth keeping, around.
hftps://www. a a cou niv.ora/news-a nd-events/news/ann e-a Ecies-for-d evelopm ent

Please support the heaith of Howard County, and of Old Ellicott City, please siop granting waivers for businesses to puf our community !n danger,

Very Respectfully,
Brianna Sanden



Sayers, Margery

From: Robbyn Harris <robbynharris@hotmaii.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 3:16 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

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

sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby,

As a Howard County resident/ I write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However/ very iittle consideration has

been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners, including those who have lived in their

communities for years.

CB 38 wil! drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage, insure their dwelling/
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations will cost area

homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Piease vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely/

Robbyn Harris
SOHCameradoCt

Jessup/MD 20794
robbynhams@hotmail.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Amreen Channu <amreen.ehsan@outiook.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 2:25 PM
To: RiQby, Christiana
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

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

sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby/

As a Howard County resident, i write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However, very little consideration has
been given to how CB 38 wil! impact current residents and honneowners, including those who have iived En their
communities for years.

CB 38 will drive up the cost to build new housing units En the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage, insure their dwelling/
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations wi!i cost area
homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely/

Amreen Channu
7168 Peace Chimes Ct
Columbia/ MD 21045

amreen.ehsan@outlook.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Eva Daniels <edanieis@nvrinc.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Piease only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby,

As a Howard County resident/ i write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new deveiopment in the watershed. However/ very little consideration has
been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners/ including those who have lived in their
communities for years.

CB 38 will drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County/ and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage, Ensure their dwelling,
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations wiil cost area

homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely/

Eva Daniels
NVR Services Inc
9720 Patuxent Woods Dr
Columbia/MD 21046
edaniels@nvrinc.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Ann Fuiks <annfutks@northropteam.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 2:11 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. PSease only click on iinks or attachments if you know the

sender.1

Dear Chair Rigby/

Asa Howard County resident, I write to ask for your opposition toCB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However, veryiittfe consideration has

been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners, including those who have lived In their
communities for years.

CB 38 will drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new reguiations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage/ insure their dwelling,
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations will cost area

homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely,

Ann Fulks
9984Gui!fordRdAptl04
Jessup,MD 20794
annfulks@northropteam.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Barbara Seely <barb@inf.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 12:02 PM
To: RiQby, Christiana
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

[Note: This emaii originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Dear Chair REgby/

As a Howard County resident/ I write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However, very little consideration has
been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners/ including those who have lived in their

communities for years.

CB 38 will drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County/ and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage, insure their dwe!ling,
or one day sei! their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regulations will cost area

homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely/

Barbara Seely
7315BobolinkCt
Columbia, MD 21046

barb@lnf.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Barry Mehta <elkridgedevelopers@gnnail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 3:28 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB 38-2019

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

wrote 2 emails yesterday opposing this bill.
After second reading of this bill, f believe if the sponsor works closely with some developers to moderate the impact of
this biti/ it can be a good and acceptable bi!!.

e.g. Any project after sketch plan approval should not be impacted. Language stating buiidlng permit should be revised
to initial approval e.g. Environmental Concept Plan (ECP).

You can really impact a developerseriouslyifa sketch plan orSDP approved project is stopped/ but there is lot less
investment and harm at the initial stages of development.

Also/ if someone has bought a house with a large lot with the intent of creating two or three new lots, their impact on

storm water would be insignificant and their investment should not be negatively impacted by this bili.! suggest that the
bill address infill of 4 or more new lots.

Taking away DPZ's ability to provide waivers in appropriate situations shows lack of trust in the Administration. Howard

County has the best possible administration and tying their hands down by legisiation is unreasonable and
inappropriate.

In summary/ no bi!! should be supported or passed without a serious study of its impact on !ot prices and affordable
housing. While Main Street disaster has freaked us all out, it should not be the basis to hurt smart development In the
county or do anything that makes housing more expensive.

Thanks.

Barry Mehta



Sayers, Margery

From: Rigby, Christiana
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 3:01 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: Please oppose CB 38

—"Original Message—-

From: Barbara Seety <barb@lnf.com>

Sent: Tuesday/ September 10, 2019 12:02 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: Please oppose CB 38

[Note: Thisemai! originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Dear Chair REgby/

As a Howard County resident, ! write to ask for your opposition to CB 38.

Much of the bill's focus has been on brand new development in the watershed. However/very little consideration has

been given to how CB 38 will impact current residents and homeowners/ including those who have lived in their
communities for years.

CB 38 wiil drive up the cost to build new housing units in the County, and those costs are passed on area homebuyers.
This will place our already expensive housing that much farther out of reach for our young families and public servants.

These new regulations will also impact the ability for long-time homeowners to obtain a mortgage/ Ensure their dwelling/
or one day sell their home for a fair price.

Nowhere in CB 38 has there been a study of how many people will be affected and what these regu!ations will cost area
homeowners and home buyers. It would be a mistake to approve such a widespread change without this information.

Please vote NO on CB 38.

Sincerely,

Barbara Seejy
7315 BobolinkCt
Columbia, MD 21046
barb@lnf.com



! ^

Sayers, Margery

From: Lisa May <iisavm78@vt.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 10:24 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: HCAR Comments on CB 38-2019
Attachments: HCAR Comments on CB 38.pdf

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

Good Morning,

On behalf of the Howard County Association of REALTORS/ p!ease accept the foHowing comments on CB 38-2019, which

is set for public hearing on September 16.

We thank you in advance for your consideration of our feedback, If we can be of further assistance to the Council or
provide additional information, piease do not hesitate to contact us.

Stncereiy,

Usa V. May

HCAR Government Affairs Director
8600 Snowden River Parkway, Suite 104
Columbia, MD 20145
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September 10,2019

Tlie Honorable Christiana Mercer Rigby, Cliairperson
Howard County Council
George Howard Building, 1st Floor
3430 Courthouse Drive
EllicottCity,MD21043

Re: CB 38-2019, Development in the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed

Dear Chairperson Mercer Rigby and Members of the Council,

On behalf of the Howard County Association of REALTORS® (HCAR), an organization representing
over 2>000 professionals who live and work in Howard County, I write to offer our comments on Council

Bill 38.

CB 38 is a sweeping piece of legislation which will have profound impacts both on new development and
on existing properties within the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed. Typically, we would expect to
see such legislation accompanied by a substantial body of supporting studies;, legal analysis and fiscal

impacts to the County. As of this writing, this research has either not been conducted or has not been

widely publicized to the public. This leaves HCAR, and indeed the entire community, without the proper
information and clarifications needed to fully evaluate this proposal.

As a result, we must ask for your opposition to CB 38, until and unless the County can sufficiently

respond to the following issues with the current proposal:

Several terms within CB 38 arc not clearly defined.

Our reading ofCB 38 uncovered the use of several terms which are either undefined or are not clearly

explained. They include:

• Section 16.115(e}- the terms "disturbance of land" and "2016 Ellicott City Floodplam"
have not been previously defined in the County Code^ and no definition has been provided
within CB 38 itself.

• Section 16.1 27Cd) - the conditions under which a community would "lack adequate

infl'astructure to manage stormwatei are unclear.
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• Section 18.902Arc) and Section 18.903<a)f5) - both sections describe a "2016 Ellicott City
Floodplain" without delineating the boundaries of such a flood plain or the conditions which
lead to this designation

• Section 18.902Afc) - a definition for the phrase "runoff volume and characteristics" does

not appear to exist within either CB 38 or existing Code language.

Without these definitions, HCAR is concerned that these regulations would be difficult to interpret and
implement. A full explanation of these terms is essential for proper understanding ofCB 38.

The impacts ofCB 38 on housing affordability have not been quantified.
In contrast to other legislation addressing stormwater management in Ellicott City, CB 38

encompasses a far greater land area. The Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed comprises 38

square miles stretching from the Sykesville area to the Amie Arundel County line. Its 75,000+ acres

also include areas specifically designated for future growth.

