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AN ACT amending the Howard County Zoning Regulations to allow all CAC (Corridor Activity

Center) zoned properties to reduce the required commercial square footage below 20

square feet per dwelling unit If the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a

market study submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the financial
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1 Section 7. Be it enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland, that the

2 Howard County Zoning Regulations are hereby amended as follows:

3

4 By Amending:

5 Section 127.5: "CAC (Corridor Activity Center) District"

6 Subsection K "Requirements for CAC Development"

7 Number 3. "Requirements for Residential Uses"

8 Letter d.

9

10 HOWARD COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS

11

12 SECTION 127.5: CAC (Corridor Activity Center) District

13

14 E. Requirements for CAC Development

15

16 3* Requirements for Residential Use

17 d. {[For parcels that have 800 units or more, the]] THE Department of Planning and

18 Zoning shall permit a reduction in the commercial space requirement [[to not less than 20

19 square feet per dwelling unit]] provided that a fee of {[50 dollarsp 25 DOLLARS, or as

20 specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total reduction in commercial

21 space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount is paid into a fund

22 administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority to promote

23 commercial development in appropriate locations of the US Route 1 corridor, as allowed

24 under Section 26.106 of the Howard County Code.

25

26 [[However, for CAC developments with no frontage on US Route 1 and which adjoin a

27 development of 800 units or more, this fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified

28 in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total reduction in commercial space below

29 the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit, {{including a full reduction of the commercial

30 space requirement if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a market study

31 submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the financial viability of the

32 project.]]



1 IF A FEE IS PAID TO REDUCE THE COMMERCIAL SPACE REQUIREMENT BELOW THE MINIMUM

2 OTHER^qSE^EQUIRED^NADDmQNALJNCR^ RESIDBWIAL DENSITYSHALLNOTBE

3 PERMITTED. INSTEAD, THE UNUSED COMMERCIAL SPAGB SQUARE FQOTAGESHALL BE USED AS.

4 OPEN SPACE OR AN AMENITY AREA AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 127.5 EJ_AND_SHALL_BEJN.

5 ADDITION TO OPEN SPACE AND AMENITY AREA REQUIREMENTS DESCRIBED IN_SECTION 127.5 E. 1 A

6 AND B AND SHALL BE EpyAfcTO AT LEAST THE MINIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE OF COMMERCIAL

7 SPACE ftfieWftBB THAT IS BEING REDUCED BY PAYING A FEE IN CAC DEVELOPMENTS. THE NEW

8 OPEN SPACE OR AMENITY AREA SQUARE FOOTAGE THAT REPLACES THE COMMERCIAL

9 REQUIREMENT CAN BE LOCATED ANYWHERE ON SITE OF THE DEVELOPMENT.

10 Section Z Be U further enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland, that this

11 Act shall become effective 61 days after Us enactment,

12

13

14



Amendment 1 to Council Bill No. 8-2021

BY: Opel Jones Legislative Day No. 5

Date: March 1, 2021

Amendment No. 1

(This Amendment elimwates the scope restriction that limits the requirements to parcels with at

least 800 units, reduces the fee imposed when the commercial space requirement is reduced, and

eliminates the requirements for parcels that do not havefrontage on US Route I.)

1 On page 1:

2 * in line 17, place underlined double opening square brackets before "For" and underlined

3 double closing square brackets after ", the" and substihite "THE".

4

5 • In line 19, place underlined double opening square brackets before "50" and underlined

6 double closing square brackets after "dollars" and substitute "25 DOLLARS".

7

8 • In line 26, place underlined double opening square brackets before "However".

9

10 • In line 29, strike the double opening square brackets.

11

.s4Z^/.^-u.mT-t--hi**to^m*A*"ft'^>a fl.lrt^d W;



Amendment 2 to Council Bill No. 8-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 5

Date: March 1, 2021

Amendment No. 2

(This Amendment provides that reducing commercial space shall be used for specified open

space or amenity areas.)

1 On page 1, in line 33, insert:

2 "IF A FEE IS PAID TO REDUCE THE COMMERCIAL SPACE REQUIRBMENT BELOW THE MINIMUMOTHERWISE

3 BEQUIBED- AN ADDITIONAL INCREASE OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED. INSTEAD^

4 THE_UNU_SED_COMMERCIALSP^E.SQUARE FOOTAGE SHALL BE USEDAS_0_PEN.SPACEORAN AMENITY

5 MEAAS_DESCRIBED IN SECTION 127.5 E.l AND SHALL BE IN ADDmON TO OPEN SPACE AND AMENITY

6 ARBA RE_OU_IREMENTS DBSCRIBED IN SECTIQ1^H1^JBJAANDBAND_SHALL BEE^AL_TQ_AT LEAST THE

7 MINIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE^P^QMMERCIAL^PACEREQUH^^JHATJS^EING_RED^

8 FEBmCACDEVELOpMENTS,THENEW_QPEN.SPA^^

9 KEPLACES_THE_COMMERCIAL REQUIREMENT CAN BE LOCATED ANYWHERE ON SITE OF THE

10 DEVELOPMENT.".

11



Amendment 1 to Amendment 2 to Council Bill No. 8-2021

BY: Christiana Rigby Legislative Day No* 5

Date: March 1, 2021

Amendment No. 1 to Amendment 2

(This Amendment provides that new amenity area square footage that replaces the commercial

requirement can be located anywhere on site of the development and the new amenity area

square footage shall be at least the minimum square footage of commercial space that is being

reduced by the fee.)

1 On page 1:

2 • In the parenthetical description, after "specified" insert open space or \

3 • in line 4, strike "SPACB" and substitute "SQUAREFOOTAGE" and after "AS" insert "OPEN

4 SPACE OR";

5 • in line 6, strike "EQUAL TO" and substitute "AT LEAST";

6 • in line 7, strike "REQUIRED" and substitute "THATISBEING REDUCED BY PAYING A FEE";

7 and

8 • at the end of line 7, after the period, insert "THE NEW OPEN SPACE OR AMENITY AREA

9 SQUARE FOOTAGE THAT REPLACES THE COMMERCIAL REQUIREMENT CAN BE LOCATED

10 ANYWHERE ON SITE OF THE DEVELOPMENT.".

11



Amendment 2 to Council Bill No.8-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 5

Date: March 1,2021

Amendment No. 2

(This Amendment provides that reducing commercial space shall be used for specified amemty

areas.)

1 On page 1, in line 33, insert:

2 "IF A FEE IS PAID TO REDUCE.THE COMMERCIAL SPACE REQUIRJBMENT BELOW TOE_MIN1MUM OTHERWISE

3 REQUIRED, AN ADDITIONAL INCREASE^F^ESIDENTIALraBNSlTY^HALL^OTB^

4 - THE UNUSED COMMERCIAL SPACE_SHALL_BE USED AS AN AMENITY ASEA AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 127^5

5 E. 1 AND SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO OPEN SPACE AND AMENITY AREA .REQUIREMENTS DESCRIBED IN

6 SECTION 127.5 E. IA AND B AND SHALL BE EQUAL TO THE MINIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE OF COMMERCIAL

7 SPACE BEQyiI^DJN^ACjMVBl^PMHNTS,".



BY THE COUNCIL

This Bj^ll, ha/ing^been approved by the Executive and returned to the Council, stands enacted on

_, 2021,

Theodore Wimberly, Acting Adminish'atorjk) the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been passed by the yeas and nays oftwo-thirds of the members of the Council notwithstanding the

objections of the Executive, stands enacted on _ _, 2021.

Theodore Wimberly, Acting Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having received neither the approval nor the disapproval of the Executive within ten days of its
presentation, stands enacted on _ _ ,2021.

Theodore Wimbeiiy, Acting Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, not having been considered on final reading within the time requu'ed by Charter, stands failed for want of

consideration on, _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ ,2021.

Theodore Wunberly, Acting Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been disapproved by the Executive and having failed on passage upon consideration by the
Council stands failed on _ _ ,2021,

Theodore Wmiberly, Acting Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, the withdrawal of which received a vote oftwo-thh'ds (2/3) of the members of the Council, is withdrawn

from further consideration on_ _ _ _. ,2021,

Theodore Wimberly, Acting Adminish'ator to the County Council
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1 Section 1, Be it enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland, that the

2 Howard County Zoning Regulations are hereby amended as follows:

3

4 By Amending:

5 Section 127.5: "CAC (Corridor Activity Center) District"

6 SubsectionE. Requirements for CAC Development

7 Number 3. "Requirements for Residential Uses"

8 Letter d.

9

10 HOWARD COUNTY ZONING REGUL^ONS

11

^ _„-_-__ „. -.._ .- . . .fZ12 SECTION 127.5: CAC (Corridor Actiyjf^ Center) District

M;^'

14 E. Requirements for CAC Development

15

16 3. Requirements for Residential Use ff/'

17 d. For parcels that have 800 units or mj$?e, the Department of Planning and Zoning

18 shall permit a reduction in the commerci g(/'space requirement [[to not less than 20 square

19 feet per dwelling unit]] provided tha^a fee of 50 dollars, or as specified In the fee

20 schedule, for each square foot of tj^ total reduction in commercial space below the

21 baseline 70 square feet per dwelli^i unit amount is paid into a fund administered by the
f/-,

22 Howard County Economic DeveJ6pment Authority to promote commercial development
M.

23 in appropriate locations ofthe^TS Route 1 corridor, as allowed under Section 26.106 of
///

24 the Howard County Code. ff
25 "-——' ^"/

^
26 However, for CAC dey^(6pments with no frontage on US Route I and which adjoin a

•'/•/),

27 development of 800 yfiits or more, this fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified
///'

28 in the fee schedul^tor each square foot of the total reduction in commercial space
//

29 below the baseH^'70 square feet per dwelling unit. [[including a full reduction of the
//

30 commercial sp|f<^ requirement if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on

31 a market st^r submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the

32 financial v^ility of the project.]]

33



1 Section 2. Be it further enacted by the County Council of Howard Cozmly, M.aryl^f tliat

2 this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.

^^

;/'.','

f'^'y

^

M
/ '!: . •:

^



Amendment 1 to Council Bill No. 8-2021

BY: Opel Jones Legislative Day No. 5

Date: March 1, 2021

Amendment No. 1

(This Amendment eliminates the scope restriction that limits the requirements to parcels with at

least 800 units, reduces the fee imposed when the commercial space requirement is reduced, and

eliminates the requirements for parcels that do not have frontage on US Route 1.)

1 On page 1:

2 • in line 17, place underlined double opening square brackets before "For" and underlined

3 double closing square brackets after ", the" and substitrte "THE".

4

5 • In line 19, place underlined double opening square brackets before "50" and underlined

6 double closing square brackets after "dollars" and substitute "25 DOLLARS".

7

8 • In line 26, place underlined double opening square brackets before "However".

9

10 • In line 29, strike the double opening square brackets.

11



Amendment 2 to Council Bill No. 8-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 5

Date: March 1,2021

Amendment No* 2

(This Amendment provides that reducing commercial space shall be used for specified amenity

areas.)

1 On page 1, in line 33, insert:

2 "IF A FEE IS PAID TO REDUCE THE COMMERCIAL SPACE REQUIREMENT BELOW THE MINIMUM OTHERWISE

3 REOUIRED^AN_ADDITIQNAL.INCREAS_B QF_RESIDENTIAL DENSITY SHALL NOT BEPERMITTED, INSTEAD,

4 THE UNUSED.COMMERCIAL S^ACE.SHALl^BEUSED AS AN AMENITY AREA AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 127,5

5 E. 1 AND SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO QPEN_SPACE AND.AMENITY AREA REQUIREMENTS DESCRIBED IN

6 SECTION 127.5 E.lA AND B AND SHALL BE EQUAL TO THE MINIMUM SQUARE FOOTAGE OF COMMERCIAL

7 SPACE REQUIRED IN C_AC_DEYELOPMENTS.".



Office of the County Auditor

Auditor's Analysis - REVISED

Council Bill No. 8-2021 (ZRA 193)
Introduced: January 4,2021

Auditor: Michael Martin

Fiscal Impact:

The fiscal impact of this legislation (based on known development proposed by Blue Stream

LLC) would result in increased commercial fee-in-tieu payments of approximately $1.3 million.

According to Sec. 127.5 of the County Zoning Regulations, and as confirmed by the

Department of Plan fling (mdZonmgf the Blue Stream devefopmenf hasfroniage on U.S. Route

7. Therefore, thefee-in-fieu would be calculated at $50 per square foot. The optional $25 per

square foot fee-in-Iien is only available for properties with nofronfage on U.S. Route 1.

The projected fiscal impact noted above does not include the effect of future development or

impact of additional residential space and reduced commercial space. Determining that impact

would require an extensive economic study.

Based on information provided in the Department of Planning and Zonmg's (DPZ) Technical

Staff Report, the fiscal impact of this legislation is calculated based upon Blue Stream LLC s

proposed 1,345-umt development and the removal of the minimum 20 square feet per unit

requirement of commercial space at $50 per square foot.

All County revenue from commercial fee-in-Heu payments will be managed in a separate fund by

the Howard County Economic Development Authority (HCEDA). These proceeds will be used to

promote commercial development within the U.S. Route 1 corridor.

The Auditors Office has asked HCEDA to provide adcUlional details on these funds and how
they will be utilized going forward. See the response from HCEDA in Attachment A.

Purpose:

The purpose of this legislation is to amend the Howard County Zoning Regulations to allow

Corridof Activity Center (CAC) zoned properties that have or are adjoined to a parcel with 800 or

more residential units the ability to reduce the required commercial square footage below the

current minimum of 20 square feet per unit.

The requirement to pay $50 per reduced square foot below the baseline of 70 square feet remains

in the zoning regulation for developments with frontage on US. Route 1 and with at least 800



residential units. The fee is only $25 per square foot for developments that have no frontage on

US. Route 1 but are adjoined to a development with at least 800 residential units.

This bill also removes the need for a market-based study to support such a reduction in the

amount of required commercial space per unit.

Other Comments;

According to DPZ, commercial buy downs have resulted in increased residential development in

some cases. Two developments, Morris Place and Howard Square, have taken advantage of the

current buy down options to minimize their commercial space requirement and thereby

maximizing residential capacities.

Morris Place paid a fee-in-lieu of $259,000 to eliminate its entire commercial obligation whereas

Howard Square reduced Its commercial requirement by 33,766 square feet through a combination

offee-in-Iieu payments totaling $1.25 million and provisions allowable under Moderate-Income

Housing Unit (MIHU) and Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) ratings.

The Department of Planning and Zoning indicated the practice of mandating piecemeal

commercial space requirements has not been an effective tool to promote growth and

revitalization in the U.S. Route 1 corridor area. Removing the commercial requirement may

increase the total number of residential units in a development.



Attachment A

PROVIDED BY LARRY TWELE IN AN EMAIL TO THE AUDITOR ON JANUARY 22, 2021
Comments added by the Auditor's Office

ROUTE 1 REDEVELOPMENT REVOLVING INVESTMENT AND PROMOTION FUND
Howard County - ZRA 193- 2021

Background

Council Bill 2-21016 approved ZRA 156 and became effective July 2/2016.
The total collected from Developer fees was $1,508,342: $1,249,342 (Howard Square) + ($259,000 Morris
Place)
Finance performed a $650K transfer out of EDA operating budget to capital projects in FY17 under
authority of Internal Order 7-114.

• $400Kto C-0285- funded expenditures that could not otherwise be funded with "old" bond funds;

This funded a variety of capital project expenses along the Route 1 Corridor. Types of expenses

include: civil engineering and survey services (i.e. Alignment studies, hydraulic and hydrologic

studies, location surveys, forest con plats and easements and deed descriptions); traffic and

pedestrian improvements; consulting for the Route 1 Master Plan; sidewalk design and pedestrian

improvement for GOT (Brewers Court, Rowanberry/ and Patel Drive).

• $250KtoC-0344

The balance of $858,342 was placed in US Rt. 1 Corridor spending authority in EDA's FY18 operating
budget. Program Revenue Fund 2150000000

To date the EDA has charged $295,682 that has supported focused marketing and staff efforts for Rt. 1
attraction and expansion projects and promotion of the Rt. 1 Tax Credit. The Auditor's Office confirmed

with HCEDAthat a new fund is not being created, they will add the new revenues to the existing balance,

and establish a new capability utilizing the existing fund.
During the period of FY19 and FY20 the results of these efforts has resulted in:

• 47 Business clients that either relocated to or expanded operations

» accounting for 2310 new jobs, 2550 retained jobs

< Capital Expenditures of $123,404,914

• impacting 2,551,019 sq. ft. commercial space.

As these were assumed to be one time money/ the balance of these funds were largely held in reserve

to aide in the pending completion of the Rt 1 study that was in process during FY18/19.

The Auditor's Office confirmed with HCEDA, that the total balance remaining in the Route 1 Program is

$562,660.

Use of 2RA 193 funds

Because of the significant amount of funds that could be generated by ZRA 193, The Howard County
Economic Development Authority (HCEDA) proposes to establish a Rt 1 Redevelopment Revolving
Investment and Pronnotion Fund to serve as the principal tool for Howard County to effect positive change



Attachment A

along the Route 1 corridor. (The Auditor's Office confirmed with HCEDA that a new fund is not being
created/ they wit) add the new revenues to the existing balance/ and establish a new capability utilizing

the existing fund.) The Fund wif! be used to support commercial and industrial business and deveiopment
along the Route 1 corridor. The Fund will be administered by the HCEDA and used to create increased tax
revenue to the County, create jobs and encourage private sector capital investment. The Fund may be

utilized bytheHCEDAto:
1. Leverage the private sector to purchase distressed/derefict underperforming (l.e. low

tax revenue) parcels for redevelopment,

2. Form public private partnership(s) to redevelop distressed/derelict underperforming
parcels and/or to fornn a larger developabfe parcel,

3. Purchase, Improve and resell such properties and reinvest revenues into the fund,

4. Support the promotion of commercial and industrial businesses along the Route 1

corridor,

5. Take any action necessary to support the foregoing or any other incentive which the

HCEDA determines is needed to accomplish the goals of the Fund,
6. Oversight of the Fund will be provided by the EDA Board of Directors/lncentives

Committee and will establish performance goals and reporting requirements.

Route 1 Program Summary

Description Revenue

Funds reed related to Howard Square $599,342

Funds reed related to Moms Place $259,000

Total funds reed related to Route 1 Program $858,342

Expense thm Dec 30,2020 ($295,682)

Route 1 Program Fund balance $562,660

Auditor's Note: The following funds were received: $1/249,342 (Howard Square) and additional funds
were transferred to capital projects which net to the $599342 noted in "Funds reed related to Howard

Square" above.



Office of the County Auditor

Auditor's Analysis

Council Bill No. 8-2021 (ZRA 193)
Introduced: January 4, 2021

Auditor: Michael Martin

Fiscal Impact:

The fiscal impact of this legislation (based on known development proposed by Blue Stream

LLC) would result in increased commercial fee-in-lieu payments of approximately $1.3 million.

This does not include the effect of future development or impact of additional residential space

and reduced commefcial space. Determining that impact would require an extensive economic

study.

Based on information provided in the Department of Planning and Zoning's (DPZ) Technical

Staff Report, the fiscal impact of this legislation is calculated based upon Blue Stream LLC's

proposed 1,345-unit development and the removal of the minimum 20 square feet per unit

requirement of commercial space at $50 per square foot.

All County revenue from commercial fee-in-lieu payments will be managed in a separate fund by

the Howard County Economic Development Authority. These proceeds will be used to promote

commercial development within the U.S. Route 1 corridor.

The Auditor's Office has asked the Howard County Economic Development Authority to

provide additional details on these funds wul how they wilt be utilized going forward

Pyi'i?ps<;i

The purpose of this legislation Is to amend the Howard County Zoning Regulations to allow

Corridor Activity Center (CAC) zoned properties that have or are adjoined to a parcel with 800

or more residential units the ability to reduce the required commercial square footage below the

current minimum of 20 square feet per unit.

The requirement to pay $50 per reduced square foot below the baseline of 70 square feet remains

in the zoning regulation. The fee is only $25 per square foot for developments that have no

frontage on U.S. Route 1 but are adjoined to a development with at least 800 residential units.

This bill also removes the need for a market-based study to support such a reduction in the

amount of required commercial space per unit.



Other Comments:

According to DPZ, commercial buy downs have resulted in increased residential development in

some cases. Two developments, Morris Place and Howard Square, have taken advantage of the

current buy down options to minimize their commercial space requirement and thereby

maximizing residential capacities.

Morris Place paid a fee-in-lieu of $259,000 to eliminate its entire commercial obligation whereas

Howard Square reduced its commercial requirement by 33,766 square feet through a

combination offee-in-Iieu payments totaling $1.25 million and provisions allowable under

Moderate-Income Housing Unit (MIHU) and Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

(LEED) ratings.

The Department of Planning and Zoning indicated the practice of mandating piecemeal

commercial space requirements has not been an effective tool to promote growth and

revitalization in the U.S. Route 1 corridor area. Removing the commercial requirement may

increase the total number of residential units In a development.



^

PETITION TO AMEND THE
ZONING REGULATIONS OF

HOWARD COUNTY

npZOfllco Use Only;

CasoNo.%RA-lcl5

Date Filed; ^11- Q Q

Zouiug Regnlntion Anieudmcnt Reqnest

I (we), the undersigned, hereby petition the County Council ofHoward County to itinend tlie Zoning

Regulations of Howard County as follows: Amend Section 127.5.E.3.d. ay pertaining to the CAC

fComdor Activity CeiKert zone lo allow all CAC zoned m-op&rties to be able to reduce the required

commercial square fbota&e requirement below 20 square feel per dwelling unit if the Department of

glaimine and Zonina finds, based on a market sludv submitted by the developer, that Ihe reduction is

necessary for the financial viability ofthe project.

|You must provide n brief slatemsnt here, "See Attficticcl Supplement" of similar slfiiemenls are not acceptable. You mny atlach a

separate docuineiiE iorespon<t to Section 1 in greater dcldil, If so, tliis document sliBll be fitlcd "Response to Seutlon 1"]

Petitioner's Name Blue Stream. LLC

Address 3300 North Ridee Road* Suite 112, BllicoU Citv. Maryjand 21043

Phone No. (W) (A \ 0) 465-2020 -XHX

Email Address northerjitllc(%aoi.com

Counsel for Petitioner Sang W. OJ). Esquh-e. TalkJn & Oh. LLP

Counsel's Address 5100 Dorsey Hall Drive. ElHcolt City, Maryland 2 1042

Counsel's Phone No. {410)964-0300

Email Address soh^talkin-oh.com

Please provide a brief statement concerning the reason(s) the requested amendments) to the Zoning

Regulations is (are) being proposed.

Sec attached Suoplemenfal Statement.
T-
.»

TT^-
' '•» ').

)

Jl_', ;,,



5. Please provide a detailed justification statement demons i rating how the proposed smendmenf(s) will be in

harmony with current General Plan for Howard County..

See attached Suppieinentgl Statement

(You may aliach s sopiirdfe (ioctiment to respond to SecfEon S, If so, (Iu's Elocunienl shiiij he ittled "Hosponso (p Section 5"j

6. The Legislative Intent of the Zoning Regulations in Section 1 OO.A. expresses that the Zoning ReguUtions

have the purpose of "...preserving and promoting the health, safety and welfare of the communUy." Please

provide a detailed Justification statement demonstrating how (he proposed amendments) will be in

harmony with this purpose and the other \ssws in Section J OO.A.,

See attaohed Suppleinental Statement. __

[You msy aflach a separate document (o respond (o Section 6. tfso, this ctot;»ment shall be ti(!ed "Response (o Seclion 6,"J

7. Unless your response {o Section 6 above aJreedy addresses this issue, please provide an explanation of the

public benefits to be gained by the adoption of the proposed amendmentfs) Same as above

[You may attach n separftto dooimenf to respond fo Section 7. Ifso, (liis docuniont slmll be iilled "Respunse (o Section 7.)>]



Does the fimendment, or do (he amendmentSt have the potential of affecting the development of more than

one pt'operly> yes ov no? Yes.

If yes, and the number of properties is less than or equal to 12, explain the Impact on all properlies affected

by providing 8 detailed analysis of all the properties based upon the nature of the changes proposed m the

amend menl(s). If the number of properties ts greater than \^ explain ihehnpsct tn general tet'ms,

See Supplemental Statement

(You mny attach n separtite document to rcspoiul to Secflon 8, Ifso, ttiis iloeumcnl shall be Isticd "Response to Scctiun 8."]

9. If there are any other faclors you desire the Council to consider in its evaluation of this amendment request,

please provide (hem at this time. Please understand thai the Council may request a how or updaled Technical

Staff Report and/or a tiew Planning Board Recom mend ai ion If there ts any new evidence submitted at the

time of the public hearing that is not provided with this original petillon,,

l'You may ftltftch a separate docmnenl to respond to Scolioti 9. If so, this tlooumaiH sliatl bo titled "Rospopsc to Section 9.'1]



10. You must provide the fti!l proposed text of the amend men l(s) RS a separate docmnenf entitled "Pe1itjioner*s

Proposed Toxl" that is lo be attached to this form. This document must use this standard foymat for Zoning

Regulaiion Amendment proposals; any new proposed text must be in CAPITAL LETTERS, and any

existing text to be deleted ntust be in [[ Double Bold Brackets H. In addition, you must provide an example

of how (lie tex( would fippear normaily ifadopied as you propose.

After ihis petition is nccepted for scheduling by (lie Department ofPImmhig and Zoning» you imisf

provide an elecfronic file of the "Pcttfloner's Proposed Text" to the Division of Public Service ftiid

Zoning Athninish-iUion, This file must be in Microsoft Won) or a Microsoft Word compatible file

formal and tnay be submUterf by email or some oflier media if prior arrangemente are made with

the Division of Public Service and Zoning Administration.

11. TJie Petitioner agrees to furnish additional information as may be required by the Department ofPtanning

and Zoning prior to (he petilion being accepted for scheduling, by the Planning Board prior to its adoption

of a Recommendation^ and/or by the County Council prior to its ruling on file case,

12. The undersigned hereby affirms that all of the statements and information contained in, or filed whh this

petition, are true and correct. The undersigned has read the instructions on this form, filing herewith'all of

the requii'ed accoinpanyjng information. Iftjie Petitioner is an entity that is not an individual, information

must be provided explaining the relationship of the person(s) signing to the entity.

Blue Stream. LLC _ / &^€^ As^^^ _^A/d4/^<%
Petitioner's name (Printed or typed) PeUtioncr's Signature 0 ' ' Date

<^t^ ^-^t<*
Sang W<Qt^ Counsel for Petitioner

[If additional signatures are necessary, pleuse provide them on u sepf»rate docutncnf ty be aftRchcd lo this pGtttton fonn.J
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FEE

The Petitioner agrees to pay all fees as follows;

Piling fee........,........,.....,.......,,.,,....,..,........».,...,$695.00.

Each additional heafhignighf..,.«........«.......,....$510.00*

If the request Is granted, the PelHioner shall pay
$40,00 per 200 words of text or fraction thereof
for each separate texlually continuous
amendment ($40.00 minimum, $85.00
maximum)

The County Council may refund or wftivc all or pnft of fiie flliug fee where the petitioner
demonstrates to the ^tisfactlon of the County Council that the payment of U>e fee would work an
extrftordiuiiry hardship on the pctittoHer. The Comily Council may reftmd pak't of the filing fee for
withdrawn petitions. The County Council shsll waive all fees for peftttons fitcd tn the performance
of governmental duties by an uf'fkiitl, board or agency of the Howard County Government,

APPLICATIONS: One (1) original plus twenty four (24) copies along with
attachments.



AAAAAAA*AAAftAA'kAAfrAfrAAAAAAAfrAAft*A*AAA*AAAA*!fAAAA**A*A*AA*AAA*ft*AAAAAAA* *************** frAA*

Por 0P% office use only;

Hearing Fvc $

Receipt No.

PLEASE CALL 410-313-2395 FOR AN APPOINTMENT TO SUBMIT YOUR APPLICATION

County Website; www.howardcountvmd.^oy

Iteviseil:07/12
T;\SharcdVP«blio Sorvicc (ind Zoning\AppiIcfltions\Cou«ty Coimoil\ 7-.RA AppllcsHon



INSTRUCTIONS TO TH1C APPLICANT/PAOTY OF RECORD

9 As required by State Law, applicants are required to complete the AFFIDAVIT AS TO
CONTRJBUTION that is attached, and if you have made a contribution as described in the j
Affidavit please complete the DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTION that is aUached.

