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1 WHEREAS, the General Plan for Howard County ("PlanHoward 203CT) establishes the

2 Planned Service Area, whicli is the area within which the County provides public water and

3 sewer service; and

4

5 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 also establishes the Growth Tier Maps of Howard County

6 which maps were adopted by Howard County in fulfillment of its obligations under the

7 Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (Senate Bill 236);and

8

9 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 further establishes the Designated Place Type Maps of

10 Howard County which maps were also adopted by Howard County in fulfillment of its

11 obligations under the Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (Senate Bill

12 236); and

13

14 WHEREAS, on July 27, 2018, the County Council unanimously approved Council Bill No.

15 59-2018 (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A); and

16

17 WHEREAS, Council Bill No. 59-2018 was signed by the County Executive, enacted on

18 August 6, 2018, and effective on October 6, 2018; and

19

20 WHEREAS, among other things, Council Bill No. 59-2018 had the effect of modifying the

21 Planned Service Area boundary, the Growth Tier Designation and the Designated Place type, to

22 include approximately 61 acres of property located west of Clarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and

23 south ofSheppard Lane, in Clarksville, Howard County, Maryland and further identified as Tax

24 Map 34, Parcel 185 and apart of Tax Map 28, Parcel 100 (the "Property"); and

25

26 WHEREAS, as enacted, the final version of Council Bill No. 59-2018 contained a

27 reversionary provision that provided:

28 Section 2. Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland

29 that. the provisions of this Act providing for expansion of the Planned Service Area and

30 amendments to the Growth Tier Maps and Designated Place Types for Howard County

31 shall be null and void and the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier Map, and Designated

1



1 Place Type as it relates to this Property, shall revert to the Planned Service Area, Growth

2 Tier, and Designated Place Type m place prior to this Act without any additional action

3 of the County Council if:

4 (1) The Howard County Zoning Board shall fail to issue a Decision and Order

5 approving a Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard County to rezone the

6 Property to CEF-Mfor the stated purpose of developing a CCRC community within 3

7 years from the effective date of this Act; or

8 (2) The connection between the Property and the public water and sewer infrastructure

9 for the purpose of serving a CCRC development is not made within 10 years of the

10 effective date of this Act.

11

12 WHEREAS, on November 6, 2018, a Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard

13 County to rezone the Property to CEF-M for the stated purpose of developing a CCRC

14 community (the "Zoning Petition") was filed with the Howard County Zoning Board ("Zoning

15 Board"), and

16

17 WHEREAS, subsequent to the filing of the Zoning Petition, the initial public hearing on the

18 Rezoning Petition was not scheduled until March 4, 2020; and

19

20 WHEREAS, after the initial public hearing on the Rezoning Petition unforeseen

21 circumstances arose that further delayed the ability of the Zoning Board to schedule and conduct

22 public hearings related to the Rezordng Petition; foremost among these unforeseen circumstances

23 was the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic; and

24

25 WHEREAS, as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic the County Executive issued an

26 Emergency Order directing County owned buildings to be closed to the public; and

27

28 WHEREAS, subsequent to the issuance of the County Executive's Emergency Order, the

29 Zoning Board has held numerous internet-based and well-attended virtual public hearings

30 relating to the Rezomng Petition but the hearings have not concluded as of the submission of this

31 request; and

32



I WHEREAS, in consideration of the above described unforeseen circumstances that include

2 the Covid-19 pandemic, the County Council believes it to be in the public interest that the

3 Zoning Board have additional time to fully consider the testimony of all interested parties as it

4 considers the Rezoning Petition without the impending time constraints as currently imposed by

5 the provisions of Council Bill No. 59-2018.

6

7 Now, Therefore,

8

9 Section L Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that the Section 2

10 of Council Bill No. 59-2018 (page 3, line 29 through page 4, line 7 ofExhibitA) is hereby

11 amended as provided in Section 2, below.

12

13 Section 2, And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

14 the provisions of this Act providing for expansion of the Planned Service Area and amendments

15 to the Growth Tier Maps and Designated Place Types for Howard County shall be null and void

16 and the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier Map, and Designated Place Type as it relates to this

17 Property, shall revert to the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier, and Designated Place Type in

18 place prior to this Act without any additional action of the County Council if:

19 (1) The Howard County Zoning Board shall fail to issue a Decision and Order approving a

20 Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard County to rezone the Property to CEF-M

21 for the stated purpose of developing a CCRC community wifhm S years 4_^eavsfrom the

22 effective date of this Act (referring to the effective date of Council Bill No. 59-2018); or

23 (2) The connection between the Property and the public water and sewer infrastructure are

24 770, made mthin -i-2-yews 11 years of the effective date of this Act (referring to the

25 effective date of Council Bill No, 59-2018).

26

27 Section 3. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

28 this amendment be attached to PlanHo^ard 2030.

29

30 Section 4, And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

31 if any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held



1 invalid for any reason in a court of competent jwisdiction, the invalidity shall not affect other

2 provisions or any other application of this Act which can be given effect without the invalid

3 provisions or application, and for this purpose the provisions of this Act are severable.

4

5 Section 5. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

6 this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.
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Howard County to reflect the incorporation of said propeily into the Planned Service
Area and the designation of said property within the Growth Tier 1 area of Howard
County; and further designating said property as a Targeted Growth and Revitalization
Designated Place Type; and providing that certain adjustments will be null and void
unless certain conditions are met; and generally relating to PlanHoward 2030.
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1 WHEREAS, the Genera! Plan for Howard County ("PlanHoward 2030") establishes the Planned

2 Service Area, which is the area within which the County provides public water and sewer

3 service; and

4

5 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 also establishes the Growth Tier Maps of Howard County which

6 maps were adopted by Howard County in fulfillment of its obligations under the Sustainable

7 Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (Senate Bill 236); and

8

9 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 further establishes the Designated Place Type Maps of Howard

10 County which maps were also adopted by Howard County in fulfillment of its obligations under

11 the Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (Senate Bill 236); and

12

13 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 provides that any requests for a General Plan amendment for the

14 expansion of the Planned Service Area for water and sewer service should be denied unless the

15 following tnuumum criteria are met: the proposed expansion of the Planned Service Area. is part

16 of a zoning proposal and is consistent with the General Plan and Smart Growth policies; or the

17 proposed expansion of the Planned Service Area is intended to provide for a public or

18 institutional use such as a religious facility, charitable or philanthropic institution, or academic

19 school; and

20

21 WHEREAS, the proposed expansion of the Planned Service Area boundary to include

22 approximately 61 acres of property located west of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) and south

23 of Sheppard Lane, in Clarksville, Howard County, Maryland is further identified as Tax Map 34,

24 Parcel 185 and a part of Tax Map 28, Parcel 100 (the "Property"), as shown on attached Exhibit

25 A and Exhibit B; and

26

27 WHEREAS, the proposed expansion of the Planned Service Area is a part of a specific zoning

28 proposal to rezone the Property from RC-DEO to CEF-M for the stated pmpose of providing a

29 continuing care retirement cojnmunity ("CCRC") to consist of independent living units; assisted

30 living; and skilled nursing care; and

31

32 WHEREAS, the establishment of a CCRC on the Property in accordance with .the Petitioner's

33 stated purpose advances a number of stated land use policies within the General Plan and will

34 satisfy ia part a growing and well documented need for continumg care retirement communities

I



I within Howard County for people over the age of 62.

2

3 WHEREAS, the establishment of such a CCRC at the proposed location will afford the County's

4 senior population much needed additional flexibility to age in place within the County; and

5

6 WHEREAS, Chapter 6 (Growth) of the Howard County General Plan notes the following:

7
8 [-wjhereas the total U.S. population grew by 9.7% from 2000 to
9 2010, those entering the 45 to 64 year age cohort, the approximate

10 ages of the baby boomers, increased by 31.5% during that time
11 period. Baby boomers currently make up about 29% of the
12 countywtde population and are starting to move into the 65-plus age
13 cohort.

14
15 PlanHo-ward, Chapter 6 (Growth), pg. 66
16
17 In addition, Chapter 6 (Growth) of the Howard County General Plan makes the following

18 pertinent finding:

19
20 [wjhereas the overall County population increased by 16%, those
21 65 and over increased by 57%. There are now 10,577 more
22 residents 65 and older compared to ten years ago - 29,045 total in
23 2010 compared to 18,468 in 2000. Almost 27% of the total increase
24 of '3 9,243 residents over the decade -was comprised of those aged 65
25 and older. The very old, 85.and over, increased by 47%. This trend

26 will continue as the baby boomers continue to age.
27
28 PlanHo^vard, Chapter 6 (Growth), pg. 66
29
30 Furthermore, Policy 9.4 of the Howard County General Plan aims to "expand housing options to

31 accommodate the County's senior population who prefer to age in place and people with special

32 . needs." In support of that Policy Goal, the Howard County General Plan finds that the

33
34 County's housing stock should support the aging population and
35 will need to continue General Plan 2000 policies to promote diverse
36 senior housing for those thatwish or needto downsize to more easily
37 maintained units as they age. The policies should also continue to
38 support seniors who choose to age inplace in their own homes or in
39 their own communities...The County also recognizes that as older
40 residents' ability to live independently diminishes, they often need
41 to move to housing that provides support services. There are both



1 nursing and assisted living options for seniors in the County,
2 offering a continuum of services, from acute care to congregate and
3 gf'oup housing to in-home services. In order to accommodate the

4 projected 19% of residents age 65 or older by 2030, the County's
5 support of continuing care housing and services must be
6 maintained.

7
8 PlanHoward, Chapter 9 (Housing), pp. 130-131, and
9

10 WHEREAS, the Property is adjacent to the existing boundary of the Planned Service Area and

11 that the inclusion of the Property will continue the linear boundary of the Planned Service Area

12 without including an intervening privately owned parcel currently not located in the Platmed

13 Service Area; and

14

15 WHEREAS, the Planning Board has reviewed and recommended approval of the proposed

16 expansion.

17

18 Now, Therefore,

19

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

21 PlanHoward 2030 policy maps identified below are amended to expand the Planned Service

22 Area» the Growth Tier I Axea, and the Growth and Revitalization Designated Place Type area to

23 include approximately 61 acres of property located west of Clarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and

24 south of Sheppard Lane, in Clarksville, Howard County, Maryland and furfher identified &s Tax

25 Map 34, Parcel 185 and a part of Tax Map 28, Parcel 100 (the "Property"), as shown on attached

26 Exhibit A and Exhibit B. Amended Policy Maps include: Map 4-1; Map 5- 1; Map 6-2; Map 6-

27 3; and Map 8-1.

28

29 Section 2. Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that the

30 provisions of this Act providing for expansion of the Planned Service Area and amendments to

31 the Growth Tier Maps and Designated Place Types for Howard County shall be null and void

32 and the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier Map, and Designated Place Type as it relates to this

33 Property, shall revert to the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier, and Designated Place Type in

34 place prior to this Act without any additional action of the County Council if:

3
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1 (1) The Howard County Zoning Board shall fail to issue a Decision and Order approving a

2 Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard County to rezone the Property to CEF-M

3 for the stated purpose of developing a CCRC community 'within 3 years fi'om the

4 effective date of this Act; or

5 (2) The connection between the Property and the public water and sewer infrastructure w@

6 for the purpose of serving a CCRC development is not made within 10 years of the effective date of

7 this Act.

8

9 Section 3. Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that this

10 amendment be attached to PlanHoward 2030.

11

12 Section 4. Be If Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that if

13 any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid

14 for any reason in a court of competent jurisdiction, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions

15 or any other application of this Act which can be given effect without the invalid provisions or

16 application, and for this purpose the provisions of this Act are severable.

17

18 Section 5. Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that this

19 Act shall become effective 61 days after Us enactment.

20



EXHIBIT A

SURVEYED DESCRIPTION
PROPOSED PARCEL

BEING PART OF THE PROPERTY ACQUIRED BY LIMESTONE VALLEY FARM, A MARYLAND GENERAL PARTNERSHIP
FROM BARBARA L. WARFIELD BY DEED DATED AUGUST 8, 1995 AS RECORDED !N LIBER 3583 FOLIO 234, AMONG
THE LAND RECORDS OF HOWARD COUNTY/ MARYLAND AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING FROM THE INTERSECTION OFTHE DiViSiON LiNE BETWEEN THE LANDS OF BREEDEN FAMILY LIMITED
LIABILIT/ COMPANY (LIBER 5341 FOLIO 656) ON THE WEST/ AND THE LANDS OF LENORE, LLC (IIBER 11056 FOLIO
243} AND SERVILLE LLC (LIBER 11119 FOLIO 401) ON THE EAST, WITH THE DIVISION LINE BETWEEN THE LANDS OF
LIMESTONE VALLEY FARM (USER 3583 FOUO 234) ON THE NORTH AND THE SAiD LANDS OF LENORE, LLC AND
SERV1LLE LLC ON THE SOUTH, THENCE WITH SAID DIVISiON UNE;

A. SOUTH 67° 25'003" EAST, 365.13 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGSNNfNG; THENCE DEPARTING SAID DIVISION
LINE AND WiTH A LINE THROUGH THE SAID LANDS OF LIMESTONE VALLEY FARM, THE FOLLOWING FIVE COURSES
AND DISTANCES

1, NORTH 07° 011 21" WEST, 154.40 FEET, THENCE;

2. CONTINUING, NORTH IT 32' 18" WEST, 123.97 FEET, THENCE;

3. CONTINUING/ NORTH 64° 44' 46" EAST, 193.40 FEET, THENCE;

4, CONTINUtNG, SOUTH 86B 08" 09" EAST, 802.70 FEET, THENCE;

5. CONTfNUiNS, SOUTH 74' 18' 35" EAST, 781.09 FEET TO THE CENTERUNE OF SHEPARD LANE (VARIABLE
WIDTH AND PRESCRiPTIVE RSGHT-OF-WAY), THENCE WITH SAID CENTERUNE;

6. SOUTH 14" 10' 35" EAST, 458.61 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERL1NE WITH THE SOUTHERLY
SIDE OF CLARKSVELLE PIKE - MD RTE, 108 (PRESCRIPTIVE RiGHT-OF-WAY), THENCE WITH SAID SOUTHERLV SiDE;