HCAR is concerned that the County has not adequately studied the impacts CB 38 would have on
future housing production in the watershed. Under the bill, the area available to new development will

be significantly reduced, limiting housing supply, while the costs to comply with County regulations
will be increased. Wherever possible, these costs will be passed on to homebuyers in the form of

higher housing prices. It may also incentivize the construction of certain types of dwellings which
have higher profit margins at the expense of those which are less profitable, even if those less

profitable units may better serve the future housing needs of Howard residents.

It is possible that areas outside of the watershed will feel these affordability impacts, as well. By
reducing development potential within the Pafapsco, developers may seek properties outside of those
boundaries for their relatively lower compliance costs. This will intensify development pressures in

other parts of the County and increase competition for existing properties. In short, CB 38 has the
potential to distort the housing market in terms of price and inventory.

To our knowledge, the County has not quantified the number ofbuildable lots which will be
eliminated under CB 38, nor has there been an evaluation on how these provisions will impact

housing affordability. Because this is a direct and likely result of the bill, we urge that these studies be
conducted before any final consideration is given to CB 38.

CB 38 will have significant impacts on existing property owners.

While much of the focus ofCB 38 has been on how this will change practices for new development,
HCAR must note that tills legislation will have consequences for existing property owners in the
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watershed as well. The impacts include decreases in property values, difficulties in restoring and

maintaining their properties, and loss of certain rights which they currently enjoy.

Our immediate concerns with this bill surround the number of properties which may be deemed as

non-conforming with new stormwater provisions. Non-conforming properties are more difficult to

restore to their previous condition following a fn'e, flood, or other natural disaster. As a result, existing

property owners may have more difficulty obtaining mortgage financing and insurance coverage, or

those products may be more expensive than with similar properties which are conforming. These

properties may also be less desirable to potential home buyers, which lowers their market value.

CB 38 has the potential to impose a significant burden on existing property owners within the
watershed) including a curtailment of private property rights, which would not be similarly imposed on
others within the County. More broadly, we believe that any new regulation which creates significant

increases in non-conform ing properties is not a sound or sustamable planning practice. HCAR

therefore requests the County to carefully evaluate how many properties would be made non-

conforming under this ordinance, what the financial impacts of that non-conformity would be for

existing property owners and what measures may minimize those impacts on its homeowners.

As currently written, CB 38 exposes the County to legal challenges.

The failure to make the above findings of fact prior to enactment of CB 38 increases the likelihood that
the County will face future litigation challenging the validity of the ordinance.

These legal challenges could take the following forms:

• Actions to nullify CB 38 on "void for vagueness" grounds If the absence of necessary definitions

and findings result in arbitrary or discretionary enforcement of the regulations.

« Claims of regulatory takings due to loss of current development potential and decreased property

values without just compensation

• Claims that the significant increases in foresfation and open space requirements in CB 38, without

completion of a full impact analysis, are an unconstitutional exaction under the 5th Amendment

Based upon publicly available information, the County has not received a legal opinion on the
provisions ofCB 38 and the potential for legal liability in the areas of regulatory takings, exactions, or
vagueness. HCAR therefore cautions moving forward with legislation that has not had such a review

or the necessary empirical studies whichjustify the imposition of these requirements across such a
large area. By doing so, the County may inadvertently delay the very changes it seeks to make in the

area ofstormwater management while the legal process resolves any claims.
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While HCAR opposes moving forward with CB 38 as currently written, there are alternative measures

available to the Council which would both show a commitment to preventing future catastrophic flooding
and place the County on more sound legal footing. First, the Council should consider interim measures,

such as CR-122 and CR-123, as an immediate means to better manage stormwater outfalls from new

development in tlie Elllcott City watershed. In addition, the County's planning and legal staff can be
directed and given adequate time to conduct the necessary studies and evaluations to place future

regulations on solid empirical and legal footing. Finally, the results of those studies can be made public so
that the County's residents may fully evaluate the costs and benefits to property owners, taxpayers and

area businesses.

REALTORS®, like so many others in our community, care deeply about tragic events which have

unfolded in the Ellicott City watershed in recent years, and share the Council's desire to prevent future

flooding which jeopardizes the lives of our residents and creates untold financial hardships. But, sweeping
regulatory changes, such as those within CB 38, should only be enacted following a comprehensive

evaluation of both the direct and unintended consequences of such legislation. We find that evaluation

lacking to-date, and in its absence, we must strongly urge your opposition to this bill.

Sincerely,

Dan lampieri
President
Howard County Association of REALTORS®



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Rigby, Christiana
Monday, September 9, 2019 4:10 PM
Sayers, Margery

FW: a constituent in District 3, owen brown village

Testimony sent Just to CMR

Felix Facchine
District Aide, Districts

Councilwoman ChristEana Mercer Rlgby

Howard County Councii
3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043

ffacchine@howardcountvmd.gov
0:410.313.3108
M: 443-945-7202

Sisn up for our newsletterl

From: rachel coutts <coutts.rachei@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 6, 2019 2:17 PM

To: Rigby, Christiana <crigby@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: a constituent in District 3, owen brown village

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

Hello/

I live in Hopewell/ in Owen Brown village.! am in favor of CB 42 and CB 38. Please vote in support of these.

Thank you,

Rachel Coutts
301-785-6254

9354 Sharp Antler/ Columbia



Sayers, Margery

From: Barry Mehta <elkridgedevelopers@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 1 -2S PM
To: CouncHMail
Subject: CB-38-2019

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

I sent an email opposing this bil! already. I would iike to add that whoever sponsors this bil! or votes for it, must preface
their action by saying,"! do not care about affordable housing In Howard County"
County housing is overly expensive as it Is. This type of irresponsible bill will make home prices go thru the sky.

Barry Mehta
Eikridge Deveiopers/LLC



Sayers, Margery

From: Barry Mehta <eikridgedevefopers@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 1:13 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB-38-2019

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

I am a responsible and environmentally concerned land developer and am very concerned about both the biiis and
strongly opposed to this bi!L
i am aware that Main Street in Eilicott City has many people very concerned but a blind and blanket attack on
development is a negative regressive step.

There are already very heavy plan submission fees and impact fees and financially destroying the developers is not the
way to get smart development.

wi!! be out of the country for next two weeks and not in a position to personally attend hearings.
Thanks.

Barry Mehta
Eikridge Developers/ LLC



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

teilhoco@howardcountymd.gov
Monday, September 9, 2019 1 2:45 PM
Feldmark, Jessica; Sayers, Margery; Singleton, Julia; Respass, Charity
Case CS0003650 has been reassigned to your group

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

Case Number: CS0003650

Case Opened: 08-20-2019

Short Description: Anne Arundel County Strengthens Environmental Policies for Development - Why not in
Howard-CB38-2019

Constituent: Julia Hawrylo

Details:

08-20-2019 10:24:33 AM EDT " EWariah Hughes Work noies

--—Original Message-—

From: Julia Hawrylo <oychoolie@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 201 9 7:59 AM
To: CouncilMail <CouncilMail@howardcountymd.gov>
Cc: Bal!, Calvin <cbaii@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject; Headlines - Anne Arundel County Strengthens Environmental Policies for Development | Anne
Arundei County, IV1D

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

https://www.aacounty.org/news-and-events/news/anne-arunde!-county-strengthens-environmental-poiicies-
for-deveiopment



Dear Council members,

Some questions for you..

Why is this not happening in Howard County?

Why don't you support reasonable bills such as CB38-2019 that only expect compliance on established
environmentaf guideiines?

Why, in spite of several disasters, does the Department of Planning and Zoning, give waivers to any
developers that claim "hardship" when it comes to environmental guidelines? Why is that ok even with the
knowledge that such a waiver weakens the environment and may impact the watershed?

Howard County is beautifully unique with a historic mill town, picturesque villages and natural beauty
literally freeway close and easy for visitors to access. Why do protected scenic byways have to be
protected from the very department that is supposed to protect them l.e. Planning and Zoning?

Piease support our environment; stop the waivers. Vote for CB38-2019.