• If you we an applicant, Piirty of Record (i.e., suppotter/proteslant) or a family member and '
have made a contribution as described in the Affidavit, you must complete the DISCLOSURE |
OF CONTRIBUTION that is gftached. ... ^

v Piled affidavits and disclosures will be available for review by the public in the office of the
Administrative assistant to the Zoning Board during nomial business hours,

w Additional forms may be obtained from the Administrative Assistant to the Zoning Board at
(410-313-2395) or from the Department of Planning and Zoning.

® Completed form may be mailed to the Administrative Assistant to the Zoning Board at 3430
Com-ihouse Dyive, Eliicott City, MD 21043.

® Pursuant to Slate Law» violations shall be reported to the Howard County Ethics Commission.



ZONING MATTER: Blue Stream. LLC

AmOAVIT AS TO CONTRIBUTION

As required by the Atmotatedt Code ofMfti'yland
State Govwnmeut Ardcle, Sections 15-848-15-850

I, Arnold Safiner _, the applicant in the above zoning matter

X HAVE _, HAVE NOT
made any conh-ibulion or contributions having a cumulalivb value of $500 or more to the U'ensurer of a

candidate or the treasurer of a political commiUee during the ^8-month perjiod before application in or

during the pendenoy of the above referenced zoning matter.

I understand that any contribution made after the filing of this Affidavit and before final

disposition of the application by the County Council shall be disclosed within five (5) business days of

the contribution,

I solemnly affirm under the penalties ofpefjury and upon personal knowledge that the contents

of the foregoing paper are true.

Printed Name: HJ^NO^

Signature;,

Date: ^I'^l^^Q



ZONING MATTER; Blue Stream. LLC

DISCLOSURE OP CONTRIBUTION

As reqnh'ed by (lie Annotated Code ofMarylnnd
State GovernntCBt Article Scettons 15-848-15-850

This Discloszire shall b& filed by an Applicant upon application or by a Party of Record within 2
weeks after entering a proceeding, ifAe Applicant or Party of record or a family membei\ as defined in
Section } 5"fH9 of fiie Stat^ Government Article, has made any contribution or contributions having a
cumulative value of $500 or more to the tt'easurei- of a candidate of the ireasurer of a political cominitiee
during the 48-month period before tlie Qpplication was ftio or during the pendenoy of the appUcatioji,

Any person who knowingiy and wilJinlly violates Sections i5-^8-15"850 of the State
Oovemment Article is subject to a fine of not more fhnn $5^000. If the person is not an individual, each
officer and partner who knowingly autliorized or participated hi ilie violatioji is subject to the same
penalty,

APPUCANTOR
PAKTVOFRECORDl Arnold Safifiey

RECIPIENTS OP CONTRIBUTIONS:

Name

JriendsofQpel Jones

Friends of De^) Junff _

Date of Contribution

9/25/2018 _

9/25/2018

Amount

$1,000.00

$200.00

I understand that any contribvUon made after the filing of this Disclosure and before final
disposition of the application by the County Council shaU be disclosed with five (5) business days of (he
contribution.

Printed Name;

Signftliirei.

^0^> ^A^?

Date; QSf^ ^t>^>



ZONING MATTER: Blue Streem, LLC

APHDAV1T AS TO ISNGAOKNG IN BUSJfNESS WITH AN ELECTED OFFICIAL

A$ required by tlie Annotftted Code ofMarylftnd
State Government ArtkICi Sccttoits 15-848-1S-850

I, _ Arnold Sagn^ . »the applicant in the above Mnin^ matter

_, AM X . , AM NOT

currently engaging in business with an elected official as those tenins are defined by Section 15-848 of the

State Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

1 understand that if 1 begin engaging in business with an eleolect official between the filing of the

application and the disposition of the applicatjon^ I am required to file an affidavit in this zoning matter st

the limo of engaging in business with elected official.

1 solemnly affirm under the pensUies ofpeiijury and upon personal knowledge Uiat the contents

of the foregoing paper are frue,

Printed Name: /^HO^ ^AW^

Signature;

Date: G 51^j^0^

iO



ZONING MATTKR: Blw Sfroa^. LLC

AFFIOAVJET AS TO CONTRIBOTJEON

As required by the Annotated Co<te of Maryland
State CovernmeMt Art?, Sections 15-848^5-850

^ Hermiann Driv&* LLC ..... ,, t1h& applicant in the above xoning mfttter

X HAVE _, HAVE NOT
made any contribution or contributions having a cumulative value of $500 or more to the trensurer of a

candidate or fhc tre^sm'er of a political comixiUtee during tlie 48"month period before appljcation in or

during the pendency of the above referenced zoning matter.

1 understand that any contribufion made after the filing of fins Affidavit and before JinaJ

disposition of (lie application by the County Council shall be disclosed within five (5) business days of

the contribution.

I solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury and upon person^ knowledge that the contents

of the foregoing paper are true.

By; HERRMANN DRIVE, LLC ftmc^^ ^C,m^^^}^ r^^b^
\-/ -—^

Printed Name;,/^2/sf.&U) 6 ^(^£/t, Wcr^eK^

Signature:

Date: ^^1^ W



ZONING MATTER: Blue Sfrcom. LLC

DISCLOSURE OP CONTRIBUTION

As required by the Annotnted Code of Maryland
State Government Article Sections 1S.848'15-8SO

This Disclosure shall be filed by an Applicant upon eippHcation or by a Psrty of Record within 2
week$ after entering a proceeding> if the Applicant or Party of Record or a family member, as defined in
Section 15-849 of the State Government Article, has made finy contribuUon or conti-ibufions having a
cumulative value of $500 or more to tlie treasurer ofamdiciate of the trensuyer of a political committee
during the 48-month period before the appjicatlon was file or during (he pendoncy of the application.

Any person who knowingly and willftiUy violates Sections 15-848-15-850 of the St^te
Oovemment Article is subject to a fine of not more than $5,000. U the person i$ not an individual, each
officer Bnd partner who knowingly authorized or participated in the violation is subject to the same
penalty,

APPLICANT OR
PARTY OP RECORD:, Hermmn Drive, LLC

RECIPIENTS OP CONTRIBUTIONS:

Name

.Friends ofQpel Jones ^

DafeofContnbytion

12/5/2019

Lmount

$500.00

1 understand that any contribution made after the filing of this Disclosure and before final
disposition of the application by the County Council shall be disclosed with five (5) business days of the
contribution.

By; HERRMANN DRIVE, LLC Ar^a^ /^^ /Y1^J^

Printed Names Aft^tf^ €^H^^ m^^^

Signature:

. 6^1,Date: 6 51^1 ^^>

12



ZONING MATTER; Blue Sh-eam. LLC

APTOAVIT AS TO ENGAGINC IN BUSINESS WITH AN ELECTEX) OFHCIAL

As required by the Annotated Code of Maryland
S(ate Covemment AftAcle, Sections 15"848-i$-8SO

I,.... . . . Hen-mann Dt'ive. LLC , , the applicant in the above zoning mattojr

,,AM _^_.AN MOT
cim'ently engaging In business with an elected official as tlioso terms are d&fmed by Section 15-848 oftlie

State Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

I understand that if I begin engaging in biisiness with sn ejected official between the filing ofihe

appiicafion and the disposition of the appjicetion, I am required to file an rtffidavlt In this zoning matter at

the time of engaging in business with elected officiaJ.

I solemnly affirm under the pei^tfies of perjury and upon personal kno'wiedge ihaf the contents

oftJhe foregoing paper are true.

By; HERRMANN DRIVE, LLC 4m<^^ ^/ /r/^^^ //^n^

Printed Name,; ^^6^ 6^^^^ m^mi^

Signature: ^^t^^f /^^-y^f^

Date; i)5/M/^.0^

13



ZONING MATTER: Blue Stream. LLC

AFFIDAVIT AS TO CONTOIBWION

As required by Die Annotated Code of Maryland
State Government Article, Sections 15-84M5-850

L. . Water Associates. Inc. . ^ the applicant in the above zoning matter

X . HAVE _, HAVB NOT
made any contribution or contribulions having a cumulative value of $500 or more to the treasurer of a

candidate or the treasurer of a political committee during the 48-month period before application in or

during the pendency of the qbove referenced zoning matter.

1 understand that any contribution made after the filing of this Affidavit and before final

disposition of the application by the County Council shall be disclosed wilhin fivo (5) business days of

the conldbution.

1 solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury and upon personal knowledge that the contents

of the foregoing paper are true.

By; WATER ASSOCIATES, INC.

Printed Name: ft-^hJd^b 5/kpA^- V/c./ ^fc

Signature; ^J^^_ /^^\_

Date: 6^ /M 1^0 ^f>

14



ZONING MATTER; Blue Stream, LLC

mSCILOSURE OF CONTRIBUTION

A$ required by (he Annotated Code ofMaryJnnd
State Government Article, Sections 15-848" 15-8SO

This Disclosure shall be filed by an Applicant upon appllcatton or by a Party of Record within 2
weeks after entering a proceeding, if the Appiicam car Party of Record of 8 family member, as defied in
Section 15-849 of the State Governmejtii ArticlCt has made any contribufkm or contributions heving a
cumulative value of $500 or more to ihe treftswer of a candidate of the treasmy of a poUtic^il cominitteo
during the 48-month period before the application was file or during the pondenoy of the application.

Any person wlio knowingly and wlHfitlty violates Sections 15-848-15-850 of the Slate
Government Article i$ yubject (o a fine of not more than $5,000, If the person is not an Jndividual» each
officer and partner wlio foiowingiy authorized or participated hi the violation is subject to die same
penalty.

APPLICANT OR
PARTY OPkBCORD: Water Assoclatos, jlno, ..

RECIPIENTS OP CONTRIBUTIONS:

lam^

Friends ofChristim Hig!^

DafeofConttibuUcm

11/13/2019

Amount

^00.00

i understand that any confribufion made after the filing of this Disclosure and before finyl
disposition of the application by the County Council shall be disclosed with five (5) business days of the
contribution.

By: WATBR ASSOCIATES, JfNC.

Printed Name;/!^/^ ^^//^ - V?<^ /^€^^^

Signature:,

Date: OS/^1^0^

15



ZONING MATTER: Blue Stream. LLC

AFHDAV1ET AS TO ENGAGING IN BUSINESS WITH AN ELBCTED OFFICIAL

As required I>y the Aimotatecl Code of Mftrylnnd
State Government AHk^ Sections 15-848-15-850

Water Associates. Inc. . , the applicant in die above zoning matter

^AM X _, AM NOT
currently engaging in business with an elected official as those terms are defined by Section 15-848 of the

State Oovemment Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland,

I understand that if 1 begin engaging in business with an elected official between (he filing of the

application and tlie disposition oftlie application, I am require^ to file an affidavh in this zoning matter at

the time of engaging in business with elected ofYioial

[ solemnly affirm under the penalties ofpeijury and upon personal knowledge that the contents

oftlw foregoing paper gre tizie.

By: WATER ASSOCIATES, I1NC,

Printed mw,/}^0^b S/^A/^ ^^ ^;c^^

Signature:,

OateL

16
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ZONING MATTEL Blue Stream. LLC

AWDAVIT AS TO CONTRIBUTION

As required by (lie Annotated Code of Maryland
S^ftte Government Article, SectioHs 15-.848-f5"$50

1, Christopher Mum _i the applicant in the above zonmg matlor

J<_, HAVB . _, HAVE NOT
made sny contnbution or contnbzitions Jifiving a cumulative value of $500 or more to the treasurer of a

candidate or fho treasurer of 8 poJifical commiUoe during the 48-month period before application in or during

th$,pendency of the above referenced zoning matter.

1 understand that any contribution made after the filing of this Affidavit and before final disposition

of the oppUcation by the County Council sliall be disclosed within Hvo (5) busmess days of the contribution.

I solemnly affirm under the penalties ofperjwy and upon personal knowledge that the contents of

the foregoing paper are fcme.

Printed Name:^ (^t'-fe'^pl^f MfAf^

Signature:,

Date: &^/ZO^



ZONING MATTER: Blue Stream, LLC

DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTION

As required by the Annotated Code of Maryland
State Government Article Sectious 15^48-15-850

This Disclosure shall be filed by an Applicant upon application or by a Party of Record within 2
weeks after entering a proceeding, if the Applicant Of Party of Record or a ftmiiy member, as defined in
Section 15-849 of the State Government Artiolo, has made any contnWion or contributions having a
cumulative value of $500 or more to Ihe treasurer of a candidate of the treasurer of a political commUte&
during the 48-month period before the application was file or during the pendency of the application.

Any person who knowingly and willfully violates Swtions 15-848-15-850 of the State Governwient
Article is subject to a fine of not tnor& than $5,000, If the person is not an indivldiml, eac^ officer (md
partner who knowingly ftuthonzcd or participated in the violation is subjoot to the same penalty.

APPLICANT OR
PARTY OF RBCORDi Christophor Mum

RBCIPJEBNTS OP CONTRIBUTIONS:

tame

The Calvin BaU Team

The Calvin Ball Team

The Calvin Ball Team

The Calvin Ball Team

Friends.of Opol Jones

Date of Contribution

6/15/2017

4/25/20L8

8/3/2018

10/19/2018

12/12/2019

Amayat

$1,000.00

,$2,000.00

$4.000.00

$2.000.00

. $500.00

1 understand that any contribution made after the filing of this Disclosure and bofore final disposition
of the sppHcatlon by the County Council sh^H be disclosed with five (5) business days of the contribution.

Printed NameJ^W^fopLr^MuClCL
y-)

Signatwe:

Date:,



t I

ZONING MATTBR: Blue Stream. LLC

AFFIDAVIT AS TO ENGAGING IN BUSINESS WITH AN ELECTOD OFFICIAL

As inquired by the Annotated Code of Maryland
State Government Arficie, Secdons 15-848-15-850

I, Christopher Mum _^ tlie applicant in the sbove zoning matter

^ AM ,,X _> AM NOT
currently engaging in business with an elected official as those forms are defined by Section 15-848 of the

Stfite Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland,

I understand that if I begin engaging in business with an elected offioia! between the filing of the

application and the disposition of the application, 1 am required to file an affidavit in this zoning matter at

the time of engaging in bvstness with elected official.

I solemnly affirm under the penalties ofpeijury and upon personal knowledge that the contents of

the foregoing p^per are true.

Printed Name^

Signature

Date; U(-l('Zd

Woph^ iwn



SUPPLEMENT TO PETITION TO AMEND TOB
ZONING REGULATIONS OF HOWARD COUNTY

Blue Stream, LLC> Petitioner

Petitioner, Blue Stream, LLC ("Blue Stream" or "Petitioner") by and through its attorneys,

Tatkin & Oh, LLP, submits this Supplejinent in support of its Petition to Amend the Zoning

Regulations of Howard County.

The Petitioner requests an amendment to Section l27.5,E.3,d, of the Howard Covinty

Zoning Regulations in the CAC (Corndor Activity Center) zone, which would allow all owners of

CAC zoned properties to have the option to pay into a fund administered by the Howard County

Economic Development Authority' as an alternative to building non-viable commercial space.

More specifically^ the requested amendment would permit all CAC zoned properUey to reduce the

required cojnmercisl square footage on-site below 20 square feet per dweUing unit if Ihe

Department of Plaiming and Zoning ("DPZ") finds» based on a market study submlUed by the

developer, that the reduction is necessary for the financial viability offlie project.

A brief statement identifying the policy considerations and bonefils of such amendments

is provided below.

4. Please provide a brief statement concerning the reason^ the reaucsfcd amendment(s') to

thcZpyjnfii Rceulstious is (are) beine nrooose^*

The Petitioner is the owner and developer of Blue Stream, a CAC residential project under

development mEikridge on US Route 1, southwest of Kit Kat Road. The proposed amendment is

a follow-up on, and further means to adciress, the practical difficuities presented by the CAC

' This fund, which was established in 2016, is utilized to promote commercia! developmont in targeted locgtlons
itlong the US Route 1 Corridor where commerciftl space is inosl desirable.



regulations (hat were discussed during the 2013 Compreliensive Zoning (CB 32-2013) and a

subsequent amendment to tJie CAC regulations adopted under CB 2-2016, The cenM

consideration in both instances has been how lo best ensure that CAC developments along Route

1 become viable communities that offer services appropriate to serve tlie needs of the surrounding

community. Implicit in that discussion is the avoidance of blight and vacant commercial

storefronts, which will be caused by maiKlaled commercial thai is nof reflective of market demand.

The proposed Amendment allows ail properiies the option to weigh market demand or <tbuyhdown"

the required commercial space to an amowt that can be absorbed, This regulafion ainendment is

intended to address a sustained and increasingly hostile market for "bricks and mortar" commercial

and to prevent fiiither waste and blight cyused by faded, vacant commercial space.

5. Please jn'ovlde a detailed instiHcation statement demonstraHng liow the proposed
amendmeiiKs') will be in hitrmony with the current General Plan for Howard CountyA

PlanHoward 2030 Policy 5.4 states in part "Enhance the Route 1 Corridor revUaHzaiion

strategy to recognize the distinct character and market potential of diverse corridor segments, and

(lie pofenfial at various inteii'sections, crossing, ynd nodes...". The proposed amendment is in

harmony with the Jmplemenlation Action for Zoning Review, which recommends the CounciJ

lt[e]valyate the efficacy of existing Route 1 zoning dislricts (CE) CAC, TOD); consider more

flexibility^ especially regarding commercial uses," For at least the last two decade^ Route ! zoning

districts have been "works in progress" that have required reexamination and revision to ensure

that the policy goals of the individual zones are being met. PJftnHowarcl 2030 anticipated ihai these

zoning districts, including CAC, would require adjustment, pariicularly with regard to commercial

uses, As demonstrated during the Co'unoil's deliberations on CB 2-20jt6, the original scheme of

commercial coupled to residential has not worked. As indicated below, two separate economio

analysis of the CAC commercial requirement liave recommended decoupUng the cotnmercial from



residential. PlanHowm'ci 2030 anUcipated flucluations in market demand and recommended thai

these mandates be reexammed for additional flexibility over time.

PlanHoward 2030 also projected that that the demand for commercial development and

office space would be significantly lower than supply. "Through 2030, the demand for office

space is expected to peak at just over three million square feet. This demand is low when compared

to the 14,1 miJlion square feel of approved office space in the pipeline in Howard £md Anne

Arundel Counties." PlanHoward 2030, p. 58. Tlie low demand for cominerciai development lias

been particularly noliceable whhin the Route 1 Corridor. Two developments in the CAC district,

Ashbury Courts and Howard Square, have successfully petitioned for zoning regulation changes

to allow for increased residential density and the possibility, with appfovai from the Director of

DPZ^ of a lower square footage requirement for commercml development. These regulation

amendments were premised upon the fact thai nwkel demand for t'esidentlal units was strong,

while commercial space suffered from an extraordinarily high vacancy rate.

The attached Exhibit 1, "Route 1/Washington Boulevard Retail Analysis", was prepared

by Retail & Developmenl Strategies, LLC (<tRDS Stud/>) to ev?tluEite the effect of mandated

commercial on the Route ! corridor. The study concludes that there \s no market for additional

retail and that the existing retail envirominent is better situated to fulfill existing demand. The RDS

Study further explains that mandated retail will attract substandard tenants and hurt the existing

commercial leasing market. This is consistent with a Market Analysis and Strategic

Implementation Analysis of the Route 1 Corridor by Robert Charles Lesser & Co. (the "RCLCO

Study") prepared on behalf of DPZ in 2011, which found that:

The coupling of commercial square footage to residential units in the CAC zone
has proven to be highly problematic witli much of this commercial space remaining
vacant after construction or having greftt difficuUy in securing financmtg for



prospective projects. The significant yields in commerciai space assumed in future
CAC development, all of it in small increments because of its strict tie-in to
concun'ent onsite residential development (300 square feet per dwelling unit), wiH
continue to be problematic,

RCLCO Study, attached hereto as Exhibit 2, af 16. The RCLCO study recommended replacing

the CAC district endrely, partly so that "there will be no automatic coupling of i'esidential and

non-residentiat uses." M

As demonstrated by tlie attached reports, (he amount of required commercial space

imposed by the Zoning Regulations between Rt. 100 and Rt. 175 grossly exceeds the amount of

commercial (hat is required for the entire anticipated population. The Blue Stream development

will have approximately 1,200 units. Howard Square will have spproximatdy 1,000 units, Other

CAC or TOD properties create the potential for a few hundred more residences. Even with prior

reductions in the required commercial square foolage» the total co.tmnercial space required for Blue

Stream and Howard Square developments is more than 40^000 square feet. If there were a leasing

demand for such space, the developers oftliese properties would be incenfivized to build iti but in

the absence of such demand mandated commercial will create a glut of unwanted space that will

hurt existing commercial in the area. The flexibility to allow developments to be designed in

accordancG witli existing demand and market conditions is consistent with all of the available

market analyses that have been performed up to Ais point. More impoilantly, it will result in

better-planned communities based on conditions existing at tile time tlio property is deveitoped.

Notwithstanding the recommendaiions of the RCLCO study, the proposed amendment

would not decouple the residential and non-residential entirely. Ralher, this amendment would

require Petitioner, and other developers in the CAC, to demonstrate by market analysis that

commercial space would not b& viable at the proposed location and» if this predicate were

established, pay Into a fund managed by the EDA that is dedicated to Route J revitalizaUon. This



zoning scheme requires viable commercial to be built, byt prevents the construction ofnon-viable

commercial.

6, The Leelslativc Intent of the Zoninfi Reeulations in Section 10Q.A* expresses that (lie
Z'onhiK ReRnlfltionsJxave the pyrnose of'"M,Dreservjii2 and oromotiim tlic health, safety and
welfare of the comimmUVt" Please Di'ovidc A (Iciaited instification sfntenient (lemoitstrathii1
Nwtiie m'oposedjimendmcxit(s^^^^ in liarmonv wUli this pHrpose and the otlicr issues
in Section 100.A,

The proposed amendment will preserve and promote the health^ safety and welfare of the

community, This is more fully addressed in the attached RDS study.

7. Do the Amendmentsjiave the potential of affecthiK die (tevclomnent of more than one
proper^ yes or no? llycs, and th^iuimber of oyouerties is less than ox* equal to UcxRlajn
the impact on all properties affectcd_by_j)rovidinfi_a_deiailed analvsis of all the proncrties
based upon <he nature of the clinnees m'oposed in tlie ameiuimeHis.

The proposed amendment has the potential of affecting the development of more than 12

properties; therefore, a detailed analysis of each Is not possible, Nevertheless^ the policy

considerations set forth above apply equally to any property in the CAC, Mandated commercial

space is not good land use policy, pm'tioulady when market studies have now repeatedly shown

(hat there is no market for such space. The proposed amendment allows all future development in

the CAC to develop commercial space in sccordance with market demand or pay into a fund

dedicated to improving the regions commercial sector. This will not only benefit existing

commercial in the CAC zone, but also other commercial zones in (he vicinity of the Route One

corridor.



CAC RETAIL VIABILITY ANALYSIS

EXECUTIVE SUMMAftY

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview and analysis of the retail market and

sustalnabtlity of retali along the Route 1 Corridor !n Howard County, Maryland; and to determine J

if the retail space mandated by the Howard County Zoning Regulations for phase 3 of the Blue |

Stream site is viable. Thfs report summarizes an analysis of retail conditions along the Route 1

Corridor/ as well as the market and retail characteristics in the Immediately surrounding area.

The analysis indicates that the statutorfly mandated retail would (1) generate vacancy; (2) be

Inconsistent with quality urban design; (3) detract from better located or existing commercial tn

surrounding zones; and (4) impair the County's ability to provide affordable housing.

Issue l! Generates Vacancy.

Projects that have Included the mandated retail have not been easily leased/ nor have they

attracted grocery tenants. Most of the spaces are smafl/ focused on consumer services such as

hair and naf! salons and limited retail or food St beverage tenants. Indeed/ recent residential

developments have high levels of vacancy which create as much of an eye sore as they do

community benefit.

Issue 2l Does Not Lead to QuaHty Ufhan Destw,

There Is wide variance In the design and locationai characteristics of the existing mandated retail

due to building design (and incompatible retail design standards), off-street placement with

suburban style head-in parking In front of stores, weak relationships to pedestrian areas and

sidewalks/ and distance from Route 1. There ts atso flttie evidence that the retail requirements

under Section 127.5 have generated marf<etssustalnable shopping activity centers at recent

multi-family resfdentlai developrnent projects. If walkabte environments were the original goal/

the results have not created good urban design examples.

EXHIBIT 1



Issue 3: Crgstes_A Sflreacf-Out Over-Suwfv of Retaff Instead of Clusters in Strateafc Locatjons.

The square footage requirements are not consistent with proven market-based parameters or

with demonstrated demand, either on-slte or induced. There Is Insufficient population density

on-slte In any of the examples to fully support the amount of square footage required by

Howard County/ and there Is too much competition nearby to create the needed critical mass.

As such^ the CAC retail requirement no longer aligns with community needs and policy objectives.

Issue 4-* Hfncfers the County's Ability to Prov/de Afforctabfe Housing.

The minimum retail mandate Impacts development feastbtfity by forcing the construction of

unprofitable space. This Is a disincentive to residential development - a product type for which

Howard County is In need of more supply. Furthermore, by cutting Into a project's value creation,

It leaves less profit that could otherwise be allocated towards the construction of low-income

housing units.



BACKGROUND

The Route 1 Corridor in Howard County is part of U.S, Highway 1, a highway link running from

Maine to Florida along the east coast of the United States. This segment of Route 1 In Howard

County is approximatety 11 miies long/ between Baltimore County (and the southern reaches of

Baltimore Ctty) to the north/ and ending at the Patapsco River boundary with Montgomery

County at the south. As shown on the map below, the existing Route 1 corridor is also bounded

by the Baltimore-Washlngton Parkway on the east and Interstate 95 on the west The area Is

generaify suburban in character, although redevelopment of downtown Columbia

(approximately 5 mfles away to the west) and parts of Ann Arundel County have seen increasing

densities in residential and office development over the past fifteen years. Housing growth has

continued between Baltimore and Washington^ Maryland suburbs/ with significant demand for

housing in all price levels.

Figure 1: Blue Stream 3 Study Area
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THE U,S. RETAIL INDUSTRY

The Sh!ft_from Downtown Areas to Suburhw Shouo/rta /WQ//S

Once focused In large and small city downtown areas and anchored by locatiy-owned department

stores/ retail shifted to the shopping mail model after World War II, resulting in the over 9,000

open-air 'strip centers' across the country. Often anchored by a grocery store, these smaller strip

mails grew along major roadways and Intersections and provided necessary consumer goods and

services for the sprawling suburbs that grew around them. The Rouse Company, originally based

in Baltimore, built dozens of malls to serve the suburban residentla! developments and became

a leader in the shopping center Industry.

Th e Shift from Locaftv Owned Stores to Natfowf Chafns

As the Baby Boomer generation grew into Its generation's years of household formation/

Increasing incomes and greater consumption, the retail industry grew along with It, but not

without changes, Local department stores gradually closed or were acquired by national chains,

and former free-standlng department stores consolidated into major malts and "Big Box" stores

evolved to provide products at reduced prices.

8lse affd F<sU ofRetaif SHencthw

Retail became a major economic driver; in 2019, over 70% of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product

(GDP) was based on fetall spending. Suburban development overtook downtown development

because it was more easily managed (through central ownership and leasing) and financed

(because the capital markets favored projects including national chain stores considered more

credlt-worthy, afso called "credit tenants^), The shopping mail industry grew fronn a total of 3.3

billion square feet in 1980 to 7.2 billion square feet in 2010. Because retail sales and property

taKes from these retail projects support local government, the U.S. retail industry grew to a level

of supply/total space that Is far greater in size than any other Industrialized country. While

there is no definitive total of how much retail space exists In the United States, the metrics of

shopping centers atone indicate that the matt industry has created approximately 55 square feet

of retail space per capita. In gross square footage, the U.S. has about four times the amount of

retail space as Canada, about five times the amount as the UK, and ten times the retail space in

Germany.



Between 2015 and 2019, over 30,000 retail stores closed In the U.S. (2015: 5/077; 2016; 2,056;

2017; 7/795; 2018: 5/864; 2019: 9/302). According to the U.S. Census In 20X5, there were Just

over one million retail stores in the country (1,070,209 total stores by NAICS codes). The five

year totat represents just under 1% of all retail stores, The trend toward closing has continued

to accelerate since 2017, Increasing by 2/3 between 2018 and 2019 alone* The trend shows no

signs of decreasing, and none of reversing.

While the reasons for the recent decline of "sticks and bricks' retail are varied, there can be no

doubt that the profitability of operating physical stores In the retail industry is drastically

changing. The most frequently cited reason for the decline In the number of physical stores is

"The Amazon Effect"/ a catch-all description meant to represent the impact of alt on-ltne retail

sales.