7, SOUTH 39B 34' 56" WEST, 372.59 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAiD SOUTHERIY SIDE OF CLARKSVILLE ROAD
AND WITH A LINE THROUGH SA!D CIARKSVILIE PIKE AND WITH THE EXTENSION OF THE DIVISION LINE OF THE SA!D
LANDS OF LIMESTONE VALLEY FARM ON THE NORTH, AND THE LANDS OF LENORE/ LLC (LiBER 11056 FOLIO 243)
AND SERVILLE LLC (UBER 11119 FOLIO 401) ON THE SOUTH;

8. NORTH 67' 25' 03" WEST, 1674.87 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 1,054,111 SOUARE FEET OR 24,199 ACRES

1 HEREBY CERTIFYTHATTHE METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION HEREIN WAS PREPARED BY ME PERSONALLY OR
UNDER MY DIRECHON AND THAT THIS DESCRtPTlOF^pi ^Y SURVEY WORK REFLECTED HEREiN WAS PREPARED
IN COMPLIANCE WITH COMAHW^06,12. ^oLM^j^//.

lUlli:
ROBERT C.HARRJR.^ /
STATE OF MARYLAND
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 21587 '^f/^^.
EXPIRATION DATE JANUARY 16, 2019

S:\Surveys\20l7\SD172015\AdfViin\Metes and Bounds\SUitVEYEDDESCH!PTION-SHEPARDLAHE NEW with COMAR.docx



SURVEYED DESCRIPTION

8E!NG PART OF THE PROPERTY ACQUIRED BY LENORE, LlC AS TO AN UNDIViDED 50% INTEREST FROM LENORE R.
SHAVELL BY DEED DATED NOVEMBER 29, 2007 AS RECORDED IN LIBER 11056 FOLIO 243 AND BY SEVILLE LLCAS TO
AN UNDIVIDED 50% INTEREST ROM IRENE C, GLASER BY DEED DATED JANUARY 30, 2008 AS RECORDED IN LIBER
11119 FOLIO 401, AMONG THE LAND RECORDS OF HOWARD COUNTY, MARVtAND AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE DIVISION LINE BETWEEN THE LANDS OF BREEDEN FAMILY LIMITED
UABIinrY COMPANY (UBER 5341 FOLIO 656) ON THE WEST, AND THE LANDS OF LENORE, LLC (LIBER 11056 FOLIO
243} AND SEEW1LLE LLC (USER 11119 FOLtO 401} ON THE EAST, WITH THE DIVISION LiNE BETWEEN THE LANDS OF
LIMESTONE VALLEY FARM (LIBER 3583 FOLIO 234) ON THE NORTH AND THE.SAID LANDS OF LENORE, LLC AND
SERViLLE LLC ON THE SOUTH, THENCE WITH SAID DIVISION UNE;

1. SOUTH 67" 25' 03" EAST, 2026.07 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION OF SAID DIVISION LINE, WITH THE DIVISION
LINE BETWEEN THE SAID LANDS OF LENORE, LLC AND 5ERVILLE LLC ON THE WEST/ AND THE LANDS OF STEPHEN
KLESN & ASSOCIATES/ LLC (LIBER 5082 FOLIO 679) ON THE EAST/ ALSO BEING THE CENTERIINE OF CLARKSVfLLE PIKE
. MD RTE. 108 (PRESCRIPTIVE RiGHT-OF-WAV), THENCE WITH SAiD DIVISIOM LINE;

2. SOUTH 40° 23' 40" WEST, 548.04 FEET, THENCE CONTINUING WITH A LINE THROUGH SAID CLARKSVILLE
PIKE;

3. SOUTH 17" 13' 42" EAST, 33.00 FEET, THENCE CONTINUING WITH SAID THROUGH LINE AND FURTHER
CONTINUING WITH THE DIVISION LINE BETWEEN THE SAID LANDS OF LENORE, LLC AND SERVILLE LLC ON THE
NORTH, AND THE LANDS OF CLARKSVILLE FREESTATE, LLC (LIBER 16629 FOLIO 30), CLARKSVILLE AUTO PROPERTIES,
LLC (LtBER 3903 FOLIO 31S», IOT 2, FOSTER PROPEIHV (PLAT NO. 14068) AND THE LANDS OF CLARKSVILLE SQUARE,
LLC (LIBER 4516 FOLIO 389) ON THE SOUTH;

4. SOUTH 86° 46' 18" WEST, 1582.00 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION OF SAID DIVISION LiNE, WITH THE SAID
DIVISION LINE BETWEEN THE LANDS OF BREEDEN FAMILY LIMITED UABSLSTY COMPANV ON THE WEST, AND THE
LANDS OF LENORE, LLC AND SERVILLE LLC GN THE EAST, THENCE WITH SAID DIVISION LINE,

5. NORTH 02° ZV'ZI" EAST, 1317.16 FEETTOTHE PLACE OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 1,583,544 SQUARE FEET OR 36.353 ACRES

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION HEREIN WAS PREPARED BY ME PERSONALLY OR
UNDES MY DIRECTION ANDJtiAT THfS^DE^RSPT^AI^O^Y SURVEY WORK REFLECTED HEREIN WAS PREPARED
IN COMPLIANCE WITH Cp^^e^^. ^Q!^f^

ROBERT C. HARR, JR, ' ^ .•&? DATE
STATE OF MARYLAND
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 21587
EXPIRATION DATE JANUARY 16, 2019.

iU/f!
S!\Sirrwys\2017\SD1720a5\Admin\Mete$ ?nd Boii!ids\SURV£Y£0 DESCRIPTION-RGUTE lOS.ifocx
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BY THE COUNCIL

This ^ill, having beqm approved by the Executive and returned to the Council, stands enacted on
^ ' .2018.

Jess^Feldmark^ Admini^rator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

Tins Bill, having been passed by the yeas aad nays of two-thirds of the members of the Council notwithstandmg the
objections of the Executive, stands enacted on _, 2018.

Jessica Feldmark, Admmisfa'ator to the Cowity Comicil

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having received udte the approval nor the disapproval of the Executive within ten days of its
presentation, stands enacted on___ ,2018.

Jessica Feldmsrk, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

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

consideration on_, 2018.

Jessica Feldmark, Admmistrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, hEiving been disapproved by the Bxecutive and having failed on passage upon consideration by the
Council stands failed on_,2018.

Jessica Feldmark, Adnunisti'ator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, the withdrawal of which received a vote ofiwo-thu'ds (2/3) of the members of the Council, is withdrawn
from further consideration on_,2018,

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council



BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been approved by the Executive and returned to the Council, stands enacted on

_^uA^j_r3__^021.

^MwkJb^^^
Michelle Han'od, Adininisti'ator to 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 Executivet stands enacted on _, __ , 2021,

Michelle Harrod, 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.

Michelle Harrod, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, not having been considered on fmal reading within the time required by Charter, stands failed for want of
consideration on _ , 2021,

Michelle Han'od, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

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

Michelle Harrod, 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.

Michelle Harrod, Administrator to the County Council



Amendment 1 to Council Bill No. 50-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day 12

Date: July 6,2021

Amendment No. 1

(This amendment reduces the requested two-year time period extension to ^wo months one-year

before certain adjustments will be null and void related to Zoning Board approval and the

connection to public water and sewer for the property located^esf ofClarksville Pike (Md

Route 108) and south ofSheppardLane.)

1 In line one of the title, strike "two years" and substitute "two months one-veq^\

2

3 On page 3, in line 21, strike "5 years" and substitute "J? years and t}\>o mentks 4 years".

4

5 On the same page in line 24, strike "12 years" and substitute "^ years and two-months U

6 years".

•• .'jifsisxy

^\_A_^ C.3^ <se^r ^ <-> ^ \

.JSj^ ,L^lf^l



Amendment 1 to Amendment No. 1 to Council Bill No. 50-2021

BY: Opel Jones Legislative Day 12

Date: July 6,2021

Amendment No. 1 to Amendment No. 1

(This amendment reduces the requested two-year time period extension to one-year before

certain adjustments will be null and void related to Zoning Board approval and the connection

to public water and sewer for the property located west ofClarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and

south ofSheppardLane.)

1 In the parenthetical, strike "two months "and substitute <<one-vear ".

2

3 On page 1, in line 1, strike "two months" and substitute "one year"

4

5 On the same page, in line 3, strike U3 years and two months" and substitute "4 years"

6

7 On the same page, in line 5, strike t<10 years and two months" and substitute "11 years"
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Amendment 2 to Amendment No. 1 to Council Bill No. 50-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day 12

Date: July 6, 2021

Amendment No. 2 to Amendment No. 1

(This amendment reduces the requested two-year time period extension to six-months before

certain adjustments will be null and void related to Zoning Board approval and the connection

to public water and sewer for the property located west ofClarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and

south of Sheppard Lane.)

1 In the parenthetical, strike "two months "and substitute "six months".

2

3 On page I, in line 1, strike "two months" and substitute "six months"

4

5 On the same page, in line 3, strike "two" and substitute "six"

6

7 On the same page, in line 5, strike "two" and substitute "six"
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Introduced-

Public Hearing-

Council ActbD-

Executive Action

EffectiveDatc'

L>~~1^0^\

J^_2J_^^

County Council of Howard County,Maryla|

2021 Legislative Session

BmNo. -2021

Legislative Day No,

Introduced by; The Chairperson at the request o|?Ehe County Executive

AN ACT amending Council Bill No. 59-2018 to provider additional two years before

certain adjustments will be null and void unless cer|^Tm conditions are met related to

Zoning Board approval and the connection to p^lic water and sewer related to the

development of Property located west of Clark^ille Pike (Md Route 108) and south

of Sheppard Lane, in Clarksville, Howard C^inty, Maryland; and generally relating

toPlanHoward2030.

Introducedandread first time ^(^/Kj? I __ , ,2^21. Ordered postedandhearingsch^duied.

By order l\^^\L.t^-L{ AjW.-^;
MichelieHarrod, Administrator

Havingbeen posted andnotice offime & place of]^sarmg& title of Bi!! having beenpublishedaccordingto Charter, the Bill was read
for a second time at a public hearing on -S^A^,. ^\ , .,., 2021 ,

By order, M_

This Bili was read the third time on

MichelleHarrod,Administrator

, 2021 and Passed , Passed with amendments_, Failed

By order
Michelle Harrod, Adminisliator

Scaled with the County Seal and p^scntcdto the County Exccutivefor approval this _day of.
a.m./p.m.

^2021 at

By order,
Michelle Harrod, Admmistmtor

Approved/Vetoed by the Cofnty Executive .,2021

Calvin Ball, County Executive

NOTE: [[text in bracket]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existinglaw;
•indicates ma^irial deleted by amendment; Undertinmeinclicates material addedby amendment,



WHEREAS, the General Plan for Howard County ("PlanHoward 2030") estab^es the

Planned Service Area, which is the area within which the County provides publj^water and

sewer service; and .

WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 also establishes the Growth Tier ]V^s of Howard County

6 which maps were adopted by Howard County m fulfillment of its ob%ations under the

7 Sustaimble Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (Se^te Bill 236); and

8

9 WHEREAS, PlanHoward 2030 further estabUshes the Degfgnated Place Type Maps of

10 Howard County which maps were also adopted by Howard ^bunty in fulfiUment ofits

11 obligations under the Sustainable Growth and AgriculturalJPreservation Act of 2012 (Senate Bill

12 236); and

13

WHEREAS, on July 27, 2018, the County Coun^l unanimously approved Council Bill No.

59-2018 (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A)fand

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

WHEREAS, Council Bill No. 59-2018 w^signed by the County Executive, enacted on

August 6, 2018, and effective on October 6, JTO18; and

WHEREAS, among other things, C^ncil Bill No. 59-2018 had the effect of modifying the

21 Planned Service Area boundary, the Gj^wth Tier Designation and the Designated Place type, to

22 include approximately 61 acres ofpr^)erty located west of ClarksvUle Pike (Md Route 108) and

23 south ofSheppard Lane, ill Clarks^lle, Howard County, Maryland and further identified as Tax

24 Map 34, Parcel 185 and a part of fax Map 28, Parcel 100 (the "Property"); and

25

26 WHEREAS,as enacted^e final version of Council Bill No. 59-2018 contained a

27 reversionary provision thatj^rovided:

28 Section 2, Belt If trther Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland

29 that the provisio/s of this Act providing for expansion of the Planned Service Area and

30 amendments tcfthe Growth Tier Maps and Designated Place Types for Howard County

31 shall be null fnd void and the Planned Service Area, Growth Tier Map, and Designate^

1



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

Place Type as U relates to this Property, shall revert to the Plannef Sei-vlce Area, Growth

Tier, and Designated Place Type in place prior to this Act witho/t any additional action

of the County Council if:

(1) The Howard County Zoning Board shall fail to issue af)ecision and Order

approving a Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Hcfvard County to rezone the

Property to CEF-Mfor the stated purpose ofdeveloifng a CCRC community within 3

years from the effective date of this Act: or

(2) The connection between the Property and the puflic water and sewer injrasti^ucture

for thepurpose of serving a CCRC developmenfis not madewithin lOyears of the

effective date of this Act

WHEREAS, on November 6, 2018, a Petition to f mend the Zoning Maps of Howard

County to rezone the Property to CEF-M for the stfted purpose of developing a CCRC

community (the Zoning Petition") was filed with tje Howard County Zoning Board (Zoning

Board"); and

WHEREAS, subsequent to the filing of thqponing Petition, the initial public hearing on the

Rezoning Petition was not scheduled until Mqfch 4, 2020; and

WHEREAS, after the initial public heaijpig on the Rezoning Petition unforeseen

cu-cumstances arose that further delayed tl^ ability of the Zoning Board to schedule and conduct

public hearings related to the Rezoning Petition; foremost among these unforeseen circumstances

was the outbreak of the Covid-19 pande^ic; and

WHEREAS, as a result of the Co^d-19 pandemic the County Executive issued an

Emergency Order directing County o^nedbuildmgs to be closed to the public; and

WHEREAS, subsequent to thqfissuance of the County Executive's Emergency Order, the

Zoning Board has held numerous Jhtemet-based and well-attended virtual public hearings

relating to the Rezoning Petitkm^mt the hearings have not concluded as of the Submission of this

request; and



1 WHEREAS, m consideration of the above described unforeseen circumstances thj^mclude

2 the Covid-19 pandemic, the County Council believes it to be in the public mterestJ^Fat the

3 Zoning Board have additional time to fully consider the testimony of all intere^Ed parties as it

4 considers the Rezoning Petition without the impending time constraints as ^n'ently imposed by

5 the provisions of Council Bill No. 59-2018.