Thank you,
Julia Hawryio
3615Fe!sLane
Eiiicottdty,MD21043

Ref:MSG0813409



Sayers, Margery

From: Usa Harbaugh <lharbaugh2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 9:29 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: Support for CB38 & CB42

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

Good morning/

As a Howard County resident/ parent of school age children/ and voter, i am fully in support of CB38 and CB42.

I expect the County Council to approve these bills which increase the developer surcharge and protect the

Patapsco Lower North Branch watershed and in doing so show that you support and prioritize the needs of

your constituents.

Thank you/

Lisa Harbaugh



Sayers, Margery

From: Angie Boyter <angie.boyter@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 8, 2019 2:28 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38-2019 Testimony
Attachments; CB-38 Testimony Revised.docx

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

sender.1

Attached is my testimony in support of CB38-2019/ because I wil! not be able to attend the September 16 hearing.

Angela M Boyter

3914 MacAlpine Road

Ellicott City MD 21042

410465-1444



TESTIMONY ON CB38-2019

support CB 38 in its entirety. The provisions are effective measures that should help protect
the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed in future major storms by means of well-
conceived measures such as requiring better stormwater runoff control and prohibition against

building within 100' of the floodpiain, waterways, and wetlands and 50' from steep slopes. The
provisions to require better information on envsronmenta! impact in site development plans will
also help protect and preserve our environment. It further supports good !and use by no longer
allowing developers to pay fees in lieu of providing open space and forest conservation. These
"fees in lieu" have the effect of eliminating open space in exactly piaces that need it the most.

Each of these provisions is worth discussing, and many citizens could cite striking ioca!
examples of why they are needed, but i will concentrate on one that is particularly relevant to
my community of Dunloggin, where I have lived since 1967. That is the prohibition against
residential infill in any existing communities lacking the infrastructure necessary to manage
stormwater under current standards. The community of Dunloggin began in the mid-50s on the
site of a former dairy farm. This previous use was significant; one reason it was a dairy farm

was that the heavy, rocky soil made it iess than desirabie for raising crops. It also meant that it
did not perc well, so many of the lots were somewhat larger than the minimum half-acre
required in the R-20 zone. This is true in a number of areas of the county, it was built out in the
early 70s with a bit over 900 homes. It was considered a stable neighborhood and a lovely p!ace
to iive. Then came pubiic utiiitles, "infili", and "Smart Growth" (known locally as Dumb Growth).

As a result, the county has allowed a number ofover-sized !ots to be subdivided, often with
waivers or variances, and houses were literally built in an existing front or back yard. In some

cases, developers bought severa! adjacent oversized parcels and combined them to build
multiple new homes. The placement of these homes was often less than ideal, and many
shared driveways and pipestems resulted. Often, in order to accommodate a new home,

beautiful mature ptantlngs were destroyed. One section of Saint John's Lane that originally had
eight homes on large lots now has 20 homes either built or planned. Most important for CB 38,
adequate stormwater management for the infill is nonexistent.

The largest lots in Dunloggin, which were the most obvious targets for "infill", were often the

properties with the worst drainage. There was a good reason they were large. Residents have

had significant increase in stormwater management problems like flooded basements and large
standing puddles and slippery or icy roads since the "infi!!". The median in MacAipine Road
where I iive routinely becomes a fast-moving stream when there is heavy rain. This would

happen once every year or two when I moved into the neighborhood 50 years ago; now ft
probably happens monthly or more often during the wetter seasons. Worse, my next-door

neighbors had over $14,000 in damage to their family room and an additional $20,000 in
damage to their foundation during the 2016 storm that flooded old Eiiicott City. In 2018 they lost
their hot water heater and den furniture during THAT flood. We can't simply blame global
warming. I was In Dunioggin in 1972 during Hurricane Agnes, and Dunloggin did not experience
the widespread and significant problems we have today during heavy rains. The developer of
Dunioggin in the 1950s knew enough to take our drainage conditions Into account. It is
inexcusable that the county has ignored this and created the problems we have today. Let's not
continue the past bad practices.



There seems to be pretty universal recognition of the stormwater management problem in this
area, and I have heard no criticism of the proposed solution as ineffective. It is actuaiiy a very
minimal solution, because most of it includes only one watershed. Over half of my community is

not in the Patapsco Lower North Branch and would not have the same protections, although we
definitely have the same stormwater management inadequacies. We would prefer inclusion of

the Plumtree watershed as well. The only objection to this bill that I have heard is that it will
essentially stop development En the relevant watershed. Insofar as that is accurate, this

argument shows just how serious the probiem is. The county has neglected its responsibility to
protect existing residents by allowing irresponsible growth that has caused damage to many
people and communities. We need a new slogan for our land use. Everyone has heard the

slogan "Drink responsibly"; let's adopt a parade! slogan for our land use in Howard County,
"Develop responsibly."

I urge you to support this bilf to protest the Patapsco Lower North Branch and further to help
protect neighborhoods throughout the county by eliminating alternative compliance provisions
and fees in fieu of open space and forest conservation requirements county-wide.



Sayers, Margery

From: JTK <jtk409a@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 7, 2019 8:38 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Pass CB38

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

Dear Council Members;

I strongly support CB-38.

The county has for far too long allowed developers to get waivers of reguiations intended to protect forests, streams,
and steep slopes in our watersheds.

I've seen this occur during my entire life here in the county. I've been shocked at what the county has allowed
deveiopers to do - the dearcutting and topographical modification of the hills above Main Street/ on the once-scenic
College Avenue, is one of the most egregious examples.

The last remaining undeveloped portions of eastern Howard County are environmentally sensitive areas in the Patapsco
Vailey watershed; Bonnie Branch Road, Beechwood, and llchester. We cannot allow waivers of these protections any

longer.

It's time for this Council to be bold. We want to see action. We want to see you pass CB-38 as it is written ~- without

amendments proffered by developers' attorneys in private meetings.

We need you to do this. Protect our watersheds. PassCB-38.

Julia T. Kovacs

Ellicott City. MD 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Melissa Kistier <melissa.kist!er@me,com>

Sent: Friday, September 6, 2019 3:50 PM
To: CouncHMail
Subject: CB38 and CB42

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

sender.1

I Just wanted to write to voice my support for both of these bills. The issues addressed by these bills are vital and !ong
overdue!

Thank you!

Best,

Melissa

Ellicottdty/MD

Meiissa Kistler

Sent from my IPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: Steve Cooperstein <scooperstein@gmait.com>

Sent: Friday, September 6, 2019 1 ;58 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: CB 42 and CB 38

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

Good afternoon.

I am a resident in the Glenmar subdivision off Elko Drive/ and I am in favor of both CB 42 and CB 38.

The county needs to get those developer impact fees so that when my kids reach middle school and high school/ they
are abie to get their education in brick buildings with enough classrooms/ desks, and resources.

Right now, due to the actions taken over the last many years, there is neither sufficient money nor land available for
more school facilities because the county council previously allowed development without concessions or impact
fees. How many more students will be in the system, Hving in the new housing at 103/100 (apartment/condo complex)/
Montgomery and Brightfield (townhouses)/ etc? But no land was set aside to build HS14/ and that will now require
eminent domain actions.

Please make sure these trends have come to an end. Better iate than never.

Thank you.
-Steven Cooperstein



Sayers, Margery

From: Karen Lynch <karen.ejynch1@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 6, 2019 1:32 PM
To: CouncEIMai!
Subject: CB 42 and CB 38

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

To Whom it May Concern,
f am \n favor of CB 42 and CB 38.

Please continue your work in trying to convince the developers to slow down the building and preserve our wetlands.
Our environment as weii as adequate school capacity for all the children in the county today are both more important
than developer profits!

Thank you! ,
Karen Lynch
Elkridge resident



Sayers, Margery

From: Mark Fradkin <nnfradkin55@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 30,2019 6:20 PM
To: Counci!Mail
Subject: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

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

Howard County Council

MD
us

RE: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

Dear Howard County Council,

As a resident of Howard County/1 am very concerned about the waivers that are stiil being issued for developments
impacting the Patapsco Lower North Branch, even though this watershed experiences stormwater and flooding issues.