Although online sales continue to grow significantly as a percentage of total retail sales In the U.

S. on an annual basis, It Is not the internet that has crushed the retail stores industry. The larger

problem is the massive oversupply of eKfsting retaH space combined with the r^p^dly declining

number of retail operators.

THE CAC STUDY AREA

The CAC study area comprises approximately 33 square miles In the eastern end of the County.

It comprises the area between 1-95 on the west and Baltlmore-Washlngton Parkway/Route 295

on the east; 1-695 and 1-195 on the north; and the Patuxent River on the south. The U.S. Route 1

corridor traverses the center of the study area from north to south.

PoQutQtiw' Sofief Gyowth flute

The study area/s population Increased—from 57/400 residents in 2000 to almost 80/700 residents

in 2019, reflecting solid population growth of 23,300 new residents and a sustained annual

growth of 1.8% per year since 2000. Notably/ the study area's growth rate exceeded that of the

County during this period. ESt^i forecasts suggest that the study area^s growth rate will moderate

over the next five years—wjth 6,570 new residents in 2/200 new households—whlch reflects an

expected annual growth rate of 1.58% per year between 2019 and 2024. Again, growth rates in

the study area are forecast to exceed that of Howard County,



Over the next five years, those ages 25—34 and 65—74 are forecast to have the largest absolute

gains in population. The 25—34 age cohort could be expected to fuel demand for flrst-time

homeownershlp as well as demand for consumer retail and food & beverage. Conversely/ gains

in older cohorts could be expected to ilmit (or reduce) demand for consumer retail goods, a$

the elderiy spend less on retail.

Emolovmettt - Sttona Poyu/fft/on-To-./o&s Ratio

With 80,694 residents living In the study area, the jobs-to-populatfon ratio Is 0,85. That Is, there

85 jobs for every 100 residents, which is an extrctordinarily strong ratio and reflects the significant

amount of "workplace" real estate (office and industrial space) located In the 33 square mile

study area. Moreover, 34% of the County's total jobs are located in the study areg. Jobs are

concentrated in three key Industry sectors—Trade, Services and Government—which account

for almost 77% of alt jobs.

S^eMlnff" Stu<fv Area Househotcts Spend 20% Less on Retafl than County CQUnteypafts

Study area households spend approximately $25/850 annually on consumer retail and food &

beverage, This ts roughly 20% (ess than their counterparts across the County, Food & Beverage

and Household Furnishings capture the largest share of total household retail spendtng~48%

and 15%, respectively. Study area households are slightly !ess affluent than their counterparts

elsewhere in Howard County. Nonetheless/ study area households stE!) have solid dlsposabie

spending power—with average household Incomes of almost $117,000. Household Incomes are

forecast to increase at a compound annuai rate of 2.5% per year—higher than the County as a

whole—to $132/700 per year by 2024.

As Illustrated In Appendix Table 4/ study area households spend more than $898 million annually

across a range of retail categories. By comparison, data from Claritas, Inc. and ESRi Business

Analyst suggest that annual store sales in these same categories exceed $1.24 btilion per year.

The dtfference~$350.6 million per year—Is known as retail Inflow. That is/ retail sales

performance among the study area's retail inventory attracts spending beyond area households;

this includes area employees, pass-through traffic on various highways and/or sales from

households that live outside of the CAC study area. However, the $350 million tn sales inflow also

includes revenues generated by Wholesale retail establishments,



Given the large amount of warehouse and dtstrlbution facilities In the study area—including

the wholesale food distributors in Jessup—sales generated by pure retail establishments is

significantly lower. For example/ there are over $224 million In annual sales among "Specialty

Food Stores" (reflecting the wholesale food distributors such ss the Giant Supermarket/ Sysco

and 6. Cefatu & Bro. in Jessup) and $129.8 million In "Building Materials & Supplies" (reflecting

multiple contractors snd tenants in this category that occupy warehouse space), Removing sales

from just these two merchandise categories suggests that there Is actually retail ieakage—that

is, household spending that occurs outside of the study area. fn fact/ retail leakage occurs !n

multiple categories, including Health St Personal Care (Drug) Stores, Apparel & Accessory

Stores/ Bool</Periodical 81 Music Stores and Department Stores.

Retail - Performcince Is Wetfkef and Vacancy Rates are Higher In the Study Area

Howard County contains 12,5 million sq. ft. of retail space in 765 properties/centers/ which

equates to 38 sq. ft. of retail space per capita. 5ince 2006, more than 2.1 miliion sq* ft. of new

retail space has been constructed, CoStar data suggest that the Blue Stream 3 study area

contains 1.2 million sq. ft, of retail space In 27 properties/centers, which equates to 15 scj, ft. of

retail space per study area resident. The study area's retail inventory comprises 10% of the

countywlde inventory. Retail market performance fs significantly weaker In the study area than

the County, While vacancy rates county-wlde are between 2% and 6%, the vacancy rate in the

study area is between 10% and 13.%.

AM&^vfiis OF EXISTING RETAIL CONDITIONS

To accurately understand the existing retail conditions along the corridor, RDS completed a

detailed buHding-by-buildlng Inventory of commercfal spaces for each property with frontage on

Route I/ from Laurel in the south to the (-95 intersection at the north. Based on RDS LLC's

experience in other locations, Jt is possible that the summary retai! square footage provided by

CoStgr, the leading source for real estate data/ can vary In its accuracy, as the information is

provided by local brokers,

For purposes of the analysis/ ft Is the aggregated estimates and mix of uses that should be

considered most relevant to the discussion of additional retail at Blue Stream 3.



Retatl SF totals in the inventory are divided into the following subcategorles and retail uses:

Specialty Hetaff: Retail goods and apparel, Pet stores, electronics,
Discount Hetaih Discount and re-used goods stores/ multMenant/sporadically
open marketptaces
Foorf& Beverage! Fast food, restaurants, bars, food trucks/ fiquor stores

Grocery; Full service and specialty food stores with no on-stte consumption

Gas/Convenfencei Gas stations/ convenience stores at gas stations/ and free-standing

convenience stores such as Seven-11

Consumer Servfces/Orug Stofes: Banks, hair salons and barber shops, nail salons and

spa's, dry cleaners and laundromats/ financial services/ etc,

Profession^ Seyvices/Offlce'. General and corporate office buildings, medical and dental
offices/ insurance

Automotive Sales, Parts & Svc.: Auto sales, auto repair and servicing, auto parts retailers

CommerM Education: Specialty schools (Hair training)/ private daycare and after school
programs, commercial academies and schools

Self-Storage Fa<;///t/es; Rental storage unit complexes
Recyeation/Enteytalnment: Skating rinks/ events venues for parties and weddings/ paint
ball studios/ theaters
Locigfng: Moteis, hotels/ inns and commercial lodging
lncIu$tM/Wafehous{ng! Warehouses/ industrial manufacturing faciflties, storage and
production/ food and product distribution, etc.

Tru€f</LogfsHcs', Tfucking sefvfces^ loglstics/ii'Qnsfer and shipping faculties
Vvcctnt: Unoccupied yetait/commerclal spaces avctflahte for lease
Other. Nursing Homes; Public faculties (Vofunteey Fife St«t/on/ rwnstt offices); Mobile
home sales offices

Retail only Represents 15% of the Total Sawe Footaae of Frot)iafie_PrQfferties

According to the December 2019 inventory, there are almost 400 businesses along the corridor's

frontage properties, Of that total, over 50% of the businesses are considered retail uses/ but

retail only represents about 15% of total square footage. In ati/ the retail uses (Specialty Retail/

Discount Retail/ Food & Beverage/ Grocery stores. Convenience stores/gas stations and

Consumer Service stores/Drug Stores) account for 729,845 SF of space In 205 businesses,



Fiaure 2t Route 1 ftetaH/Commerdal fwentofv. Route 1 Howcifd County
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With the exception of a few nodes and commerciaf centers/strfp shopping center^ there is a lack

of any retail continuity/ either as a concentratfon of space to draw destination shoppers or as a

contiguous land use to create the identity of a retail district,



S^edaftv RetaU Is the Largest Sroujo

Within the retail categories. Specialty retail Is the largest group with 198,000 SF/ln 29 businesses,

followed by Food & Beverage with just over 165,000 SF (tn72 businesses) and Consumer

servlces/drug stores at 145,000 SF (In an additional 72 businesses).

fmoortant Note

We note that the Route 1 corridor retail inventory differs from the area/space totals used to

analyze sales leakage and supply totals; this Is based on two different data characteristics. The

first difference is the specific geography of the areas; the Corridor focuses only on retail and

commercial properties directly attached to Route 1, while the Sales Leakage analysis considers

sales potentials from the overall primary market area (between 1-295 and 1-96 within County

boundaries). The second is the data source difference. This is ,an important dfstjnctfon of

retait/commerctai use, as sales data from ESRI does not distinguish between wholesale and retail

trade sales. In the example of the wholesale totals from the Jessup warehouse/food distribution

center, total "retail" sales are distorted far beyond more conventional retail sales to consumers.

Including wholesale sates totals In this specific geography is a major factor in tabulating ^reaF

total sales along Route 1 and its immediate environs, and therefore how much additional space

is "supportable".

RETAH VIABIUT/

Determination of "supportable" retail square footage is a multf"f3ceted calculation and should

be considered from at least three standpoints.

J. Sufficient Market Density

There must be sufficient market density to generate enough sales to be profitable. Consumer

market density Is also affected by the demographic characteristics of the available consumers.

Consumers must also have sufficient average household Income to provide spending power to

Justify retail. Households with higher average income levels can afford to spend both more

money and a higher percentage of their gross income levels; lower income populations



(espedalty In an Increasingly expensive residential market Hke Howard County) have less

disposable Income available because a higher percentage of their gross income must go toward

housing costs.

There are three categories of consumers with varying levels of Impact on local retalh

» Residents - every new resident supports between 4-7 st of new retail

e Employees - every new employee supports between 2-5 st of new retail, but only tf'dose

enough to fit within the workers' available time at lunch or during other breaks
• Visitors " every new visitor supports between 0.5 and 1.5 st of new retail/ but only in

destination visitor retail settings

2. Sufficient Hetciif Rentaf fncomes

Property developers require sufficient retail rentat incomes to Justify the costs of development/

construction and ongoing real estate operations. The rent (evefs they charge retailers must also

cover an appropriate share of project costs to justify creation and operation of the retail uses to

provide adequate investment returns.

Rents are a function of sales. As a genera) guideline, retailers pay between 8-12% of thetr gross

sales in rent and occupancy costs. For example/ if an average of 10% of gross sales Is assumed/

then the relationship between sales and rents Is clear: $17-20 per square foot rent' would require

a minimum of $170 to $200 (or more) per square foot In sales per year to meet minimum lease

requirements. If achieved rents are below this range/ then (!n broad economic terms), retailers

are not generating enough safes to cover their occupancy costs, Atternatlvety/ higher sales

generate higher rents and pay higher returns to the owners.

If sales are too low (due to limited demand from nearby consumers)/ or rents are set too high to

be supported by sufficient sales/ the result is vacant or surplus space that Is unlikely to lease/ and

is an ongoing financial ioss for the property owner. Vacant spaces do not meet the service needs

of nearby residents; and, often/ the longer the spaces remain vacant/ the more difficult they are

to lease because they are perceived as a failure location/ This demonstrates that overbuilding

retail space, even for worthy planning goals. Is not good business nor good public policy.

Sustained Profits to Maf<6 a t.ivinci fyom the Business



Retailers are caught between these two forces " the need to generate enough sales to cover

their operating costs (including rent and utilities)^ while also providing enough sustained profits

to make a living from the business. !f sales drop or cannot be sustained at a sufficient level, the

business will not be commercially viable,

AODITIONAl RETAIL IS NOT VlABtE IN THE CAC STUDY AREA

Significant competitive supply and almost 10% vacancy in the area along the corridor will make

It more difficult to finance and to lease as most essential goods and services and specialty retail

operations are already in place near the corridor. Larger retail concentrations are all around the

Route 1 area and are easHy accessible to both residents and workers, The CAC zone has

significant retail competition already in place, negatively affecting the area s potential both to

attract customers and sales/ and to attract potential retail tenants.

Hgure 3: Ten Grocery Stores within five mUes/ten mimites of Blue Stream 3
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Figure 4: Grocery Stores wlthttt S mttes of B)ue Stream 3

Grocery Stores Near Blue Stream
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Figure 5: Major fietall Shopping Locations near Route 1 In Howard County

Major Retail Shopping locatfons Near noute 1 Howard County
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ZONING POUCY

Koute 1 Is not a strong retailing environment that wilt easily encourage/sustaln new specialty and

consumer servtce stores, and is unlikely to evolve into a retail-frlendly context, despite the

addition of new mu(tl-famiiy> The limited number of sidewalks and pedestrian friendly, wa!kab(e

areas, width of the adjacent Route 1 roadways and the speed and traffic volumes make a strong

retail environment untenable.

Moreover, based on historical performance in the three newer projects In place/ the mandated

retail spaces created under Howard County zoning requirements have not been a uniform

success. Retail spaces in the Verde at Howard Square project have been very slow to lease, with

only a nail salon tenant in place at the time of the inventory, At Mission Place, three of the twelve

spaces were stilt vacant at the time of the inventory, Addftionafly, Ashbury Courts had five of its

seven retail spaces vacant. The other two spaces were occupied by a mathematics tutoring

service and a dance studio. In all cases, the mandated retail is set back from the street and has

limited storefront exposure to drive-by consumers.

As a concluding point, a 2018, study for Howard County entitled //0eveiopment Regulations

Assessment & Annotated Outline" conducted by Ciarion Associates^ identified the same

disconnects between zoning restrictions and development and economic conditions as found in

this study. The foitowfng text/ En full. Is that study's recommendation to Howard County

pertaining to Section 127,5; CAC Corridor Activity Center zoning:

"Almost 400 acres and 1800 parcels along the Koute 1 corridor are zoned CAC but

(like the other Route 1 corridor districts) it has proved difficult to administer and

has had unintended consequences. Among other things, many stakeholders noted

that the requirement for 50 percent of the first floor to be retail or service uses

was problematic, in light of the retail market along the corridor. We recommend

replacing this district with a high intensity mixed use district (with Route-1-

specific development standards). The requirements related to the neighborhood

preservation density exchange option should be revisited and grouped with other

density transfer provisions."



IMPACTS OF THE 2020 PANDEMIC

WhHe the retail industry was already dealing with bankruptcies caused by overexpansion and

excessive debt levels before the global Impact of the Coronavlrus Pandefnic/ the long term

effects from the current economic slowdown are not- fufly known/ but are likefy to be significant

and potentiaity devastating to thousands of retail businesses. The US, Census estimates that

there are approximately 1,050,000 retail businesses in the United States. fn March of 2020, the

National Retail Federgtlon estimated that 24% of these businesses will never re-open; if this is

accurate/ that means a quarter million retailers will disappear. The apparel, food service and

hospitality Industries are currently the hardest hit^ with millions of jobs tost, operations closed,

and no clear path to restoring business to fts levels prior to the COVID 19 outbreak.

The Route 1 Corridor in Howard County was already in a weaker competitive position to attract

new retailers !n the mandated retaft spaces; these spaces are within the context of over IX

miliion square feet of existing nearby retaii (see Figure 5 above). In the post-pandemic

environment/ it will be more difficult to recruit new retail operators to fit) the mandated spaces

for the following reasons;

e There wHl be fewer retailer chains and individual operators from which to recruit new

tenants for some extended period of time

s Capital markets and brokers wlit favor re-ftlllng vacant and existing sites in order to

recapture lost Investments; even at lower costs of capital debt/ vacant spaces will take

- priority over new retail development

e Developers wiif be likely be compelled to tower rental rates to fill vacant retail space in

already-built locations

® Underwriting criteria for retail development will make it more difficult to finance

development of new space

While the timing of recovery is unknown/ the aiready-stressed retali Industry will likely take

three to five years (or more) to stabilize. The emergtng changes in social behaviors/ the

complexities of regulating social distancing and operating standards, and the long-term impacts

on operating revenues and cash reserves have combined Into a tidal wave of negative forces.

These forces have fundamentally undermined the re-emergence of the retail Industry for the

foreseeable/ near-term future.
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BXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Econonnic dynamics alone (n Howard County's competitive market area suggest that re-Investment in the
Route 1 Corridor and Snowden River Parkway/Dobbin Road areas are unlikely to force meaningful land
use changes tn either submarkel over the next 20 years. Supply-demand misinatches in the residenllal
and office markets fn concert with prevailing and likely future rent/price jevels coinbine to make market
conditions unfavorable for land repositioning thsl supports the County's current goats for Route 1 and
potential future goals for the Snowden River ParRway/Dobbin Road areas. Moreover, mtsperceptions of
Route 1 In particular" which Is home to almost one-third of the County's employment base and functions
as a dSsorganlzed linear string ol business and fndustrfa) parRs ~ will likely result in continued conversion
of employment-oriented land uses Into residenttal-oriented land uses, threatentng the County's economic
base today and stymieing the growth of cyber security ^nd BRAC-retaled activities that tYiay prefer Route
1 locations in the future.

However, there are a number of actions that County stewards " public and private sector players gflke
can undertake to Influence the market trajectory of both submarkets and beUer poyition them for
outcomes more tn-Hne with County objectives. Changes to existing zoning, transportation Improvements,
and measured aggressfveness in real estate and tand use strategies could shape a future for both
submarkets that can enhance the overal! future of the County, Route 1 has the potential to grow into a
corridor that can accommodate higher-density restdenttal (especiatty at MARC station areas), sn
aeslhetically-improved ffex/industrta) base that can accommodate high-seourily users as wel! as
traditional flex users, large-format mini-anchored retail and especially restaurants, and over time,
"cQmpus-orlented" office users wi(h roots in the biotechnology and l!fe scisnces clusters, The Snowden
River Perkway/Dobbtn Road areas are logical places to support hlgher-density and eventually mixed-use
development, with a future mix that could include mutti-tenanl Class A oftice space, upscale multifainily
residential offerings, and boutiqus/fifestyie retail and restaurant options.

The Howard County/Anne Arundel County submarkets are forecasted to add 103,600 new jobs
fhrough 2030, resulting in a &tructura( demand for: 3.3 minion SF Class A/B+ office; 3.8 miltion SF
of Class B/C/flex office; 4.4 mlUfcm SF of inedica); a limited amount SF ofwarehouse/logisfics; and
1.7M 5F of retail space.

• This development will gravitate towards environs that provide compelling locations at low
development costs.

* There is currently 14.1mlition SF of planned/entilled capacity in competitive locations in the two
counties to absorb the aforementioned demand, more than the total demand forecasted through
2030.

» Competition for development activity will be fierce over the next 20 years, and iow-cosl greenfleld
sites will provide stiff competition for future demand vls-^-vjs redevetopment sites

Howard County holds competitive regional advantages In the business and tinanclaf services,
Information technology, and life sciences ctusters.

» These three Industries represent 30% of the county's existing County employ in e nt, bul comprised
70% of Howard County employment growth over the past decade, Together, they present the
strongest outlook for future employment growth and therefore office-oriented development,

RCLCO
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a Business and IT tenants wiiE be the primary demand drivers for approximately 3.3 million SF of
tnultttenant, "Class A office space in locations close to sophisticated retai! amenities, ideally In
walf<able conftgu rations,

» Market ctynamics could support speculative new office development no sooner than 2013, and
established locations like Columbia Town Center, Maple Lawn, and Columbia Gateway present
site selection advantages for the business services and information technology clusters.

» Life sciences users thst prefer buHd-to-suit environs either In slngle-occupancy buildings or as
anchor tenants may be more willing to consider non""lifestyle" focations, and their location
decisions will be driven more by availability of land, pubiic policy interventions, or existing
buildings at reasonable devefopment/redevelopment/occupancy costs.

Future economic gfowth in Howard County, which has all-but run out of devetopable land, will
depend on leveling the playing field with neighboring Jurisdictions that are aggressively offering
"greenfleld" sites to attract new office and retail development.

• Developing on greenfield sites is inherentiy less expensive than redeveloping existing/built sites,
especially when the existing sites contain "heavy use" structures.

• Howard County's commercial area? are largely buift out, and Mapie Lawn end Emerson represent
the primary competitive new greenfield space in the County today

< There are N.1 million SF of greenfield commercial FAR in fhe pipeline - all of which will likefy
compete for Class A office demand If possible. This Is compared w!th only 3.3M SF of total
Class A space demand through 2030.Deveiop6rs will therefore likely gravitate to greenfielcf
opportunities in to accommodate new demand.

The Route 1 Corridor and Snowden t^lver Parkway/Dobbfn Road areas represent dffferirtg sets of
economic opportunities for Howard County,

• Route 1, which comprises only eight percent of the County's land area but is home to 30% of the
County's jobs, functions as s series of linear business parks

o There is little data to substantiate the proposition that properties in this corridor are
significantly "underutUJzed" and bringing down the productivity of the corridor.

o Despite its outward appearance, it has built-in competitive advantages for existing and
potential growth users, including those tied to the Cybersecurity economy.

o If can best be strengthened and/or enhanced through zoning revisions, targeted
investments, and appropriate segmentation.

o Mixed u&e zoning may not enhance its overall economic competitiveness. On the
contrary, carefully programmed zones for residential den$(f(oa(!on alongside provision of
space for retailers and restaurants that may prefer horizontal integration and hgve
Individual footprints ^s large as 40,000 SF - including medium-box home goods and fast
casual dining -may be the key to enhancing its prospects of capturing potential fuiure
demand.

• Snowden River Parkway/Dobbin Road. which connprlses !ess than 1% of the County's land area
but is home to 5% of the Counl/s jobs, represents the County's best chance at cullivating 9 new
Gfass A office zone that may accommodate a mix of uses or de facto mixed use development in
the near term.

"Class A" office refers to...
2 Whiie all devofopment in Howard County is essentially )nfi!t. this report uses the term "greenfield" to refer lo
development sites that are relatively or coinpleteiy undeveloped and for which there exist nominal or zero demoiition
or underground infrastruclure redevelopment costs to be borne.
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o Mlxed-use office development" understood here as projects which are wholly or alinosl
wholly non-residentiat with retail uses on the ground floor and employment uses on upper
floors - is likely not markeMectsible within the next seven to 10 years. However allowing
for mixed-use residential development - understood here as projects with at least 76% of
the FAR devoted to residential uses with non "residential and retail sales tax-producing
activities on the ground floor " may be the developmenHeasfble alternative land use that
allows some areas to repositlon and maximize FAR (or at least approach an Increase In
development Intensity).

o Significant attention to the covenants of the GB site, and (he willingness to put forth
County resources, will be key to maximizing the opportunity in this area.

A fresh took at County-wide housing policies is warranted, especiatly as these policies directly
affect the extent to which property owners and developers can be expected to deliver
employment-oriented uses to the study area's redevelopment leones.

» Artlficialty suppressing housing development may have served the County well through 2000, but
now is having the unintended consequence of driving overvaluatSon of residential land uses

» Landowners have economic incentives to hold out for residential rezoning as opposed to
upgrading existing otfice/tiex or developing new offlce/flex - primarily because the difference In
the returns on the land are as high as 30 limes higher for residential th^n non-residenlial uses.

The CAC and CE zoning districts alon^ Route 1 msy actually be coimterproducttve to its future
development and postttoning.

« GAC and CE zonlngs do not readily support the type of buslnesy support Infrastructure
including large format retail - that may help Roule 1 compete for potential future demand,

» These zoning categories afso increase the overall level of difficulty for flex/industri^f development
precisely the lype of development which is central to the economic engine of (he corridor.

9 The current business rationale ylong Route 1 wit! IIReiy continue to be a "hold" in current
configurations awaiting residential rezoning, absent market interventions or policy changes.

Summary of Recommendations
1, Segmentatlon of the Route 1 Corridor is necessary, both to understand existing conditions and to

plan for future land use opportunities.
2. Changes to Couniy-wide housing policies, especially In ways that alleviate the pressure on all

commercial Sand in the County to seek residential zoning, wcmld greatly increase the overall
likelihood of future commercial development along both the Route 1 and Snowden River
Parkway/Dobbin Road areas.

3. Commitment of financial and policy resources by the County resources to both near term and
long term emptoymenf-oriented land development strategies,

4. Revisiting the existing zoning classes, especially along Route 1, !s in order, especially if the
County Is to successfulfy capture future demand from Cybersecurily and BRAG.

h<brhItHM(tt«l(.tt<n ^<(l
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ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

REGIONAL POSmONINQ

Historical!^ a strong player within suburban Ballimore-Washington corridor, Howard County established
itseif some forty years ago as an attractive location for both households and non-entrepreneuriai white
collar employment. However,, the County is now facing stiff competition for capture of employment growth
from its neighbor?, notably Anne Arundel County, which has ample room for new development and a pro-
growth development and tax regime,

To wit, before 2000, among ail jobs added to Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, Howard County
captured upwards of 60% of the annual growth. This paltern may have continued had Howard County
not run out of land at precisely the same time Ihat Anne Arundel County began to aggressively develop
their airport and i-295 adjacent lands. After 2000, these roles were reversed, and Anne Arunde) County
began io capture 60% of the annual employment growth. This broader shift illustrates that many
commercial occupants sre agnostic as to their specific location - other factors such as type of space
available, lease rates, speed to market, and cost-competltlveness supersede a preference for a County

affiliation.

Howard County now faces sin economic scenario which will require a more deliberate strategy to capture
potential future growth. Future development and employment growth in Howard and Anne Arundet
Counties combined could in fact be agnostlc as io ptace, suggesting that whichever county can most
readily meet the needs of developers and employers will establish a competitive advantage for capturing
that growth. Within that context, it is time for Howard County to revisit Its policies towards commercial
and housing development to ensure that it has leveled the playing field with competitive regtona! rivals for
both.

EMPLOYMENT DYNAMICS

Analysis of emptoymeni growth in the Baltimore region prior to the recent recession reveals that Howard
County exhibits a competitive advantage in the following industry clusters: financiaE services, Information
technology, and !ffe sciences. These three Industries comprise only 30% of Howard County's total
employment today but comprised 70% of Howard County's growth from 2001 to 2006, the last "normai"
economic growth cycie. Moreover, shift'share analysis suggests thai these Industries grew tn Howard
Couniy In quantities and at rates in excess of national and regional economic trends as well as !n excess
proportion to regional rivals including Anne Arunctol County. This competitive advantage Is one that
accrues to Howard County above and beyond general employment growth or shifting composition of the
regional economy, and wllf define at least In part the County's capacity to out-compefe its neighbors
through and after the economic recovery for future growth. Other industries for which Howard County
exhibits a compefilive advantage are agribusiness and forest and wood products, though these Industries
have not and will not be large contributors to future employment growth.

The Baltimore MSA is projected to add just over 250,000 jobs over the nexl 20 years, including BRAC-
related srowth. Notably, while BRAC employment associated with Ft Meade wl}l have a signiftcanl impact
on the region as a whole, the actual number of jobs projected to locate in Howard County through 2015 is
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only 2.269, compared with 10.049 in Anne Arundel County . Current forecasts through 2030, which do
not take Into account the recominendatfons of this study, suggest that 49,000 (20%) are forecasted to be
added to Howard County, and 64,000 (22%) are forecasted to be added to Anne Arundel County.
However; approximately 30% of the future growth jobs within these two counties are clustered in
industries with a robust "Howard County effect'; business services, IT, and life sciences " indicating that
Howard County has a strong competitive position to capture greater than its projected fair share of these
industries assuming appropriate policy and execution.

Examination of historical devetopment activity data In concert with developer Intervlsws suggests that this
future growth is equally likely to be captured by either County, and that actual capture will be driven by a
combination of cost compeliUveness (for new development and redevelopment) and location incentives
more so than any Inherent localion-driven competitive advantage. In that respect, future office and
commercieil growlh tnay be thought of as a "jump batl" at this point, with either Jurisdiction theoretically
capable of providing the underlying market conditions for market-driven development in order to capture
growth.

Current forecasts suggest \\\a\ the two counties will add a combined total of 41,000 jobs to their
jurisdictions between 2012 8nd 2018 - a full 40% of Ihelr total projected job growth through 2030. The
forecasted timing of the influx o1 job growth into (he region aligns with the general economic recovery
projected to take place during 2013-2015, and will intensify the overall real eslato marRet recovery in the
short term.