6

7 Now, Therefore,

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Section 1. Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard county, Maryland that the Section 2

of Council Bill No. 59-2018 (page 3, line 29 through page 'ft, line 7 of Exhibit A) is hereby

amended as provided in Section 2, below.

Section 2. And Be It Further Enacted by the Courfy Council of Howard County, Maryland that

the provisions of this Act providing for expansiojfofthe Planned Service Area and amendments

to the Growth Tier Maps and Designated Plaf Types for Howard County shall be null and void

and the Planned Service Area, Growth TierfAap, and Designated Place Type as it relates to this

17 Property, shall revert to the Planned Ser fee Area, Growth Tier, and Designated Place Type in

18 place prior to this Act without any ad<yional action of the County Council if:

19 (1) The Howard County Zoning/oard shall fail to issue a Decision and Order approving a

20 Petition to Amend the Zon/g Maps of Howard County to rezone the Properly to CEF-M

21 for the stated purpose ojpevehping a CCRC community within 5 years from the effective

22 date of this Act (referf'fig to the effective date of Council Bill No. 59-2018); or

23 (2) The connection betvfen the Property and the public water and sewer infrastructure are

24 not made -within Ifyears of the effective date of this Act (referring to the effective date of

25 Council Bill No./9-2018).

26

27 Section 3. And Beltfwther Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

28 this amendment be S.Uaclied to PlanHoward 2030.

29

30 Section 4. AndS^ft Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

31 if any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held



invalid for any reason in a court of competent jurisdiction, the invalidity shajf not affect other

provisions or any other application of this Act which can be given effect w/hout the invalid

provisions or application, and for this purpose the provisions of this Acf/ire severable.

Section 5, Ami Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that

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





Amendment 1 to Council Bill No.50-2021

BY: Deb Jung Legisj^tive Day 12

fte: July 6, 2021

Amendment No. 1

(This amendment reduces the requested two-year time period ext/mon to two months before

certain adjustments will be null and void related to Zoning B(/ird approval and the connection

to pubHc water and sewer for the property located v^est of jflar^ville Pike (Md Route 108) and

south of Sheppard Lane.)

1 In line one of the title, strike "two years" and substiyfte "two-months".

2

3 On page 3, in line 21, strike "5 years" and subs^bte "3 years and t\vo months .

4

5 On the same page in line 24, strike "12 ye^fs" and substitute "10 years and two months".

^ ^
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Office of the County Auditor

Auditor's Analysis

Council Bill No. 50-2021
Introduced: June 7, 2021

Auditor: Michael A. Martin

Fiscal Impact:

Our Office is unable to determine the fiscal impact of this legislation at this time.

According to the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ), there is no fiscal impact associated

with this legislation as it Is simply an extension of the timeline for the Zoning Board to consider

a rezoning petition related to a future development via Council Bill 59-2018. It is DPZ's

understanding that this rezoning petition will be considered while a separate process takes place

to address the actual development of this plan.

Nonetheless, the additional two years provided in this legislation could result in the deferral of

potential County revenues and costs associated with the development that may eventually be

approved. However these deferred impacts cannot be estimated since the actual development's

plans are not known at this time.

Purpose:.

This legislation amends CB59-2018 to provide an additional two years before certain

adjustments will be null and void unless the Zoning Board issues a Decision and Order (relating

to the approval of a water and sewer connection to the associated property) to amend the zoning

maps of Howard County.

Other Comments:

The main reason for the requested extension is the CO VID-19 pandemlc, which has created

delays and challenges for the Zoning Board to adequately review and hear the provisions

outlined in CB59-2018.

Council Bill 59-2018 was unanimously passed by the County Council on July'28, 2018. This bill

amended the general plan, PlanHoward 2030, by adjusting the Planned Service Area (PSA)

boundary for water and sewer service to include approximately 61 acres of property located west

ofClarksvillePike (Maryland Route 108) and south ofSheppard Lane in Clarksville.

The legislation also adjusted the Growth Tier Maps oftlie County to reflect the incorporation of

this property as a Growth Tier I area as well as designating it as a Targeted Growth and

Revitalization Designated Place Type. The changes in the classification of this property will

enable the construction of a Continuing Care Retirement Community.



Sayers, Margery

From: joei hurewitz <joe!hurewit2@gmail.conn>
Sent: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 10:35 AM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: CB50-2021 - Map Amendments Must be Approved by the County Councl!
Attachments: CB50-2021 - Map Amendments Must be Approved by the Council.pdf; Exhibit 3 Susan

Gray Objection to Barbara Cook 2003.pdf; Exhibit 4 Attorney Genera! Letter Feb 9,
1994.pdf; Exhibit 2 Voter Guides BaitEmore Sun and LWV.pdf; Exhibit 1 Petition to

Amend the Zoning Map.pdf

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

Dear Council,

Attached please find my written testimony which discusses in detail my testimony from the legislative public hearini

that map amendments must be approved by the County Council.

Exhibits 1-4 are attached. The remaining exhibits can be seen here:
httDs://www.droDbox,com/sh/Oxigfnrzluv3v46a/AAAklkOcGdwn5LBATpxBciiSa?dl=0

Joe! Hurewitz



CB50-2021
Oppose

Testimony of Joel Hurewitz

APPROVAL OF A ZONING MAP AMENDMENT IN THE ERICKSON
PETITION BY THE ZONING BOARD IS EITHER AN IRRELEVANT LEGAL

BENCHMARK, AN UNLAWFUL DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY FROM
THE COUNTY COUNCIL TO THE ZONING BOARD IN VIOLATION OF

SECTION 202(G) OF THE HOWARD COUNTY CHARTER, OR
CONVERSELY, ACCORDING TO THE ZONING COUNSEL,

IS AN EVENT WHICH WILL NEVER OCCUR

There are mulU-conflicting positions of whether or not the Erickson at Limestone

Valley petition to the Zoning Board involves a <'map amendment." By its plain language,

CB50-2021 seeks to extend the time for the Zoning Board to Amend the Zoning Map

for the Erickson Continuing Care Retirement Community (CCRC). This is stated in page

2, line 5 of the bill: ". . . a Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard County to

rezone .. ." and also in page 3, line 20-21 for a "Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps of

Howard County to rezone the Property to CEF-M for the stated purpose of developing a

CCRC community. .. " (emphasis added). These provisions reiterate the provisions from

CB59-2018 which referenced PlanHoward 2030 eleven times, and stated that "the

establishment of a CCRC on the Property in accordance with the Petitioner s stated

purpose advances a number of stated land use polices within the General Plan and will

satisfy in part a growing and well documented need for continuing care retirement

communities within Howard County for people over the age of 62." CB59-2018p. 1-2.

The bill then quoted, for a full page, statements and goals from the General Plan. Id. p. 2-

3. In Section 2, the legislation was made contingent upon approval of the CEF-M zoning

1



map amendment within 3 years by the Zoning Board and requires a public water and

sewer connection within 10 years. M p. 4.

Yet, Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter clearly states that any

amendments to the Howard County Zoning Maps other than one under the "change and

mistake" principle must be passed by the County Council by original bill. Therefore,

either the approval by the Zoning Board is an irrelevant benchmark with no real legal

significance or it is an unlawful delegation of powers from the County Council to the

Zoning Board. It is ironic that in this regard, County Solicitor Gary Kuc stated during the

legislative public hearing the problem of "trumping legislative powers."

That CB50 is seeking to "Amend the Zoning Maps" is further demonstrated by

the numerous documents in the record for CB59-2018, CB50-2021, and ZB 1118M

created and/or submitted by Erickson through its counsel, BH1 Ersklne. Exhibit 1. Yet, in

the face of all of the evidence that ZB 1118M involves a map amendment, when the

Zoning Board discussed these issues Councilman David Yungmann stated that it was "not

a map amendment," and it is not "a map change." The participants in the zoning case

were then invited to a web event with the Zoning Counsel where she would have a

"discussion of floating zones and how they differ from piecemeal rezoning cases." Email

from Robin Regner, Board Administrator, Feb. 26, 2021. This statement lacks logic and is

contrary to Maryland law because floating zones are a subset of piecemeal rezonings.

Afwe AnmcM Co. v. BeU, 442 Md. 539, 113 A.3d 639, 649 (2015) (citing Mayor and

Council oj 'Rockville v. Rylyns Enlerprises, 372 Md. 514, 532, 814A.2d 469,483-484



(2002) (floating zones are established by piecemeal grants)). Further demonstrating the

incoherent legal positions, the Zoning Counsel stated emphatically that establishing the

CEF was not a map amendment and that Bell and Rylyns did not apply in Howard

County. For the Zoning Counsel's positions to be correct, there would be no need for

either CB59 or CB50, for the polson-pill deadlines in these bills would never be

achieved.

These multi- conflicting positions must be resolved. By the weight of the

evidence, the application for the CCRC floating %one in CB59 and CB50 is a map

amendment. It is a map change. It is a map amendment. The prior Council said so. The

prior County Executive said so. Mr. Erksine says so. If the Council passes, CB50, it too

will say that the CEF application is for a map amendment. To conclude that it is a map

amendment in CB59, CB50, and the application but not for Section 202(g) of the County

Charter is a distinction without a difference. It is wrong. It is unlawful. Howard County

needs to stop ignoring its Charter as it has done for more than a quarter century.

SECTION 202(g) OF THE COUNTY CHARTER REQUIRES
AMENDMENTS AN AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING MAPS TO BE

FINALIZED WITH AN OmGINAL BILL BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter by its plain language creates a

binary choice: all zoning actions other than those under the "change and mistake

principle must be passed by the County Council by original bill subject to referendum. In



a case dismissing challenges to violations of Section 202(g) on procedural grounds, the

Maryland Court of Appeals summarized the history of Question B:

In 1994, the people of Howard County successfully petitioned to referendum, and

the majority of voters approved at the polls, a charter amendment clarifying that

certain acts related to land use taken by the County must be passed by original

bill, and therefore are subject to the people's right to referendum. See Charter

§ 202(g) (Editor's note). That amendment was codified at § 202(g) of the Charter,
which reads:

Any amendment, restatement or revision to the Howard County General
Plan, the Howard County Zoning Regulations or Howard County Zoning
Maps, other than a reciassification map amendment established under the
"change and mistake" principle set out by the Maryland Court of Appeals,
is declared to be a legislative act and may be passed only by the Howard
County Council by original bill in accordance with the legislative
procedure set forth in Section 209 of the Howard County Charter. Such an
act shall be subject to executive veto and may be petitioned to referendum
by the people of the county pursuant to Section 211 of the Charter,

Kendallv. Howard County, 431 Md. 590, 66 A. 3d 684, 687-688 (2013). Rather than

conforming its practices to the Charter, the County in Kendall mounted a full legal

challenge to the plaintiffs' case; the County moved to dismiss the amended complaint.

Following a hearing, the Circuit Court granted

the County's motion on three grounds, ruling that Petitioners failed to:
demonstrate particularized harm in connection with the identified County
decisions, necessary to establish standing; join all parties who would be affected
if the declaratory relief sought were granted; and exhaust administrative remedies.

Id.

While acknowledging the application of Section 202(g) for comprehensive zoning

and zoning regulation amendments, Howard County has conspired for two and half

decades, to generally ignore any application of Section 202(g) to other zoning actions or



to apply it to floating zones including a CEF. Though, as discussed further infra in

"Section 202(g) Has Been Discussed By Multiple Charter Review Commissions,"

amendments regarding floating zones were debated by the Charter Review Commissions

particularly in 1995-96 and 2011, no actual charter amendments were proposed to the

County Council. Ignoring the plain language and application of Section 202(g) since

1994 has and remains impermissible. The Court of Appeals ha? stated that ln[a] home

rule county charter Is a local constitution.'" Haub v. Montgomery County, 353 Md. 448,

727 A. 2d 369,370 (1999) (quoting^ of Election Laws v. Talbot County, 316 Md. 332,

341, 558A.2d 724, 728 (1988)). Thus, if any provisions of Subtitle 2 of Title 16 of the

Howard County Code or Howard County Zoning Regulations are in conflict with the

Charter, they are invalid.

As will be discussed in more detail herein, the Charter must be given effect in

accordance with the clear meaning of the words: all zoning matters other than change/

mistake must be done by original bill by the County Council subject to referendum. See

Afkmsofi v. AmieAruncfel County, 428 Md. 723, 53 A.3d 1184, 1197 (2012) ("[No] words

are to be omitted, and effect is to be given to all words in the .. . charter."). This includes

establishing floating zones. This was the intent of the framers—those who petitioned the

amendment to referendum and the voters of the Howard County wlio approved the

Charter amendment.



Section 202(g) Must Be Interpreted To Effectuate Tlie Intent Of The Voters

The Maryland courts have repeatedly stated the principles involved in statutory

interpretation which are also used equally in interpreting a charter. In one case

involving the Howard County Board of Appeals, the Court of Appeals found that

provisions of the Howard County Charter must be followed:

A charter or an ordinance generally is read and construed in the same manner as a

statute. See Pickeftv. Prince George's County, 291 Md. 648, 660-61, 436A.2d

449, 456 (1981); Clarke v. County Comm'rsfor Carroll County, 270 Md.343,

349, 311 A.2d 417, 421 (1973); Prince George's County v. Beard, 266 Md. 83, 91,

291 A.2d 636, 640 (1972); Anderson v. Har ford County, 50 Md. App. 48, 51,435

A.2d 496, 498 (1981); see also 2 E. McQuilUn, The Law of Municipal
Corporations § 9.22 (3d ed. 1979). Thus, the cardinal rule of construction is to

ascertain and effectuate the actual intent of those who either framed and adopted

the charter or enacted the ordinance. Board of Snpejvisors of Elections of Prince

George's County v. Goodsell, 284 Md. 279, 284, 396 A.2d 1033, 1036 (1979); see

Clarke, 270 Md. at 349, 311 A.2d at 421. In determining this intent a court must

read the language of the charter or ordinance in context and in relation to all of its

provisions and additionally must consider its purpose. Smith v. Edwards, 292 Md.