Waivers should be the exception/ not the rule.

We are counting on the county to protect our environmental resources fiiter, sfow/ and absorb stormwater runoff

before it becomes a problem.

Sincerely,
Mr. Mark Fradkin
2535 Painted Sunset Drive

Elficott City, MD 21042
(443) 844-9313



Sayers, Margery

From: ma954@aol.com

Sent: Friday/ August 30, 2019 2:22 PM
To: CouncHMaii
Subject: Please Support CB38-2019

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

sender.1

Dear Council Members:

I am writing you today in strong support of CB38-2019. As a Howard County resident living within the EHicott City
Historic District, this bill is especially pressing. My family and I live on Mulligans Hiif Lane. The 2016 flood left our

property with only minor damage; the 2018 flood/ however/ saw our hilltop home and our neighbor's home severely
impacted by runoff and flooding. This was directly as a result of the development of 20 homes between the 2 floods.
Waivers were granted, retention ponds failed, and the failure washed through our yards and into town. It's incredible
the impact just one small development had on our property. This needs to stop; we value our town and its cultural
history along with our fellow OEC residents' and their homes. We must act now to protect this watershed.

Thank you for your time,
Mary-Anne Mutcahy
3819MuiiiganHilt Lane

Sent from myiPhone



Sayers/ Margery

From: Gregory Care <gregory.p.care@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 2:19 PM
To: CouncitMalt
Subject: Support for CB38-2019

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please oniy ciick on links or atfcachments if
you know the sender.]

Dear Members of the County Council;

I write in support of CB3 8-2019. As a resident of the watershed that this bill seeks to protect, I can't imagine a
more necessary measure to carry out the will of the members of my community.

Like the Tiber Branch Watershed, the Patapsco Lower North Branch Watershed faces serious consequences

from development and use of the land that does not take adequate and careful account of enviroxunental factors.
There are vulnerable homes and natural resources at risk, and once the harm of aggressive development where it

doesn't belong is done, there is no undoing it. The people of this community issued a mandate to this Council

and the County Executive to take common sense measures to protect us from the harms of overly aggressive

development. Here it is.

"Build first and ask questions later" has ruined too much for us to continue with the status quo. The Department

of Planning and Zoning has reflexively approved waivers for development by reading the County Code in a way
that cannot be reasonably supported, which the Plamiing Board has historically accepted at face value.
Challenges to these decisions, suggesting key data that was overlooked or ignored, have proven that the system

is not working as intended. A change is needed to the County Code to address the problem at its root. This
means making the intent clearer that, for example, when the law says grading on steep slopes won't be accepted
without good reason, it doesn't mean just any old reason and it certainly doesn't mean that, without the waiver,

the developer can't build move units and thus make more money. Larger profits for a private party isn't a valid

factor in decisions that affect the stakes held by an entire community, but the maximized profit concept seems
to have infiltrated the thinking of those who take direction from you. That tail-wagging-fhe-dog thinking is what
has created degradation that we have to act now to stop. CB38 will go a long way to stopping it.

CB38 explicitly calls for vitally important data to be considered in making decisions about developments, a
concept which should be beyond dispute. Indeed, much of the data that CB38 seeks to include as part of the
review process was created for exactly that purpose. One such datapoint is the Targeted Ecological Areas

designation that unbiased ecology experts at the Maryland Department of Natural Resources made to selected
areas because, afEer reviewing 30 years of information, they have proven to be "lands and watersheds of high

ecological value" and "the best of the best" in our state. See:

https://data.imao.maryland.sov/datasets/a56174cc59914d44812184ee925b9e51 IPgeometry--
98.202%2C35.77%2C-56.345%2C41.76. The Maryland Department of Planning recently noted that the
Targeted Ecological Areas and related GreenPrint/Parcel Evaluation Tool were intended to be used by local
authorities in making land use decisions like whetlier and to what extent to approve development. See:
httDS://mdolamungblog.coni/2019/05/29/marvland"department-of-natural-resources-has-developed-a-tool-for-

assessins-the-value-of-land-across-the-marvland/.

It seems to me and my neighbors that, before our public servants approve a development that will grade into
steep slopes, deforest, pave, and build on "the best of the best" in our county and state, they ought to consider



that impact. Inexplicably, the Department of Planning and Zoning has gone on record to the Planning Board
that it does not and will not consult this resource and will not do so unless you tell them they must. Common

sense says it is time to do that.

To the members of the Council who don't represent the district in which this watershed is located, I humbly
suggest that bills like this implicate the principle of comity and deference to the overwhelming support this bill
has in our community. I think it is also relevant that what we do to our natural resources in one place affects

them everywhere. Indeed, that is the science of ecology. Help us help both ourselves and everyone else.

Vote to approve CB38. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,
Greg Care
Resident of District One
Ellicott City, MD



Sayers, Margery

From: Meg Boyd <boydfamily11@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 1:24 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Support CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organizatEon. Please only ciick on ifnks or attachments if
you know fche sender.]

Coundimembers,

I am writing in strong support of CB 38 and the much needed and iong overdue protections it provides for our

environment and public safety.
Thank you/
Meg Boyd



Sayers, Margery

From: Linda Schisler <laschis@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 8:51 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: Please Support CB38-2019

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

sender.]

Council Members:
>

> I am writing you today in strong support of C838-2019. As a Howard County resident living within the EHicott City
Historic District, this bill is especiaiiy pressing. I live on Muliigans Hill Lane, during the 2016 flood our property thankfully

suffered only minor damage, the 2018 flood however saw our hiHtop home and our neighbors home severely impacted
by runoff and fiooding. In between these two floods a development of 20 homes constructed/ waivers were granted/
retention ponds failed, and the failure washed through our yards and into town. It's incredible the impact just one sma!!
development had on our property. This needs to stop, if we value ourcuiturai history/ if we value our feilow citizens and
their homes and livelihood/w6 must act to protect this watershed/ and we must act now.
>

> Many Thanks/
> Linda Schisler
>3819Mull!gansHiil Lane

> EIIicott City, MD 21043



Sayers. Margery

From: 'Christopher Schisier <metalmanec@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 6:38 AM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Please Support CB38-2019

[Nofce: This email originated from outside of fche organization. Piease oniy c!ick on links or attachments If
you know the sender,]

Council Members:

I am writing you today in strong support of CB38-2019. As a Howard County resident living within the Ellicott City
Historic District/ this bill is especially pressing. I live on MulHgans Hill Lane, during the 2016 flood our property thgnkfuily
suffered only minor damage, the 2018 flood however saw our hilitop home and our neighbors home severely impacted
by runoff and flooding. In between these two floods a deveiopment of 20 homes constructed/ waivers were granted,
retention ponds failed/and the failure washed through our yards and into town. It's incredible the impact just one small

development had on our property. This needs to stop/ if we value ourculturai history/ if we value our fellow citizens and
their homes and livelihood/ we must act to protect this watershed, and we must act now.

Many Thanks,
Christopher Schisler
3819Mulligans Hii! Lane

Ellicott City/MD 21043



Sayers, Margery

From: Marisa McCurdy <marisahlggins@hotmail.conn>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 9:41 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Support for CB 38 - Protect-this-Watershed Bill

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

Please/ please/ please pass CB38N! We need to protect the Patapsco Lower North Branch watershed! We

can ai! seethe detrimental effect ofoverdevelopment in our immediate neighborhoods and need to it stop. !

live in a historic neighborhood tucked back in Patapsco State Park just above the Patapsco River. We love this
area but are scared for its future. Please pass CB 38 to help protect our watershed!

Marisa McCurdy
6802 Norrjs Lane

Elkridge, MD 21075



Sayers, Margery

From: BVivrette <bvivrette@gmaiLcom>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 3:33 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB38 support

[Note; This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only ciick on Sinks or attachments if you know the

sender.]

Dear Council/

Piease protect our watershed and pass CB38. !t is vital legislation to the future of our local environment, as well as life

safety. We must be responsible and prioritize this as we face serious climate change head on.