Current emptoytnent projections translate into demand for specific real estate products: Class A, Class B
and Msdlcai Office; Lafooralory/R&D; and Flex, Warehouse, and Manufacturing4. See Table 1 for the
cumulative demand projections and development forecasts for each product type from 2011-2030, Class
A Office demand wilt be driven by business and financial service$ and IT, with 400,000 SF of annual
demand in 2013 tapering to an average of 130,000 SF annually by 2016. Life sciences and genera!
health services demonstrate intensifying demand for specialized medical office space. with 164,000 SF of
annual demand in the near term increasing to 288,000 SF annually by 2030. Glass B/C and F!ex office is
a product preferred by many service industry tenants such as education, social services, and defense-
support Industries and is projected to demand a consistent 200,000 - 240,000 QF annually through 2030.

RCLCO forecasts that this infiux of Class A/Ctass B demand will eat tnto existing vacancies " which
comprise 15.4% of the existing Class A stock and 14.1% of the existing Class B/C stock - and begin to
drive rent increases beginning in 2013.6 This means that owners or potential owners of multitenant
buildings " which typically absorb smaller private sector companies, may experience upticks in occupEincy
and rent levels beginning in 2012-2013 and through 2015. These tenants in general are gravitating to
retaii-adjacent areas that offer a sophtsticaled dining experience, and in an Ideal world, are adjacent to
new residenllat developmeni - Coiumbia Town Oenler, Maple Lawn and a repositloned Snowden River
Parkway/Dobbin Road are logical matches for their site selection preferences.

Though defense and cyber&ecurlty tenants will drive some additional Class A development through 2015,
soine of these tenants iikeiy require specialized office and (Sex space in secure locations and will not fit

a This includes both "direcF (on-base), indirect and induced (obs.
4 Commerclai product demand was caiculated by assigning typicai types of space and SF/employee to each 4-diglt
NAICS Industry cods Included in the employment analysis. Piease nole that lotsl deinand Is not equivalent to
forecasted development potentiat for ail product types, as forecasts Incorporate existing market conditions U» project
new construction of space.
s Vacancy rate Is 8 weighted average of Howard County and Anne Aruhdet County.
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neatiy into a denser, more urbanized office environment preferred by many Class A tenants. Of the
500,000 SF of Class A Office demand derived from BRAC, the majority wlii be realized In specialized
defense campus environments like National Business Park or Annapolis Junction. Not only do these
locations provide existing secure data connections and immediate access to Ft Meade and associated
agencies, but (hey also result in a cluster effect which incubates and integrates primary and secondary
government conlractors with the governinent entitles with which they contract Splnoff from BRAC-
employment will also drive demand for 267,000 SF of Class B office, 278,000 SF of flex space, 85,000 SF
of laboratory space and 350,000 SF of warehouse/manufacturing space. See Tabie 2 for the BRAC-
driven commercla) demand by product type.

DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMICS

According to Mood/s, a nationally-recognteed demographic and econofnlc forecasting firm, Howard
County is projected to add 21,000 households through 2030, a figure which is fikely far lower than marRet
demand for housing county-wide. Prior to the Adequate Public Faculties Ordinance (APFO) in 1990. the
county penniUed an average of approximately 3,300 units per year. Since the APFO, permits hwe
maxed out at 2,000 per year in the mid-1980s with recent years closer to 1,500 permits annually. Current
and projected permits In the county are only about 1,100 units per year.

RCLCO forecasts that the County has a structural demand for 1,860 housing units per year, of which 75%
would be single-family and 25% would be multifamily units based on historical permitting alone. RCLCO
modeling does suggest that the true demand for multifamily units is Indeed much higher than historicat
permitting trends and that there is Hkely 2X or more demand for multifamlly units in the County overall
based on the increase In 1- and 2-person households as the primary drivers of housing demand in
addition to increased acceptance of and desire for high density housing product types. Notably, the
structural housing demand as calculated by RCLCO does suggest a supply-demand mismatch in the
County; policy decisions tnade al the County level about re$idential allocations do not fine up wdh the
nnarket-d riven demand for housing, which outstrips supply by ai feast 2:1 gnd possibly more.

Importantly, from 2000 to 2007, Howard County added only an average of 1,000 new households per
year In comparison with approximately 3,300 new jobs on average annually during the same time period,
This tmbatance in the jobs-househofd growth ratios has had 8n impact on the real estate (fevetopment
economics of residential and commercial properties county-wide. Mismatch between actual new
households and housing demand From potential new households given job growth has placed signiffcanl
pressure on all land in Howard County to see{< residential devefopmenl. Current development economics
indicate that (and positioned for residential of all types is tn excess of values attainable for commercial
development, which In cases except for Hex office, is in fact negative in value on a $/FAR basis as of 3Q
2011.

TruSy, Howard Gounly must find an appropriate way to correct this artificially-induceci market imbalanco if
it wants to succeed In catafyzing redevelopment of existing commerciai assets,

Permlls data from HUD SOCDS database, as reported by the US Census,
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HOWARD COUNTY DPZ
MARKET CONDITIONS

CLASS A OWCK

HowardCounty Is home to 16MSF of otflce space &f which 13.7% is currently vacant. 800,UOOSF of this
office Is in (lie Route 1 corridor and 964,000 SF Is in the Snowden River Parkway/Dobbin Road area.
Approximately 6,7M SF of Itw County's stock Is considered "Class A", and much of it ts outdated and
lacks the sen/lces and eunenities that future Class A tenants will desire.7 Meanwhile, there are only a
handful' of Class A locations lor brand su^tenance and delivery of new product within the County.
Increasingly, Class A users - including the growth segments of Business Services and IT " prefer
locations closer to existing retail amenities and in proximity to other office and residential development, a
shift away from the pSanning and site seieotton paradigms of the 70s and 80s. This means that in order to
capture potenttat future employment growth withfn the County emanating from these segments, the
County will need to provide additionai, modern, Class A buildings and amently-rtch environs suitable for
these buildings.

RCLCO modeling and experience in reat estate markets nationwide and in (he region suggests that
Howard County could support additional deliveries when the existing vacancy rate reaches 8% ' a figure
we forecast is like!/ in 2013. Scarcity will help drive some level of rent growth, which will also be
necessary to support new construction or encourage rsposittonlng of existing properties. Top oi markel
rents are currently around $30/SF for C!ass A office (located primarily in multiple use environs like
Columbia Town Center and Maple Lawn), while typical rents for Class A/B+ properties in Howard County
range from $22 - $26/SF (more typical in singie-use districls like Route 1 and Snowden River
Parkway/Dobbtn Road). When rents reach $35/SF, which may be reaHstfc in 2014-2018, greenfield
development becomes develop me nt-feasible. Redevelopment of existing assets Is a more expensive
proposition, and will require additional rent growth to become feasible without signtftcant subsidy or
market Intervention.

Notably, the office market in the Baltimore region, and Howard and Anne Arundel County in particular,
exhibits an oversaturation of existing and planned supply relative to demand for ofdce product. Total
development forecast for Class A office space in both Anne Arundet and Howard Counltes through 2030
is 2.8M SF. As noted earlier, there is an existing pipeline of 14M SF of potentla! commerciat space in
these jurisdictions, much if not ati oi it in low-cost "greenfjeid" sites, that initially will compete for this snnatl
pool of Cla?s A-level development, Though all of the 14M SF is envisioned as Class A office, developers
eager to put a shovel in the ground may re-envision their land for other types of commercial uses more
aligned with market dynamics at that time. Bxisting office environments with remaining capacity are the
most logical locations for future Class A development, as they have both higher typical lease rates as wet!
as large parcels avallabie and already positioned to accomtnodaie development.

Given progress of entitled greenfield sites, securing marRet share for otiice employment and directing the
corresponding office devetopment to additional sites In Howard County wilS be a competiUve situation
unlike one that the County has historically experienced.

» Route 1 does not exhibit a competitive advantage for new Class A office devefopment today and
its future as an "office location" is unclear. The landowner rationale along Route 1 will likely
continue to be to "hold" in current configurations or await residential rezontng, as the going rates
of $26-$34 per OSF (FAR of land ©nlltietnents) are far above and beyond thst which office or

7 Market statistics from NAt market reports,
HowarO County Page 8

E4-12023;00
December 2011

Mtiitit tiUtit.t<t,M(it* to.



retail development can fetch today and absent changes to housing policy will be likely to fetch in
the foreseeable fulure..

o Though it also faces residenttal pressure, the Snowden-Dobbln study grea more closely
approximates the environment that future otfice users wtlt prefer. The primary limitation on its
commercial development potentfal is a fack of developmenKeady sites that can easfl/ be brought
online during the height of forecasted development in 2013-2016.

FLEX/fNDUSTRiAi. MARKETS

Howard County is home to 37M SF of industrial space, of which 32M SF is warehouse/bulk ^nd 5.4M SF
is flex office. The former exhibits a 16% vacancy rate, while the latter shows a heafihy 10.7% vacancy
rate. The Route 1 corridor contains 18M SF of the county's industrial space and the Snowden River
Pgrkway/Dobbin Road area contains 1.3M SF of the county's industrial sp^ce. An underserved marRet
sector today, flex office presents a stronger near term development opportunity than Class A office. New
flex office in prime iocatkms achieves rents of $13/SF " a rent ievel that would make this product type
developmenMeasible today excepting capita! market constraints and residential land pressure.
Speculative construction may be supportabie as soon as a slight pricing pressure returns rents to
2006/2007 levels of $15/SFi slgnlficantty narrowing the relative land value Irade-off between buifdlno ffex
office today and holding out in hopes of converting the land to residential, While new development is
feasible at these rent levels, repositioning of existing ffex assets or site redeveiopment into new flex
product is highly unliMy. A $13-15/SF rent wiil not produce enough of a revenue Jncregse above the
existing site use to Justify redevelopment costs. Note that this dynamic affects not only Route 1, but also
Dobbin Road, which is replete with fiex/lndustriai buildings and non-industrial tenants who pay prevailing
low rent levels and enjoy affordable space, but do not drive rent levels commensurate with
redevelopment.

The existing aesthetic of Route 1 that dfmfnishes it? appeal as a Class A office location actually enhances
its desirability as a flex and Industrial environment. Flex tenants inciude many high tech companies (hat
need only a small portion of their space as actual office and require the remainder for research,
development, light manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, etc. Given the short supply of indusfrially-
zoned land in the Baittmore-Washington region, there are few remaining tocations tn Howard County
oulstde of Route 1 that accommodate new flex and light Industrial tenants. Anne Arundet has 4,338 acres
of land zoned industriafly, only 4% of its total land area, of which 39% is undeveloped. Most of this land
will continue to serve logistics and other transportation and distribution needs due to its proximity to BWI
airport and major freight terminais.

Flex office is a less visible form of cybersecurity and defense-related demand but arguably has a greater
Impact. Most major defense contractors have as great of a need for flex office as Class A. Route 1
current!/ exhibits a slrong advantage in competing for these tenants, due to !ts refafive anonymily and
inconspicuous spaces. Existing flex environs may in fact provide a competitive advantage for the
capfurable Meade-related/cybersecurlty growth, espectetl^ as they already mlnrtic Level 3 and A security
environs.

»m(nt <iiiun[sitittft*«o,
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REDEVELOPMENT ECONOEVHCS

Existing land uses anct recent developments reflect both market constraints and developers' desire to
achieve the most profitable use of their land. Based on financial analyses of land development potential
In Howard County, for-sate and rental residential, a& well as retail, hotel and tiex space alt show signs of
relative development-feasibillly as of 3Q 2011 - meaning thai a private developer would theoretically
spend money on land in order to develop It as one o1 the aforementioned asset ciasses. Townhomes,
slacked townhormes and freestanding anchored relait are the most valuable uses in the market, wtth
residual land values (RLV) of $56, $36, and $62 per gross SF of FAR respectively.8 With an RLV of $12 -
$15 /GSF of FAR, wretp-style and wood-frame micfrtse rental apartments are a!so feasible, but nol as
valuable as the previously mentioned products,

For products which are not considered investment-grade today, significant rent growth and/or lower cap
rates provide the greatest potential fur moving toward feasibility, absent market intervention or subsidy.
Moderate rent growth provides a line of sight to achieving construction fesslbltity for product types like
midrise, light gauge steel otiice. However, some product types have such negative RLVs that future rent
growth alone will not provide an avenue to market feaslb!Hly and construction.

This is the current challenge with verttcaity-lnfegratedi mixed-use cteveiopmenl Though developers have
built a limited number of m!xed-use rentat residential and inline retail projects along Route Un the CAC
districts, and the overall RLV on this type of development indicatss construction feasibility, the retail
component of these developments sils empty. This is because Ihe developers did not need revenue from
the retaii " which contributes ^ero to the overati RLV in RCLCO modeling " in order to create a deal thai
would pencil from a land investment standpoint. While developers got away with this during the halcyon
years of 2005-2008, today's tenders have picked up on this risk and pipeline ntixed-use projects of this
type are not receiving financing due lo the negative value of the retail, despite how profitable the
apartments are. IVHxed-use office and retail projects have nol been considered, as the negative RLVs of
both land uses compounded makes [\\e overall development even less feasible than they would have
been separately. The retail provides little vafue to either dense residential or mldrise office products, as
tenants and users seem to value these more as adjacent, horlzontally-integ rated product types rather
than building them as a vertically-integrate d, building amenlly,

8 Residual Land Value is s real estate term that refers to the value o( the underlying land portion of any bultt or yet-to-
bo built asset. It represents the velue thai a developer would be wltllng to pay for the land to develop a particular
asset class.
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ZONING AND POLICY ItVIPLICATIONS

The general findings and recommendations of the market study need to be applied to the specifics of the
study area. This section of the report provides the bridge to further focus the market study by identifying
specific ($$ues and opportunities !n the study areas. While the two study areas - Route 1 and
Snowden/Dobbin - are separated geographically and differ in character, we believe it is important to view
them together in thinking about the future. For that reason our overall zoning map (Figure 2) shows the
overall context and tills In the gap west of E-96 between the study areas so that the two can be thought of
more holisticaify. The patterns of existing land uses are shown in Figure 1.

We do this also because we believe that a key planning goal, ©merging from the opportunities analysts in
this study, is to better connect the two areas for their mutual synergy in terms of empfoyment, housing
and transportation opportunities.

The ensuing discussion presents a summary profile of ihe (wo study areas and then identifies and
describes deveiopment or redeveSopment opportunities jn both areas. This is followed by a discussion of
the current zoning pattern and districts and recomfnendatfons for modifications to these.

ROUTE 1 CORRIDOR

This corridor comprises eight percent of the County's land area but contains 30% of its employment base.
The 21 square miles of the corridor are zoned about equally for industrial/commercial uses and residential
uses. The hodgepodge of many iongstQnding comfnercial uses and the visual blight along stretches of
Route 1 frontage give way to more substantial and homogeneous housing and employment areas behind
it. Industrlal/commercial zoning and uses are mostly concentrated between Routes 32 and 100 while
residential development is mostly concentrated at either end, in North Laurel/Savage west of Route 1 and
in Eikridge on either side of Route 1.

The corridor is 80% built out and the remaining 10% (about 1,300 acres) is already mostly committed to
future residential ctevelopmenl (about 7,000 units ^re in the pipeline) and commercial devetopment (about
4.7 million square feet). Figure 3 and Table 3 show the current projects in the pipeline. Over. 60% of this
residential pipeline and half of the commercial pipeline are in just four large projects on CAC-or TOD-
zoned land.

The uncommllted, undeveloped land amounls to just over 500 acres (or 040 acres if qusrries and
junkyards are included). These figures exclude "undordeveiopect" land where the existing uses appear
marginal or of very low intensity. The land uses at the interchanges with i"95 and Route 1 and Ihe East-
West highways are all committed, stable (e.g, cemeteries or protected open space or stable residential
communities) or in the process of being developed. These would-be targets for future land use change
are thus offtho table in the short and medium term,

SNOWDEN HIVER PARKWAY/DOBBIN ROAD A^EA

Unlike the Route 1 corridor, this 1,000 acre planning area has been selected out of a much terror context
because of its particular redevefopment opportunities, most especially the GE area and environs,
currently zoned M-1 and B-2 (Area 1). See Figure 2, the study area zoning map, for segmentation of the
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Snowden-River PRwy/Dobbln Road Area. Ttiis area abuts Columbia Gateway, a malor employment
center fronting on 1-95. Areas 2 and 3 are zoned as part of the New Town category (Cotumbta) ^nd
comprise older flexspace/lndustrlal parks, some of whose butldtngs are in transition to more emptoyment-
oriented/fetatl uses. Because of the New Town zoning designation of areas 2 and 3 the redevelopment
process for these areas will be more complex than for Area 1,

RCLCQ
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STRATEGIC IfVIPLEn/lENTATION

SEGMENTATION AND KEY OPPORTUNITY SITES

As previousiy noled» the recommended segmentation and opportunities Jointiy address both study areas.
As the study areas present a complex mix of uses and pieces, neither should not be thought of as a
single entity. Moving forward, pianning for the ROUTE 1 corridor should therefore address its very
different segments, both east and west of ROUTE 1 and north and south along its length. Future planning
and policy recommendations should be tunod to logical planning areas rather than be applied throughout.

Figures 4 and 5 show a recommended division of Ihe ROUTE 1 corridor Into logical segments (overlaid
on the current zoning and land use base maps respectively) for analysis. Figure 2 (zoning map) also
shows the division of the Snowden River Pkwy " Dobbin Rd corridor into three primary areas.

Area 1 - Greater Elkridge spans both sides of Route 1 and is a reiatively homogenous, mostly
residential area

Area 2 " West and Soufh CSX Efkridge is a mostly Jndustrlal-commercia! area with a few
residential enclaves
Area 3 - Dorsey is an older residential enclave and a TOD - zoned area around the Dorsey
MARC station
Area A - fnduslria! Centraf runs from Route 100 lo near the Corridor's western boundary, mostfy

south of Route 1 to the CSX fine (except near Route 100 where it inctudes both sides of Route 1)
and is largely used for light and heavy industry and flexspace and has severa! significant
institutional uses.

Area 5 - Residentia! CenlrQl is north of Route 1 and east of Route 32 and wesl of Route 100; it
include? newer residential development and significant areas designated for future re$(dentia! and
mixed use.
Area 6 - Swage/Norih Lsuret Is an older residential community north of Route 1 except for the
large TOD -designated area near (he MARC station af the Laurel race track.
Area 7 - Emerson fs a planned and partially developed Class A office and residential enclave
related to direct access to and from 1-95

Figure 6 Idenlifiss five types of land use opportunities, and summarizes the ideas and recommendations
of this section of the Report. In relation to the study area segments introduced earlier the bulk of the
opportunities identified are In segtnents 3, A and 5 - the central parts of the US 1 Corridor - and they
extend along up a proposed connection into the Snowden/Dobbin area,

The five land use opportunities and their key sites are detailed as follows. Note that the acreages given
are approximate (rounded to the nearest ten) and Just reftect the "blob" shape, noi parcel boundaries,
without ciistingutshfng between existing development, current plan bulfd-oul and so forth. Further work
would be needed io Identify actual buiictsble areas and yields.

1. Redevelopment for Class A office space with retail/residentfal and supporting amenities. This
category applies in the Snowden/Dobbin area only.

o The key anchor in this category i$ the greater GE area - Area A (approximately 280 acres)
with its enhanced access via the proposed east-west connection The office space developed
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HOWARD COUNTY DPZ
here should be complemented by mid-rise condos and retaif/restauranls and entertafnment
opportunities to match, A satellite college campus would be a desirable use here also.

o Area A must be planned in concert with Area B (approximately 110 acres) west of the
proposed arterlal that also enjoys a potential 8RT connection. The road network shown In
these areas Is diagrammatic only but its targeted connections must be bulit Into the planning
for these areas,

o Area C (approximately 40 acres) includes 9 portion of Gullford Industrial Park that fronts onto
Snowden River P\wy (the former Lincoln Building end associated lands) thai will now have
access to the future BRT line.

2. Redevelopment of high-visjbilily employment areas. This categor/ apptles In both study areas anrf
exploits the potential for some edges of existing Industrial areas to upgrade their prodLjd because of
very high visibility to Rtes 32,100 and 1-95.

o Route 32 will only grow in importance as a regional (reeway between Westminster and
Annapolis and the potential for signature buildings along it (as has occurred along parts of
Rte 100) can be feailzed over time.

• Area D (approximately 60 acres, zoned NT), the edge of Guilford Industrial Park, has
high visibility to Rte 32,

« Similarly, areas E (approximately 120 acres) and F (approxlmalely 100 acres), either
side of Rte 32 east of Route 1i enjoy high visibility and excellent access to ffontage
roads which are sccessed close to the Rle 32/ROUTE 1 Interchange. This is as close
as the US 1 corridor can get to interchange-reiated redevelopment in the medium
term.

o The stretches of Industrial devefopment on both sides of Rte 100 between ROUTE 1 and the
railroad " Areas G (approximately 40 acres) and H (approximately 50 ©cres) * are in a
comparable situation to Areas B and F. Area G1 approximates (he portion of Area G which
is part of a currently designated TOD zone.

o Area I (approximately 60 acres) wiff have additional visibility to the potential BRT route and
the proposed arteriat. Its current singie-story flex structures could transition to office uses fike
those fronting 1-95.

3, Greenfield developmenl of high-vislbllity empioyment areas. This applies to three areas fronting onto
1-95. Some of these parcels may be environmentaliy-conlamfnated and this may impact or constrain
their potential future uses.

o Area J (approximateiy 60 acres) is the southern part of a large parcel owned by the FCC that
Is currently (and inappropriateiy) zoned for low density residential uses at R-20. Its frontage
area aiong 1-9B suggests rezoning to altow for a significant future employment opportunity,
depending on timing, since this high-security underutilized property is unlikely to be vacated
soon.

o Area K (approximately 180 acres) is the I-95 frontage of the large MXD-zoned property that
stretches between 1-95 and ROUTE 1, all under single ownership.

o Area L (approximately 150 acres) lnc!udes the undeveloped parts of the Gateway Industrial
Par}<> which have been phased to develop at the end of the Park's bultdout. Parts of it now
support signature mtd-rise office buildings fronting on 1-96, Though technlcaHy outside the
study area, it is included here just for completeness and because It complements Area K.
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4. Major Industrial P^rk development. These would occupy areas largely utilized for auto storage !n their
current configurations. The economics, timing and incentives for their re-use in ways which would
benefit the County needs further study but they represent the last significant opportunities for Howard
to capitalize on the potential for BRAG and other security-related emptoyment opportunities in the
ROUTE 1 corridor that require large and secure campuses .

o Area M (approxlmatety 180 acres) js owned by CSX with rail access and frontage on Dorsey
Run Road, soon to connect as the only major industrial arterla) parallel to ROUTE 1, and with
direct access to the proposed BRT line.

o Area N (approximately 260 acres) is another auto storage area on parcels under single
ownership and with access to Dorsey Run Road and Montevideo Road.

o Area 0 (spproximately 90 acres) is the vacant, western end of a large State owned parcel
whose other portions house several state corrections and police facilities.

5. PUD Opportunity sites. The Areas in this category include a range of opportunities in various zoning'
districts and cover greenftetd sites and ones in the pipeline and planned. They Include areas now
zoned GAG and TOD recommended for conversion to a new PUD zone in the following section of this
report. Only a select number of these are described below.

o Area P (approximately 160 acres) is the remainder of Area J discussed above thst Is owned
by the FCC and zoned R"20. Fronting the proposed BRT line, it should support higher density
residential uses when developed and is appropriate for PUD designation.

o Area Q1 (approximately 160 acres) is the remainder of Area K discussed above and, when its
sand and gravel operation Es completed, wi)! be reclaimed into a developmenl parcel
surrounding a lahe end with frontage on ROUTE 1, the BRT line and the proposed new
arterial. Area Q2 !s on the south side of the BRT line and is approximately 270 acres.

o Areas R through W, (totaling about 290 acres) currently zoned GAG and in different stages of
development and approvals, are recommended for transition to PUDs.

o Areas X through Z, (tolaiing aboul 420 acre$) the four TOO sites In different stages of
development and approvals, are also recommended for transition to PUDs,

» Recommendation:

As modffiecf by further study, adopt thQ abovo Areas QS part of (he Comprehensive Pian update
and for GonsiderQlion in the Comprehensive Zoning aolivitiQs lo {mplement th6m.

ZONING

Beyond the opportunitSes noted in the previous section, the current zoning categories as applied in the
study area have been evaluated.

T/)0 CE Zone

The M-1 and M"2 zoning regulations, (the zones most prevalent In the southern portion of the study area), do not
appear to contain gny requirements that would preclude or ijmlt secure government bulicdngs or contractors from
locating fn them. in general, the permitted uses in the current M-1 and M-2 zones e^ not very restrictive and
S&vernment structures, facilities and uses are uses perniltted as a maUer of right. The setback requirements are
mlninnums not maximums, Maximum bu!iding height !s 100 feet with deeper setbacks (1 additional foot for every 2
additional feet above the minimum),

RCLCQ
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The CE zoning district was created and applied in 2004 along many stretches o1 the ROUTE 1 frontage
(see Figure 2 for zoning map), H was designed fo encourage the IransHion over (!me to a new aesthetic
along the corridor of planned office, service and retail uses rather than the industrial warehouse and auto
-oriented usey now fronting much of the corridor. Given the very limited market for Class A office and for
additional small-scafe retail uses on the corridor (especially with Ihe very large oommercia! componenl for
small scale retail inherent in the current CAC district) gnd the butlt-in disincentives for the continuation of
Industrial uses In the CE district Overlay, revisiting the CE zoning district appears warranted. To the
degree that the CE district (and the CAC disfrict) were designed to address aesthetic concerns along the
ROUTE 1 frontage, the separation of visual/aesthetic considerations from land use considerations should
be an objective Ift revisiting these districts.

• Recommendation;

Remove the CE and CE-CU dfslrSois but Qppfy measures to reduce the tinsightty Image problQm
along parts of the corridor. This can be achieved in seveml different ways:

o A program of targe^d and prosctive zoning onfofGQmQHl by the County slong the corridor will
help Qchieve the goal of reducing visual/aesihellc hlsghl

o A corridor ovoriQy zone which Qddrosses landscaping, signsigQ and accQss/curb cut

management issues only

o The incofporQUon of mGQsures In the overlQy zone into a mocHHed M-1A DisfrScl along tfio
Corridor fronlages that fnoorporQtes some sianclards now Qbsenl in ihe M-1 zone hut that !s
more toSemnt of industrifff uses ihsn the CE zone. In alt these cases, the conversion of
flexspacQ to offJce-type usages and Us inipQcl on parkfng provision wHI need (o be addressed.

The CAP wne
The coupling of commercial square footage to residential units in the CAG zone has proven to be highly
probtematic with much of this commercial space remaining vacant after construction or having great
difflcuily in securing financing for prospective projects. The significant yields in commercia) spsce
assumed in future CAC devejopmenl, all of It in smaii incremenls because of its strict tie-in to concurrent
oneite residential development (300 square feet per dwelling unit), wit! continue to be problematic. The
application of this concept to all CAC zone development is likewise problematic. The lack of continuous
residential development along the corridor (and Ihis study's recoinmendations to limil further residential
conversions of empfoyment-zoned lands and to target residential growth very selectively and explicitly)
suggests that (he County should apply any desired commerciai yields in specific places, as part of
subarea planning, rather than on an autometic CAC zoning district basis.

» Recommendation;
Rep/ace the CAC zoning district wifh a now PUD cfislriGi, In this distrld, flwibltHy In uses shafl be
pQramouni, and there wffl no QUtomQth coupHng of residentlQf Qnd non-restdenUfit uses.

10 The GE with the CLi Overlay district is directed at linniting Song tenti conl!nuat!on of industrial/warehouse uses per
the following provisions:
Only M-1 uses are permitted
induslrlal/warshousing uses can continue if they existed In 2004 snd have not been unused for one year; no new
ind/whse uses allowed
Ind/whse uses can expand by only 25% by right
Retail goods sold onsite cannot be stored onslte
Service and repair of products onsite cannot be of products stored onsite
No more thsn 6% of site can be In screened storage
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o Approved and pipeline project should be Qllowed some feewey to renegoHQte tfwir
dQvelopmerst programs under the new zonff.

The TOP zone
This district, applied to the four MARC stations in (he corridor on the Camden line (see Figure 2 for zoning
map), sifQWs of high densilfes and intensities and a mix of uses. It has, however, some problems as
constructed. The district allows no more than 50% of its land area to be used for residential purposes
including for associated parking. This means that 9 very high proportion of land uses !n the TODs will be
non-residential, primarily office !n nature, since only 25% of It is allowed to be commercial. Given the
limited market for Ciass A office in Howard County and the competing greenfields opportunities just a mile
away In Anne Arunde! County, these sites, which have poor automobile access (except for the Savage
site), are a severe disadvantage for capturing office deveiopment In the future. In addition, the Camden
iine, operated by CSX, which also runs freight trains along it, is nowhere near as strong a development
magnet as the Penn line, operated by Amtrak. Daily ridership on the limited-schedule Camden Nne is just
sbove 5,000 commuters per day compared with over 21,000 on the frequent Penn line. The imminent
advent of the Intermodal Center En Howard Counly along the Camden line will reduce the prospecls for
nciore commuter ra!t service along this fine. All this does not bode well for successful, smployment-

oriented, mixed use TODs at the stations.