60, 70,437A.2B 221, 226 (1981); Department of State Pkmmngv. Mayor of
Hagerstow^ 288 Md. 9, 14, 415 A.2d 296, 299 (1980); Beard, 266 Md. at 91, 291
A.2d at 640. Where the language of a charter or ordinance is unambiguous,

ordinarily there is no need to look elsewhere to ascertain intent. Instead, the

language should be given effect in accordance with the clear meaning of the

words. Blum v. Blwn, 295 Md. 135, 140, 453 A.2d 824, 827 (1983); Jofw
McSiwin, Inc. of Maryland v. State, 287 Md.297,301,411A.2d 1048, 1050

(1980); Chrke, 270 Md at 349, 311 A.2d at 421.

Howard Research and Development Corp. v. The Concerned Citizens for the Columbia

Concept, 297 Md. 357, 364, 466 A.2d 31 (1983). As the Court previously found in

interpreting other provisions of the Howard County Charter in 1983, the language of

202(g) is unambiguous.



Furthermore, the Court has stated additional principles for interpreting a county

charter:

In ascertaining and effectuating the real intention of the drafters of the Charter in
the enactment of § 309, we recognize the rule that a plainly worded statute must
be construed without forced or subtle interpretations designed to limit its
scope. State v. Interconfmental, Ltd, 302 Md. 132, 137, 486A.2d 174
(1985); Hombeckv. Somerset Co. BcL ofMuc. 295 Md. 597, 619, 458A.2d 758
(1983). Thus, we may not omit words from a statute to make it express an
intention not evidenced in its original form. /» re Ramoni K., supra, 305 Md. at
485, 505 A.2d 507; Police Comm'r v. Do^Ung^ supra^ 281 Md. at 419, 379 A.2d
1007. On the other hand, while the language of the statute is the primary source
for determining the legislative intention, the plain meaning rule is not absolute, as
the statute must be construed reasonably with reference to the purpose, aim, or
policy of the enacting body. Tucker v. Fireman's Fund Ins. Co., 308 Md.69,73,
517 A.2d 730 (1986); Kaczoro^ski v. City of Baltimore, 309 Md. 505, 513,525
A.2d 628 (1987). Thus, we have said that a statute must be construed in context,
because the meaning of the "plainest language may be governed by the context in
which it appears." NCR Corp. v. Compt)tollei\ 313 Md. 118, 125, 544 A.2d 764

(1988). In this regard, words in a statute must be read in a way that advances the
legislative policy involved. Morris v. Prince Georges Co., 319 Md. 597,603-04,
573 A.2d 1346 (1990). Courts may, therefore, consider not only the literal or usual
meaning of those words, but their meaning and effect in the context in which the
words were used, and in light of the setting, the objectives, amd purpose of the
enactment. State v. InferconfmentaJ, Ltd, supra, 302 Md. at 137, 486A.2d
174; State v. FabrUz, 276 Md. 416,422, 348A.2d 275 (1975). Moreover, in such
circumstances, courts may consider the consequences that may result from one

meaning rather than another, with real intent prevailing over literal intent. Walker
v. Montgomery County, 244 Md. 98, 102, 223 A.2d 181 (1966); Truitt v. Board of
Public Works, 243 Md. 375, 394,221A.2d 370 (1966).

Baltimore Co. Coalition Agamsf Unfair Taxesv. Baltimore Co., 321 Md. 184, 203-204,

582 A.2d 510 (1990).

The Court of Special Appeals has further elaborated on how to interpret a charter

and the sources that may be used to aid in the interpretation:



Judge Levine, writing for the Court of Appeals in RHchnotinf P'ship v. Bd. of

Snp'rs of Elections for Aime Anmdel Cty., explained:

Article XI-A, s[ection] 1 effectively reserves to the people of this state the
right to organize themselves into semi-autonomous political communities
for the purpose of instituting self-government within the territorial limits
of the several counties. The means by which the inhabitants acquire such
autonomy is the charter. Being, in effect, a local constitution, the charter
fixes the framework for the organization of the county government. It is
the instrument which establishes the agencies of local government and
provides for the allocation of power among them.

283 Md. 48, 58 (1978) (internal citations omitted). The Court ofAppeals has
stated repeatedly, !na county charter is equivalent to a constitution.'" Save Our
Streets v. MUcheH, 357 Md. 237,248 (2000) (citations omitted). We interpret
charters "under die same canons of construction that apply to the interpretation of
statutes." O'Comorv. Ball. Cty., 382 Md. 102, 113 (2004). Our guiding principle
in doing so is to ascertain the drafters' intent in amending the charter. See id. at

113-14. "To determine what that intention was, we look first to the language of
the amendment." Mayor & City Council of Ocean City v. Bunting, 168 Md. App.
134, 141 (2006) (construing amendment to municipal charter authorized under
Article XI-E, §§ 3 and 4 of the Maryland Constitution). "If the meaning of the
amendment is plain and unambiguous, we need look no further." Id.

When the text invites multiple interpretations, however, we must turn to the
various interpretive tools at our disposal to resolve the resulting ambiguity. For
instance, we consider the practical result of our decision, seeking to "'avoid
constructions that are illogical, unreasonable, or inconsistent with common
sense.'" Id at 142 (citation omitted). We may also look to the greater context
surrounding the enactment—its legislative history; other contemporaneous
enactments by the drafters; and similar provisions in other counties, the state
code, and, if relevant, federal law on the subject—to distill a more complete
understanding of the drafters* intent.

Atkmson v. AnneArundel County, 236 Md. App. 139, 181 A.3<i 834, 845 (2018);

hereinafter "Atkfnson (2018)" (emphasis added).

In Atkmso^ (2018), the Court of Special Appeals presented what is a

nonexclusive list of sources used to determine "the greater context surrounding the



enactment." Id. This procedure is in accord with that suggested in "Ghosthunting:

Searching for Maryland Legislative History," Michael S. Miller, Director of the Thurgood

Marshall State Law Library (1998), https://mdcourts.gov/lawllb/research/research-guides/

ghosfc-hunting-md-leglsiative-history. Miller stated that "the legislative history and

construction of [other similar] statutes is often persuasive evidence of the purpose and

meaning of [a] law." In addition, [c]ontemporary newspapers and journal articles may

explain legislation or track the history of an important enactment." M.

Thus, these principles will be applied to determine the meaning of Section 202(g).

While a plain reading of the provision shows that it Is unambiguous, the very fact that

Howard County has failed to properly Implement it for more than a quarter century for

purposes of interpretation, Section 202(g) must be treated as being ambiguous. Therefore,

documentation and outside sources will be used to show its meaning to the voters who

approved the charter amendment in 1994, its interpretation by the County after passage

and subsequently through the years, how other residents and activists have tried to

adjudicate the provision year in and year out, and how similar provisions and procedures

for rezoning are applied in other Maryland charter counties and the City of Westminster.

These sources must be considered because the Court of Appeals has stated that

[tjhe plain meaning rule, however, is not absolute. Tracey v. Tracey, 328 Md. 380,

387, 614 A.2d 590 (1992); Kaczoromki v. Mayor and City Council of
Baltimore, 309 Md. 505, 513, 525 A.2d 628 (1987). "The plain meaning rule is
'elastic, rather than cast in stone [,]' and iPpersuasivc evidence exists outside

the plain text of the statute, we do not turn a blind eye to it.'1' Hams of

Southern Maryland, Inc. v. Nationwide Mutual Ins. Co., 148 Md.App. 534,540,



813 A.2d 325 (2002) (quoting Adamson v. Corr. Meet Servs. Inc^ 359 Md. 238,

251, 753 A.2d 501 (2000)).

McKay v. Department of Public Safety, 150 Md. App. 182, 819 A.2d 1088, 1095(2003)

(emphasis added).

The Intent Of Question B Was To Create A Binary Choice For Zoning Actions

Those who drafted and petitioned Question B to referendum of the voters of

Howard County in 1994 intended that Section 202(g) create a binary choice of those

zoning actions that were change/mi stake and all other actions which were not. This is

further illustrated by the understanding of the electorate who approved the Charter

amendment. The voter guides published by both the Howard County League of Women

Voters and in the Baltimore Sun also clearly expressed this understanding:

All except the "piecemeal" zoning cases (subject to the "change or mistake"

principle) would be introduced as original bills in the County Council primarily
on the recommendation of the County Executive s office. . .. The bills passed
would then be subject to executive veto and referendum.

Howard County League of Women Voters, "1994 Voters' Guide General Election" p. 7

and "Voters' Guide 1994," Baitimore Sun, October 30, 1994, Exhibit 2. Therefore, the

voters who approved Question B are "presumed to have meant what [they] said and

said what [they] meant.'" Harford Co, v. Saks Fifth Ave. Dist. Co., 399 Md. 73, 923 A.2d

1, 8 (2007) (quoting Waker v. Osborne, 395 Md. 563, 572, 911 A.2d 427,432 (2006))
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(quoting Witfe u Azarian, 369 Md. 518, 525, 801 A.2d 160, 165 (2002)) (emphasis

added).

The Effect Of Question B Was Immediately Undermined
After It Was Approved By The Voters Of Howard County

In the months after passage of Question B, it was recognized that the way to avoid

its restrictions was by change/mistake petitions: "That uncertainty carries the potential to

wreak havoc with major development projects and could force developers to seek only

smaller, piecemeal changes, which are not subject to Question B's provisions." Neison,

Erik, "Defeated candidate claims win, Question B success delights Gray," Baltimore Sun,

Nov. 10, 1994, 1B,9B (p. 189, 197), https://mvw.baltimoresun.com/news/bs-xpm-1994-

11-10-1994314033-story.html. Furthermore, "The amendment's authors say all zoning

changes except those that correct previous mistakes now must be submitted to the council

as legislation. Libit, Howard, "Challenge likely over council vote on zoning rules,"

Baltimore Szm^ Feb. 6, 1995 1B (p. 83), https://www.baltimoresun.com/news/bs-xpm"

1995-02-06-1995037050-story.html. Thus, beginning shortly after the voters approved

Question B, Howard County sought to redefine and narrow its scope: "Accusing tlie

council of'illegally subverting the voters' decision/ Question B supporters charge that

tonight's council bill violates both the wording and the spirit of the newly passed

amendment in how broadly it can be applied. Id. Question B proponent Susan Gray was

quoted in the Baltimore Swr. '"Question B was explicitly written to cover any changes to

zoning other than a correction that comes under the specific definition set by the
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Maryland Court of Appeals. The County Council is trying to exclude them, and that's a

big problem.w M. at 6B.

Almost a decade latter, in March 2003, Gray submitted testimony to the County

Council expressing her opposition to the appointment of Barbara Cook as County

Solicitor. Therein she alleged the conspiracy by Howard County to Ignore the plain

requirements of Section 202(g):

-Mid 1990's to now: Office of Law instructed the Zoning Board to decide all
"piecemeal" zoning cases other than "change or mistake" cases, not by bill as
required by Question B but administratively, not subject to referendum. The
Office also systematically drafted and the council passed ordinances designed to
change county processes so that the right of referendum was avoided.

^ ^ ^

—The Office of Law has repeatedly misinformed the council and task forces
established to deal with issues inctudmg Question B of the legal relationship
between the charter and Question B. In particular, it tells people that Question B
must be changed in the Charter since the Charter does not conform to the county
regulations. This turns law on its head. The Charter Is the local Constitution.
Council actions must conform to the Charter, not visa versa, Similarly, the Office
instructs that Question B is probably illegal under the due process clause of the
US Constitution. As stated above, the Supreme Court held in Eastlake that
allowing the right of referendum over piecemeal, administrative zoning decisions
was not a violation of due process as Ms. Cook claims.

I could go on almost indefinitely with examples where I believe Ms. Cook has
violated Question B, but I think the above should suffice.

Email Testimony of Susan Gray to Howard County Council, March 2003, p. 3., Exhibit 3.

Ms. Gray's comments are in accord with the relevant case law discussed herein. The

Code, regulations, polices and procedures of Howard County must comply with the
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Charter not the other way around. See also the Minority Report of Tom Flynn discussed

mfrcL

Additionally, Gray would summarize the actions by Howard County in a

complaint in federal court;

53. On December 14, 1994, a meeting was held with Defendants Paul Johnson,
County Solicitor Barbara Cook and several citizens who had been instrumental in

placing 202(g) on the ballot and securing its adoption by the voters. At the
meeting Defendants Johnson and Cook, in order to confuse those in attendance,
stated that to fully implement §202(g) would violate the due process rights of
individual property owners who requested a zoning map or regulation
amendment. This was clearly pre-textual because the Office of Law had an
opinion of the Maryland Attorney General's Office expressing in unqualified

terms that the Charter provisions §202(g) was constitutional. Moreover, if the
Office of Law had felt that this provision was legally infu'm, they failed in their

duty, clearly established under Maryland Jurisprudence, to request a declaratory
judgment from the Maryland Courts prior to placement of the text of the
referendum provision on the ballot in November of 1994. This was not done
because based on the opinion of the Maryland Attorney General's Office, decision
of the Maryland Courts would likely have upheld Section 202(g) as constitutional
and In accord with the Supreme Court's decision in City ofEasflake v. Forrest

City Enterprises, Inc. 426 U.S. 668 (1976).

Kendall, et. al. v. Howard County et. al,, Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial, United

States District Court for the Northern District of Maryland, Civil No. JFM 09-CV-369,

February 17, 2009, http://www.howardcountyissues.org/ComplaintUSDlstrictCourt.pdf.

Furthermore, it must be noted that the letter opinion cited RUchmont Partnership which

was later cited by the Atkmson (2018) Court. Maryland Attorney General Advice Letter,

to Delegate Martin Madden, from Kathryn M. Rowe, Assistant Attorney General, Feb. 9,

1994, Exhibit 4. Therein, Rowe stated that referring land use actions to the voters of the
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county did not constitute "an invalid zoning by plebiscite" and thus Section 202(g) "is not

unconstitutional." Id. p. 1-2.