Thank you/
Brian Vivrette



Sayers, Margery

From: Mary Lou Ciark <doctorfxj39@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 2:16 PM
To: CouncilMaii
Subject: Support of CB38-2019
Attachments: HCBC CB39-2019 (3).docx

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

Please distribute the attached letter to afi Howard County Councilmembers.



Members of Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Courthouse Drive
Ellicott City/MD 21043
councilmail@howardcountvmd.sov

Dear Members of the Howard County Council:

The Howard County Bird Club [HCBC) supports CB38-2019, introduced by
Councilperson Walsh. We are, of course, supportive of measures to help mitigate

flooding in Ellicott City, But our support for the bill is occasioned by its benefits to
our environment and especially to the birds that inhabit it, As is well known, the
forests on private lands upstream from Elllcott City continue to erode due to
development. This bill would curtail waivers of Forest Conservation, Floodplain,
and Steep Slope regulations in the Patapsco North Branch, and farther bar
development within 100 feetofthefloodplainand 50 feet of steep slopes. It would
also prohibit the payment of in lieu fees to avoid open space and forest conservation
requirements.

We believe these measures will help preserve habitat for both migrant and resident
birds as well as some Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) such as Wood Thrush,
Ovenbird, and Scarlet Tanager. All these species were confirmed within the area of
application during the Second Atlas of Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District
of Columbia conducted 2002-2006, They continue to occur there today. The private
lands preserved will also help buffer the core of Patapsco Valley State Park, which is
a stronghold for FIDS, and has been declared an Important Bird Area for that very
reason. Edge habitats are deleterious to FIDS, and keeping the edge back from the
core of PVSP will help prevent nest predators such as crows and cowbirds from
pillaging the nests of FIDS such as Scarlet Tanagers. Our members can also attest as
to how wooded yards In the area of application host migrant warblers, such birds as
Black-throated Blue/ Cape May, and the rare Bay-breasted Warblers during spring
and fall migration.

For these reasons, HCBC supports CB38-2019 and asks that you, too, support it to

benefit both flood mitigation/ as well as our resident and migrant birds.

The Howard County Bird Club is a volunteer organization of over 200 members,
which seeks to promote the knowledge, development, protection, and conservation

of bird life and other naturally occurring species and their habitats. We are a chapter
of the Maryland Ornithological Society [www.mdbirds.org).

Thank you for consideration of our views.

Sincerely,



Kurt R. Schwarz

Conservation Chair

904S Dunloggin Ct.
EIUcotfc City, MD 21042
410-461-1643
krschwal@verizon.net

Mary Lou Clark
President
5153 Morningside Lane
Ellicott City MD 21043
[410] 465-4061
doctorfx 99@vahoo.com



Sayers, Margery

From: Tammy Bean <saveoldec@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 1:47 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Support For CB-38

;Note: This email originated from outside of fche organiza.tion, Piease oniy click on i!nks or attachments if
you know fche sender,]

Good Afternoon Council Members,
am writing this in support of CB-38. Howard County has seen the effects of deveiopers and the waivers and approval of

alternative compliance for far too long. Howard County is a beautiful suburb, let's keep it that way.
No more allowing developers to do as they please, no more "hardship" being used when they cannot make enough

money off of a development project, No more allowing developers to buy their way out of compliancel! We are in a climate
crisis, trees and green space MUST be saved at all costs. Let's leave a beautiful county for future generations,

Thank you,
Tammy L Bean



Sayers, Margery

From: Bookkeeping <joseph@josephhauser.com>
Sent: Thursday/ August 29, 2019 11 :55 AM
To: CouncilMaif
Subject: CB 38

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

Dear Council persons,
I highly support Ms. Walsh's proposed legislation.

As a property owner who has suffered more than 100,000.00 in damage from. my neighbors runoff,
I would gratefully support all of you who commit to support Ms. Walsh's bill. It is time to act for the good, not for the
connected.
Joseph Hauser



Sayers, Margery

From: Gayle Killers <killchar@gnnaii.com>
Sent Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:59 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: Pass CB-38

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

Greetings, Councli members.

Thank you in advance for your thoughtfui consideration of our community. I live in the historic district of Ellicott City,

directly on Main St about haifway between Rogers Ave and Ellicott Mills Drive.
We are a small but mighty and very special watershed. We absolutely must increase the vegetation protecting our steep

slopes.

There's no other way to protect historic value/ character and the families that have carried this age old town through
generations. I'm terrified of the hilis around us, espedaily when trees are removed.

0!d practices must end/ we simpiy wiil not survive any attempts to acceierate runoff. We must learn to slow the flow at
every chance. Elaborate terraces would be iovely but just simple piantswitl do. Start by thinking about "additive

landscaping". If a slope needs stabiiization/ add to it! Do not take away any more vegetation.

Please support CB-38 and grab every opportunity to add vegetation to our steep slopes.

V/R/
Gayle Kiilen
8572 Main St
EiiicottCity/MD
21043
443-467-1142



Sayers, Margery

From: Laura Provan <iprovan@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:26 PM
To: CoundiMail
Subject: CB38 support

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

I'm an Eiiicott City resident, and I strongiy support CB38 to protect and preserve the entire watershed,

- Laura Provan



Sayers» Margery

From: Dan McDonold <dnncdonold1@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:45 AM
To: CounciiMal!
Cc: dmcdonold1@yahoo.com; hguthm@yahoo,com
Subject: Support for CB38

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

Hello/

I am writing to send my strong support for #CB38. As a resident of Efiicott City/1 truly and deeply value and fove old
ellicott city. I am saddened by the floods that have occurred these past couple years. I am a!so frustrated by what I deem
to be inadequate governance surrounding land usage and development, especially when I see new apartment

development on steep hills such as, for example, the Burgess Mill station development among others. I think it's our
responsibility to do what we can to curb such development that negatively impacts the watershed and that
unnecessarily increases the likelihood of these uphill floods.

This bill is essential because it wiii eliminate the loophole that allows developers to simpiy pay their way out of ensuring
proper stormwater management on their sites. Ms.Walsh/1 want to applaud you for working to impose these safety

measures and for working to eliminate the ridiculous fees-in-lieu-of compliance allowance (which I am just

baffled exists and is a biatant measure by the county to Just make more money at the expense of
preserving what many of us cherish in this town).

Thank you!
Dan McDonold
443-465-1518

Sent from myiPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: Deborah Belchis <dbelchis@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 11 :37 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

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

sender.]

Howard County Council

MD
us

RE: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

Dear Howard County Council/

As a resident of Howard County/1 am very concerned about the waivers that are still being issued for developments
impacting the Patapsco Lower North Branch/ even though this watershed experiences stormwater and flooding issues.

Waivers should be the exception, not the rule.

We are counting on the county to protect our environmental resources filter/ slow/ and absorb stormwater runoff

before it becomes a problem.

Sincerely/
Dr. Deborah Belchis
10310 Cromwell Ct

Eliicott City, MD 21042
(410) 913-5605



Sayers, Margery

From: Adam White <djadamwhite@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:27 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

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

sender.1

Howard County Council

MD
us

RE: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

Dear Howard County Council,

As a resident of Howard County, i am very concerned about the waivers that are still being issued for developments

impacting the Patapsco Lower North Branch/ even though this watershed experiences stormwater and flooding issues.

Waivers should be the exception/ not the rule.

We are counting on the county to protect our environmental resources filter/ slow, and absorb stormwater runoff

before it becomes a problem.

Sincerely,
Mr. Adam White
5905 Gentie Call Ciarksville MD 21029
Clarksville/MD 21029

(410) 739-9972



Sayers, Margery

From: Wayne Straight <woichi01@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 9:57 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: CB38-2019: Protect This Watershed

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Piease only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Howard County Council

MD
us

RE: CB38-2019; Protect This Watershed

Dear Howard County Council/

As a resident of Howard County, I am very concerned about the waivers that are still being issued for developments
impacting the Patapsco Lower North Branch, even though this watershed experiences stormwater and flooding issues.

Waivers should be the exception, not the rule,

We are counting on the county to protect our environmental resources filter, slow, and absorb stormwater runoff

before it becomes a problem.