Inspection of the development densities proposed within the TOO zones vis-6-vis devefopment feasibiflty
and markei demand potentfais " especially for residential " suggeet that Ihe County is not currentiy
maximizing the potential of Its TOD zones. In particuiar, it is receiving and accepting entitlement requests
for residential densliies that solve for the highest and best use " townhome products " at the expense
and opportunity cosl of holding out for htgher-density multifamify products, which are also development"
feasible but slightly fees profit-generaling. The County may consider enhancing the power of its TOO
zones by establishing minimum density requirements in its TOO zones so thai it can maximize the impact
of these scarce resources.

» Recommendation;
RepfQce (he TOD zonfng with a PUD zone which wiH hQve a sfronger residential hcus than the
TOD zone.

« Recommendation:
Strengthen the TOO zoning by QStablishing minimum resfdentiQf densHies ih8i heUer conform to
stSck-buiH muHifQmily Qnd muHI-story product types.

ResidenfSsf Zoning and Houshw Pressures
As th9 market analysis has pointed out, the industrial/commercial lend in the corridor is under pressure
for conversion to residential uso, which in many cases is more profitable and viable than
Industriaf/commerclal uses. For the County to retain its employment capacity on this corridor, particuisrly
on the very few larger parcels remaining, it should limit and focus residential opportunities in this corridor.
The effect of the previous (wo recommendations wiii be to significantly increase (he potential residential
yield In the corridor and act as a "release valve". The further erosion of employment redevelopment
opportunities by residential rezoning in the corridor should be resisted,

» Recommendation:
The Comprehensive Plan should firmfy siatQ a positSon thQt residentiQf rezonings in the corridor
should produce a net zero fiscQf smpQci
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A broader, County-wlde sotution, howeveri is needed to relieve the inevilabfe, ongoing pressure for more

housing in the corridor.

<> Recommendation;

Intensify ihe Route 1 capQcUy to absorb housing demQtid in a sefect set of key resideniiat nodQs
/dea//y the TOD zones " that are gesred towerds hlgh-donsiiy and hfgh'-inlensity residential

devefopmeni

» Recommendation:

Encourage infifl high-dffnslly resideniiQ) devetopmQnt in QccessSblQ peircels " new snc}
rQdevefopmeni" In the Snowden RivorParkwsy and Dobbin Road ffreas.

« Recommendatfon;

Where feasible, in areQS west of I'QS, and to further serve the market now being seized in the
ROUTE } corridor, the County should seek opporiunities for more housing, especially multifQmlly
housing.

A complicating factor in the above recommendation witf be the reality of most of this land being in New
Town zoning which will complicate densHication and approval processes Including the role of the
Columbia Association and various Vitlagey. For this reason^ beyond examining this Immediate area north
of 1-96 for housing opporiunHies, the County should also look to increasing the overall potential for
executive-level housing County-wlde. This imperative goes to the well-known !ink between such housing
and the creation of more Class A office apace over lime.

• Recommendation:

Tho Counly should examine opportunHies to creeite more R-20 lyp9 housing oppoitunliios up
sgsinsi (he rurQlty-2oned W^si.

o 7his need wfl! be even sharper if the StQte's dfivG to sevorely restnct homes on privQ^e sepdc
and weil systems succeeds !n fhe nexi iegislQUve caSendar, If ft does not, the County could
also examine iho pofen/te/ for inodQstiy incr^Qsing the housing yiQld in IhQ wQstern, rurQffy-
zoned areas as part of fine-tuning the curronf DensHy ExGhango Optfons.

Snowden-Dobbiit
Per the market study, Areg 1, comprising about 320 acres (see Figure 2), presents one of the few
opportunities tn the County for creating new, viable Class A office space and the amenities needed for its
success. Covenants governing the current use of the GE $l(e w!ll empire in 2017. Given, therefore, the

long term nature of the transition to other land uses in this area over the next 10 -16 years, the B-2 relalt
power center is also assumed to be included in the transition to more intense, "higher and beUer" uses.

The small number of parcels and ownerships In this area suggest that such an endeavor has much
promise,

e Recommendation:

HowQrd County must tske a proactlVQ SeadQrship role In {h9 coHahorative rGdeveiopment of the
greater GE area and should elaborQie on this in the Comprehensive P)QH.

Area 3 is undergoing an evolution towards more sen/ice and retail uses and il is not yet clear whether or
what policy interventions may be needed. Area 2 has seen less market-driven conversion of uses and,

per the market study, does not appear poised for redevelopment, absent changes fn Its relative market
positioning (See the Opportunities section for more on this Area).
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* Recommendation:

Focus on the groQter GE area and assums rezoning to. beUer Qnd higher uses and focus on

improved highway end transH sen/fce thai wiff comp^ment such intenslficaiion.

PUD Zoning
Howard County now has a plethora of zoning districts in the employment through Mixed Use categories.
To the original B, M and SG zoning districts have been added the PEG, POR. MXD-3 and MXD-6
districts (plus a number of more specific, smaller districts) and, as of 2004, the CE (CE-CLI), CAC and
TOD districts. These later districts have been specialized, with numerous metrics and parameters, much
augmented by the Route 1 Manual. There may be an opportunity to introduce a PUD zone, a flexible
zone designed to be customized to the projecls proposed. As with many jurisdictions that grow very
rapidly from boomburg to buildout, Howard is in danger of being saddled with an overabundance of
zoning districts, most oriented to greenffetds, some of which may have outlived their utility and relevance.

Planning and zoning for redevelopment and for public/private coHsboratton requires different tools and
approaches, and while a PUD zone seems like an entirely appropriate tool for this period in the County's
evolution, it should be considered against the value of other existing districts. This Report recommends
removing the CE, CAC and TOO zoning districts and folding the CAC and TOD area$ inlo the'proposed
PUD district. It also recommends folding (he remaining MXD dEstricls into the PUD category. Obviously,
more careful study is needed around this ides.

The process for approving PUDs !s even more important than the substance of their regulations. The key
to any successful PUD district is the right balance between flexibility and predictabitity. Heavily specifying
the standards and details of a famiiy of PUD districts and then requiring multiple public hearings before
elected bodies with the authority to apply additionai restrictions wili have the inverse of the intended
effect. Zoning codes across the country are littered with such deadwelght. Deve!oper$ will bafk at the
double jeopardy of both meeting detailed criteria and then being subject to an unpredictable approval
process. Substantial rsgulatory ftexibURy plus a detailed public review works (witness the 3& year success
of Columbia in this regard) w substantial detail pius an admiriistratlve revtew worRs. This satd, there are
several options for a PUD process. These range from treating PUDs as a Specia! Exception fn various
districts which are decided by a Hearing Examiner with appeal to the Zoning Board of Appeals lo treating
PUDs as a County-wide floating zone, An fntermediate approach !s to treat PUDs as an overlay zone in
certain districts.

The creation of a flexible PUD ^one will require that the County have $ome ultimate target? In mind for the
amounts of residential and non-residentiaf land use in mind as projects come In for approval and
negotiation over time. Establishing a market-based range of ufttmate land uses in the PUDs, that are
revisited as the market evolves, is one way of keeping an eye on the target while allowing for flexibility
aiong the way, This accounting process is like that used to govern the land use splits in Columbia over
many decades.

< Recommendation:
The Comprehensive PiQti update should set up the framework for ihe PUD dfstrict that
incorporates (he coiwersion of the various study QFQQ zoning dfsMs fnto PUDs as recommencied
and emphasizes iheSr ffexWy and oas^by-OQse review as well as fhelr wltcipQtQd revfew
prooQss.

Whi!e the PUD can address a range of resldenliat and mixed-use products, it is not set up to address the
development or redevelopment of industrial uses (e.g. the high visibitity edges of exiting industrial parks)
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HOWARD COUNTY DPZ
Into other employment uses, s scenario which includes three of the six planning opportunities defined in
the study areas, For these transitions to succeed, addltlongl zoning and development Incentives are likely
necessary. The real estate tools section provides additional detail on potential incentives.

« Use type and/or approval process Incentive? that reward the aggregation of smaiier parcels Into
larger ones so that a unified plan can be produced.

» Econortiic incentives (like tax abatemenis and other taxing schemes) or relief from Impact Fees
or Development Excise taxes or APFOs are all part of this family of policy options.

o Proactive land banking and acquisition by the County
* Tools like TIFs or Benefit Assessment Districts also ptay into the Incentives options.
» Pubitc sector investments in landscaping or the provision of fiber optic cable or

leiecommunications facilities or capital projects (e.g. shared parking factlitles or structures) are all
candidates for a redeveloprrent'oriented future,

a Where major public investments are made !n transportation facililies, like a BRT system,
establishing minimum densities or fntensittes In adjacent deveiopment tnay be a reasonable
approach

Nurturing successful redevelopment will require leadership in planning and Impiementatton by the County.

* Recommendation;

The County's Qpproach to SncQnllve-dnven options for the redevefopinent of non-residwtiQf !Qnd
uses should be incorporaied into the Comprehensive plan update Qfld fhe Couniy's role hi
coSlaborative actions should be specified.

TRANSPORTATION

As part of this study, the potentiai for enhanced transit and roadway capacity was considered in light of
the increase in development inlenslty !n the study areas discussed. Figure 6 also shows a concept for a
new regional transit corridor thai would connect and "activate" several large, key parcels In both the
ROUTE 1 and Snowden/Dobbin areas.

The proposed transit line is envisioned as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line that extends from Columbia to
Annapolis. Within the study area, the proposed route, starting from (he south, uses the Route 32 ROW,
with a spur to serve the Savage MARC station, up to the Dorsey Run Road interchange where it runs
along Dorsey Run Road unti! it reaches the CSX tracRs (that serve some of the industrial properties in the
ROUTE 1 and SRP area) and then shares the CSX ROW all the way north until it moves onto Snowden
River Parkway and then onio Broken Land Parkway terminating in downtown Columbia.

Figure 7 shows this concept on an aerial map of the study area. This ambitious proposal wouid require
immediate proactive acquisition by the County of railroad ROW now being abandoned by CSX along
portions north of 1-95, which may otherwise revert to abutting land owners.

» Recommendation;
Howard County should fake imm^dtate Qdhn io Qcquire ancS secure CSX ROW being abandoneU
along the freight spur of the proposed BRT,

The regionaf togio of this BRT line fs presented tn Figure 8 which Inserts the Columbia-to-Annapolls l!ne
into the Baltlmore-Washtngton region's major transit systems. The proposed BRT line would provide an
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East-West transit connection now missing in the North-South oriented transit systems currently in place.
The connections provided by the BRT line to the Camden line MARC station al Savage and to the Rey
MARC hub station at Odenton add to the good rider$hlp prospects of the BRT proposal.

Furthermore, there !s the prospect of significant time savings on highway connections via BRT on the 3Q
miles between Columbia and Annapoiis, some of it In mixed traffic where traffic Is light and some of in
future HOV/HOT lanes. The BRT would also serve Ft, Meade (along the old interurban railroad ROW
marked by a utility pole line) and could serve Crownsviffe off of Route 97 and Parole off of Route 60. In
both places it could interface with local bus distributor lines.

» Recommendation;

Study the Qfignment and fQSt&ibiHty of the BRT concept further wd Incorporate it into the
Comprehensive Plan update.

Beyond the BRT concept, Figure 6 afso shows a new roadway connection between Snowden River
Parkway and Route 1» bridging over I-95. As redevelopment occurs along US 1, within the Gateway area
and along the Snowden River corridor, generating increased traffic volumes in the next 10 to 20 years,
improving local east-west intra-County traffic circutatfon across the f-95 corridor through improved local
roadway connectivity is a critical means to reduce traffic congestion on existing roadways such as MD 32,
Snowden River Parkway. MD 175, i-95 and US 1.

Recent SHA and County studies have shown thai potential improvements to existing east-west roadways
(MD 32, MD 176) would be prohtbltively expensive and lengthy duo to impacts on the 1-95 interchanges
and required FHWA coordination. Providing a now arteria) between Snowden River Parkway and US 1
would create more of a grid network to better distribute traffic volumes, as well as creating direct access
to multipio parcej$ which may redevelop. The proposed alignment would not have any direct connection
with !-95. The new roadway is envisioned as a 4-fane arterial roadway, connecting to Robert Fulton
Drive south of SRP, and with the potential to also provide right-of-way for a portion of a future east-wesi
Bus Rapid Transit route described above should sharing the CSX ROW prove too problematic.

• Recommendation;

// !s recwnmQncfed fh6t this new roadway fink be studied further anc/ evQiuatGd as to //s potentf'af
incorporafion into the transpoWon eietnQni of the ComprehQHsive PIQH update.

RSAL ESTATE AND ECONOWC DEVELOPMBNT STHATEGieS

Devetopment Incentives
Howard County continues to enjoy a prominent role In the regional economy and has the opportunity to
reassert its prominencQ vls-^-vis capture of regional growth. One aspect of the County's competitive

environment that may warrant some inspection in order to enhance the prospects of the above Is the
County's commercial tax rate, which is currently higher than nearby neighbors. With an effective real

Obviously, much coordination would be neecied with muttiple agencies to realize this concept, (mmediale
coordination with Anne Arundel County, which is planning a TOD at Odenton, Is needed since it does not
contemplate the BRT connection proposed here.

The arteriai should be tested fn the County's travel demand model, aiong with rezoned/upzoned land use, and
ancillary road network connections as shown In Figure 6 schematlcally, to predict future daily trafffc vofumes, and
impacts on surrounding roadway daily traffic volumes to better understand (he oversli altractfveness and
characteristics of the proposed new link,
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HOWARD COUNTY DPZ
property tax rate of $1.014,$'! ODAV, its tax rate is higher than that of AnneArunde! County, whose rate is
onfy $.&1/$100 AV. While the history as such is rooted in Its role as a more dynamic economy, Howard
County stewards should be aware that going forward, property owners have greater fiexlbllKy In choosing
a Socalion in either county and msy be swayed by more favorable tax conditions. For Howard County to
continue to compete effectively for new businesses, it may want to consider the competitive Impaci of Its
comnnerclal tax rate.

Macroeconomic conditions that are fn-ptace today and expected to persist through 2015 suggest that g
reduction in tax rates alone may have some effect on property ownership, but may require some
additional assistance to truly bear fruit. As such, the County should bs prepared to invest capita) into the
attraction of businesses in key growih sectors, including those in biotechnology and defense, This Is
because despite the County's attractiveness to a wide variety of businesses, commercial property
developers are unlikely to be able to finance new development in the current environment without
government assistance and new dewiopment is cl&arly necessary.

The above assistance should be considered one additional amenily that the County can add to its arsenal
of attractive site selection factors, and coutd enhance its overall competitive position in Ihe region. To this
end, capital grants, the provision of low-interest loans, TIF financing, or land donation, should aft be on
the table for exploration, but only to the extent that a fiscal Impgct analysis shows that the investment
meets the County's return targets. In addition, the developmonl of incentive programs, such QS matching
grants for tenant improvements, and relocation assistance to defray the moving costs of businesses
coming to Howard County should be explored for their potential impact on capture of certain tenant types.
Finally, small businesses and retailers may benefit from the provision of financiai assistance via low-cost
loans fronted by a revolving fund.

* Recommendations:

A reduction of this lax rate on new development (hrough tax abatement (M could be HmHQd io
10 years in durQtion) would twlw the Howard Couniy lax raie more wmpeilUvQ, sending Q
powerful stgnaf lo the mQrket. Moreover, by restrtoifng the appllGQUon of the abatQment to new
development or tfw adcled vstue resuftfng from Q renovalion, contingent on the number of new
jobs Qdded wHhin key sectors.

Thff use of the Sncentive programs described above should be bofh judicious and flexible. The fist
of criierla in play when the County decides whffther io invesi in a pQriicufar tenQnt or projwt
should not only IncludQ the return targ^ but also the tocation and the business segment of the
tenant or project {noQntfves should be targeted to genemte eoonomtc acUvSty In the p/eces most
WQll-suited for commQrcia! dfivelopmenf by their zoning, transpoMon access, and surroundfng
land uso. In QddHfon, IncQtittves wHI be mos/ efieGtive if they we focused on the key growing
business segments identlfiQcf by this reporf. JSws^ segments are the most likely to expand In the
future and generate ihe most positive rQiurns for ihe County. FinQlSy, i(w County needs to
preserve flexibility in averaging these fncentiVQS. Tlie County may at times wish to combine
incenthfes to create customized Qssfstanco pQckQges, or reserve the right to deploy incffntsves
teec/ upon Q developer or pofenf/a/ busfness' proposed or actuaf QClions.

* Apptlcatton:
Because of ihe delicate nature of sny lax rate chQnge Qnd Sts rofQ in enhancing compQiitiVGness
vfs'^vfs Amw Arundet County specificaHy, RCLCO recommends ihQt this too! be used in
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etnp!oytnenl-orieni0d areas easl of 1-95. This includQft opportunity sites E, F, G, H, M, N, 0 and

w.

Tiered Development Incentive Programs
The development community shouid }<now that proposals that meet Howard County's strategic gogls will
be more than just shepherded quickly through the spprovais process. Frequentiy called "green-taplng",
local government can implement policies and gtppoint agencies to expedite pernnitling for strategic
projects. Beyond expediting approvals, a green taping program introduces transparency and
predictability Into fhe development process, and couid give Howard County a powerful tool that promotes
corridor development that conform to the County's goals.

Cities and regions around the country are turning to tiered incentive programs thai offer stepped-up
incentives that are commensurata with the deveiopment program's benefit to local jurisdictions. iViefrics
for measuring benetit vary, and varying concepts are frequently used to evaluate developmeni proposals.
Howard County currently has ihe technical expertise within DPZ to manage such a program, especially in
concert with the EDA.

< Recommendations'.

RCLCO has provided en exsmpfQ of a Hered incenUve program for Howard County below. Thfs
model combines elements that hevff been successful In oiher communUi6s, including Austin,
Texas; Durham, North Caroffna, and certsin oHies in Ohio, The exsmple, given In Ftgure i, is

designed as follows:

1. Th^re are four tiers of SncenUvQ, 66ch geared towards differing, and greater, !evQ!s ofpriVQte

investmenl in the poHcy goals

2. The inwntives Q? GumulQtlve, meQning ihQt cfevelopers thQt achiQV^ Level 2 also Qchieve
(he benefits of Level 1, and so on,

3. FinQHcfaf SncentSves are given Iti the form of NTEs (New Tax EquivQ!ents) and grQntecf as
either an upfronf cash coniribulion to dQvetopmwt costs or offsets in other fws or burdQns.
New Taxes are measured as the potentiQi Gontribulion of the project to the overs!! fiscal base
of the County,

flwi.ai ttttmsiitm* «o.
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HOWARD COUNTY DPZ
l^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^l^^^^^^f^^^^^^^^l^E^affl:)ii^^^^^^i^®iiM^i%s^K^w^ffi^^M%^iiw^it';iiffiu^^ffi

1 Within an Activity Center Development Review Specialist
Supports Land Development Code

2 Two uses on site By-right zoning
Supports Transit Waived permitting fees

Revitalizes Existing Neighborhood Density bonus

Three or more uses on site 6-year NTE incentive
Uses existing infrastructure 180-day permit process
LEED Certification (ND, NC)

Housing Diversity

4 Four or more uses on site 10-year NTE incentive

Structured Parking
Parking Ratios lower than code

Tax base enhancement

LEED-ND or equivalent

The 8jbo^ schemQUc is for iftuslrQtion purposes only, and HCLCO recommends that Howard
County DPZ explore the eppropnafe tiers of fncentives thai would sufficiently guld^ the private
development communily to meet the goQfs of Route 1 ^nd Snowden RIVQr/Dobbln Roed.

* Application:
This loo! is best used io QCCQferQte Qnd/or enhance development prospwls in areas thai hav^
empSoymenl-Mwdiy hcatlons but otherwise may trend non-Qmploymeni ft may also enhance
(he prospwts of potentiaf PUD fonrsathn. AT (his point, RCLCO recommends primeiry Qppffoadon
fn the following subareas: A, Q, U anc/ AA.

Se^icina Districts
Successful development corridors often have at their core successful place management organizations,
such as BfDs, CIDs, or other Catafylic Development Entities (CDBs), that help brand, market, govern, and
invest in distinct areas. In fact, cities across the country that are experiencing revival and reinvestment in
many ways owe their BIDs and ClDs a great deal of thanks for doing this important work - which cities
are often not well-poised to take on and which ultimately can make or break a region's overall
attractiveness. Howard County could seek to divest marketing, branding, and place-making governance
to existing or newly'created BIDs, CIDs, gnd CDEs, especially as these entities can tske on the yeoman's
work of rebranding the region.

* Recommendations'.

RCLCO has provided the basio contribution structures of a vanefy ofsen/idng district for Howard
County below. The partiGutar structure which will most effwtlvety bafeince the HQeds of ih6
county and the c/eve/op/nenf communUy varies based upon (h^ local developer cfimstQ and the
speclffc !ooQi conditions which the distuGt addresses.

RCLCQ
imni (KMH<a itturi itC.e.
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1. Special Qssessfnwt distrfct—set cash contfibutfon ("SAD-Sei Cash Coninbution") in this
case a sef cash contribulion from prsvale property owners is negotiated. Thfs payment need
not be an upfront cash pQyment for wample, U coufd be Q pQriial pQyment upfront and a se/
amount psid for fhQ next 2-3 years during the construction period.

2. $pec/a/ assessment district—set supplementaf fvix rate ("SAD-SQi Supptemente/ Tax
Rate " Assessed VQ!ueu). Sn this case a set suppfemwtQ! fax rate based on the assessed

value of inwme-producing property /s Qppfied to prA/ate property owners !s negotiated, in
essenoe an Increase h property taxes.

3, Special sssessment dfsir!ct—s6t suppfementai floor area assessment ("SAD-Sei

Si/pp/emenfa/ Floor Area Assessmenf"), In this case a set district paymeni divisSble by the
/o;a/ floor area of incomQ-produdng properly is appUed to pnvale property owners ss
negotiated. Sn thfs approach, there !s no risk 'of (he projected cQSh flows [QiHng short of the
required debt servfce as !he spQCiQf sssQSsmeni tsx is a leinabSe reg/ propei-ly tax thQt over
//me is shared by more and more pQriies ss the district adds floor area. Thff county doQs
retssn the obfiQQUon of making the required debt paytwnts. There may be a risk thQt the
projected annua! oash flow from the private property owners will not meet the debi service
requirements, which is presumably guaranteed by the county,

4. Permftting Fee.Dlstrlct— ('Perm)Wng Fees"). in this case a pQrmHUng fee is fevied upon
new resicfentfQ! deveiopmenl on a per-unit basis. The fee could va/y over fime and would be
psyabfe as a lump sum to Ihe county by the propefiy devefoper upon issuance of Q building
permit or upon ceftifioate ofoCGupancy.

« AppUcation:
EstQblishmenl of servScing districfs is a combinstion of art and scienoQ and Is largely dopendent
on politlGal processes and property owners' pQrticSpation. The delineation of SAD boundaries
and/or the specified USQ of funds generated Ss bQyond thff scope of this study and RCLCO
recommends that the EDA commence s process ofspecia) assessment feQ$ibi!Uy testing.

land Acquisition and Land Banking
Because of the challenging redevelopment economics of developed areas with heavy parcefbatkm and
limited near-term upside polenUat, public entities must often engage In long-term real estate activities that
private sector players find cost prohibitive. Activities such as providing amne$ty from contamination
lawsuits in exchange for ^ood-failh cleanup efforts have long been considered productive pub!!c
Interventions in iand redevelopment economics. Increasingly, public sector stewards are engaging In
(and banking and land acquisition !n order to aggregate parcels together in groupings and amounts that
Justify private sector speculative investment at some point, but which the private sector would not have
sufficienl resources to accomplish on its own for redevelopment purposes.

Certainly the above is the case tn Howard County, where land values as measured by potential
redevelopment into employment-oriented spaces do not measure weil against the cost of redevelopment.
The County can move the market closer to its objectives by <lolng the heavy lifting of aggregating parcels
into amount$ that are suitable for redevelopment and In the meantime eliminating the dilemma of sourcing
long-term, low-return capital, which would be necessary to source on the private side for such a venture.

The County can then engage in a land transaction with an interested entity as opportunities arise snd in
fact exercise significant control over the future uses - including driving towards emptoyment-oriented
uses - given its position as a landowner.
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• Recommendation;

Howard County could pursue fwd bQnhSng as Q long ierm strategy wHhfn (he study areas to both
prevent piecemeal fedevQSopmeni in the shoft term Qnd enhancQ Ihe long term devolopmenl
poteniiQl of sUes inlQgra! to the County's devefopment vision,

a Application:
These locations should be invQsUgated as po/enf/a/ areas for Q land hanking s^Qtegy: E, F, M, N
and 0. There are ceftainfy other areas Uwf may be suHabtQ, Qnd RCLCO understand that the
fdentiffed areas mQy be unsuUahle in some ways. DPZ may have the resources io investSgste
end identify pared Qggr^Qilons thQt /nay QventuaHy creaie sssefDbfagQs of 50 acres or more.

County and EDA as Developer
When the private markets atone are unable 1o drive desired development forward, public entKies can
engage in direct development and ultimateiy enter into transactions with fee developers or owners
representatives in order to complete a publicly-desired objective. Under this scenario, the public sector
players move to acquire land, entitle the land according to a master plan, and ensuring that Infrastructure
(especlaliy water and sewer trunk lines) are brought to the site. The public sector players wltl likely have
to ensure thgt zoning and design guidelines for the development sites are defined, as well gs create g
builder program that would guide buiiding activity during the construction phase.

Once Ihls process is completed, the public sector would have the option of soiiciling builder bids and
moving forward with parcel (ake-downs for land to be developed in accordance with the master plan, or
hiring a fee developer to direct and manage this process.

One variation on this scenario involves the public sector conducting (he property acquisition and then
selling the land to a developer to conducl the entitlement and Infrastructure process for them, eventually
leading to bulider taRe-downs bul acting with strict adherence to the masler plan, or engaging a fee
developer to act on behalf of the public sector but at a professional services cost with a success fee
contingency. In the case of a land sale, the public sector would likely have to entertain an RFP process
to secure a land developer and negotiate terms/price with that developer.

In ail of the above scenarios, "public sector" could refer either to the County itself, or to the Economic
Development Authority, which may have debt issuance and property transaction capacity that may not
impinge upon the County's debt ceiling negatively.

This process does require, however, that the public sector be capitalized and funded to conduct the lend
acquisition. It also suggests that <he public sector is well-organized and coordinated !n these efforts, and
can engage in acquisition negotiations In an efficient manner. Finally, legal questions surrounding these
actions " which ultimately involve an upzonlng of certain lands and then an acquisition of those lands by a
public entity " will have to pass tests of legality to ensure that there are no public glvings or takings

involved,

^ "Psrcei take-dovms" Is e term of art thai in this case refers to the process of builders purchasing ("take-down")
Individual portions ("parceis") of the master-pianned areas
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• Recommendation:

Howard County will need to cQrefufSy consider the costs and benefits of thefr invoivQment in land
dev^topment, a ro/e frQdWonQlly filled the privaie swior. One exQmpte of a successfuf
coHQboration Ss undefway toc/ay on the East Campus of the St. ElizQbeths HospftQl site In
Washington, D.C., where fhe pubHc sector wgaged /» the tnilial exewdon of their vision by
master ptQunfng Qnd 6ntit!!ng the iQnd ~ a pfQiform which minfmizes th6 perceived risk undertQken
by any SndlvidUQl deveSoper 6nd is designQd to produce an overall higher value snd higher
intensity of use than would have occurred in Q less coordinated scenar/o.

* Application:
Most counties have the GapQbilily of successfuHy running Qt most two of these processes
simuffaneousiy. Howard County may have the opportunity to prove Hseff through the successfu!
shepherding of ihe GE site (A) through ?@ development process.

Banned Densification
Higher-intenslty development, such as mixed-use or high-rise development, often does not happen
because near term development economics cfo not line up with the near term revenue expectations for

asset classes. Were developers capable of underwriting development or redevelopment against revenuo

projections (en years out, the case mighi be different, but of course, the above situation Is not technically
financeable. This situation prevents much of Howard County (beyond its higliest rent districts) from even
approaching development feasibility of truly high-intensity product lypes and/or areas.