Numerous Attempts Have Been Made To Adjudicate The Meaning Of Section 202(g)

There have been many other attempts to adjudicate the meaning of section

202(g). In fact, there were thirteen plaintiffs on the Kendall federal complaint. In the

Maryland complaint the Kendall plaintiffs alleged the following related to Section

202(g):

In Count I, Petitioners asked the Circuit Court to invalidate 54 resolutions passed
by the County Council between 2006 and 2008 and five council bills enacted
between 1988 and 1994 (specifying that certain actions be undertaken by
resolution). In Count II, Petitioners demanded that the Circuit Court likewise
invalidate: § 16.200 et seq. of the Howard County Code; five sections of the

Howard County Zoning Regulations (§§ 117.1, 117.3, 125, 126, and 127.1); nine
individual zoning map amendments approved by the Zoning Board; and a zoning
map change made by decision of the Department of Planning and Zoning.
Similarly, in Count III, Petitioners sought a declaration that the following are null
and void: § 18.101 of the County Code (delegating to the Director the authority to
make Metropolitan District inclusion decisions); §§ 18.1205 through 18.1210 of
the Howard County Code (permitting shared septic systems); 40 decisions of the
Director of Public Works, made between 2006 and 2008, that incorporated
specified properties into the Metropolitan District; and an agreement between the
County and a developer accepting a particular shared septic system into the
County's public sewerage system. And in Count IV, Petitioners mounted the same
challenge to approval by County officials of the construction of an interchange
and the study of four other interchanges on Route 32 that were not shown on the
County's General Plan.

Kendall at 688-689. For almost three decades, with the apparent support from the County

Office of Law, no court has made a definitive ruling determining the applicability of

1 Unless stated otherwise, references to other persons raising issues with Section 202(g) in other legal
actions is not necessarily intended as an endorsement as to the applicability of the Charter to the
particular situation nor to the soundless of any legal positions taken in a particular case; rather the
references are only to demonstrate that many other individuals have expressed concerns in numerous

actions as to tlie meaning of Section 202(g) for more than a quarter century since its passage in 1994,
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Section 202(g) to zoning amendments. Instead, like Kendcill, the cases were dismissed on

standing, failure to exhaust administrative remedies or other procedural grounds. See for

example Rousseau v. Howard County, Civil No. JFM-09-1079, United States Dist. Court,

D. Maryland, Nov. 19,2009 (the plaintiffs alleged "that their right to petition zoning

changes under Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter was circumvented when the

Howard County Planning Board, instead of the County Council, amended the 'Final

Development Plan" ('FDP>) for a parcel of land in Columbia, Maryland, to allow the

construction of a Wegman's grocery store."); Rousseau v, Howard County, 13-C-08-

07463-AA (declaratory judgment dismissed for failing to exhaust administrative

remedies).

In addition, Frank Martin alleged in Planning Board case PB 368 for Turf Valley

"the critical jurisdictional issue regarding Section 202(g) of the Howard County Chatter

and how the actions of the Planning Board in the PB 368 case were actually legislative

activities." Affidavit of Frank Martin, Howard County Circuit Court Case No. 13-C-09-

079522^ \ 3, December 2009, Exhibit 5. Similarly, Susan Gray alleged multiple violations

of Sections 202(g) in her affidavit including:

2. The thrust of each of these administrative "appeals" was that the approval of

this FDP violated Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter and thus deprived
Appellants of their right of referendum and vote.

+ * *

4. Although the central issue ofeacii of the "appeals" was whether the FDP
amendment violated Section 202(g), in each appeal the administrative entities
hearing the appeal refused to consider the alleged 202(g) violation.
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^ ^t ;i<

13. Case BA 628-D. Plaintiff Rousseau "appealed" subsequent development plan
approvals predicated on the approved amended FDP 1I7-A-1, including the
approval in BA 628-D. In each case he claimed that the development plan
approved violated his right of referendum and vote established under Section
202(g) of the Chatter.

^ ^S i{<

15.... Rousseau repeatedly attempted to raised (sic) the constitutional argument
that the development plan approvals violated his right of referendum and vote
under Section 202(g). . .

A ^ A

18. As noted in the Affidavit of Frank Martin attached hereto, Mr. Martin tried
to argue that the approval of the 4th Comprehensive Sketch Plan violated Section

202(g) of the Charter during the proceedings where the plan was approved by the
Planning Board, but the Board refused to entertain this argument.

Affidavit of Susan Gray, Howard County Circuit Court Case No. 13-C-09-079522,

December 14, 2009, Exhibit 6.

In Howard County Board of Appeals Case BA 735D Science Fiction, Christopher

Alleva claimed in part that "the Decision violates article 202.g (sic) of the Howard

County Charter by usurping the Power vested in the Howard County Council to amend

'Zoning Regulations.'" Alleva Motion to Reconsider Decision and Order Dated August

22, 2017, p. 25, Exhibit 7. In addition, Mr. AIleva included 202(g) in his opposition

testimony before the Howard County Planning Board in Enterprise Homes. Testimony,

Christoper Alleva, ZB 1120M Enterprise Community Homes, p. 2, January 3,2019.

Exhibit 8.
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Other members of the Howard County community including Lisa Markovitz,

community activist and president of the People's Voice, LLC recognizes that the Charter

provision is intended to be a binary choice:

The Howard County Charter (Section 202(g),. . .) states that ONLY the County
Council has the authority to grant zoning changes; as they must be done via
legislation. The ONE exception listed clearly is in a "change or mistake" case. If a
property owner can prove that a mistake was made in prior comprehensive
rezoning, then the zone can be granted outside legislation (i.e., via the Zoning
Board).

Markovitz, Lisa, "NEW (CEF' Zoning. What does <CEP really mean?"

ThePeople'sVoiceLLC.org, June I, 2015, Exhibit 9. (also available at

https://www.peoplesvoicellc.org/single-post/2015/06/01/new-cef-zoning-what-does-cef-

really-mean). Later in 201 5, Markovitz personally shared her concerns regarding Section

202(g) in a Citizen Meeting with Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning

(DPZ) and the Office of Law. Exhibit 10. Furthermore Markovltz has repeatedly publicly

expressed her concerns regarding Section 202(g) and its application to CEF

(Community Enhancement Floating ) zones by posting on the Howard County Citizens

Association Listserv:

I hope that part of the zoning board procedural updates include fixing a problem

with granting CEF zoning. For years, I have been pointing out to the County,

including the Office of Law, that the Zoning Board is not allowed to grant this

zoning. The Howard County code. Article 202(g), requires the Council to grant

zoning map amendments, as legislation, which Is subject to referendum. It

specifically states that "ONLY" in cases of piecemeal rezonmgs, with change or

mistake rules, can be done by the Zoning Board. There is no interpretation issue

there. The Council must grant CEF's, as they are not subject to the change or

mistake rule.
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Posting of Lisa Markovitz, Howard-Citizen@yahoogroups.com, April 5,2019. On June

22, 2020, Markovitz again posted:

The Council needs to be taking on CEF requests to follow the law. Not having the

Council, appropriately, decide these cases, makes them more difficult to oppose,

as appeal ends up in Circuit Court, and they cannot be subject to referendum. If It

is desired for the ZB to retain CEP's, the charter needs amending. I would imagine

that any CEF not granted, and appealed, would include this issue, and any granted

where opposition wishes to appeal, this would be a serious appeal issue as well.

Either way, the Council needs to grant them, or the charter needs amending.

Posting of Lisa Markovitz, Howard-Citizen@yahoogroups.com, June 22,2020, Exhibit

11. On July 14,2020, Markovitz shared similar content in a letter to the Howard County

Council. Exhibit 12.

Section 202(g) Has Been Discussed By Multiple Charter Review Commissions

Individuals have also repeatedly raised the Issues of Section 202(g) at multiple

Howard County Charter Review Commissions in 1995-96, 2003-04, and 2011. The

County has claimed without any clear support, that Section 202(g) does not apply to

floating zones. The Commissions, including specifically in 2011 after debating the topic,

decided not to recommend any amendments to change the application of Section 202(g).

Thus, the County knew that it applied to floating zones, and in the absence of any

changes to Section 202(g), it still applies to floating zones.

On September and October 1995, the Commission discussed amendments to

exclude floating zones from Section 202(g). Howard County Charter Review

Commission Minutes Sept. 5, 1995, p. 1, Sept. 18, 1995 p. 1, Oct. 30, 1995 p. 2-3,

18



Exhibit 13. On February 15, 1996 the Commission received public testimony. Gary

Prestianni "expressed strong opposition to altering the 'intent of the voters' when §202(g)

was adopted in the referendum of the 1994 election." Howard County Charter Review

Commission Minutes, Feb. 15, 1996, p. 3-4, Exhibit 14. "[Michael] Custer testified that

it is important to keep the existing §202(g)." Id. "[Greg] Brown expressed his opposition

to the proposed amendments to §202(g)." Id. More importantly, in his Minority Report,

Commission Member Tom Flynn expressed his strong opposition to amendments to

exempt floating zones: "If there is a potential conflict between the Charter and the

Howard County Code on the issue of Floating Zones, then the Code should be amended

to conform with the Charter, not the other way around." Howard County Charter

Commission Minority Report of Tom Flynn, "Regarding Article II, The Legislative

Branch, 202(g), Planning and Zoning." Exhibit 15. Furthermore, Flynn addressed the

intent of the voters:

Question B was passed by an overwhelming majority of the voters with the
express intent of granting the citizens of Howard County some say, through
the power of the Referendum, in the zoning lssues,that can greatly impact their
lives. I do not believe that the will of the people should be subverted by
adoption of the proposed amendment.

M

In the 2003-04 Charter Review Commission^ it appears that there was little

discussion of Section 202(g). This is evident in the written testimony of John Taylor:

Thankfully, no commission member has suggested weakening or deleting
Question B 1994, under which the voters established the right to referendum
over General Plans and Comprehensive Rezonings. Question B 1994 passed
with 67% of the vote, and the commission should continue to respect that.
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Letter of John W. Taylor to the Charter Review Commission, Sept 23,2003, p. 3, Exhibit

16.

However, in 2011 the Charter Review Commission again considered the issue of

floating zones and Section 202(g). In testimony from the public, John Taylor repeated his

2004 opposition to "clarifying that floating zones are not subject to referendum;" and he

stated "that floating zones are subject to referendum and were intended to be as part of

the language of the Charter amendment placed on the ballot." Howard County Charter

Review Commission, Minutes Sept. 14, 2011, Exhibit 17. Furthermore, Question B

proponent "Susan Gray testified against changing language regarding zoning legislation

that is subject to referendum." Id. After discussing Section 202(g) on May 5 (p. 3), June

23 (p. 2), and Oct. 13, 2011 (p. 2) the Commission voted not to propose any amendments

to Section 202(g). Howard County Charter Review Commission Minutes, May 5, June

23, and Oct. 13, 2011 and "Howard County Charter Review Commission Table of

Discussion Points Currently Under Consideration As of August 25, 2011," Exhibit 18.

The Proposed Carroll Charter Adopted The General Language Of Section 202(g)

As the Court of Special Appeals stated in Atkmson (2018), another way to

interpret the language of the Charter is to compare the provision with that in other

counties. Perhaps the most contemporaneous interpretation of Section 202(g) came with

the 1998 proposed Carroll County Charter.2 When reading the proposed charter,

2 This proposed charter referendum was rejected by the voters for the fourth time in three decades. Hare,
Mary Gaii and Corain, James M., "Carroll voters reject change Charter government, larger commission

lose in special ballot," Bahimore Sun, May 3, 1998. In 2020, charter government was still an issue in
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similarities with the Howard County Charter in structure and language are readily

apparent. This Is because Charles Ecker, Howard County Executive shared his thoughts

with the Charter Board and language from specific sections of the Howard County

Charter were adopted. Carroll County Charter Board Minutes, July 24 and Nov. 20, 1997,

Exhibits 19 and 20.

The equivalent provision to Section 202(g) was Section 202(h):

Planning and zoning. Any amendment, restatement or revision to the Carroll
County Master Plan, the Can'oll county Zoning Regulations or Can'oll County
Zoning Maps, other than a reclasslficaUon map amendment established under the
"change and/or mistake" principle set out by the Maryland Court of Appeals, must
be adopted by the Council as law.

Proposed 1998 Carroll County Charter, Section 202(h), Exhibit 21. This provision shows

that the Carroll drafters understood the meaning of Section 202(g) and were generally

supportive of its goals and scope: to require zoning actions to be performed by the

Council by law. In accord with Atkinson (2018), using statutes from other jurisdictions is

the policy suggested for legislative drafting by the Maryland Department of Legislative

Services;

When using prior introductions, statutes from other states, or other source
materials in drafting a bill, consider adapting and improving, rather than simply
copying the material. It is likely that the source material, while close to what is
needed, will have to be altered and updated. Nonetheless, much time and effort
can be saved by refining rather than recreating.

Legislative Drafting Manual 2019, Department of Legislative Services Office of Policy

Analysis Annapolis, Maryland, July 2018 p. 28.

Can'oll County. BlackweH, Penelope, Carroll County commissioners vote down motion to create

charter writing committee," Can'oU County Time&\ Nov, 6, 2020
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Maryland Charter Counties

Other than Howard County, ten other Maryland counties are charter home rule

governments. Of these, three, as with the proposed Carroll County Charter, adopted their

charters after Howard's amendment to 202(g) and thus had it available to reference as a

model: Dorchester (2002), Cecil (2012), Frederick (2014). Maryland Association of

Counties, County Fact Sheets https://www.mdcounties.org/153/Detailed-County-

Information. The other counties with charters areAnneArundel (1964), Baltimore

(1956), Harford (1972), Montgomery (1948), Prince George's (1970), Talbot (1973) and

Wicomico (1964); Baltimore City also operates with a charter. M Those counties that

incorporated in their charters a legislative process for rezoning help to illustrate under

Atkmson (2018) the understanding of Howard's Section 202(g). In addition, most charter

counties are legislatively approving zoning actions; thus, there is no impediment for

Howard County to not do so as well.

The Frederick County Council Legislative Procedures
Are the Model For Implementing Section 202(g)

The Howard County Charter served as a source for the drafting of the Frederick

County Charter; Howard County Executive Ken Ulman made a presentation before the

Charter Board. Agenda, Sept. 1, 2011, Exhibit 22. Some of the relevant provisions for

County Council action include:

(B) Coimty Council.
(1) The County Council shall hold a public hearing on the application for an
individual zoning map amendment or floating zone reclassificafion.
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(2) Any person shall have the right to submit oral and/or written testimony at the
hearing.
(3) An application for individual zoning map amendment or floating zone
reclassification shall be deemed denied if the County Council has not
approved the application within 90 days of the conclusion of the public
hearing.

Frederick County Code § 1-19-3.110.3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES.

(emphasis added). Thus, the Frederick Charter recognizes that zoning map amendments

or floating zone reclassifications are treated in the same manner by the County Council.