Sincerely,
Mr. Wayne Straight
961 Day Rd
Sykesville,MD 21784
(410) 555-5555



Sayers, Margery

From: Brian Morrison <drbpmdc@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2019 10:19 AM
To: CounciIMail
Subject: Please Pass#CB38

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

Dear Honorable Howard County Council Member/

District 1's proposed legislation CB38—the Protect-this-Watershed Bill—would prevent the County's Department of
Planning and Zoning from waiving State and County environmental laws. !t is intended to protect trees and forests/
wetlands and flood plains/ waterways and steep slopes. Particularly in the Patapsco Lower North Branch watershed.

CB#38 would eliminate the practice of assessing fees in lieu of abiding by land-use regulations. Currently developers
simply pay a "fee" not to comply.

CB38 aims to change a iong-established mindset that prioritizes maximum buildout of a given site over basic human
safety and environmentaf sustainabiiity.

Please pass CB38.

Thank you.



s }

Sayers, Margery

From: gxiarkin@outlook.com

Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2019 8:36 AM
To: CoundlMai!
Subject: District 1's proposed legislation CB38

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

sender.]

S am in tota! support of CB38 as a 40+year resident of Elkndge. We are regularly impacted by more flooding now of
greater frequency and severity. We are currently involved with a proposed development in Elkridge where the
surrounding existing community Is already experiencing regular extreme runoff, erosion, road flooding and storm water
damage. CB38 is required to protect our existing property and lives of our residents.
Gloria Larkin

6044 Old Lawyers HiS! Rd
Elkridge

Sent from my SPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: Sarah Egan (Sarah's Stitches) <sonshineyeliow@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2019 8:28 AM
To: CounciiMaEI
Subject: Please pass C838

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

We do not need more development that endangers lives and property downstream.

Sarah Egan

Howard County, MD

John 8:7

http://ecofamilygoods.com/
http://hyenacart.com/sarahsstitches/
https://www.etsv.com/shop/wetbagsbysarah
Check out novels on Amazon!



Sayers, Margery

From: Waish, Elizabeth
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:58 PM
To: Rich Whiting; CouncilMaH
Cc: waishforone@gmail.com

Subject: Re: For CB38

Thank you, Rich and Chery!, thank you!

Liz Walsh, Council Member

Howard County Council
Serving District 1

3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043
410.313.2001

From: Rich Whiting <rcjwhiting@veri^on.net>
Sent: Friday/ August 23, 2019 8:03 PM
To: CouncilMail

Cc: walshforone@gmail.com
Subject: ForCB38

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

Protect our watersheds- pass CB381

We are Elkridge citizens and we vote!

Kich and Cheryi Whiting
6440 Koffe! Ct.

Eikridge, MD 21075



Sayers, Margery

From: Rich Whiting <rcjwhiting@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 8:03 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: walshforone@gmail.com
Subject: ForCB38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.1

Protect our watersheds- pass CB38!

We are Elkridge citizens and we vote!

Rich and Cheryl Whiting
6440 Koffel Ct.

Elkridge/MD 21075



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

no-repty@howardcountymd.gov

Friday, August 23, 2019 7:40 PM
Amylynne3000@gmail.com
Council - CB38

First
Name:

Last
Name;

Email;

Street
Address;

Amy

Lynne

Amy)ynne3000@ginail.CQm

3000 Westchester ave

City: Ellicofct City

Subject: CB38

I actually live right over the bridge from old Eliicott City In Baltimore county/ but I am a resident of old EC.
Message: You MUST protect: this fragile area from further damage from fioodtng. No more waivers! Lives are at stake/

communities are at risk. All further development !n the watershed that affects Elticott City need to end. Now.



Sayers, Margery

From: no-repiy@howardcountymd.gov

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 7:40 PM
To: Amyiynne3000@gmaif.com
Subject: Council" CB38

^":st-. Amy
Name:

!:.asL. Lynne
Namei

Email: AmvSvnne3000@qmaii.com

3000 Westchester ave
Address:

City; Ellicofct City

Subject; CB38

I actualiy live right over the bridge from old Eflicotfc City in Baltimore county, but I am a resident of old EC.
Message: You MUST protect this fragile area from further damage from flooding. No more waivers! Lives are at: stake/

communities are at risk. All further deveiopment in the watershed that affects Eilicofct City need to end. Now.
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Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Webber <56suew@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 11:44 AM
To: CouncHMail
Subject CB-38 Protect The Watershed

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

Dear Council Members/

I write to encourage all of you to vote in favor of CB 38 - Protect This

Watershed bill. It is time to prioritize protecting the watersheds/ forests/

wetlands/ parks/ and scenic by ways of the county.

In the 27 years we have lived here/1 have seen continued large scale

building up of residential and commercial sites/ and ongoing in-fill

building. Every three years or so the battle of AFPO and school

redistricting reignites because school populations change with each new

large development.

It is time to prioritize the protections of greenspace and watersheds

under the existing laws. No more waivers by DPZ acting to appease

builders and developers whose goal is profit in a county which may be

seen as greedy for more property tax revenue dollars.

Susan R/ Webber

5471 Autumn Field Court
Ellicott City, Md. 21043
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Sayers, Margery

From: Julia Hawrylo <oychoolie@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:59 AM
To: CouncilMaii
Cc: Ball, Calvin
Subject: Headlines - Anne Arundel County Strengthens Environmental Policies for Development

Anne Arundel County, MD

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

sender.]

https://www.aacounty.org/news-and-events/news/anne-arundel-county-strengthens"environmenta!-po|jcies-for-

development

Dear Council members/

Some questions for you..

Why is this not happening in Howard County?

Why don't you support reasonable biiis such as CB38-2019 that only expect compliance on established environmenta!

guidelines?

Why/ in spite of several disasters, does the Department of Planning and Zoning, give waivers to any developers that
claim "hardship" when it comes to environmental guidelines? Why is that ok even with the knowledge that such a
waiver weakens the environment and may impact the watershed?

Howard County is beautifully unique with a historic mill town, picturesque villages and natural beauty Hterally freeway
close and easy for visitors to access. Why do protected scenic byways have to be protected from the very department
that is supposed to protect them i.e. Planning and Zoning?

Please support our environment; stop the waivers. Vote for CB38-2019.

Thank you,
Julia Hawryio
3615 FeisLane

Ellicott City, MD 21043

Sent from my IPad



Sayers, Margery

From: Bill Withers <wwithers@rocketmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 18, 2019 12:36 PM
To: CoundlMai!
Subject: CB38-2019

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

To the members of Howard County Council:

! am writing in support of CB38-2019.

When we moved into one of Howard County's beautiful historic districts nearly thirteen years ago, neighbors asked us to
join a fight against several developments on our street.

We did our homework, and reassured neighbors that there was sure-fire protection for both the watershed and the historic
district: rules regarding steep siopes, specimen trees, and scenic roads. What innocents new to Howard County quickly
[earn, however, is that waivers to rules are so routine as to be the default process for development.

A developer may show hardship as a reason for a waiver, even when they have knowingly acquired land that is
encumbered by restrictions. The cynical assumption is that waivers are there for the taking, no matter what.

CB38 puts an end to this wholesale disregard for the protections that were put into piace in support of a more far-sighted
view of the public good. Immediate gains of a few at the expense of the environment, historical preservation, and the
enjoyment of future generations is the exact opposite of the intent of the rules in place.

Please support this bold legislation as an opportunity to demonstrate your care for the citizens of Howard County.

Thank you

Bill Withers
3615 Fels Lane
EllicottCityMD



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Susan Garber <buzysusan23@yahoo.com>

Saturday, August 17, 2019 4:38 PM
CouncilMail; Feldmark, Joshua
Ball, Calvin
Revision of our forest conservation regulations

ForestConservationBriefing2.pdf

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

Dear Council Members/

I have been watching with great interest Anne Arundel County's efforts on revising their
forest conservation regulations. They are proposing major changes in priority retention
areas/ conservation thresholds/ reforestation ratios/ and their fee-in-lieu structure and

rates. I urge you to review the attached short briefing and to support changes
comparabie to AA County--or better yet/ the City of Annapolis—in Howard County.