The challenge then, Is that since any near-term development presents an opportunity cost - the foregone
possibility of a different and more intense form of development " Howard County is wrestling with the
need to balance redevelopment today En sub-optimal configurations against desires for more optimal
configurations that would require years of patience end even holding up the development process.

Pianners and developers are solving for the above by using fools that silow for planned densffication.
The term refers to infrastructure investments in tow-density developments, especially In surface parking.

< A developer may put forth a project with suburban-style surface parking and iow-rise buildings,
but prepares the pad for future higher-densHy development by constructing the appropriate
electricaf, sewagei potabte water, landscape, stormwater, and )T Infrastructure underneath the

surface parking. The above incurs a marginal construction cost today (appx 1% additional site
cost) but preps the land for future density and saves the redevelopment effort significantly higher
infrastructure costs (most of ihe cost is built into digging the trench - once it is dug, adding
capacity is nwglnaliy more expensive).

* Meanwhile, the properties are governed and managed by covenants that stipulate short-term
leases (7-10 years max) even for anchor tenants. This ensures that the property owner can avoid
the trap of being satisfied by long-term rent paying leases when the market suggests that
redevelopment could be a feasible proposition.

» Recommendation:

Howard County could QffectiwSy use this too! to prepare the GE site or the entire Snowcfen River
Pkwy - Dobbin Rd area for significanffy denser dQVGfopment according to a mastQr pfan while
Qflowmg int6rmed{QtQ use Qnd dQvelopment of (he site th8i maximize the ourrwf market
potentiQl.
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» Application;
This is a tool ihQl can be gQnerQily applied tn areas thQi Ihis repoti, QS well as the comprehensive
plan, identifies QS development sites thai could support more density than Is currendy market
feQsible.

Transfer of Developmenl Rights
The market study suggests that current rezonfng pressures from industrial to residential present an
economic hazard in certain respects. Transfer of Development Rights Is at least one real estate tool (!n
concert with (he planning/fiscal metric described elsewhere) to help ^deviate the above concern. The
concept is that landowners can sell the development rights to their opportunity to a developer who will
bring that FAR to market in a different location- 11 creates "sending" and "receiving" zones for
development, and is tangentially a tool that the County could use to help drive densification (especigliy
residential) !n areas where planning, zoning, and transporfstion actually want to see denslfication,

in acknowledgement of Maryland's strong legal support for zoning and !gnd use regulation, TDR is
designed to add market backbone to the regulatory framework. In essence, TDR provides a market tool
to ensure private sector compfiance and In fact enccurggement of the pfan.

» Recommendation:

Applied io Rouie 1, ihere is hgic thai the portions of Route 1 ihal have been designated in this
s{ucfy as not suflQble for resldenffai Gonversion be granled the slQtus of polenlia! TDR sending
zones - meQning that fmdowners that oan prove via two appf'aisQfs Sh8t their properly has unmQt
m$/c/en//9/ vslue that is cons^Qined by restrfctive y.oning pfacecl ex post facto can apply for
development rights M they can then sell on the open market and which would get appHed into a
desSgnQted receiving zone (ostQHstbly in Snowden Riv6r Parkway or Columbia Town center
areas). This not only achievQS the objeciive of consfraining t'^sldeniiQl wi(h market toofs, bui afso
drives deveSoper interest (and economic VQlue) for resfdenitat in areQs thai the County wanfs to
densify.

* Application;
Parcels currently zoned industnal or commQrcial wHh Route 1 frontaQff or access Qnd thsf are
expected to request a zoning change to residentiQl may be appropriale canciidaies for this
slraiegy, DPZ should consider Sdeniffyfng the SQndSng zones as we}! as identifying appropnaie
receiving zones, idoQfty In the Snowden River Pkwy Qnd Columbia Town Center.

RCLCQ
Mnnn(tfiKUi,itt,^.tm:<t,
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NEXT STEPS

Throughout the above discusston?, explicil reference has been macie lo further investigations and studies
needed. In addition, further study of some issues is implicit In the discussion to date. All these are
collected and listed below:

» Fiscal impact study of the Route 1 corridor and Snowden River/Dobbin Road areas to quantify
their oversll contribution to the Howard County fiscal base

a Market feasibility and development pro-forma analysis of opportunity areas to confirm overall
levels of market-drjven and pubiicly-subsidized devetopment opportunity, and cost/benetil
analysis of pursuing these areas

» Property owner charrette, especially for key sites, TOD zones, and "probfem sites"

< Strategy planning within Howard County DPZ and EDA to author a delivery mechanism for
agreed-upon strategic elements and to build the execution architecture of the delivery mechanism

9 InltlaE feasibility study for the BRT concept

» Testing and detailing of the arterial proposed and related road networks and densification

• Review of the opportunity sites to defai! their development potential

< Study of zoning district consolidation for non-resldential uses

t Development of a PUD zone and process

• Illustrative site planning and urban design to test and promote the greater GE opportunity area

a Analysis towards overatl PUD program targets for the study areas as part of an accounting
system

< Further &Eudy of opportunities to modestiy expand the development opportunities along the PSA
and !n the rural west

• Targeted study of the auto storage redeveiopment opportunity sites

» Testing and application of strategic recommenciattons to specific market areas and opportunity
Slt6$

n<tttnHmt*<n((>;*{(i.
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DATA SOURCES

Employmenl
Moody's Analytlcs
BRAG Task #3 Report, prepared by RESI of Towson Universiiy in Dec 2006

Building Permits
US Census

Householct Forecasts
ESRI
RCLCO intei-polation of Moody's and Baltimore COG Round 7C

Spending Power
ESRI

Residential
Reiy
Delta Associates
RCLCO

Office
Reis
MacKenzte
Transwestern

Cushman and Wakefietd

Flex/lndustriat
NAI
Cushman and Wakefield

Demand Forecasting
RCLCO

Case Studies
ESRI
RCLCO

RCL.C.Q
nttnntntit*mt(n<»iti»*«t>
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CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Our conclusions QfQ based on our analysis of the information available from our own sources and from
the client as of the date of this report. We assume that the information is correct, complete, and reliable.

We made certain assumptions about the future performance of the global, national, and local economy
and real estate market, and on other factors similarly outside either our control or that of the ciient. We
analyzed trends and the information available to us in drawing these conclusions. However, given the
fluid and dynamic nature of the economy and real estate markets, as well as the uncertainty surrounding
particularly the near-term future, it is critical to monitor the economy and markets continuousfy and to
revisit the aforementioned conclusions periodically to ensure that they stand the test of time. .

We assume that the economy and reai estate markets are close to bottoming out for the current cycle,
and that they will grow at a stable and moderate rate starting in 2010, more or less in a straight line on
average for the duration of the anaiysis period (to 2020 and beyond). However, history tells us that stable
and moderate growth patterns are not sustainable over extended periods of t!me. and that the economy is
cyclical and that the real estate marRets are typtcaiiy highly sensitive to business cycie$. Further, It is very
difficult to predjci when the current economic and real estate downturns will end, and what will be the
shape and pace of growth once they are recovered.

With the above in mind, we assume that the long term average absorption rates and price changes will be
as projected, realizing that most of the iiine performance wilf be either above or below said average rates,

Our analysis does not take into account the polentlal impact of future economic shocks on the national
and/or local economy, and does not necessarily account for the potential benefits from ma|or "booms," if

and when they occur. Sinmfarly, the analysis does not necessarily reflect the residual impact on the real
estate market and the competitive environment of such Q shook or boom. Also, it is important to note that
it is difficult lo predict changing consumer and market psychology.

For ail Ihe reasons outiined, we recommend the ciose monitoring of the economy and the marketplace,
and updating this analysis as appropriate.

Further, the project and Investment economics should be "stress tested" to ensure that potential
fluctuations In revenue and cost assumptions resulting from altornalfve scenarios regarding the economy
and real estate market conditions will not cause failure.

In addition, we assume thst once the current cycle fs over, the following will occur in accordance with
current expectations:

* Economic, employment, and household growth.

* Other forecasts of trends and demographic and economic patterns. Including consumer
confidence leveis.

• The cost of development and construction.

Tax laws (i.e., property and Income tax rstes, deductibillty of mortgage interest, and so forth).
» The availability and cost of capita! and mortgage financing for real estate developers, owners and

buyer$. at levels present in the market before the most recent run up (f.e,, early 2000s levels).
* Competitive projects will be developed as planned (active and future) and that a reasonable

stream of suppty offerings will satisfy real estate demand.
* Major public works projects occur and are completed as planned.

Should any of the above change, this analysis should probably be updated, wtth the conclusions reviewed
accordingly (and possibly revised).
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GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS

Reasonable efforts have been made lo ensure that the data contained in this study reflect accurate ^nd
tlmeiy Information and are believed to be reliable, This study fs based on estimates, assumptions, and
other information developed by RCLCO fronn its independent research effort, general knowledge of the
industry, and consultations wilh the client and Its representatives. No responsibility is sssumed for
Inaccuracies in reporflng by the client, its agenti and representatives or in gny other cfata source used in
preparing or presenting this study, This report is based on information that to our knowledge was current
as of tho date of Ihts report, and RCLCO has not undertaken any update of its research effort since such
dale.

Our report may contain prospective financial information, estimates, or opinions that represent our view of
reasonable expectations at a particular (Ime, but such Information, estimates, or opinions are not offered

as predictions or assurances that a particular level of income or profit will be achieved, that psirticutar
events will occur, or Ihat a particular price will be offered or accepted. Actual results achieved during the
period covered by our prospective financial analysis may vary from those described in our report, and the
variations may bo material. Therefore, no warranty or representation is made by RCLCO that any of the
projected values or results contained !n this study wili be achieved.

Possession of this study does not carry with it the right of publication thereof or to use Ihe name of
"Robert Charles Lesser & Co., LLC" or "RCLCO11 in smy manner without first obtaining the prior wrttlen
consent of RCLCO. No abstracting, excerpting, or eummarlzalton of this study may be made without first
oblaining the prior wrllten consent of RCLCO, This report is not to be used in conjunolion with any public
or private offering of securities or other sjmiiar purpose where It may be relied upon {o any degree by any
person other than the client without first obtaining the prior written consent of RCLCO. This study may
not be used for any purpose other than that for which it ts prepared or for which prior written consent has
first been obtained from RCLCO.

flOM pl tlMftlfe^ttriHn A co.

HowQrd County Peg^ 32
E4-12823.00

December 2011



Report Prepared by:

RCLCO

Shyam Kannan, Principal
Erin Talkington. Senior Associate

(240)644-1300

In association with:
Parsons Brinkerhoff

Uri Avin, Growth Management Leader Placemaking
(410)385-4148

Sabra-Wang Associates

Paul Silberman, Senior Associate
(410)737-656^

Mahan Rykiel Associates

Charlie Baltey, Principal
(410)235-6001

HoWQrd County Page 33
E4-12823.00

January 5,2012



ktfii»n<!«nif.ttrf.on> 1 to.



TABtE 1 • Demand Manifestation by Asset Ctoss
Howard and Anne Arunctei Couiuies, MD
PRODUCT nP£

CiaisA/a+OfHce
Class B/c snd Flex Office
Medical Office

2011-2030
CUMULATIVE
DEVELOPMENT
FORECAST
2/849,849
$,867,773
3,680,415

2011
MODELLED
VACANCY RATE

15.2%
13.7%
N/A

YEAR MARKET
PROJECTS NEW
DEVELOPMENT

2014
2015
2014

AVERAGE ANNUAL DEMAND
2011/201S

570,437
2<t8,730
120,963

2016-2020

150,087
208,632
222,771

2021-2025

106,189
240,851
222,771

2026-2030

85,5i8
274,325
222,771

Note: 2014/2015 number reflects average annual demand from the year the market projects new development (column 4) through 2015.

TABIE 2 " 8RAC-BASED DEMAND
Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, MD
PRODUCT TYPE
Class A Office
Class d Office
Medical Office
Flex
Laboratory/Sclence
Manufacturing
Warehouse

CUMUlATiVE DEMAND 2011.2015
583,200
268,^75
41,875
278,470

_85f0p0
182,250
169,42$

Note; BRAC Demand forecasting excludes "direct" Jobs, which are projected to iocate on Fl Meade.



ey-

iw
n v LA NW

Rvulti Otw Currldy^Dobbin/Snomlvn Stinty Arvit
LsBfiUao-JanuftVylt^on

Leoenti
RtMlNJtl

f_3 W,.^»Wt,f) |^j ^ttHMif^^

1^1 IftftnhuiirtnttA ^ ily.h-uil^iu'

U.'Klfnif

CtMm»it<d

I^**M B^l»*«fw^>
IWi.f>fllt+--tfit

hrhttflii

tWintsrtlKci'tl g|gg f4^U'<

MttMtoit)

^1 U-krfit!<t-<Uf.> ^ tvU4V

fn^^trt»fHc»unlh»iMri

on'tdfiiljn l^ij fnr-Mnmi^T,

W^l

1^1 W?^'^

lFvn'iiTi;i<tt»ii(hf>i<ii*KH1rtaubt,^)n^
U)< th* WAft i < '>nv"t '1, »»>' tlA t^.»fM(,it it-jtf-

find Snowden Wver Parkway/Dohhln Road Cofr/dor ^u'tls.
Market Awfysfs and Research -T ^^^^b^^»An



^Ibwand
M A R Y LA N ~S>

Rimtt 1 ftnd ^nvlrftitii

SSONfNG MAP.

v^lrt^ttt;

RjSl*'_<t;ri-d•n-^uh^.ti*

t^tstst-irrv

IHaiti-ilnl

CS] S^lS<*fci
t'.^j..t hripai hniari^

RB^"-^
^WS^K}^
S^tfeK"M-

Ea^&s^'*
j^u^^wrf.^

^'^"^'"
Igg iwbaiw,!^

WAtt.1

[^] ,t^<t, ^

iiAj rw i< Mrs If "A

h"wtU

(.tgtnj

g®'-—
t^}-"*'

twt<ff

i^i^"w^<t^
Ld'"'-

tsi ^i.,.,
{;Si !'a"U

:-W1 tlTTTaf-\tn^Inr»l-^

^^^;s%^..
t53) tea*,-®^,^,^

fl.s/u.rtitfr

w'
(•JUtlAirlh^tri

t-fl~<

^ftf

U$ Route 1 anrf Snowden River Pfffltway/Dobbfn Road Corridor
MarfiQt AnsSysfs an^ResQsrvh

Vivnl:
Kftult I W Fnrffoni^onlfti M»p



OWftfM Wft-HM

eua(UNe(R9»pfO
DlrCKETr?ft8>^

BEU(Oi(T?IATON'
S1E Ot;E tH»);DfttDtHJ(^iK.

tutvnoiRWBuynESs^

WA^HAitOIII.^WORF^
tuxomcw's

VIUAOE m-y»
tK)W?OGCU^

Pt.EMAfT^S

WteitUOkTOSfrt.tWO

CWmtA.IUWTKfcl

WAOEM1U.5WTE.

fWEttW

,?''<^3tWPLACB

^ BKoOKOWue'iwyiituy PAHK

/ t»RWfmfftUbysim.<;yR6tt

ttAWaCWKft PHASE 11

..ClAhEMWtT OVatlWK
.RVEIWATCttyypeKXWKmomrv

ilLwW LWE t:(l<MSH><i
•CAiTF&im

SU^HEH PRWWV

O^WoHiWcN
i»W

"tttWOt

wohasouwa;

nw/wos rfiomsgovEKu

.. •'' Wfi

...^Hfl.i^ r.tmi;
^•v.

-a.wj^.

K&ftEnPfSOPtltlY

'AtUWTHPlWEftTy
flAVAsa Tofttic ccKmt

.KwawaiAhwo
^INOWRW.PAW

OEECflWEaT WnWedTQ
WIVWtttVWHK.

TOf'/wmww

C§3 k«A»tW)itl
< ttfinitl^Vvf^^'K'^

''"'vl""""'\.

"'"^

i!0^6(if
\Coumy '^

\..'.^f-.^

Rwta 1 Ewntonlc Siuti^
Rou(» 1 Pfcjtttt

6»)*;t'»««li
6Wtt*; HfAin.to^f/pPZ,
ItoMpXW.mCfOlthtOH.

US Route 1 end SnowUen River Pafkway/Qobbfn Road Cori'ldor
Merket Analysis and PGsesrch

f (Sure 3:
PlpittnaPwJGtis



Table 3: Route 1 Projects (greater than 10 units and 10,000 square feet) "Octobor, 2011 *

#
1
2
3
4
6
6
7
8
6

101
11!
12|
13J

14|
151
16J

Zoning
;Ac.cTr
;AC.CL)
;AC-Cll
;AG<;U
;AC-Cll
;AC-Gli
;AC-CLI
SAC-CU
SAC-CLI

Plan Number
i-08.018
i-06.010

iDP-07.104
iDP.07.056
iDP-06-034
M 0-002
iDP-06-107
iDP-08-109
ipp.oe.o5o_

.Prploct NameL
ilue Stream Overlook
lowacd Square
/lission Place
:lkfidge Crossing
telmont Station
/loffis Place
\shbu^ Courts
V.VQ watch
'sfuxent Square

rOTAt CAG-CU
^E^GH-
3E-CLI
^E-CLI
3E.CLI

iDP.06.100
iDP-Oft.031
3DP.06-070
3DP-p9-028_

\; H. Smith Property
ifooitdale IndusUial Par);
'Vashlnglon Msnor PfifK
tflaier Imfusfriat Psfk

FOTAL CE-Ctl
FOD
POD
FOD

i-10.004
M 1-001
:'08-12'f

TOTAL TOD
17 j
i&!
19|
20 J

^2
^•2

tfl-2

^-2
TOTAL M-2

2i!M-1
TOTAL M.1

22 j
23 j
24 j

^EO
3EC
3 EC

iDP.07.130
iDP-10.016
?Dp-os-m

?DP-09-059_

iDP.08-082

?DP-07.10&
iDP-10'098
30P-11.025

-aurel Park StoUon
Oxford Square
Savage Town Centre

i.wTP.
^te OW Hundred Bus. Pk.
3oresy Run lntty$ffiai Cenler
:nv)ro(;9nte^ Phase I!

^orritior 95 Business Park

:merson One (Rlvttz)
:meraon Parcel F
Smerson Parcel G-1

TOTAL PEG
26|
261
271
20i

?3
^tXD-3
VSXD-3
^IXD-3

^-10-OSS
-10-020

5E3P.10-042
3DP-12.010

Emerson
:m8fson
:msfson-Parcel G
^msfcon Parcoi B and E-1

TOTALMXD-3
28f
30 j
311
321
33]
34 i
36|
361

:M2
^12
^-12

ŵ
-12

^-12
^-12
^-12

TOTAL R.l?
37 R-SMT

3DP.Ofi.070
^08.008
3-05.005
^06.097
:--11.058

3P.05.013
r-08-180

3DM0.086

SDP'10*060

3uckett's Rlctge
3unn!ner Haven
3ecor@ro Property
3hsdy Lane Crosslny
?|ogger Property
Essl Pofnt I
Slushsr Property
rhe Glens at Gullfofd

iWerwfllK
TOTAL R.SA-8

381
3$ I

R.ED
R-ED

3P.04.001
3P-05-006

Slaretnont Overlook
cypress Springs

TOTAL R.ED
40|
41 i

^-MH
R.-MH

3.94.001
SOP-10-060

/IDage Towns
Beechcrest Aparim en^

TOTAL R.MH
42)
43|
,11,

46 j

R.SC
R.SC
F{"SC
R-SC
TOTAL R.SC

4C!
4Ii

^2
8.2

TOTAlB-i

3DP.-)i-024

SDP-10-086
SDP-06-158
SDP-06-Ue

SDP-07W
SDP-08-100

^/Jlla Heights
Peasant Chass
Hammofuts Promise Overtooh
MorOEinsj-andiRO

Savage Mills Hotels
Columbia Junction

GRAND TOTAL

Units
1.345
1.067

366
382
318

w
140
77
80

3;S38
6
0
0

_p

0
1,000

984
410

2.370
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0

32
31

0
0

fi3
"52

33
9.0
20
15
12
12
10

-174

58
68
/!9
43
92

~m
64

210
38
33
18
14

--i04

0
0
0

7,010

CommercEal
SQ.Feet

490,000
320,100

88,035
120,640
70.000
3$,800
26,000
1$/(00
16,000

1,18fi>876
&3,640
60,000
28,74'i
13,705

188,089
777,000
?83.200
204.420

1,764,820
177,8^0
166.70&
157,800
24.039

$26,46?
108,000
168,000
156,320
149.990
153>4e4
469,764

~0

0
155,455
153,454
3087808

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

156,356
21,404

177,760

4,727,585

Acres
54.T
43.Z
16.6
26.5
27,8
17.3
6.6
4.8
3.3

169.$
10.7
5.0

1.1
1.6

f?.ci_
63.6

122.1
12,7

198.6
16.6
8.8

36.7
1.2

63.4
39.9

JM
10.6

10.4
9.7

30.8
3.7
2.8

10.8
11.6
28.8
10.0
12.0
7.2
0.9
7,1
-1.3

4.1
3.4
58

7
7

43.3
33.1
76.4
11.8

5.7
17,6
3,0
5.9
3.S
3.5

18,fl
10.1
3,7

13.7

768

Status
slgnad (phased)

under conshuctlon
under conslructfoii
under conslruction

resWsntia! builf
signed
el! built
sfyned
<'ll built

signed
signed

tech. complete
signed

signed (phased)
sfyned (phased)
signed (phased^

signed
signed

tech. compfefe
tech. comptele

tech. complete

ailbutll
under con?lrucllon

tecti, complete

under consiruclion
under conslruciion
under conslfucilon

no dsciston

signed
under consifucllon

signed (phased)
tech, complete

no decision
under conslfuclfon

(ech. complote
under conslfnctton

stgneif

under consirucffon
signed (phased)

under constmction
-6}8ne(L

slorwd
signed
all buljt
all bull!

signed
tech. compiste

* All projects in the Route 1 Corridor east of US 96
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Proposed Text
CACZRA

Amend Section 127.5.B.2 as follows;

2. Requirements for Nonresidenfial Uses

Amend Section 127.5.E,3.d as follows;

For parcels that have 800 units or more, the Deparfmenl of Planning and Zoning shall permit a
reduction in the commercisl space requirement to not less fhgn 20 square feet per dweiling unit
provided that a fee of 50 dollars, OI'RS specified in the feescheduJet for each square foot of the
total redyctlon in commercJal space below the baseline 70 square feef per dwelling unit amount
is paid into 8 fund administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority to
promote commercial deveiopmenf in appropriate locations of the US Route 1 corridor, as
allowed under Section 26.106 of the Howard County Code.

I [However, for CAC developments with no fronlage on US Route 1 and which adjoin a
development of 800 units or more,]] This fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified in the
fee sclwdule, for each square foot of the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline
70 square feet per dwelling Dnit> including a fill! reduction of the commercial space requirement
if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the
developer that the reduction is necessary for the financial viability of the project.

Example of How Text Would Appear if Adopted:

Section 127.5.E.2:

2. Requirements for Nonresidentia! Uses (If Applicable)

Section J27,5,E.d;

For parcels tliat have 800 units or more, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall pennit a
reduction in tl^ commercial sp^ce requirement to not less than 20 square feet per dwelling unit
provided that 9 fee of 50 dollai'ii, or as specified in the fee schedule^ for each square foot of the
total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount
is paid into a fund administered by the Howard County Bconomic Development Authority to
promote commercial development in appropriate locations oftlu) US Koufe 1 comdoFi as
allowed under Section 26.106 of the Howard County Code.

This fee may bo reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foof of
the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit,
Including a full reduction ofthe commercial space requirement ifllie Department of Planning



and Zoning finds based on a niEU'ket study submitted by \\w developer that the reduction is
necessary for the financial viability of the project.
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HOWARD COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING
3430 Court House Drive n BUicott City/ Maryland 21043 • 410-313-2350

Voice/Relay

Amy Gowan, Director FAX 410-313-3467

August 20, 2020

TECHNICAL STAFF REPORT

Planning Board Meeting of Septembers^ 2020

CRSC No./Petitioner; ZRA-193 - Blue Stream, LLC

Request: Amend Section 127.5.E,3.d. to allow all CAC (Corridor Activity Center) zoned
properties to reduce the required commercial square footage below 20 square feet per
dwelling unit if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a market study
submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the financial viability of
the project

I. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF EXISTING ZONING REGULATIONS

The CAC Zoning District was created during the 2004 Comprehensive Zoning Plan (CZP) with
the purpose to:

"provide for the development ofpedestrian-oriented, urban activity centers with a mix of
retail) service, office and residential uses. These centers should be located near to Route 1

and close to residential communities that will benefit from a pedestrian-oriented local
business area. The requirements of this district, in conjunction with the Route 1 Manual and
the public improvements recommended by the Route 1 Corridor Revitalization Study, will
result iti development that will strengthen neayby communities, provide for safe and

convenient pedestrian travel, and improve the streetscape of Route 1 and intersecting roads."

To achieve the goal of pedestrian-oriented, mixed use urban activity centers;, the district
required amenity areas, a mmitnum building height of 25 feet to promote upper stoiy uses,
and 300 square feet of commercial space per dwelling unit m residential developments.

The CAC zoning district was amended by nine Zoning Regulation Amendment cases prior to the
2013 Comprehensive Zoning Plan. These included adjustments to the original CAC requirements
to better meet the practical realities of CAC developments m the US 1 Corridor.

The most significant of these were ZRA 98, ZRA 104, and ZRA 106, which collectively included
adjustments to the requirements for maximum building height, setbacks, amenity areas,
residential density, and the requirements for both residential and non-residential devejtopment. In
addition, adjustments to the CAC DisUicE regulations were also included In the 2005 Continuation
to the 2004 CZP.

During the 2013 CZP, the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) recognized that the
ntinimum amount of commercial space required per dwelling unit was too high for mixed use
development to be commercially viable. Accordingly, DPZ recommended that the 300 square
foot requirement be reduced to 100 square feet, with an additional provision allowing reduction to
50 square feet, subject to certain criteria. Howevei'i these recommendations were not adopted.

Howfird County Government, Calvin Ball County Executive www.howardcountymd.gov
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In 2016, Council Bill 2-2016 (ZRA-156) amended the CAC zoning regulations to decrease the
300 square foot requirement to 70 square feet and included a section that outlined how
developments that include Moderate Income Housing Units must address the commercial space
requirement.

A section was added to allow a reduction of the 70 square feet to 20 square feet for
developments containing 800 or more dwelling units provided that a fee of 50 dollars per
square foot below 70 square feet is paid into a fund administered by the Howard County
Economic Development Authority (EDA) to promote commercial development in appropriate
locations of the US Route 1 corridor.

Another section was added to the CAC zoning regulations that allowed this fee to be reduced to
25 dollars for CAC developments that do not front on Route 1 and adjoin a development of 800
units or .more. This included a full reduction of the commercial space requirement ifDPZ "finds
based on a market study submitted by the developer that the reduction Is necessary for the
financial viability of the project," However, at the time, the market study requirement was not
included until the CB-2-2016 was filed and DPZ did not have the opportunity to provide an
evaluation on Ihis proposal.

In addition to the market study provision, CB-2-20I6 included additional allowances for other
reductions in the fee amount based on amenity area provided in excess of that required for the
project (limited to a maximum of 5 percent), any amount paid by the developer for public
improvements in excess of the share required by the county, and for certain LEED certifications
obtained by the developer.

After the adoption ofCB 2-2016, a fund was established to receive the fees, related .to reduction
of the commercial space requirement, that EDA would use to promote commercial development
in appropriate locations in the Route 1 corridor.

II. DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF PROPOSAL

This section contains the Department of Planning and Zoning (PPZ) technical evaluation of
ZRA-193, The Petitioner's proposed amendment text is attached as Exhibit A and DPZ's
proposed text is attached as Exhibit B

The Petitioner contends that "for the last two decades, Route 1 Zoning districts have been "works
in progtess" that have required reexamination and revision to ensure that the policy goals of the
individual zones are being met, PlanHoward2030 anticipated that these zoning districts, including
CAC, would require adjustment, particularly with regard to commercial uses. As demonstrated
during the Council's deliberations on CB-2-2016, the original scheme of commercial coupled
with residential has not worked." Therefore, the Petitioner proposes the foJlowlng amendments
to add fEexibility regarding mandated commercial space in residential developments.

Section U7.5.E.3.d.