Additionally the Code states:

The County Council may impose, upon the granting of a zoning map amendment
or floating zone reciassification, such additional restrictions, conditions, or
limitations as may be deemed appropriate to preserve, enhance, or protect the
general character and design of the lands and improvements being zoned or
rezoned or of the surrounding or adjacent lands and improvements.

Id. at § 1-19-3.110.5. CONDITIONS.

The Memo from Frederick County's Senior Assistant County Attorney on

"Rezoning Hearing Procedures is applicable to illustrating the procedures that are

contemplated by Howard County s Section 202(g) and is very useful in addressing the

problem of considering CB50 while the ZB 1118M zoning case is still pending. After

holding a quasi-judicial hearing,

[i]f a majority of the Council Members agree that the criteria have been satisfied
and to grant the request, an affirmative vote provides direction to staff to prepare
the appropriate documentation for signature. The documentation that results from
the Council's decision is categorized as "legislation." If the Council approves the

rezoning request, an Ordinance is prepared which operates to change the
previously established zoning designation applied to the subject property. If a
majority of the Council members are not able to find that the criteria has been
satisfied or decide not to approve the request, a resolution is prepared to reflect
the non-approval, and the zoning designation remains unchanged, . . .

If the rezoning request Is approved, after the Council adopts the
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Ordinance, the Ordinance is forwarded to the County Executive for approval or
veto.

Memo "Rezoning Hearing Procedures," p. 1-2, Exhibit 23. This procedure is

demonstrated by the Council's approval of the Ballenger Run PUD including being

compatible with the Comprehensive Plan and meeting the criteria for zoning map

amendments. Ordinance No. 18-02-002, March 14, 2018, p. 3-6. Exhibit 24. After the

findings of fact, the actual ordinance was approved by the Council and signed by the

County Executive. Id. p. 7-9. Essentially this same procedure was followed by the City of

Westminster discussed infra.

The Dorchester County Council Approves Zoning Map Amendments

Likewise, the Dorchester County Council approves zoning map amendments:

A. (b) After the County Council receives the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, the County Council shall determine whether or not the proposal is
suitable to warrant the introduction of legislation pursuant to Section 303 of the
County Charter, and unless the bill is rejected by an affirmative vote of at least
four Councilmembers, the County Council shall hold a public hearing in reference
thereto in order that parties of interest and citizens shall have an opportunity to be
heard....

^. 4: 4: ^

(d) A majority vote of the entire body of the County Council shall be required to
pass any amendment to this chapter.

(e) A complete record of the public heating and the votes of all members of the
County Council in deciding all questions relating to the proposed amendment
shall be kept.

B. Map amendments.

(1) Findings.
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(a) Where the purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to change the
zoning classification ofproperty> the County Council shall make findings of fact
in each specific case, including but not limited to the following matters: the

population change, the availability of public facilities, the present and future
transportation patterns, the compatibility with existing and proposed development
and the compatibility with the county's Comprehensive P!an. The County Council
may grant the reclassification based upon a finding that there was a substantial
change in the character of the neighborhood where the property is located since
the last rezoning of the property or that there was a mistake in the last zoning
classification and tliat a change in the zoning would be more desirable in terms of
the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan.

Dorchester County Code § 155-5 Amendments. The excerpts from the minutes of

December 15,2020 and January 19, 2021 show the hearing that was held on the change/

mistake rezoning request for ThreesomeAuto Salvage. Exhibit 25. Council Bill 2020-12

then approved the rezoning request. Exhibit 26.

The Cecil County Council Approves Change/MistakeRezoiiings

The Cecil County Code clearly states that the Council is responsible for rezoning

hearings. See Cecil County Code, Chapter A387. County Council Policies and Procedures

Article II. Meetings Generally § A387-12. Other meetings. The Council procedures for

conducting rezoning cases are in Exhibit 27. A change/mi stake rezonmg case is shown in

the excerpts from the January 5 and 19,2016 minutes of the County Council. Exhibit 28.

3 Dorchester County does not have a county executive to approve Council bills,
https;//msa.mai-yland.gov/insa/mdmanual/01giatice/html/county.hfml
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The Wicomico County Council Legislafively
Approves Floating Districts And Rezonings

In Wicomico County, the County Council legislatively approves floating districts.

The applicable section of the Wicomico County Code is Chapter 225. Zoning, Part 4.

Zoning Districts, Article XIII. Special Districts: Legislatively Approved Floating

Districts: "The following PDDs are therefore set forth in the text of this chapter, with

specific boundaries to be established on the Official Zoning Map after approval by the

County Council of a preliminary development plan. ..." § 225-47 Approval. A. "The

County Council, upon consideration of the recommendation of the Planning Commission,

may approve a floating district ..." § 225-47 D. "Upon final approval by the County

Council, the district boundaiy shall be shown on the official Zoning Map. § 225-47 E.

(emphasis added).

Furthermore, the Wicomico County Code provides that authority for rezonmgs

rests with the Council: "A(3). Legislation. All amendments to the Zoning Chapter shall

be considered as legislative acts and processed in accordance with all rules pertaining to

such acts." § 225-20 Amendments. At its March 6, 2018 legislative session, the

Wicomico County Council held a hearing on a change/ml stake case. Because it had been

a number of years since the county had had a rezoning, the county attorney explained the

rules of piecemeal zoning; the attorney said that they could not find rules so they

followed the procedures of other counties that do more rezonings. Wicomico County

Council Minutes, March 6,2018, p. 3, Exhibit 29. Essentially, the county attorney gave

an oral description of the Frederick procedures supra. After a very short hearing, the
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rezoning was approved. Id. at 4. The Council then legislatively rezoned the subject

property in Bill No. 2018-03: "SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY

THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF WICOMICO COUNTY, MARYLAND, IN

LEGISLATIVE SESSION.. . "p. 1, Exhibit 30.

The Talbot County Council Approves Zoning
Map Amendments By Legislation After A Site Visit

Similarly, in Talbot County, zoning authority is also vested in the County

Council :

55.1 General procedures.

A. Types of applications. The County Council is authorized to hear and decide on
the following applications, as authorized by this article:
1. Amendments to the text of this chapter,
2. Amendments to the Official Zoning Maps.
3. Amendments to the Critical Area Maps, which include amend ments to the
boundaries of the Critical Area, the Critical Area land management designations
(RCA, LDA and IDA), and Modified Buffer Areas. .. .

Chapter 190. Zoning, Subdivision and Land Development, Article VII. Administration,

§ 190-55. County Council applications (emphasis added).

The relevant provisions ofTalbot Council County action include:

4. After receiving the recommendations of the Planning Director and Planning
Commission, any member of the Council may introduce legislation; if no member
of the Council introduces legislation, the application fails.

5. If any member of the County Council introduces legislation, the public hearing
shall be advertised in accordance with the requirements for posting, newspaper
publication, and notice to adjacent property owners specified in

4 Talbot County does not have a county executive to approve Council bills.
https;//msa.mai-y!and.gov/n-tsa/mdmanuaL'01glance/htmI/county.html
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§ 190-54.5 of this article....

6. The Council shall not approve or disapprove an amendment to the
Official Zoning Maps until a site visit has been made by a majority of the
Council members to inspect the physical features of the property and determine
the character of the surrounding area. A site visit shall not be required for
sectional or comprehensive amendments to the Official Zoning Maps.

7. Legislation shall be heard in accordance with County Council legislative

procedures.

Id. at Part D (emphasis added). The requirement of a site visit by the Council shows the

very hands-on involvement by the members, and the process is finalized with Council

legislation. On November 19, 2019, the Talbot Council passed "a bill to amend the

critical area overlay district on the official zoning maps ofTalbot County." Bill No 1438,

Exhibit 31.

The Harford County Council Performs All Zoning Actions By Written Decision

Perhaps the clearest expression of Council authority of zoning actions in a charter

county is Harford County:

The Council shall enact laws establishing zoning regulations and comprehensive
zoning maps, and these laws may be petitioned to referendum in accordance with
Section 220 of this Charter. All decisions of the Council in zoning cases,

whether by piecemeal rezoning, special exception, variance, or otherwise
shall be rendered by written decisions of the Council, and these decisions may
be appealed to the Circuit Court for Harford County in accordance with Section
709 of this Charter, but may not be petitioned to referendum.

Harford County Charter, Chapter C. Charter Article VII. Planning and Zoning Section

703. Adoption of zoning ordinances and zoning maps. (emphasis added).
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ZONING IN SOME MARYLAND JURISDICTIONS (AND IN HOWARD
COUNTY) IS A MIXED LEGISLATIVE AND QUASI-JUDICIAL PROCESS

As stated supra, Howard County beginning in December 1994 stated that having

legislative action on zoning cases would, without any clear authority, violate the due

process rights of individual property owners who requested a zoning map amendment by

making the amendment subject to referendum. Yet, this was not true in 1994 and is not

supported by the many court cases in the intervening decades. The Court of Appeals has

recognized the unique procedures for zoning, PUDs, and development plans in a number

of Maryland jurisdictions. In Baltimore City the Council approves PUDs by ordinance.

However, in Baltimore County, the Council initiates the PUD process by resolution, but

the approval is made by an administrative law judge. In addition, there is the complicated

process in Prince George's County (and Montgomery County) where the County Council

siting as the District Council of the Mary land -Washington Regional District passes

zoning ordinances which have elements and conditions which might be found in a D&O

in Howard County. See discussion of Zoning Ordinance 10-2004 establishing a Local

Activity Zone—a floating zone—quoted in Prmce George's Co. v. T.inmer Dev^ 444 Md.

490, 120A. 3d 677, 705-706 (2015).5

Thus, considering the wide latitude that the courts have implicitly endorsed for

differing processes and procedures for rezoning in the various Maryland jurisdictions, it

5 "I. THE RELEVANT LAND USE REGIME IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY: A MIND-
NUMBING PRIMER Most Judges and lawyers, and many public officials and members of the general
public, are uninitiated (and perhaps even uninterested, unless their oxen are being gored) in the
mysteries of land use regulation. With apologies particularly to the uninterested, the following
introduction to the relevant zoning, planning, and land use regime in play virtually throughout all of
Prince George's County (and the Regional District of which it is a part) is useful, if not essential, in
order to grasp the context of the facts of this case and our decision to follow." Zimsner Dev. at 683-684.
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would not be extraordinary if the Howard County Council were to follow Section 202(g)

and finalize the zoning process in Howard County. Moreover, CB59-2018 shows that

Howard County does not actually have problems passing land use legislation, which is

subject to a referendum, even where that legislation is applicable to only one property.

Therefore, any objections to performing zoning actions by original bill which might

subject a particular property to plebiscite are specious. Further demonstrating that there is

no legal impediment in Maryland law to implementing Section 202(g), is that of the six

charter counties discussed supra, only the Charter ofHarford County specifically

excludes a "decision of the Council in a zoning case" from referendum. Harford County

Chapter C. Charter, Article II. Legislative Branch, Section 220. Referendum (a)(4).

Approval Of Amendments To The General Development Plans In The City Of
Westminster Is A Mixed Quasi-JudiciaI And Legislative Process

Similar to many of the procedures in the charter counties, especially in Frederick

County, the City of Westminster has considered changes to general development plans in

a mixed quasl-judiclal and legislative process:

As of 1978, Westminster did not have a Zoning Ordinance. In 1978, the Council
approved "[tjhe Wakefield Valley/Fenby Farm General Development Plan" for
"734.56± acres of land ... on the western edge of Westminster, i.e., the

Wakefield Valley GDP. The Wakefield Valley GDP consisted of three categories
of land use—residential, commercial, and open space —with the "major open
space use within the community [to be] a championship golf course."

^ ^t ^ ^S

The following year, In 1979, the Council adopted a Zoning Ordinance, now
codified as Chapter 164 of the Code of the City of Westminster ("Westminster
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Code"), Because a variety of plans were in place before the adoption of the
Zoning Ordinance—including the Wakefield Valley GDP—the Zoning Ordinance
included a section expressly permitting development to occur based on the

existing plans already approved by the Council and providing for amendments to
those plans using the process described in an identified provision of the Zoning
Ordinance. That section—now codified as Westminster Code § 164-133B—

provides, in pertinent part:

All preliminary plans, final plans, revised preliminary or final plans and all
development plans of any type which have been approved by the Mayor
and Common Council and/or the Commission prior to November 5, 1979,
shall continue to be approved and valid after said date, regardless of the
zonal classification of the real property as to which such plans pertain, and
said real property shall be developed in accordance with the provisions of
such plans. Such plans may be amended in accordance with the procedures
provided for the amendment of development plans contained in § 164"
188J of this chapter.

WVDIA Westmimter v. Mayor & Common Council ofWestmmster, 462 Md. 369,200

A.3d 334, 337-338 (2019). The Westminster Code has criteria which must be considered

conformity with the General Plan:

In considering a rezoning application which includes a development plan, the
Common Council shall consider whether the application and the development

plan fulfill the purposes and requirements set forth in this chapter. In so doing, the
Common Council shall make the following specific findings, in addition to any
other findings which may be found to be necessary and appropriate to the
evaluation of the proposed reclassification:

(1) That the zone applied for is m substantial compliance with the use and
density indicated by the Master Plan or sector plan and that it does not
conflict with the general plan, the City's capital improvements program or
other applicable City plans and policies.
(2) That the proposed development would comply with the purposes,
standards and regulations of the zone as set forth in Articles II through XV,
would provide for the maximum safety, convenience and amenity of the
residents of the development and would be compatible with adjacent
development.
(3) That the proposed vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems are
adequate and efficient.

31



(4) That by its design, by minimizing grading and by other means, the
proposed development would tend to prevent erosion of the soil and to
preserve natural vegetation and other natural features of the site.
(5) That any proposals, including restrictions, agreements or other
documents, which show the ownership and method of assuring perpetual
maintenance of those areas, if any, that are intended to be used for
recreational or other common or other quasi-public purposes, are adequate

and sufficient.

(6) That the submitted development plan Is in accord with all pertinent
statutory requirements and is or is not approved. Disapproval of a
development plan by the Common Council shall result in a denial of the
rezonlng application of which the development plan is a part.

Mat 338.

There was a long history of development proposals for the Wakefleld Valley GDP.

The Common Council held a number of quasi-judicial hearings. At the conclusion of the

hearings "because one of the factors was not satisfied, the Council voted to deny the

Application, and 'directed] Staff to ... generate an opinion based on [its] deliberations

and the considered decisions of the elected officials.'" Id. at 346. Subsequently^ the

Common Council, as with the procedures in the charter counties, adopted an ordinance

denying the application and attached the written decision as an exhibit. Id. at 347. Exhibit

32.