I'm sure it would be helpful to you/ and to the public/ to have data for a direct
comparison of our existing policies with what is being proposed in AA County. I
appreciate you giving this your attention as we strive to retain our remaining Green
Infrastructure Network and Targeted Ecological Areas as well as to retain mature trees
to absorb both storm water and carbon emissions which contribute to climate change,

Best regards/

Susan Garber



Draft Forest Conservation
Bill Briefing

August, 2019

MattJohnston

Anne Arundel County Environmental Policy Director



Forest Loss Estimates
The Office of Planning and Zoning tracks forest cleared and replanted on all development sites.
From 2010 through 2017, OPZ reported nearly 2,400 acres of net forest loss due to deveiopment.

On average, nearly 300 acres of forest were lost each year over this time period.

Acres of Forest Loss and Gain Due to Development Activities in Anne Arundel
County as Reported by Office of Planning and Zoning (2010-2017)

2010

2011

2012
2013

2014
2015
2016

2017
Total

-350

-292

-277

-734

-149

-660

-164

-215

-2,840

50

12

12
34

8
295

22
18

450

-301

-280

-265

-700

-141

-365

-142

-197

-2,390





Tree Canopy Loss Estimates

2013 2017

Using satellite imagery to detect tree canopy
gain and loss/ the Chesapeake Conservancy
estimates the county lost over 5/500 acres of
tree canopy between 2007 and 2017.

On average/ 550 acres of tree canopy were

lost each year.

Tree Canopy Loss 2007 through 2017



Why So Much Loss?

State law has failed to keep up with pace of //greenfielcT development/
especially in Anne Arundel County.

PRIORITY RETENTION AREAS: Not clearly defined/ and not in
agreement with state code.

CONSERVATION THRESHOLD: Too many acres are allowed to be cut
down without mitigation.

REFORESTATION RATIO: Too few trees are required to be replantect.

FEE IN LIEU: Developers often pay a fee rather than replanting. The fee
is too low to deter mass clearing or capture the true value of a forest.



Priority Retention Areas Background

s
Notes
Fna FSO fnsfl s^ouy rt? hc^ft:

&wnpEp3l?art*
2. ftetewc? to tWis) am'yrSt
3. /^trtlflt tfiCuWfftS

Fu!l FSD Map Figure
2:13

Forest Stand Delineations (FSDs) map out
trees and shrubs in sensitive areas that are
meant to be left undisturbed.

FSDs also map specimen trees (greater
than 30 inches in diameter) that should
remain undisturbed.

Currently/ AA County does not consider the
buffers of wetlands and streams or mapped
greenways as priority retention areas.

Currently/ AA County's modification
process from the FSD and retention areas is
not as stringent as the state's.



Priority Retention Areas Proposed Changes

• Add mapped greenways/ wetland and stream buffers and large/
contiguous forest tracts known to be habitat for forest interior
dwelling species (FIDS) to the list of priority retention areas.

• Make the modification process for removing mapping and removing
priority areas consistent with state process.



Conservation Threshold Background

Defines the maximum allowable
forest clearing before replanting/
mitigation or fee-in-lieu

requirements.

Currently/ a hypothetical 100-
acre forested site could be
cleared of 68 acres for mixed use
before replanting/ mitigation or
fee-in-lieu requirements.



Current Conservation Thresholds

mniiiMi
Agricultural and Resource Areas

Medium Density Residential

Institutional Development

High Density Residential

Mixed Use or Planned Unit

Commercial or Industrial

50%

25%

20%

20%

15%

15%

40

60

64

64

68

68



Maximum Allowabla Forest Clearing Without Mitigation by Site Size and Conservation Threshold

Green cells; 10 or fewer acres can be removed without mitigation
Yellow cells; 10-20 acres can be removed without mitigation

Orange cells: 20-40 acres can be removed without mitigation
Dark Orange ceils; >40 acres can be removed without mitigation

10



Proposed Conservation Thresholds

LESS THAN 4.99 ACRES
BETWEEN 5 ACRES AND 24.9S ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49,99 ACRES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES
LESS THAN 4,99 ACRES

BETWEEN 5 ACRES AND 24.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49,99 ACRES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES
LESS THAN 4,99 ACRES

BETWEEN 5 ACRES AND 24.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49,99 ACRES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES
LESS THAN 4.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 5 ACRES AND 24.93 ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49.99 ACRES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES
LESS THAN 4.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 5 ACRES AND 24.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49.99 ACftES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES
LESS THAN 4.99 ACfiES

BETWEEN S ACRES AND 24.99 ACRES

BETWEEN 25 ACRES AND 49,99 ACRES

GREATER THAN 50 ACRES

50% OF THE SITE
58%OFTHESiTE

67%OFTHESiTE

75% OF THE SITE
25% OF THE SITE
40% OF THE SITE

$5% OF THE SITE

70% OF THE SITE
20%OFTHESITE
35% OF THE SITE

50% OF THE SITE

65% OF THE SITE
20% OF THE SITE
35% OF THE SITE

50%OFTHESiTE

65% OF THE SITE
i5% OF THE SITE
30% OF THE SSTE

45%OFTHESSTE

60% OF THE SiTE
15% OF THE S!TE
30% OF THE SITE

45% OF THE SITE

60% OF THE SITE

11



Proposed Conservation Threshold Continued

Instead of 68 acres of allowable
clearing and 32 acres of forest
retained/ a hypothetical 100-
acre forested site will now
require 68 acres of retention/
and allow only 32 acres of
clearing before mitigation.

City of Annapolis allows 0 acres
of clearing without mitigation.

12



Reforestation Ratios

Replanting on or offsite or payment
to a mitigation bank or payment of
fee-in-lieu is required if more forest
is cleared than the conservation
threshold allows.

Every acre that is cleared below the
conservation threshold must be
replaced by 0.25 acres of trees.

Every acre that is cleared above the
conservation threshold must be
replaced by 2 acres of trees.

On a hypothetical 100-acre site
with 40 acres of clearing and a 60%
conservation threshold/" 1.25 acres
would be replanted.

13



Proposed Reforestation Ratio

Every acre that is cleared below
the conservation threshold must
be replaced by Or% 0.50 acres of
trees,

Every acre that is cleared above
the conservation threshold must
be replaced by 2 acres of trees.

On a hypothetical 100-acre site
with 40 acres of clearing and a
60% conservation threshold/ •3^u>
9.5 acres would be replanted.

City of Annapolis requires 1-for-l
replacement.

14



Current Fee-in-Lieu

• The current fee-in-lieu of replanting is $0.40 per acre within a priority
funding area or $0.50 per acre outside of a priority funding area.

• There are currently 0 forest mitigation bank credits available because
the fee in lieu is too low to cover land and planting costs.

• The County has a very difficult time acquiring land and planting at this
low amount.

• The City of Annapolis increased its fee-in-tieu to $10.00 per square
foot.

15



Proposed Fee in Lieu

https://geodata.md,gov/greenprint/

• MD DNR'sGreenPrinttool estimates the annual ecosystem services of any given parcel.

• The average acre of AA County forest provides an estimated $2/200 of ecosystem services
each year.

• The new fee-in-lieu shall be set at 50 years of "return vaiue" for a forest/ or
• $2,200 per acre-yearX 50 years ,43/560 square feet per acre = $2.52 per square foot 16



Proposed Fee in Lieu
Category

Clearing in violation of forest conservation law

***

Fee for abandonment of forest conservation

easement

Fee-in-lieu of planting for land outside the critical

area and inside a priority funding area

Fee-in-lieu of planting for land outside the critical

area and outside a priority funding area

Fee-in-lieu of planting for land inside the critical

area

Fee-in-lieu of planting in the critical area buffer

Fee or Security

[[$0.80]] $3.00 per square foot

***

[[$0.75]] $3.00 per square foot of conservation
easement abandoned

[[$0.40]] $2.50 per square foot or the amount
provided in COMAR Title 08, Subtitle 19, Chapter
4, whichever is greater

[[$0.50]] $3.00 per square foot or 20% more than
the fee-in-lieu for land inside the priority funding
area, whichever is greater

[[$1.50]] $3.00 per square foot of mitigation
required

[[$1.50]] $3.00 per square foot

17



Additional Items

• Exemption for INSTITUTIONAL projects that clear less than 20/000
square feet of trees - state exempts ALL projects/ but AA County
currently only exempts residential projects.