The CAC Zoning District requires residential developments to provide 70 square feet of
commercial space for each dwelling unit. This section allows a reduction to 20 square feet for
developments containing 800 or more dwelling units provided that a fee of 50 dollars per
square foot below 70 square feet is paid into a fund administered by the Howard County
Economic Development Authority to promote commercial development in appropriate
locations on the Route 1 corridor.
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For example, a development with 800 units is required to provided 56,000 (800 X 70) square
feet of commercial space. The on-site commercial space requirement may be reduced to 16,000
(800 X 20) square feet if a fee of $2,000,000 (800 X 50 X (70-20)) is paid.

For developments with no frontage on US Route 1 and which adjoin a development of 800
units or more, this section allows a reduction of the 50 dollar per square foot fee to 25 dollars
and a full reduction of the commercial space requirement if the Department of Planning and
Zoning finds, based on a market study submitted by the developer, that the reduction is
necessary for the financial viability of the project. The Petitioner proposes to extend these
provisions to all developments in the CAC zoning district with 800 or more units, which may
result in a full reduction of the developers requirement to provide commercial space.

DPZ supports providing additional flexibility for large residential developments to meet the
changing demand for goods and services along Route I. Requiring the construction of
commercial space for which no demand exists, may result in empty store fronts and an
oversupply of commercial space concentrated in one area. As shown in "Attachment A", the
only two developments with over 800 units (Blue Stream and Howard Square) are in the same
location on Route 1. These two developments have a total of 2,412 units, which represent
approximately 60% of the approved units in CAC. The existing regulations require construction
of between 48,420 (20 s.f. per unit) and 168,840 (70 s.f. per unit) square feet of commercial
space in a location where the market may no£ be able to support it.

Lack of demand is exacerbated by changes in human behavior and the current COVID-19
pandemic. Due to the rise ofecommerce, the retail landscape has been evolving and due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, its evolution has accelerated. According to a report issued by Main Street
America, "E-commerce sales in the United States totaled more than $600 billion and made up
11% of all retail sales in 2019. According to the June 2020 fJS Ecommerce 2020 report from
EMarketer, US consumers are expected to spend $709.78 billion on e-commerce in 2020. This

figure represents an increase of 18% in e-commerce spending, and 14,5% increase of overall
retail spending. Bricks-and-mortar retail spending, however is expected to decrease 140/o."1

Consumers are developing new shopping habits due to COIVD and now have their goods
delivered to their homes or use curbside pick-ups and drives throughs. While there is a future for
retail^ it is unclear at this time what land development and zoning regulations will be necessary so
that it can thrive. Therefore, zoning regulations need to provide flexibility at this time until the
retail landscape can be better understood.

As noted in the 2011 RCLCO Study and supported during the Route 1 Corridor Master Plan
process, DPZ advocates focusing new commercial development into context compatible nodes
along the corridor as opposed to smaller disconnected linear development. This approach is

more consistent with the goal of creating pedestrian-oriented, urban activity centers because it
creates a critical mass of development around mfrastructure/transportation resources^ such as

commuter rail stations.

The Petitioner submitted two market studies that indicate the demand for retail/commercial
development along Route 1 is low. However, flw market study that DPZ would review to allow
for a full reduction is project specific and requires a determination that proposed development is

htij)s://ww_w.niainstreeLoi^btogs/unliQ
re(aii?ComnuinitvKey=c40a84dl-46b2"465c-985c<08cd69081 ab&lab=
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not financially viable with mandatory commercial. This study is conducted by the project
developer and is based on a project pro forma. DPZ staff is not in a position and does not have the
unique expertise to evaluate a development pro forma or feasibility study for a private sector
project. Therefore, DPZ is proposing to eliminate the provision that allows a developer to submit
a market sWy as justification for a full reduction of commercial space in the CAC zoning
district.

While DPZ recommends flexible commercial requirements^ we consistently have recomfflended
in-Heu fees as a mechanism to maintain the purpose of the CAC district. The Petitioner's
proposal to reduce this fee is not entirely consistent with the CAC*s purpose, since it reduces
the obligation of large residential developments to contribute to commercial development on
Route I, Therefore, DPZ recommends that the on-site obligation be based on market demand
and no minimum space be required, but the current in-lieu fee amount should remain to
promote commercial development along the corridor.

There is currently one pipeline project. Blue Stream, to which this proposed Zoning Regulation
Amendment would apply. The below analysis compares the different fees structures associated
with different buy-down scenarios.

Current Reeulafions

The current Zoning Regulations allow parcels that have 800 units or more to reduce the
commercial space requirement to not less than 20 square feet per dwelling unit provided that a
fee of 50 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the "total reduction
in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount is paid, Below
is a chart that calculates how much money would be contributed to the EDA Fund under this
current scenario:

Development

Blue Stream

Total

Units
1,345

Commercial Requirement Reduction

(% 70 SF/Unit
94,150

@ 20 SF/Unit
26^00

Square
Footage

Difference

67,250

Money to EDA Fund

X $50
$3,362,500

The current Zoning Regulations also allow a fee reduction for CAC developments with no
frontage on US Route 1 and whlcli adjoin a development of 800 units or more, In those cases,
the fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of
the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit,
including a full reduction of the commercial space requirement if the Department of Planning
and Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the developer that the reduction is
necessary for the financial viability of the project.

DPZ*s Proposal

DPZ is proposing to allow a total reduction of the commercial space requirement, without the
need for a market study. However, DPZ*s proposal also does not allow for a reduction of the in-
lieu fee for commercial space reduction. Under DPZ's proposal, the fee would remain $50 per
square foot. Below is a chart that calculates how much money would be contributed to the

EDA Fund under this scenario.
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Development

Blue Stream

Total
Units

1,345

Commercial Requirement Reduction
@ 70 SF/Unit

94,150
©OSF/Unit

0

Squ ft re
Pootage

Difference

94,150

JMouey to EDA Fund
X $50

$4,707,500

Petitioner's Proposal

The Petitioner's proposal would allow a total reduction of the commercial space requirement and
fee in-lieu reduction with a market study. The chart below calculates how much money would
be contributed to the EDA Fund with a total reduction of the commercial space requirement and
a reduction in the in-lieu fee amount from $50 per square foot to $25 per square foot

Development
Blue Stream

Total
Units

1,345

Commercial Requiremeut Reduction
@70SF/Unit

94,150
@ 0 SF/Unit

0

Square
3?ootage

Difference
94,150

JMoney to EDA Fund
X $25

$2,353,750

Without a market study, the Petitioner's proposal allows for a reduction of the commercial space
requirement, but that reduction would be capped at 20 square feet per unit. The chart below
calculates how much money would be contributed to the EDA Fund if the commercial
obligation was reduced to 20 square feet per unit and the m-lieu fee amount was reduced from
$50 per square foot to $25 per square foot.

Development

Blue Stream

Total
Units

1,345

Commercial Requh'emeat Reduction

@ 70 SF/Unit
94,150

@ 20 SP/Unit
26,900

Square
Footage

Difference

67,250

JVtoney to EDA Fund
X $25

$1,681,250

HI. GENERAL PLAN

The Petitioner asserts that ZRA-193 is also in harmony with the Policies and Implementing
Actions section of Chapter 5, Economic Development of the PlanHoward 2030 General Plan.

Policy 5.4
"Enhance the Route 1 Corridor revltalization strategy to recognize the distinct character and

marlcet potential of diverse corridor segments, mid the potential at various intersections,
crossings, and nodes for additional retail, restaurant, and employment development as identified
in the 2011 Route 1 Market Analysis." .

The proposed amendment is in harmony with the Implementation Action for Zoning Review,
which states, "Evaluate the efficacy of existing Route 1 zoning districts (CE, CAC, TOD);
consider more flexibility, especially regarding commercial uses. Reduce strip commercial
development along Route 1 frontage by directing retail uses to retail centers and mixed use
developments and by directing truck oriented uses, uses that require outdoor storage, and most
auto-oriented retail uses such as gasoline service stations, automobile repair facilities and similar
uses to parts of the conidor not fronting on Route 1 and not near resldentnal areas. Revise zoning
as needed to ensure the County vision is achieved."
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The Petitioner contends that "for the last two decades, Route 1 Zoning districts have been "works

in progress" that have required reexamination and revision to ensure that the policy goals of the
individual zones are being met. PlanHoward2030 anticipated that these zoning districts,
including CAC, would require adjustment, particularly with regard to commercial uses. As
demonstrated during the Council's deliberations on 2-2016, the original scheme of commercial
coupled with residential has not worked,"

The Petitioner asserts tliat <<PlanHoward2030" also projected that demand for commercial
development artd office space would be significantly lower tlian supply. "Through 2030, the
demand for office space is expected to peak at Just over 3 million square feet. This demand is
low when compared with the 14.1 million square feet of approved office space in the pipeline in
Howard and Anne Ai'undel Counties." PlatiHoward2030, (p. 57). The low demand for
commercial development has been particularly noticeable within the Route 1 corridor. Two
developments in the CAC dlsh-lct, Ashbm'y Courts and Howard Square, have successfully
petitioned for zoning regulation changes to allow for increased residential density and the
possibility, with approval from the Director of DPZ, of a lower square footage requirement for
commercial development. These regulation amendments were premised upon the fact that market
demand for residential units was strong, while commercial space suffered fl'om an extraordinary
high vacancy rate."

ry. RECOMMENDATION

For the reasons noted above, the Department of Planning and Zoning recommends that the ZRA-
193 be APPROVED WITH MODIFCATIONS, as described above and drafted In Exhibit B.

Approved by:

•Dotu3tcn*dby;

^ <^H 8/20/2020

Am^3gW^stm4tor Date
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ExhibHA

Petitioue^s Pronosed Text

Section 127.5.E.3,d.

For parcels that have 800 units or more, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall permit a
reduction in the commercial space requirement to not less than 20 square feet per dwelling unit
provided that a fee of 50 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total
reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount is paid into a
fund administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority to promote commercial
development in appropriate locations of the US Route 1 corridor, as allowed under Section 26.106 of

the Howard County Code.

[[However, for CAC developments with no frontage on US Route 1 and which adjoin a development of
800 units or more,]] This fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each
square foot of the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling
unit, including a full reduction of the commercial space requirement if the Department of Planning and
Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the
financial viability of the project.

How The Text Would Appear If Adopted As Proposed

E. RequKrements for CAC Development

1. Amenity Area

CAC developments shall include an amenity area or areas. No amenity area shall be smaller
than 0.25 acre. The amenity area shall include seating and trees proportional to the size of
the amenity area. Amenity areas shall be connected by pedestrian and bicycle
improvements that link with existing and future connections to surrounding developments.
In accordance with Section 16.121 (B) of the Code, at the discretion of the County, all of a
portion of the open space area shall be dedicated and deeded without charge to Howard
County for recreation or for public use, Including but not limited to, community centers and
libraries along Route 1.

a. For CAC Developments 20 acres or larger, provide 20% of the net acreage as
open space of which at least 50% must be designed as an amenity area open to the
public. Provide well-designed recreational areas for both children's and adults'
activities. Provide on amenity area that is designated as a civic gathering place
large enough to accommodate such activities as community picnics, concerts,
fairs and similar events.

b. For CAC Developments less than 20 acres, provide 10% of the net acreage as
open space which must be designed as an amenity area open to the public.

2. Requirements for Nom'esidential Uses

a. On a lot adjoining the Route 1 right-of-way, for the buildings closest to Route 1:

(1) At least 50% of the first floor of the building must be designed for retail
or service uses. Service uses include personal service, service agency,

restaurants, and similar uses serving the public.



DocuS!gn Envelope ID: 7180EA36-4281-4F81-A74F-2D2517A90955

Case No.ZRA-193

Petltioner:B(ueStream/LLC Page|8

(2) The first floor of the building facade facing Route 1 must include
storefi'onfs and primary entrances for the first floor retail and service
uses.

(3) The first floor facade shall be designed to provide pedestrian interest
along Route I in accordance with the Route 1 Manual.

b. The gross floor area for any individual commercial use shall not exceed:

(1) In developments on parcels less than 20 acres in size;

(a) One hotel with a maximum floor area of 50,000 sq. feet,

(b) All other commercial uses ,,... 20,000 sq. ft.

(2) In developments on parcels 20 or more acres in size:

(a) A maximum of one food store if a portion of the facade is
wrapped with smaller stores or contains architectural features to
simulate smaller retail storefronts ..... 70,000 sq. ft-

(b) A maximum of one commercial use with a maximum footprint of
20,000 sq. ft. and a maximum floor area of 40,000 sq. ft., and
located in a mixed use building.

(c) All other commercial uses ..... 20,000 sq. ft.

3, Requirements for Residential Uses

a. Residences are permitted only withm Route 1 Corridor development projects
encompassing at least two gross acres of CAC-zoned land or less than 2 gross
acres if:

(1) the subject property is contiguous along at least 75% of its perimeter to a CAC
development that has received final approval of a Sketch Plan or Site
Development Plan;

(2) no additional CAC-zoned land directly adjoins the subject property; and

(3) the development of the subject property shall be compatible with the land use,
site planning and architectural character of the contiguous CAC development.

b. The first floor of buildings adjoining the right-of-way of Route I shall not include
residential uses in the building space closest to the right-of-way of Route 1, with
the exception that if the Director of the Department of Planning and Zoning finds
that the building and streetscape design are in compliance with Chapter 5 of the
Route 1 Manual concerning building design, particularly the sections concerning
mass and arti&ulation and door and window openings, such units may be approved
in a development site that has 1 >000 feet or greater frontage on the Route 1 right-
of-way and is;

(1) 20 acres or greater and residences occupy no more than 50% of the Route
I fi'ontage, or

(2) 5 acres or greater and within 2,000 feet of a MARC Station,

Residences may occupy other portions of the first floor space,

c. For every dwelling unit that is developed, 70 square feet of commercial space
must be developed on the site provided, however, that for parcels providing
moderate income housmg under Section 127.5.e.3.f.(l), the comomercial space
requirement as set forth in Section 127.5.e.3.c, shall be determined based on
eighty-five percent of residential units developed and for parcels providing
moderate income housing under Section 127.5.e.3.f.(2)t the commercial space
requirement as set forth m Section 127.5,e.3.c. shall be determined based on
seventy-five percent of residential units developed.

d. For parcels that have 800 units or more, the Department of Planning and Zoning
shall permit a reduction in the commercial space requirement to not less than 20
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square feet per dwelling unit provided that a fee of 50 dollars) or as specified in
the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total reduction in commercial space
below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount is paid into a fund
administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority to
promote commercial development in appropriate locations of the US Route 1
corridor, as allowed under Section 26.106 ofthe Howard County Code.

This fee may be reduced to 25 dollars^ or as specified in the fee schedule, for each
square foot of the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square
feet per dwelling unit, including a full reduction of the commercial space
requirement if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a market
study submitted by the developer that the reduction, is necessary for the financial
viability of the project. .

The fee as provided for in this Subsection shall be paid at the time of approval of a
site development plan for the non-residential portions of the development. The fee
may be reduced as follows:

(1) The fee shall be reduced one dollar per square foot for every percentage
point of amenity area provided in excess of that required for the project
limited to a maximum of five percent.

(2) The total fee shall be reduced dollar-per-dollar for any amount of
contributions paid by the developer for public improvements in excess of
the proportional share required by Hov/ard County.

(3) The fee shall be reduced two dollars per square foot for projects in which
over twenty-five percent of the residential units are LEED certified, four
dollars per square foot for projects in which over twenty-five percent of
the residential units are LEED Silver certified, six dollars per square foot
for projects in which over twenty-five percent of the residential units are
LEED Gold certified, and eight dollars per square foot for projects in
which over twenty-five percent of the residential units are LEED
Platinum certified.

In the event that the developer pays the fee as provided for in this subsection, no
additional residential units may be received or constructed on the property pursuant
to Section 127.5.P.

e. The phasing of residential and commercial construction and open space amenity
areas should be proportional. No more than 50% of the residential units shall be
constructed prior to commencing a proportional amount of commercial
construction and open space amenity areas. For developments of 800 units or
more or developments adjoining such larger developments, no more than 70% of
the residential units shall be constructed prior to commencing the construction of
the non-residential portions of the development unless the fee as specified in
Subsection (d) above is provided.

f. Moderate Income Housmg

(1) At least 15% of the dwelling units shall be Moderate Income Housing
Units, except that

(2) At least 25% of the dwelling units shall be Moderate Income Housing
Units if the CAC Development requires closing of a mobile home park
existing on the property when CAC rezoning occurs.
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Exhibit B

DPZ's Proposed Text

Section l27.5.E.3.d.

For parcels that have 800 units or more, the Department of Planning and Zoning shall permit a
reduction in the commercial space requirement [[to not less than 20 square feet per dwelling unit]]
provided that a fee of 50 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total
reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit amount is paid into a
fund administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority to promote commercial
development in appropriate locations of the US Route 1 corridor, as allowed under Section 26.106 of
the Howard County Code.

However for CAC developments with no frontage on US Route 1 and which adjoin a development of
800 units or more, tills fee may be reduced to 25 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each
square foot of the total reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling
unit. [[including a lull reduction of the commercial space requirement if the Department ofPlanning and
Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary for the
financial viability of the project.]]

How The Text Would Appear If Adopted As Prouosed

E. Requirements for CAC Development

1. Amenity Area

CAC developments shall include an amenity area or areas. No amenity area shall be smaller
than 0.25 acre. The amenity area shall include seating and trees proportional to the size of
the amenity area. Amenity areas shall be connected by pedestrian and bicycle
improvements that link with existing and future connections to surrounding developments.
In accordance with Section 16.121 (B) of the Code, at the discretion of the County, all or a
portion of the open space area shall be dedicated and deeded without charge to Howard
County for recreation or for public use, Including but not limited to, coimnunity centers and
libraries along Route 1.

a. For CAC Developments 20 acres or larger, provide 20% of the net acreage as
open space of which at least 50% must be designed as an amenity area open to the
public. Provide well-designed recreational areas for both children's and adults'
activities. Provide on amenity area that is designated as a civic gathering place
large enough to accommodate such activities as commumty picnics, concerts,
fan's and similar events.

b. For CAC Developments less than 20 acres, provide 10% of the net acreage as
open space which must be designed as an amenity area open to the public.

2. Requirements for Nom'esidential Uses

a. On a lot adjoining the Route 1 right-of-way^ for the buildings closest to Route 1:

(1) At least 50% of the first floor of the building must be designed for retail
or service uses. Service uses include personal service^ service agency,

restaurants, and similar uses serving the public.
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(2) The first floor of the building facade facing Route 1 must include
storefronts and primary entrances for Ihe first floor retail and service
uses.

(3) The first floor facade shall be designed to provide pedestrian interest
along Route 1 in accordance with the Route 1 Manual.

b. The gross floor area for any individual commercial use shall not exceed:

(1) In developments on parcels less than 20 acres in size;

(a) One hotel with a maximum floor area of 50,000 sq. feet.

(b) All other commercial uses ..... 20,000 sq. ft.

(2) In developments on parcels 20 or more acres in size:

(a) A maximum of one food store if a portion of the facade is
wrapped with smaller stores or contains architectural features to
simulate smaller retail storefronts ..... 70,000 sq. ft.

(b) A maximum of one commercial use with a maximum footprint of
20,000 sq. ft. and a maximum floor area of 40,000 sq. ft., and
located m a mixed use building,

(c) All other commercial uses ..... 20,000 sq. ft.

3, Requirements for Residential Uses

a. Residences are permitted only within Route 1 Corridor development projects
encompassing at least two gross acres of CAC-zoned land or less than 2 gross
acres if:

(1) the subject property is contiguous along at least T>% of its perimeter to a CAC
development that has received final approval of a Sketch Plan or Site
Development Plan;

(2) no additional CAC-zoned land directly adjoins the subject property; and
(3) the development of the subject property shall be compatible with the land use,
site planning and architectural character of the contiguous CAC development.

b. The first floor of buildings adjoining the right-of-way of Route I shall not include
residential uses in the building space closest to the right-of-way of Route 1, with
the exception that if the Director of the Department of Planning and Zoning finds
that the building and sfreetscape design are in compliance with Chapter 5 of the
Route 1 Manual concerning building design, particularly the sections concerning
mass and articulation and door and window openings, such units may be approved
in a development site that has 1,000 feet or greater fi'ontage on the Route 1 right"
of-way and is:

(1) 20 acres or greater and residences occupy no more than 50% of the Route
1 frontage, or

(2) 5 acres or greater and within 2,000 feet of a MARC Station.

Residences may occupy other portions of the first floor space.

c. For every dwelling unit that is developed, 70 square feet of commercial space
must be developed on the site provided, however, that for parcels providing
moderate income housing under Section 127,5.e.3.f.(l), the commercial space
requirement as set forth in Section I27.5.e.3.c. shall be determined based on
eighty-five percent of residential units developed and for parcels providing
moderate income housing under Section 127.5.e.3,f.(2), the commercial space
requirement as set forth m Section 127.5.e.3.c> shall be determined based on
seventy-flve percent of residential units developed.

d. For parcels that have 800 units or more, the Deparhnent of Planning and Zoning
shall permit a reduction in the commercial space requirement provided that a fee
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of 50 dollars, or as specified in the fee schedule, for each square foot of the total
reduction in commercial space below the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit
amount is paid mto a fund administered by the Howard County Economic
Development Authority to promote commercial development in appropriate
locations of the US Route 1 comdor> as allowed under Section 26,106 of the
Howard County Code.

However, for CAC developments with no frontage on US Route 1 and which
adjoin a development of 800 units or more, this fee may be reduced to 25 dollars,
or as specified in the fe& schedule, for each square foot of the total reduction in
commercial space betow the baseline 70 square feet per dwelling unit.

The fee as provided for in this Subsection shall be paid at the time of approval of a
site development plan for the non-residential portions of the development. The fee
may be reduced as follows:

(1) The fee shall be reduced one dollar per square foot for every percentage
point of amenity area provided in excess of that required for the project
limited to a maximum of five percent.

(2) The total fee shall be reduced dollar-per-dollar for any amount of
cont-ibutions paid by the developer for public improvements in excess of
the proportional share required by Howard County.

(3) The fee shall be reduced two dollars per square foot for projects in which
over twenty-five percent of the residential units are LEED certified, four
dollars per square foot for projects in which over twenty-five percent of
the residential units are LEED Silver certified, six dollars per square foot
for projects in which over twenty-five percent oflhe residential units are
LEED Gold certified, and eight dollars per square foot for projects m
which over twenty-five percent of the residential units are LEED
Platinum certified.

In the event that the developer pays the fee as provided for in this subsection, no
additional residential units may be received or constructed on the property pursuant
to Section 127.5.F.

e. The phasing of residential and commercial construction and open space amenity
areas should be proportional. No more than 50% of the residential units shall be
constructed prior to commencing a proportional amount of commercial
consh'uction and open space amenity areas. For developments of 800 units or
more or developments adjoining such larger developments^ no more than 70% of
the residential units sliall be constructed prior to commencing the construction of
the non-residential portions of the development unless Ihe fee as specified in
Subsection (d) above is provided.

f. Moderate Income Housing

(1) At least 15% of the dwelling units shall be Moderate Income Housing
Units, except that

(2) At least 25% of Ihe dwelling units shall be Moderate Income Housing Units if the CAC
Development requires closing of a mobile home park existing on the property when CAC rezoning occurs.
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Attachment A

Legend

Developmentswi&i 800 or more units

Route 1
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BLUE STREAM, LLC,

PETITIONER

ZRA-193

BEFORE THE

PLANNING BOARD OF

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

MOTION: Recommend approval of ZIU 193 with modificittious to reduce the
commercial spsce requirement in the CAC zoning district to zero square feet.
However, the in-lieu fee amount should be evalutited in greater detail.

ACTION; Recommended approval; Vote 4-1.

ft f{ ft V{ ft ft

RECOMMENDATION

On September 3, 2020, the Planning Board of Howard County, Maryland, considered the petition of

Blue Stream, LLC (Petitioner) to amend Section 127.5.E.3.d. to allow all CAC (Corridor Activity Center)

zoned properties to reduce the required commercial square footage below 20 square feet per dwelling unit if

the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on o, market study, submitted by the developer, that the

reduction is necessary for the financial viability of the project.

The Planning Board considered the petition and the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ)

Technical Staff Report and Recommendation. DPZ recommended approval ofZRA-193, with modifications

included in Exhibit B of the Technical Staff Report. DPZ's proposed modifications would allow the

commercial space requirement to be reduced entirely, without a market study, if the cun'ent in-lieu fee

amount is paid into a fund administered by the Howard County Economic Development Authority.

Sang Oh testified on behalf of the Petitioner. Mr. Oh reviewed previous CAC zoning district

regulation changes noting that the market challenges for ground floor retail/commerclal development on

Route 1 are the same for all properties, regardless of the number of units constructed. Mr. Oh also pointed

out that the General Plan calls for the county to review the efficacy of the existing Route 1 zoning districts

which includes the commercial requirement of the CAC zoning district. Mr. Oh explained that if the fee-in-

lieu of commercial space is set too high, it will lead to developers building "hollow retail" to avoid paying the

fee-in-lieu. A Planning Board member acknowledged that the commercial space requirement in the CAC

zoning district is not working and asked Mr. Oh what the Petitioner's solution would be. Mr. Oh indicated

that ideally, the commercial space would be located at nodes found at crossroads along Route 1.

Another Planning Board member asked how the Route 1 In lieu funds have been spent. Amy Gowan,

Director of DPZ, indicated that Howard County expended funds on capital transportation improvement and

safety projects and hired a consultant to generate a Route 1 Master Plan Report. The findings of that report
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are being incorporated into the General Plan Update which will identify areas with redevelopment potential

for mixed-use nodes that can be served by transit.

Lawrence Twele, CEO of the Howard County Economic Development Authority (HCEDA), stated

that the HCEDA allocated funds on dedicated staff to attract new businesses. He acknowledged that over the

last 17 years, the commercial market has changed, and agreed with Mr. Oh that the market should drive the

best use of a property. However, Mr. Twele also indicated that the fee-in-Ueu money gives the county the

tools to start making an impact on Route I through increased marketing and outreach efforts, infrastructure

enhancements, land acquisition and redevelopment. Given the imbalance between the residential and

commercial tax base in the County, these Route 1 tools are necessary to create morejob-based development

opportunities.

One Planning Board member suggested a tiered structure with different thresholds (based on the

number of residential units) for commercial requirements. Another Planning Board member asked about the

viability of the Petitioner's final phase of development if this amendment is not approved. Mr. Oh indicated

that the final phase contains 200 units, 18% of which are Moderate Income Housing Units (MIHUs), and

confirmed that no commercial space has been built to date in this development. The project will move

forward; however, this ZRA will determine if it has hollow retail or no retail.

No members of the public provided testimony on the proposed amendment.

Board Discussion and Recommendation

In work session the Board discussed the viability of requiring developers to build commercial space

on the Route 1 corridor when there isn't sufficient demand. Board members expressed concerns that

developers would choose to build commercial spaces and allow them to remain vacant in lieu of a paying of

fee. These long-term vacant commercial spaces would be detrimental to the corridor and create challenges for

future business attraction and retention. Furthermore, the fee may preclude future residential development.

The Board also recognized that the number of development opportunities that could be impacted by this

regulatory change in the CAC zone was unclear. Mr. Coleman opposed eliminating the on-site commercial

space requirement stating that it is not consistent with the purpose of the CAC zoning district, which is to

promote mixed use developments that contain commercial and residential uses and places for people to

interact.

All Board members agreed that a fee should be paid to reduce the on-site commercial space

requirement. However, several Board members acknowledged that the fee amount is arbitrary and needs

further study and as such, decided to defer a recommendation on the fee amount.
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There was concern that the market study would be prepared by an individual developer for a specific

development and it may not provide the necessary analysis of market conditions in the Route 1 corridor.

Therefore, ail Planning Board members agreed that the requirement for a market study is unnecessary.

Mr. McAUley motioned to recommend that;

1. The commercial space requirement be reduced to zero without the need for a market study;and

2. The fee structure be looked at further.

Mr. Engleke seconded the motion, which passed 4-1, with Mr. Coleman opposed.

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Board of Howard County, Maryland, on this 20th day of

October 2020, recommends that ZRA-193, as modified in the Planning Board's motions listed above, be

APPROVED.
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Sayers, Margery

From: LISA MARKOV1TZ <lmarkovitz@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 12:33 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject Thank you!

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

Thank you for your unanimous support of Amendment 2 to CB8 which makes the Bill far more fair to
the community. It is a frequent concern that the County does not get enough back from the
development industry or a project, in return for a beneficial zoning change that is given. This time, it is
very appreciated that Amendment 2 gives something back to the community, in exchange for the
expressed need to build less commercial space.

i continue to be concerned about a lack of commercial space in the pandemic recovery, especially
inside of new buildings with a captive consumer base, versus other general neighborhood areas
witnessed, like on Route 1.