The Unique Zoning Procedures In Baltimore City

The Court of Appeals has stated that "Baltimore City is governed by a unique

procedure and body of law in many respects regarding its zoning procedures." Overpak v.

Baltimore, 395 Md. 16, 909 A. 2d 235, 241 (2006). The PUD process in Baltimore City

begins with a conference between the developer and Planning Commission. After the

conference process
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[t]he application is then submitted to the Council in the form of a proposed
ordinance (a bill, in legislative vernacular) for approval of the development
plan. M. § 9-106. 242 Once a bill proposing a PUD has been submitted to the

Council, It must be reviewed by the Board of Municipal and Zoning Appeals, the
Planning Commission, and any other agencies deemed relevant by the President
of the City Council. M §§ 9- 111, 16-301. These reviewing entities apply a
multitude of governing standards that essentially ensure that the proposed PUD
will conform with the surrounding area in terms of contemplated development;
topography; value of surrounding areas; availability of light, air, open space, and
street access; and risks of public and health hazards. Id. § 9-112. If the Council is

satisfied with the development plan and reports from the reviewing agencies,
it may approve the PUD in tlie form of an ordinance. Id. § 9-113

Furthermore the Overpak Court stated that

[j]ust as Baltimore City has a distinct scheme for PUDs, it so too has one for
conditional uses .. . The Zoning Code provides that the Mayor and City
Council may approve a request for a conditional use by ordinance and,
additionally, may impose conditions on its approval. §§ 14-102, 103. Bills that
would create conditional uses by ordinance must satisfy the [procedural
requirements of the City Code]. The bill is then referred to the Board of Municipal
and Zoning Appeals and the Planning Commission and also may be referred to
other relevant agencies. Id. § 16-301. Following a bill's second reading, it is
subject to a public hearing before the committee to which the bill was originally
referred... Id. §§ 16-401,402.

Id. at 243-244 (emphasis added).

Mixed Legislative And Quasi-JudiciaI Process For PUDs In Baltimore County

A mixed legislative and quasi-judicial process for PUDs also occurs in Baltimore

County. The Court of Appeals has recognized that In Baltimore County the "zoning

regulations create a Planned Unit Development ("PUD") approval process that is partly

legislative and partly quasi-judiclal or adjudicative in nature. Kemvooc! Gardens Cowh

v, WJwlen Properties, 449 Md. 313, 144A.3d 647, 651 (2016). The Court continued that
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[tjhe PUD approval process in Baltimore County begins with the submission of an
application to the county councilman for the district in which the proposed PUD Is
to be located. The application is subsequently incorporated into a County Council
Resolution. Substantive review of the application may not proceed unless the
County Council passes the resolution. Following the passage of the resolution, the
application undergoes an extensive review and approval process by various
Baltimore County planning and zoning agencies before concluding in a final
public hearing before an administrative law judge ("ALJ").

Id. at 652 (Baltimore County Code citations omitted)..

The Court described in more depth the procedure leading to the adoption of

the Council resolution:

After the council member submits the application [an internal agency review
occurs and] the matter of the PUD application is then referred to the full County
Council in the form of a Resolution for action.

If the Council concludes that the proposed PUD will achieve a development of

substantially higher quality than a conventional development would achieve, and
that the proposed site for the PUD is in accordance with the procedures of this
title as well as the requirements of the zoning regulations, then the proposed site is
"eligible for County review." After the adoption of a resolution, the Council Is
required to give public notice of the resolution . ..

Id. at 656-657 (Baltimore County Code citations omitted). However,

[a]pproval by the County Council is not final acceptance of the PUD. Following
the passage of the resolution, [there is an informational concept plan conference
and agency review], [t]he ALJ reviews the proposed PUD for compliance with the
requirements of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations and issues a written
approval or denial of the PUD. Final action on a development plan may not be
taken until after a public "quasI-judjciaP hearing before an ALJ.

Id at 657 (Baltimore County Code citations omitted).
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Howard County Must Clearly State The Authority For

Not Implementing Section 202(g) As Written

For more than a quarter century^ Howard County has not fully followed the

language of Section 202(g). After the Charter amendment was passed in 1994, the

County Solicitor apparently concluded without clear explanation ttiat Section 202(g) did

not apply to floating zones. See former Section 103 of the Howard County Zoning

Regulations.

The Court of Appeals has also specifically addressed the interpretation of a

charter and the limited deference to be given to the interpretation by the Solicitor:

Such a long-standing construction of Ocean City's Charter powers (at least since

the adoption of Its present Charter in 1965) by the officials charged with its

administration is due considerable deference by the courts when an ambiguity

exists as to the proper interpretation of the Charter provisions. See, e.g.,, Balto.

Gas & Elec. v. Pub. Serv, Comm1n, 305 Md. 145, 161, 501 A.2d 1307 (1986);

National Asphalt v. Prince Geo's Co., 292 Md. 75, 80, 437A.2d 651 (1981). But

no custom, however venerable, can nullify the plain requirements of a statute or

charter provision or otherwise confer power on a legislative body. See Rogwi v. B.

& O.R.R. Co, 188 Md. 44, 58, 52A,2d 261 (1947); Hama v, M of Ec?, of

Wicomico Co., 200 Md. 49, 87A.2d 846 (1952), supra', and McQuillm, supra,

10.17. In other words, the unvarying construction of a charter provision by

those charged with its enforcement over a long period of time cannot

override the plain meaning of an unambiguous provision or extend if beyond

its clear import. See Macke Co. v. Comptroller, 302 Md. 18, 485 A.2d 254

(1984); Comptroller v. A. CyanamidCo., 240 Md. 491, 2I4A.24 596 (1965).
While the City Solicitor's interpretation of the Charter provision is entitled to

some weight he, of course, has no greater power to bind the municipality than a

private attorney has to bind a client. See City of Baltimore v. Crane, 277 Md. 198,

352A.2d 786 (1976).
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InletAssoc. v. Assateague House Condo., 313 Md. 413, 432-433, 545 A.2d 1296 (1988)

(emphasis added). The Court continued "When, as here, it is a patent violation of one of

the most fundamental provisions of a municipal charter — that its legislative body, when

required to act in a legislative capacity, do so only by ordinance — H cannot matter that a

party relies upon erroneous official advice to its detriment." Thus, Section 202(g) cannot

be overridden by erroneous interpretation by the county solicitor.

If there is some mystery provision of Maryland law that prevents the Howard

County from passing zoning amendments by legislative action, the County Office of Law

has failed to clearly state It. It would also come as a surprise to the county attorneys in the

other charter counties discussed supra whose charters, laws, policies and procedures

provide for their councils to act legislatively. If Howard County is correct, then the advice

of the county attorneys in particular from Frederick and Wicoimco Counties would be

incorrect. A ruling that something in Maryland (or federal) law invalidates the language

in Section 202(g) would effectively invalidate the provisions in most of the other

Maryland charter counties. The advice that would be given by a majority of the county

attorneys in the charter counties and the City of Westminster is that a zoning action by a

council may be by legislative action. Thus, the weight of the evidence and law is that tiie

other charter counties (and Westminster) are correct and that Howard County is wrong.

Therefore, notwithstanding the erroneous interpretations by the PIoward County Office of

Law, the Howard County Charter requires action by the County Council by original bill

for any zoning amendments other than those that are subject to the change/mistake
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principle. The facts show that Section 202(g) is not being followed as intended by the

voters who approved Question B, and we can no longer turn a blind eye to it,

THE ZONING COUNSEL DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN THE HEARING
AS REQUIRED BY THE HOWARD COUNTY CODE

The Howard County Code requires that "The Zoning Counsel shall appear at

all Zoning Board hearings on requests for piecemeal zoning map amendments for

the purposes of producing evidence and testimony supporting comprehensive rezoning

and facilitating the compilation of a complete record." Section 16.1000(c) (emphasis

added). The grammatical construction of the sentence with the plural use of "purposes

and two uses of "and" shows that the purposes are (1) "producing evidence and testimony

supporting comprehensive rezoning"AND (2) "facilitating the compilation of a complete

record." However, at a March 3, 2021 Webex meeting with interested members of the

public, the Zoning Counsel Eileen Powers stated repeatedly and assuredly that in her 20

years as zoning counsel she only appears in change/ml stake cases. Yet, nowhere does the

Code make any restriction that the zoning counsel's responsibilities are limited only to

"change/mi stake cases; such a limitation Is solely based on the understanding that has

existed between Ms. Powers and the Howard County Council. In fact, the only reference

to "change/mistake that can be found in the Howard County Code is in Section

16.204(b) pertaining to conflict resolution or mediation at the Mediation and Conflict

Resolution Center Inc. of Howard County. There, the grammatical construction of the

clause makes clear that "change/mistake" is a hyponym of "piecemeal map amendment":
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"other than piecemeal map amendment cases based on the change/mistake rules as

established by the Maryland Case Law." Section l6.204(b). As stated in Harford Co.

supra the language for the zoning counsel should be interpreted as it appears without

limiting "piecemeal to "change/mistake. If the County Council had intended that the

zoning counsel only participate in change/mistake cases they would have said so and not

"piecemeal," because the County Council "is presumed to have meant what it said and

said what if meant.'" Harford Co., at 8 ^quoting Walzer at 432 (quoting Witte at 165))

(emphasis added).

CONCLUSION

Section 202(g) was intended to present a binary choice on zoning actions which

"may only be passed by the Council by original bill." The actions are either under the

change/mistake principle as established by the Maryland Court of Appeals or ANY other

action. Zoning Board case ZB 111 8M is not a change/mistake petition; to the contrary, it

is as stated multiple times in CB50-2021 a petition to amend the zoning map.

The law in most charter counties provides that the county council performs all

rezoning cases, including change/mi stake by legislative act. Nothing in Maryland law

prevents these procedures. Thus, Howard County must end its conspiracy to thwart the

will of the voters which began in 1994 and instead must follow its Charter and perform

all zoning actions other than change/mi stake by original bill and, if individuals are so

inclined, allow the electorate to take these zoning actions to referendum.
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Furthermore, the zoning counsel should have participated in the proceedings

amending tlie Columbia PDP. Piecemeal zoning cases include PUDs, PDPs, GCPs, and

floating zones. Thus, the Howard County Zoning Board misreads the County Code by

limiting the zoning counsel only to change/mistake cases where nothing in the Code so

restricts it, and this conclusion is contrary to the purposed for CB50.

These errors in procedure and application of the Howard County Code and

Howard County Charter must be addressed and corrected. This principle was expressed

last year by Zoning Board Member Elizabeth Walsh in this case on the issue of holding

virtual meetings, but is applicable here as well: "I think we have an obligation to

recognize something that was done incorrectly and address it^ if that is what is

necessary." ZB 1 U9M, HRVC, June 10, 2020. Therefore, CB50 must be amended to

recognize that only the County Council can approve an amendment to the zoning map.

Respectfully submitted,

Joel B. Hurewitz
joelhurewitz@gmail.com
Columbia, MD 21044
July 6, 2021
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PETITION TO AMEND THE
ZONING MAP OF HOWAKD COUNTY

DPZ Office U^e Only;
Case No.

Date Filed:

Zoning Request

I (we)» tlie undersigned, hereby petition the Zoning Board of Howard County to amend the Zoning

Map of Howard County as follows; To rezone the Subject Propertfes' zoninfl district cfassificatlons

from B-2 (Business: General) and RC-DEO (Rural Conservation - Density Exchange Option) to CEF-M

(Community Enhancement Floating - Mixed).

Petitioner's Name Blckson Living Properties II,LLC

Address 701 Maiden Choice Lane, Catonsvllle, Maryland 21228

Phone No. fWI ^1(M02-2440

Email Address steven, montgomery@erlckson.com

Owner's Name PIoase see attached Narrative.

Address,

Phone No. (W)_fH)
Counsel for Petitioner wi!!iam E- ^^ Esq." Offit Kurman, PA

Counsel's Address 8'i71 MaPle Lawn Boulevard, Suite 200, Fulton, Maryland 20759

Counsel's Phone No. 301-575-0363 __
Bmail Address werskine@offitkurman.com

Property Identification

Address of Subject Property R(, 108.12170 Ciarksvllle Pike. and o/o 5450 Sheppard Lane. Clarksville. MD 21029,

Location of Subject Property Clarksvliie, Howard County, Maryland

Election District 5th Tax Map # 34,35 and 28 Block # _ Parcel H /l85>259.andp/o 100

Lot ^ _ Total Acreage of Property 62,116 acres+/-

Petitioner's Interest iu Subject Property Contract Purchaser

(e.g, owner/joint owner/contract purchaser)

Reason for the requested amendment to the Zoning Map The petitioner wishes to establish a continutns Care

Retfremenl Community (CCRC) on the Subject Proparties. Such a use Is nol ujrrenltypermitted under the existing zoning.

Statement as to the present use or uses of the subject property '?e B-2 zoned parcel Is currently used as a

Freestate gasoline seivice slation. Tlie RC-DEO zoned parcels are currentlyjfused ^ragiTaillO^uiB^e^^^ate

however subject to an agricultural preservation easement^

h0./ -6 20!S
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9, Stntcmcnt as to whether or not there is an allegation of mistake in tlie cuiTcnt xoning, nnd, if so, (he

nature of the mistake and the facts fo support the allegation For purposes of this application only, the

PetitfgriRrJsjio^liejsing a mistake m the currenlzonlnfl. The prgpg^ a floating distflct

and thorefors a finding of mistake in the current zoning is not a prerequisite for rezoning the Property.

X0< Statement as to whether or not there is an allegation of a substantial change m die character of the

neighborhood subsequent to tfie most recent comprehensive rezoning. Ifchange(s) is alleged, the nature

of the change(s) and the facts to supporl tho alfegalion and a statement as to why the petitioner

concludes that the reciassification sought is the proper one For purposes of this application only, the

PetitfpneF is not alleging a snbstanHa! change in .thocharactsrpf the netshborhood subseciuest to llie most

recent comprehensive zoning. The proposed CEF-M zoning district is a fioaling dJstrict and tfterefore a ffnding

of subafgnlial change In Ihe character of ihe neighborhood subsequent to the most recent comprehensive zoning

Is not a prerequisite for tha rezonina of the Propertv.