• Definition of SITE for conservation thresholds-site will mean
contiguous properties part of a common subdivision in an attempt to
close a potential loophole that would allow a 100-acre site to be
submitted as 4 25-acre projects and get lower thresholds.

• GRANDFATHER permits or preliminary subdivision applications
approved by the effective date.

18



Next Steps

August briefings

September 3 introduction to County Council

October 7 hearing

Then we start to save the trees!

19



Sayers, Margery

From: Walsh, Elizabeth
Sent: Saturday, August 10, 2019 2:06 PEvt
To: Leslie Toussaint; CoundiMai!
Subject: Re: Council Bill 38—the Protect-This-Watershed Bill

Thank you, Leslie, for your support of this bill! May Dl please put you down on our mailing list? We're about to launch
our inaugural newsletter issue, and it will be all about CB38 and how we can get it passed!

Liz Walsh/ Council Member
Howard County Council
Serving District 1

3430 Court House Drive

Eilicott City/MD 21043
410.313.2001

From: Leslie Toussamt <l2saint@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 10, 2019 12:48 PM
To: CouncilMaH
Subject: Council Bill 38—the Protect-This-Watershed Bill

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

Please support this bill. Developers will fight hard to get their waivers, but this is part of what led to the deadly flooding
in Old EC. So much easier to protect the environment than repair it!

LesSieToussaint

EIIJcott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Leslie Toussaint <12saint@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 10, 2019 12:48 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Counci! Bill 38—the Protect-This-Watershed Bill

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

Please support this biil Developers will fight hard to get their waivers/ but this is part of what led to the deadly flooding
in Old EC. So much easier to protect the environment than repair it!

Leslie Toussaint
Ellicott City, MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: C. Hart <hart.cmr@gmaii.com>

Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 6:51 AM
To: CounciiMail
Subject; Support council bill 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please onlyciickon links or attachments if you know the

sender/

i support council bili 38 to protect the watershed.
Thank you for the work you do for the county, Carmelia Hart



Sayers, Margery

From: e!chris76 <elchris76@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 4:03 PM
To: CouncilMaii

Subject: CB38

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

sender.1

Please passC838 because it makes sense!!!

-Thanks,

Chris Schipper

sent from myiPhone



Sayers, Margery

From: John Stier <John@jjstier.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 4:20 PM
To: Counci!Mail
Subject: CB38 - Patapsco Lower North Branch Bi!

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

I live in Columbia and work in EHicott City. ! am urging all of you to support CB38, The Patapsco Lower North
Branch Bill. The floods are only going to get worse if development continues to put hard surfaces above 0!d
Eilicott City. Enough is enough.

Thank you for your consideration,

John Stier
5038 Tea! Court
Columbia, MD 21044

JohnJ.Stier

iohn@iistier.com
http://www.artistsRal)eryec.com/iohn-stier



Sayers, Margery

From: Ryan Simmons <ryan@simmons.net>

Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 4:29 PM
To: CouncilMaif
Subject: Support of CB38-2019

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

To the Howard County Counci!,

I am writing fco give my strong support to CB38-2018, introduced by Coundlwoman Liz Walsh, We, the
residents of Ellicott City/ need to protect Old Eiiicotfc City from future fiooding as best we can. This bili will
help stop additional damage from out-of-confcrol development. Perhaps it may even heip reverse a little
bit of the existing damage.

My thanks to Councilwoman Walsh for taking the lead on this. Hopefully together with County Executive
Ball's earlier work on protecting Eliicott City/ we can save the Historic District from future devastating
flooding.

Sincerely/

Ryan Simmons
4615 Bonnie Branch Road
EINcott City



Sayers, Margery

From: Patricia Williams <pwitiiamsmd@verizon.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 7:08 PM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB 38

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. P!ease only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.'

Dear Council Members,

! strongly support CB 38 with the Plumtree watershed included. Please vote to make it inclusive.

Thank you.
Pat Williams



Sayers, Margery

From: BVivrette <bvivrette@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, Ju)y 22, 2019 8:28 PM
To: CounciSMail

Subject: CB17

[Note; This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If you know the

sender.1

Dear Council members/

I am writing to you in support of CB17 which strengthens the APFO school test for slowing development in overcapacity
areas. This gives additional, much needed time for the school district to balance resources and pian better to build
schools utilizing state and local funding (like the overdue impact fee increase) better. Please help improve the
experience for our children, and focus on sustainabie growth, utilizing and fortifying APFO as the centerpiece it should

be/ today.

Thank you,
Brian Vivrette



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Garber <buzysusan23@yahoo,com>

Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 6:30 PM
To: CouncilMaif
Subject: CB36 Please read before work session

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

Dear Council members,

I'm writing to express my discomfort with CB 36-2019. I'm hearing alarm bells which I can't quiet
without additional information/explanation. As Council members YOU are the only ones who can seek
that greater clarification at your Work Session on July 22.

don't want my admitted basic distrust of legislation which amends the Howard County Subdivision
and Land Development Regulations (outside of a comprehensive overhaul or Code Rewrite) to color
my thought processes, but i do want to share the foHowing concerns.

More rigorous storm water management in the Tiber Hudson Branch and the Pium Tree Branch
watersheds IS an obvious need. However, CB 36's intent appears to be to accommodate that SWM
on open space, to in effect nullify or sacrifice open space from its intended use (recreation or
environmental protection) in order to provide more space for SWM. One can't, for example, play ball
in a raingarden (microbioretention facility), though both are needed and required.

The reality is that open space, especially undisturbed and forested open space, is a critical tool for
absorption and retention of storm water. To consider allowing the stripping and grading of such
stable land to establish artificial SWM systems is surely counterproductive. CB-36 appears to
exclude consideration of decreasing density below the maximum # of lots achievable were this
flat acreage. As with other complexly computed calculations ultimately designed to assure maximum
owner/developer profit, this skeptic can't help but voice what many in the non-development
community are thinking: So WHO is THIS bill specificaliy designed to benefit this time? To that one
must add: How many additional properties might this apply to? Who are we fooling by further
manipulating the percentages under alternative lot size scenarios??? NOT Mother Nature!

Having served on the Steering Committee for Clarion's assessment of our regulations, I am quite
familiar with the recurring issues En our land use and development regulations. Chief among them is
the peculiar a level of both complexity and vagueness. Such a section is:

7** R-20 and infiN subdivisions or re-subdivisions creating ten or fewer lots may not use the
optional
8 lot size method unless there are wetland/ stream or floodplain areas that the Department
of

9 Recreation and Parks wants to be dedicated to the County as open space OR IF SUFFICIENT
OPEN

10 SPACE AREA IS NECESSARY TO PROVIDE STORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND FLOOD CONTROL

1



11 PROTECTION WITHIN THE TlBER HUDSON BRANCH AND PLUMTREE BRANCH WATERSHEDS.

12 [[The creation of homeowner association open space is not permitted.]] If dedication to

the County

13 is required/ R-20 lot sizes may be reduced to 18/000 square feet/ exclusive of the
pipestem areas.

I can only hope that you, the Council members are far more clear on this section than I. What are the
financial ramifications for the County and for HOAs given these new "enhanced (unproven?)
protections that will substitute for Open Space? !s DRP taking on the cost of maintenance of SWMs
or are HOAs? Clearly, the developer/builder will not be.

Fd like to remain optimistic and think that this bill is for the best for. current and future residents but I
remain wary. I look forward to watching your questions at tomorrow's work session on rebroadcast
My appointment with the retina specialist prevents me from attending.

Thank you for your assistance,

Susan Garber