Thank you for your hard work. Take care,
Lisa Markovitz
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Sayers, Margery

From: V4 Vennillions <v4savage@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, February 20, 2021 9:54 AM
To: CouncilMai!
Cc: Ri^by, Christiana; Gelwicks, Colette
Subject; Further comments on CB-8-2021

[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,

FoHowing up on my email of Feb 2, I would like to reiterate the point that CB-8-2021 undermines the essential
"mixed use" component of Transit Oriented Deveiopment (TOD). The TOP Institute defines TOD as "the
creation of compact, walkable, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use communities centered around high quality train
systems. This makes it possible to live a lower-stress life without compiete dependence on a car for mobiiity
and survival." Reduced dependence on cars leads to less traffic congestion; fewer traffic accidents, fatalities,
and injuries; and lower emissions and pollution.

However, by aliowing the developer to reduce the required commercial square footage as proposed in CB-8-
2021, the essential mixed-use component that provides space for grocers, dry cleaners, cafes, and other retail,
dining, and recreation options is weakened. Residents of the development will have to get back in their cars to
fill that void.

I'll also reiterate that the wording of the bill summary about how this reduction In commercial square footage
can be done "if the Department of Planning and Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the
deveioper that the reduction is necessary for the financial viability of the project" raises questions as to who
defines "financia! viability." I'm concerned that it essentiaily prioritizes the developer's profits at the expense of
the community's needs and the County's surrounding infrastructure.

urge you to compare the plans for all proposed TOD sites in the County with the TOD Institute's components
of such development, below. While there is flexibility within these components depending on the circumstances
of each development site, if you at!ow projects to be approved under the guise of TOD and then whittle away at
these components with bills such as CB-8-2021, you don't have Transit Oriented Development. You merely
have development next to a train station.

-Walkabie design with pedestrian as the highest priority
-Train station as prominent feature of town center
-Public square fronting train station
-A regional node containing a mixture of uses in close proximity (office, residential, retail, civic)
-High density, walkable district within 10-minute walk circle surrounding train station
-Collector support transit systems induding streetcar, light rail, and buses, etc
-Designed to include the easy use of bicycles and scooters as daily support transport
-Large ride-Jn bicycle parking areas within stations
-Bikeshare rental system and bikeway network integrated into stations
-Reduced and managed parking inside 10-minute walk circle around town center / train station
-Specialized retail at stations serving commuters and locals including cafes, grocery, dry cleaners



Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. As a Howard County resident, transportation policy
analyst, and MARC train rider for over 20 years, I appreciate your consideration of these points, and I do
sincerely thank you for your service to the County.

Regards,
Sara Vermiflion
8321 Savage-Guilford Road
Savage, MD 20763
240/475-2423
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Sayers, Margery

From: Cynthia Meyier <cmey35@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 8:45 PM
To: CounciiMai!

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

Please vote NO on cb7 and cb8.

Cyndi Meyter
(Howard County resident since 1993)



Sayers, Margery

From: Carolan <cbstansky@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 3:47 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: No to CB7 and CB8

[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 just say no to ZRA amendments without thorough public comment and especially whi!e regulations are being
updated.
Yes, time is money for developers (and anyone running any business), but they knew (or should have known) the
existing zoning rules.

"Betting" that they could get an exception or zoning change is a risk they take/ not one you must mitigate.

Folks have recently taken to calling vaccine distribution "The Hunger Games."

Last year, after a school board member publically stated "we need more development so our budget can increase", it

dawned on me development in Howard County is often like a "Ponzi Scheme".

New income is used to address aid problems, and so on and so on. Who will be the last one standing with no "new
doilars" left to find?

Yes, I accept that some (many?) zoning rules wi!! be rewritten in the name of revitatization and "progress".

Let's wait and do it in a thoughtful manner and stop piecemeal "solutions" that help one and hurt many.
Carolan Stansky
Dl-EilEcott City



Sayers, Margery

From: Caroline Bodziak <cbodziak@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 10:16 AM
To: CoundlMaii
Subject: NO to CB7 and CB8

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

Hello Howard County Council,

I wouid like you to vote NO on CB7 and CB8.

The developer is asking in the middle of Howard County's reworking of its growth plan. ! also question why the
developer would ask to increase the size of allowable buildings by 80% and insist it would not create additional
density. Please vote No. Developers should be paying HoCo for the privilege of making so much money off their
construction In our amazing county, not the other way around.

Thank you/

Caroline Bodziak
3133 Hearthstone Rd.

EHicott City/ MD 21042
443-812-5896



Sayers, Margery

From: Robert Judge <robert.judge@verizon.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 7:42 AM
To: CoundSMail
Subject: Vote NO on CB7-2021 and CB8-2021

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

I am writing to urge you to vote NO on both CB7 and CB8. This county does not have the infrastructure to support these
bills. ! have been a county resident my entire life and have lived in Elkridge since 1992. My three children attended
Elkridge Elementary, Eikridge Landing Middle and Long Reach High School. My youngest is in 10th grade at Long
Reach. All of my children have always attended overcrowded schools. it is irresponsible to approve more residential
units when we do not have the infrastructure to support them.

! would like to propose an alternative, give the developers higher density, but no water or sewer service for the next 15
years. Let's see if they wl!l accept that.

Robert Judge
6609 Grouse Road
EikridgeMD 21075
410-660-7013
robert.judge@verizon. net



Sayers, Margery

From: Jason Crouch <ericjasoncrouch@gmaEl.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 7:38 AM
To: CounciiMai!
Subject: CB7 and CB8 - Vote NO

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

County Council/

Today, please vote NO on CB7 and CB8.

Jason Crouch



Sayers, Margery

From: Amy Bracdale <amy.bracciaie@gmait.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 7:37 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Vote NO on CB7 and CB8

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

Councii Members/

Please vote NO on CB7 and CB8.

Thank you. Amy Crouch
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ZRA
193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Biue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

193, Blue Stream

DATE

9/25/2018
9/25/2018
12/5/2019

11/13/2019
6/15/2017
4/25/2018

8/3/2018
10/19/2018
12/12/2019
1/13/2021
1/13/2021

NAME
Arnold Sager

Arnold Sager

Hermann Drive, LLC

Water Assoc./ Inc.

Chris Murn

Chris M urn

Chris M urn

Chris M urn

Chris M urn

Chris M urn

Melissa Murn

C. Rigby

$ 500.00

0. Jones

$ 1/000.00

$ 500.00

Deb Jung

$ 200.00

Calvin Ball

$ 1/000.00

$ 2/000.00

$ 4/000.00

$ 2/000.00

$ 500.00
$ 6/000.00

$ 6/000.00



Sayers, Margery

From: kathleencf <kathleencf@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 7:09 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject Council Vote

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

Please vote NO on CB7 and CB8.

Thank you/

Kathleen Farrow



Sayers, Margery

From: Christine & Earl Dietrich <dietrichs4@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 8:23 PM
To: CouncilMaii; REgby, Christiana
Subject: Vote NO on CB8

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

Dear Councilmembers,

I urge you to vote NO on CB8.

As a 23 year resident of HoCo, I have disagreed with the intense and rapid urbanization of the
county. Amid the pandemic, decisions are being pushed through without proper community input. So
much growth has led to pressure on our infrastructure, roads. and schools and countywide resources
have not kept pace with the residential growth. This continues to happen over and over, despite
complaints from residents, i understand the need for progress but it must be done as part of a
comprehensive plan that considers the consequences of such dense urbanization. I moved here for
the suburban/rural life, as did many of the people who currently live here, and that is being stripped
away for the greed of developers who do not live in the areas they develop. We are left to live with
the outcome of irresponsible growth. I urge you to vote NO until a genera! plan can be properly
evaluated by the community and planning for additional resources to the population growth is in
place.

Sincerely,
Christine Dietrich



Sayers, Margery

From: Pat Hemier <pathemler@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, FebruaQ/ 2, 2021 7:56 PM
To; CounciiMai!
Cc: PatHemler
Subject: CB 8-2021 " Please Vote No

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

Dear County Councii/

I want to express my concern and opposition to Council Bii! 8-2021 which would allow developers to buy-down their

obligations to provide required commercial space in Corridor Activity Center zoned areas.

I would encourage the counci! to adhere to the county master plan. Any future changes to the master plan should be

done with deliberate study and decision. The suggested developer-funded study cannot be assumed to be impartial.

As a 32-year Howard County resident and property owner/ thank you for your efforts to ensure the continued high-

quality of iife for our residents and for improvements along the Route 1 corridor. I urge you to piease vote no to CB 8-

2021,

Thank you/

Patrick Hemier

8910 Lincoln Street

Savage, MD 20763



Sayers, Margery

From: Sara Vermillion <speedy.vee@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 7:48 PM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: Comments on CB-7-2021 and CB-8-2021

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

Dear Howard County Council Members,

Thank you for this opportunity to express an opinion on CB-7-2021 and CB-8-2021. i have worked on
transportation policy issues for 25 years and ridden the MARC train from/to the Savage Station for 20 years.
am in favor of Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), if it follows the intended framework that makes it truly
transit-oriented and an important component of a county-wide transportation plan. However, I'm concerned that
these bills—particularly CB-8-2021—erode the benefits of TOD and allow the developer to increase profits at
the expense of the surrounding infrastructure.

Specifically, the TOD framework includes not just locating the development close to transit, but aiso:

a) Sufficient retail space for grocers and other essential businesses so the commuters don't have to get off the
major transit mode—in this case the MARC train—and immediately hop in their cars to go run errands, thereby
adding congestion to the roads that the TOD was supposed to relieve. By reducing the required commercial
square footage beiow 20 square feet per dwelling unit, CB-8-2021 severely undermines this key component of
TOD development, not just for this project, but for all future TOD projects in the county. Further, the wording of
the bill summary that notes this reduction in commercia! square footage can be done "if the Department of
Planning and Zoning finds based on a market study submitted by the developer that the reduction is necessary
for the financial viability of the project" raises questions as to who defines "financial viability." It essentially
ailows the developer to make this reduction in commercial space a requirement, not an option.

b) Integration into a comprehensive transportation and development plan for the surrounding area. The
increased density that CB-7-2021 atiows (and that future TOD projects wouid allow) by increasing the height of
the residential buildings should be factored into impacts to locai roads, schools, and other infrastructure. Has
this been considered? ! have to doubt it, as the answer to how much the increased height would increase
density was "it won't."

Therefore, I'm wholeheartedly opposed to CB-8-2021, and would be in favor of CB-7-2021 only if this and other
TOD projects are appropriately integrated into the Route 1 Corridor and county-wide plans. The Council has
made progress in reining in developers in Howard County, and ! sincerely thank you for that effort. However,
these bills allow developers to use the TOD buzz word to get approval for projects, and then whittle away at
the benefits of a true TOD to increase their profits.

My apologies for the late submission of my comments. Even though I've suspended my MARC train monthly
pass during COViD, teiework has ailowed the busy schedule to continue!

Regards,
SaraVermillion
8321 Savage-Guilford Road
Savage, MD 20763
240/475-2423



Sayers, Margery

From: Dena Evans <ltlblkdog@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 6:25 PM
To: CoundlMail; Rigby, Christiana
Subject: vote NO on C8 8

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

Howard County Council Members/

! urge you to vote NO on CB 8

! know you have a lot of things to read so I'll keep it short.

The request does NOT benefit the community as it is too open ended and the result could have a devastating
impact on our county! Public facilities roads/ schools, hospitals/ etc. in the Corridor are far from adequate now

and this wiil make the situation worse,Our community is where your heart and vote should be focused and the

community is teiiing you N01

Please/ Howard County Council Members/ I beg you...stop allowing these waivers/ revisions/ last minute

changes/ modifications, sneaky loophole allowances and support the community s wishes/ not the developer.

Thanks for your time/

Dena Evans



Sayers, Margery

From: Hans and Marie Raven <hansandmarie.raven@verizon.net>

Sent: Monday, February 1, 2021 8:03 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB 8-2021 feedback

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

Dear Honorable Council Members,

i am writing to ask you to reject CB 8-2021 because it fails to be patient and squeezes in a change BEFORE the next
General Plan process and Comprehensive Plan for the RT. 1 Corridor is completed. In order to create 'amenity rich,
walkable, mixed use developments' the CAC Zoning District requires residential developments to provide 70 square feet
of commercia! space for each dwelling unit (whittled down from 300 sq. ft. originally). This ZRA proposes a reduction to
20 square feet of commercial per residential unit for developments containing 800 or more dwelling units, if the
developer has a market study done to show the amount of commercial space required would affect the project's
financial viabiHty. I wouid submit that current market survey analysis frequently fails to take into account the kind of
retail space residents need and want. Rather than smaller/ separate retail spaces/1 have yet to see a large scale housing
community take a page from Montgomery County and include universaliy needed larger spaces/ such as grocery store
chains/ healthcare/pharmacy ciinics/ and packing and shipping facilities. These industries/ as we have seen, are essential
regardless of what else is going on in the wor!d.

Under the proposed (ZRA) the owner can reduce or completely eliminate the commerciai requirement for this mixed use
zone.The consequence of the reduction in commerda! space is the substitution of additional residential density and the
production of more auto traffic to travel off site for retail products and services/ on an already heavily travelled Route 1
corridor. Paying fees to reduce the square footage of commercial space to be paid into a fund administered by the
Howard County Economic Development Authority does NOT meet the need of the original intent of having amenity rich,
walkabie, mixed use communities. It would be much more prudent to consider a green space land use on the first floor
instead of retail, if the developer feels empty retai! spaces could be a blight for the community. Given the characteristics
of the Rt. 1 corridor, having some recreational green space which is easily accessible would serve a much better
purpose, especially in these COVID times. It makes sense for our environmentai future as well.

The best piece of legislation for the council to consider would be one allowing for recreational space in addition to
commercial space. At a bare minimum the council should consider requiring that requests for ZRA's have to be posted
on the affected properties/ so that community members aren't In the dark until an unexpected change occurs in their
neighborhood.

Sincerely/
Marie Raven

Laurel/ MD
301-317-8010 (home)



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Garber <buzysusan23@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 7:56 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Testimony on CB7-2021 and CB8-2021
Attachments: HCCA_CB7-2021 testimonyF.docx; HCCA testimony CB8-2021F.docx

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

Attached is my fcesfcimony on behalf of the Howard County Community Association on CB
7 and CB 8-2021.

Susan Garber/
Laurel



Susan Garber, Board member, speaking on behalf of the HCCA in

opposition to CB 8-2021.

While DPZ/s proposal is superior to that of the petitioner's we ultimately

believe it is inappropriate to consider such a wide reaching ZRA when the

General Plan process is already underway. Therefore we urge you to vote NO
on CB8-2021.

There's a lot of potential profit in the development industry precisely

because there can also be a lot of risk. However in HoCo it appears a

developer can simply reduce his or her risk through the use of ZRAs. Sfcart a

large project under a particular zone, and then/ if conditions change/ simply

have that zoning regulation modified to protect you, to assure the profit
level you desire. Some might say: What's the harm in that? A man has a
right to make a profit. That's business." What's wrong is the harm it does to

an area—the way it can reduce resident's quality of life due to inadequate

public facilities to accommodate the ever greater residential density

requested to make that profit margin.

This scenario has been played one too many times for this Council to even

consider it while the development of the next genera! plan is underway.

CAC doesn't need another band-aid, it needs a comprehensive overhaul or

elimination/ as was considered in the Clarion study. There is a reason it is

the most revised and reviled zone.

Sometimes one reaches too far/ takes too many bites at the apple. Trying to

justify the need for yet another change in the rules based on a self-
commissioned market study IS that one bifce too many.

Developers always say they need predictability. So does the County and its

residents, HoCo anticipated certain funds to be generated from CAC/ yet

with each change those numbers decrease and tax payers are on the hook

to provide facilities and services demanded by the new population. And then

there is the loss from the decrease in 'fees' for reducing the ratio of

commercial space to residential.



We urge you NOT to approve this request. It will in turn affect so many
additional CAC properties—ail once again in the Route One corridor—which

still lacks its own comprehensive plan.

The public Is still stinging from the manner in which the last ZRA affecting
CAC was handled. CB2-2016/ a substantially amended bill where without a

PB hearing or DPZ analysis or public input— the bill passed/ was vefcoed/

and over-ridden. All at a cost of well over a million dollars in lost revenue to

the County. Please, let's not play that game again. Vote NO. There is no
urgency to do this while HoCo by Design is underway. The route one corridor

should provide the benefit from an industrial, manufacturing, and

commercial tax base/ NOT a residential tax burden.

Thank you.



HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL
AFFIDAVIT OF AUTHORIZATION

TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF AN ORGANIZATION

I, Susan Garber _, have been duly authorized by
(name of individual)

Howard County Citizens Association, HCCA _to deliver testimony to the
(name of nonprofit orgamzation or government board, commission, or task force)

County Council regarding \^U\»J ^^\J^-» I _ to express the organization's

(bill or resolution mimber)

support for / opposition to / request to amend this legislation.
(Please circle one.)

Printed Name: Susan Garber

Signature:

Date: 14 Jan 2021

Organization: HCCA

Organization Address: HCCA
P.O. Box 89 Ellicott City MD 21041

Number of Members: 500
Name of Chair/President: Stu Kohn
This form can be snbmttted elecfromcaUy via email to ^^tc/7/H^//@//tfti'ff/Y/cyy/^i?W(/,^iv no later than 5pm

the day of the Public Hearing or delivered in person the night of the Public Hearing before testifying.



Sayers, Margery

From: Jessica Burgard <jess.burgard@gmaii.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 7:13 PM
To: CouncHMai!
Subject testimony against CB8-2021
Attachments: CB8-2021 - IndivisibfeHoCoMD Testlmony.pdf

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

Hello,
Please see the attached testimony against C88-2021 on behalf of Howard County Indivisible.

Thank you,
Jessica Burgard



CB8-2021

Indivisible Howard County opposes this bUL This private developey Is asking us to abandon our
County planning principles so that it can make ;m even greater profit on their project The County

does not need any one developers residential project so badly that it should abandon its own master

plan to subsidize It. I-Ioward County doesn. t do corporate bailouts.

The County master plan states a "key guiding principle is to provide residents with walkable offices
and high quality retail. But once a residential developer buys out of the obligation, to reseive part of

their property for commercial use, there are no take-backs. That land has houses on it and is no

longer available to serve the residents of the development and surrounding community,

The developer warns that unless we reduce penalties for monoUthic development they will be

tempted to build commercial space, but leave it unoccupied until market forces make leasing more

profitable. The developer raises the spectef of vacant empty shell commercial property haunting

Route 1 into the future, and the Council is justly concerned. But it Is an empty threat. The County s

own Market Trends Assessment indicates that the demand for commercial property Is growing while

the residential market is approaching saturation. New residents bring new demand for sendces,

We should remember that the developei: commissioned the economic study to support its case for a

county handout, and take it with 'A grain of salt. However, if, in the short tetm, the developer does

faU to lease out the commercial space, there aye options. The County could collaborate with the

developeirs to fiU these spaces with life. Under low cost leases, the County could use the space to

offer setvlces such as youth programs or elder care. Likewise, community and charitable

orgiinlzations could use die space for programming to support working families. The developei'

would get some revenue in the short term, and the commumfcy would receive an enormous

boost. The developer could then transition to mafket-rate office and high-end iretail as the demand

for it grows.

We do not need to be modest in. our request to hold the developers to the existing law. The County

has the right to stick to its master plan and existing statutes, even if developers would wish them

away for their own- profit. Here, die developer has named its own price for our future quality of life,

derived from an economic study that it commissioned. The Council should reconsldei; offering buy-

outs at any price, and base its decisions on independent market analysis and the benefit to County

residents.

Jessica Burgard,

IndivisibleHoCoMD Economic Equity Action Teiim



HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL
AFFIDAVIT OF AUTHORIZATION

TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF AN ORGANIZATION

I, Jessica Burgard _^ have been duly authorized by
(name ofmdmdua])

Howard Count indivisible's Economic Equity Action Team _^ deliver testimony to the

(name of nonprofit organization or government board, commission, or task force)

CB8-2021 „ ^^._^._ ^^_^^...County Council regarding ____to express the organization's
(biU or resolution number)

support forf/'Opposition to7"t<equest fco amend this legislation,

Printed Name: Jessica Burgard

Signature:
~^

Date: 1/18/2021

Organization: Howarci County indivisible

indivisibieHoCoMD@gmaii.com
rgamzation Address:

lndivisibleHoCoMD@gmail.com

Number of Members:

Elizabeth Kato
Name ofChair/President:

This form can be submitted eteciromcally via email to (:tf//«c//M^//7{%A^i^/Y/c>^jfy/^yi^^ no later than 5pm

the day of the Public Hearmg or delivered hi person /he nfght of the Public Healing before fesiifymg.



3600 Saint Johns Lane/ Suite D

Eliicott City MD 21042

Written testimony on CB8-2021
Suggested Amendments

CB8 seeks to reduce the CAC required commercial mix of space (overall) in a project. This zone

has been modified quite a bit over time, and the mixed use goal is becoming lost.

There needs to be greater care when allowing for short-run maximized profits when there are

economic changes/ to be careful about longer-term effects and market supply needs.

We very well may need a change to accommodate pandemic shifts/ but this large degree of

flexibility left up to DPZ is not appropriate for long-term planning responsibilities.

The County has a responsibility to many residents/ and not just to provide any and all
residential growth wherever possible. We owe it to small businesses, as they recover from the

pandemic/ to not have a dearth of supply/ leading to high rents.

A much smaller reduction in the required commercial space/ such as 10% makes more sense to

allow DPZ as a fiexlbie accommodation/ in this zone that was spedficaiiy meant to create mixed

use and was originally given a higher residential density allowance because of that goal.

If the requirement decrease is not more limited, then an independent/ long-term market

analysis should be the basis of it/ and not a deveioper-provided/ single parcel goal-oriented

study.

Thank you,
Lisa Markovitz,

President



Sayers, Margery

From: Elly Coimers Cowan <:ecowan@presmd.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 2:11 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc; Ruby Nwaebube Ruby Nwaebube
Subject: Testimony for tonight's hearing
Attachments: SGAHC Testimon^CB8-21.pdf; SGAHC Testimony^B7-21.pdf

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

Good Afternoon,

Attached please find testimony on behalf of the Smarter Growth Alliance for Howard County for CB7-2021 and CB8-
2021 for tonight's County Council Legislative Public Hearing.

Thanks so much,

Elly Cowan

Elly Colmers Cowan
(she/her)
Director of Advocacy
PRESERVATION MARYLAND
3600 Clipper Mill Ro<fid, Suite 248
Baltimore, MD 21211
o. 410-685-2886 x303 c. 443-386-4609
e. ecowan(rt),pi'esmd.orfi ir. presmd.on



Smarter Growth Alliance

For Howard County

January 19,2021

The Honorable Howard County Council

George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive

EliEcott City, MD 21043

RE: CB8-2021 - Reduction of Commercial Space Requirement in Mixed Use CAC Zone

Dear Council Members:

The Smarter Growth Alliance for Howard County (SGAHC) is an alliance of local and state

organizations working together to foster healthy, equitable/ and sustainable communities

through smarter development and transportation decisions and improved protections for the

county's natural/ historic and cuitura! resources.

The SGAHC opposes CB8 as we believe it is premature to make such alterations while the

County is actively in the process of updating the General Plan and making large changes in

County land use planning.

There is certainly precedent to make adjustments to the percentages of required types of use in

mixed-use zones to reflect shifts in market factors/ but it !s concerning that the Justification for

the changes proposed by CB8 is a developer-sourced market study and not a study from DPZ or

another unbiased entity. There needs to be great care to not prioritize short-term project

profits for the developer at the expense of general County land use supply needs.

Small businesses have faced unprecedented challenges in the face of the Covid-19 pandemic.

There has been a reduction in the demand for commercial space in the face of the pubiic health

crisis, but that does not mean the demand may not shift soon/ espedaHy as vaccinations

become more widespread and the state !ooks toward reopening. We know that Howard County

is committed to helping assist smaii businesses as they look toward recovery, and passing CB8

couid have the unintended consequence of raising commercial rental pricing for those

businesses looking to reopen due to a supply that has been too vastly reduced. We should

proceed with caution as it is very difficult to change a residential zoning back to commercial

once altered.

Auttubon MD-DC • Audubon Society of Central Maryland • Bicycling Advocates of Howard County
Chesapeake Bay Foundation •Clean Water Action*Coalition for Smm'ter GrowtfrCommunity Ecology Institute

Earth Forum of Howard County •HARP^HorizonFoundation* Howard County Citizens Association
Howard County Conservancy •Howard County Sierra Club •Maryland Conservation Caitncil

Maryland League of Conservation Voters •Marylawf Ornithological Society ^Patapsco Heritage Greenway
Preservation Maryland • Safe Skies MarylamhSavage Community Association »The Peoples Voice •Transition Howard County



The Smarter Growth Alliance for Howard County opposes CB8 because we believe that a

change of such magnitude, that seeks to practically eliminate commercial space in a zone

meant to incentivjze that type of use, needs to be addresses and vetted through the upcoming

review of the General Plan. Barring that/ we request that the reduction in the tota! commercial

space requirement is limited to 10% to prevent any unforeseen negative effects and that an

independent economic measurement be conducted.

We thank you for your consideration of this important issue that could have long term

consequences for Howard County.

Sincerely/

Howard County Citizen's Association Safe Skies Maryland

Stu Kohn Mark T. Southerland

President Legislative Director

Howard County Sierra Club Savage Community Association

Carolyn Parsa Susan Garber

Chair Board Chair

Preservation Maryland The People s Voice

EllyCowan Usa M. Markovitz

Director of Advocacy President

ec: The Honorabie Caivin Ball/ County Executive



HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL
AFFIDAVIT OF AUTHORIZATION

TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF AN ORGANIZATION

I, Kevin Burke _^ l^yg bgg^ ^jy authorized by
(name of mdividual)

the Savage Community Association _to deliver testimony to the
(name of nonprofit orgamzation or government board, commission, or task force)

County Council regarding ^^* *-^<- v^ ^^»-/^ <-w*- ^ express the organization s

(bill or resolution number)

support for / opposition to / request to amend this legislation.
(Please circle one.)

Printed Name: Kevin Burke (in opposition to)

Signature:

Date: 1/17/2021

Orsanjzation: sava9e Community Association

Organization Address.^ P.O. Box 222 Savage 20763

P.O. Box 222 Savage 20763

Number of Members:

Name ofChair/President:. Susan Garber

This form can be submitted elecfronically via email to wnncilmdifC^iowirf/wuniyifuigo^ no later than 5pm
the day of the Public Hearing or detivered m person the night of the Public Hearing before tesflfying.



Sayers, Margery

From: LISA MARKOViTZ <lmarkovitz@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2021 2:25 PM
To: CounciiMail
Subject: CB8 work session/didn't get a chance to present

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

The following are issues/concerns regarding CB8 that were not able to be presented, given time
constraints.

Thank you,
Lisa Markovitz
President, The People's Voice

1. We heard that the petitioner is concerned about having to provide unviable commercial space, and
at the same time is concerned about having more commercial space cause undo added competition
to area businesses. These issues cannot co-exist. It is hard to believe the commercial would be
unviable, since it would not have to serve the larger community, but the captured consumer base of
the parcel's hundreds of apartments. Is 1100 a critical mass?

2. If we cause a dearth of commercial supply across a zone, because residential is more profitable to
developers, we are decreasing income to the County, and hurting small businesses as they recover
from the pandemic as they will face higher rents due to decreased supply.

3. FEE REDUCTION - The regulations have the on or off Route 1 issue tied to having over 800 units.
Are we really saying that if a parcel has over 800 units it cannot afford to have the $50 fee and should
be reduced to $25? We need to lessen the amount given to funding help for other business needs?
Of course, they will decide whether or not to pay it, or create the units, that's the whole reason the fee
is there, to make a scaie in the decision for the developer. Having a market study of ad hoc regulation
is not good planning. There are OTHER WAYS IN THE ZONE NOW TO LESSEN THE FEE. in the
zone currently, providing more amenity area, public improvement contributions or more LEED
certification can iower the fee.

4. The high density in this zone was supposed to be a trade-off for providing more commercial space,
and thus the mixed incentive goal. It has been lowered from 300 to 70 and now suggested to be 0,
without increasing amenities or other trade-offs. If we are going to eliminate the mixed use goal, then
a countering decrease in density makes sense, along with a balanced offset of increased amenity
requirement for those added residents. Increase the amenity requirement percentage on an even
scale with any percentage decrease in commercial.

5. REQUIRE more affordable if commerda! is decreased. REQUIRE it all be provided on-site, no
fees, no alternative compliance.