II* Statement as to whether or not the petitioner can use the subject property in its present zoning

chissiftcalion and, If not, the reasons why For purposes of this application only. the Petitioner Is not

attsgtng that the Property csinnot be used tn Its present zoning dasslflcatfon.

12. Statement as to whether or not such amendment wilt be in harmony with the General Plan for Howiml
County and whether such amctutment will adversely affect the sumnmdmg and vicinal prupeities

The proposed zoning map amendment will be ititisirmonYwitlii the General Plan for Howard County

(PlanHoward 2030) and will not adversely affect the surrounding and vtclna! properties.

(Please see the Narrative for further dlsciission on this topic.)

13, State whether or not Ihe subject property is cuiTently served by public water, sewerage, slid public roads

The Subject Property Is located within the Planned Service Area (PSA) for both water and sewer service, !t Is

not, currently physlcslty connscted to these public ulilltles^

ThGSubiectpTQDartv is sen/ed by public roads: specifically. Maryland Rt, 108 - a minor arterlal roaciwav.

14. Any other factors which the petitioner desires the Board to consider including, copies of any written

reports intended to be introduced at the hennng and t\ wrilten summm'y of verbal evidence of any expert

which will be proffered at the hearing _Plsase seejhe attached Narrative for futher discussion on thess

topics,



15. PETITION AND DRAWINGS (PLEASE TAKE NOTE)

Original Petition plus 24 copies (!fon a county road), with equal amount of required drawings, folded to
approxiintifely 8 '/a" x I 4" (27 copies if n sfotc rond Is involved). Plats of the subject property, plus
other such scale drawings as may be required by the Depiirlmcnt of Planning and Zoning tmist show the
following;

[/\ a, Courses and distances of the boundary lines of the subject properly ami the ocreage
[/\ b. North arrow
{/[ c. Existing zoning of subject property and adjoining properties
[/| d. Location, boundnry lines, and area of any proposed reciassification of zoning
[^ Q. Existing structures, uses, natural features and landscEiping on the subject and adjacent

properties which may be relevant to the petition
[/\ f. Location of subject property En rctalion, by approximate diinension, to the nearest intersection

of two public r&nds
M £• Ownei-ship of affected roads
[/\ h. Election district in which subject property is located
E/j i. Tax map/zoning map number on which subject properly is shown
E/lj. Nnme of local communiiy or ncigiiborhood In which subject properly is located or is near
[^ k. Name and mailing address of property ownef
[y^ 1, Nfime and inaiiing address of the petitioner
E/l m. Name and mailing address of petitioner's atlorneyt if any
[/\ 11. Any other information as may be necessary for fuli and proper consideration of the petition

16. Iflhe petition Includes site plan documentation, the petition shall include all information as required by
Section 100.0.0.2 of the Zoning Regulations.

17. The Petitioner agrees to furnish such EuldiUonal plals, plans or other data as may be required by the
Zoning Board and/or tlie Department of Planning and Zoning.

18, The Petitioner further agrees to install and maintain Zoning Hearing Posters) as required III the
Affidavit of Posting provided by the Department of Planning and Zoning. The Poster(s) must bo posted
for at least 30 d«ys immediately prior to the Zoning Board hearing and remain posted until 15 days after
the final hearing.

19, The Petitioner agrees to insert and pay for (he newspaper Rdverltsing costs as required by the Zoning
Board Rules of Procedure. Said ndvectiseinont shall be in a format deemed adequate by the Chairperson
ol* the Zoning Board and must b& published once in al tenst two newspapers of general circulation in
Howiu'd County at least 30 days prior to the Zoning Board hearing. The Petitioner also agrees to submit
certification of Ihe text and publication dates of the approved advertisement prior to (he Zoning Board
hearing to tlie Administrative Assistant to the Zoning Board.

20. The Petitioner certifies that no petition for the same or substantially the same proposal as herein
contained for tlie subject property has been denied in whole or in part by the Zoning Board or has been
withdrawn after the taking of evidence at a public hearing of the Zoning Board within twenty-four (24)
months of the Zoning Board hearing unless so stated herein



21. The undersigned hereby alYinns that ati oftho statements and informatton contained in, or filed with tliis
petition, aro true and correct, The undersigned has read the instructions on this form, filing herewith all
of the required accompanying information.

\M^rrv 1 '

Attorney's Signature

\\ sf)8
Date

^/ ^ If"^";^

ioner's/Owner's Signature Date

Todd Matthcisen, CFO, Authorized Sifitiatory

Petitioner's/Owner's Signature Date Petit ioner's/Owner's Signature Date

22. FF.ES

The Petitioner agrees to pay all fees as follows:

a. Filing feo including first hearing...«..-.............. $695.00*

Each additional hearing night............................ $510,00*

b. Public Notice Poster(s): .,.,................,,....,,$25.00

* The Zoning Board may refund or waive all or part of the filing fee where the petitioner
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Zoning Board that the payment of {he fee would work an
extraordinary hardship on the petitioner. The Zoning Board may refund part ofthc filing fae for
withdrawn petitions. The Zoning Board shall waive sill fees for petitions filed in the performance
ofgovenunental duties by an official, board or agency of the Howard County Government.

AA*ftAAftAAtifAA*AA*ft**AA**ft*AAA*AA*ftAA*AA*AAAAAft*AAft'frAftftA'frAAAAAAftftftAAft*A*AAAft**ftA*AA*Aft*AAAA

For DPZ office use only:

Hearing Fee $
Poster Fee $
Total $,

Receipt No.

PLEASE CALL 410-313-2350 FOR AN APPOINTMENT TO SUBMIT YOUR APPLICATION

County Website: www.hownrdcountymd.eov

T;\DPZ\Sharecl\PubHc Service and Zomtig\AppHcations\Zonmg Boar(1\ZonitigMapForni.DOC REV 2-14



MAHY1 AND
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VtRCINIA

NLW.fCrtSCY
Attorneys At Law | ^;^

DF1 AWARh

WASHINGTON, DC

Willmm E. Erskine
Tel: 301-575-0363
WErskine(fljoffitkunnan,cotn

February 28,2019

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Howard County Depl, of Planning & Zoning
Atlu: Valdis Lazdins, Director
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive
EllicottCity»MD21043

Re: Erickson Living af Liinestone Valley; ZB Case No.: 1 118-M
Supplement to Petition to Amend Zoning Map of Howard County
Erickson Living Properiies II, LLC

Dear Director Lazdins:

On behalf of my client Erickson Living Properties II, LLC (Ihe "Applicant"), I am pleased to
submit the attached Supplement to the Petition to Amend the Zoning Map of Howard County as
originally filed by my client on November 6,2018.

As explained in greater detail in the attached submittal, this Supplement is intended to clarify the
scope of the Appiicant's proposed CEF Enhancements and to reflect certain changes to the DCP
which arc intended to enhance the design and operational efficiency of the proposed continuing
core retirement community ("CCRC").

The revisions to the originfil Petition to Amend the Zoning Map of Howard County as set forth m
this Supplement do not involve new locations or more intensive zoning classifications.

Any aspect of the original Petition and DCP that is not expressly modified by this Supplement
shall remain as originally submitted on November 6,2018.

Thank you for your consideration of the Applicant^ Petition as revised by this Supplement.

Singly,

^5 \
William E.Erskme

WEE/hnk
Enclosures

the pyi lm;t ieyat partner" in?) Maple Lawn Boulft^rd I Suitfi ?C:0 Mnplp I mvn, MD K)?ffl i a9t.57.ff,(),30() offltkurman.com
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Supplement to PcUtiun (o Aincinl tlic Zonina Man of Howard County

On bchtiir of* the development team of Erickson Living Properties II, LLC (tlic
"Applicant"), Ihc Ibliowing Supplement lo the Petition to Amend the Zoning Map of Howard
County us originally filed on November 6, 2018 (the "Supplcmcnr) is submitted for the purposes
of supplementing iind amending certain iispccls oniie originrtl Petition. R.evisions to the Petition
narrative «re syt fbrtli in dcttill below. Revised .sheds ofthe DCP nre attached herelo as Exhibit
"A" and consist of cyrttiin revised sheets dntcd February 25, 2019 and laboied as follows:

DCP-9 - Dcvelopincni Standards

DCP-10-Site Uiyuul Plan
DCP-lt -IlluslraUvc Site Plan
DCP-12- EnvEronmentni BuHcr EKhibit
DCP-13-Site Sections
DCP-14 - Architccturo! Character

• DCP-16 - Conceptual Architectural Elevations
]XtP-19~Conucplua! Archilecturid Elcvalions
DCP-26 ~ Conccplnai Liuiclsca])e I5lan
DCP-28 - ConccpUmt Lighting Plan
DCP-29 - Summary oFCEP-M Diytricl Enhancements
DCP-30 - Linear Park Rnhmccmcnts

• DCP-31 ~ Mtilti-Usc Palhway iinlianccmcnts

• DCP-32 - Multi-Usc PiUhwtiy Enhancements
• DCP-33 - MuIti-Usc Pathway EnhanccmeiUs
• DCP-34 - Multi-Usc Pathway Knlianccmoits

• DCP-36 - MullE-Usc Piithvvay Enhancements
DCP-37 - Muki-Use Pathwny Knhancetnents
DCP-3S ~ MuIli-lJsc l}<illiway EniidncctnctUs
DCP-39 ~ Muiti-Use Patlnvay Enhnncemcnls
DCP-40 ~ Mulli-Usc Pathway linhanccincnls
DCP-41 - Mulli-Use Pathway enhancements
DCP-42 - Mulli-Usc Pathway Enhancements
DCP-43 - CEP-M District enhancements vs Non-CKP Comparison

The above dcycribed DCP shuets hnve been revi'icd for the Following purposes;1

1.) To update the Development Stnndnrds to rcHccl Ihe permitted use of structured
parking.

2.) To update Indcpendcnl Living Building 3 and the Mm'kefing Center & Sales
Building (now referred to us fhc "Welcome Cenfef") footpitfni lo [irovide t\ inorc cITicienl building
design and iniernal circulation for residents and pro.speutivc resktcnts.

3.) To update limits ofthc yaftigc below (he Care Ccnlcr and the Independent Buildings
^3 and /4 based on t'ciuicmcnl oniic parking layout through tlic preliminary cle.sign process.

The fclcnUHcd revjslon.s to Uic OCP nre carriod tlu'oitgti anc! reHecteci on dll impactcct sheets.



4.) To adjust the designation for pathway/sidewalk improvemenEs along east side of
MD 108 from Great Star Drive to Linden Linthicum Road to be 5* sidewalk or 8' multi-modal
pathway, pending availability of right-of-way or easement per coordination with the County's
Corridor Plan and County Staff.

5.) To adjust the designation for mutti-modal pathway to read 8* per coordination with
Countyts Corridor Plan and County Staff for the segment from Sheppard Lane to Meadow Vista
Way as this area is expected to have light pedestrian activity.

In addition, this Supplement is intended to clarify the scope of the Applicant's proposed
CEF Enhancements and to reflect certain changes to the DCP intended to enhance the design and
operational efficiency of the proposed continuing care retirement community ("CCRC").

The amendments to the original Petition to Amend the Zoning Map of Howard County as
set forth in this Supplement do not involve new locations or more intensive zoning classifications,

Any aspect of the original Petition and DCP that is not expressly modified by this
Supplement shall remain as originally submitted.

Enhanced Transportation & Paratransit Services1

In addition, to the positive fiscal impacts described above, this proposed Erickson Living
CCRC community will convey significant benefits to the County as a result of the robust private
transportation services that it offers to its residents and employees. The availability of private
transportation services to the re$i<lents and employees of the proposed Erickson Living CCRC
community will result in a corresponding decrease in the demand for publicly provided
transportation services as compared to the expected demand that would be created by a similar
sized senior housing complex. Furthermore, Erickson Living communities offer many amenities
and services on-campus compared to other senior housing providers including but not limited to
several restaurants, fitness centers, pool» hair salon (men and women), library, office, bank, theater
room, pharmacy and medical care (full-time geriatric doctors available 24/7 with same day
appointments, dentist, podiatrist, ophthalmologist etc.) By reducing the demand for publicly
provided paratransit services, this proposed CCRC community on a comparative basis will save
Howard County significant expense in the future.

Like all Enckson Living communities^ this proposed CCRC community will maintain a
fleet of vehicles. Chat will provide private transportation services to its residents and employees^
including but not limited to paratransit services. Because of the availability of private paratransit
services within the community, it has been the Petitioner's experience that many of our residents
and employees wiil opt to utilize the private Erickson Living paratransit servwe instead of relying
upon the public paratransit services offered by the Regional Transportation Agency of Central
Maryland C^TA),

2 This section supersedes Ehe original section under fche ssme heading beginning on page 4 of the Narrative in
Support ofPetttfon to Amend the Zoning Maps of Howard County filed on November 6,2018.
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Questions A, B and C are amendments 10

the Howard County Charter. Proposed
changes lo the Charter musi be sybrRined to
the voters for ^doplion or rejeciion. Quesitions
A and C result from resolutions adopted by
the Counry Cotinci3 in 1994. Question B wys
proposed by a 1994 pciilion of a suffidear
number of Howard County vocers' signaEurcs.

appointments be made on the

To provide that Ac appointments 10
permanent positions in the classified sysiem
be made on the basis of merit, as provided by
law. and to efiminatc Ehe rcquiremcnt thai Lhe
appointments be made from the len highest
eligible? oenified on the basis of exarnijuition.

Present Procedure: The Chaner cuncnttv
requires thai coumy classified svstcm (civil
service) appointments be mads from the ren
highest- eligibles certified on. the basis of
exammatton.

Proposed Change: The Charter amend-
merit would require that county classified
system (civii service) appointments be made
on ihe basis of merit. as provided by law.

A vote FOR means: County classified
system appoinanents will be made on the
basis of merit, as provided by iaw.

A vote AGAINST means: The Charter witi
continue to rcquirc thai: county clas^'fied systCETi

appotnenocQK be made firum rite ten highest
etigibies certified on die basis ofexaminarioo.

To provide that certain
zoning plans, regulations, and
maps be adopSed as couhcil bills

To provide that aay amendment,
restatement or revision to the General Plan.

the Zoning Regulations, or Zoniiig Maph\
other than a rcdassification map amendment:
established under ihe "changs and mistake"
principle set out by the Maiyland Coun of
Appeals, is declared to be a legislative act and
may be passed only by the Council by original
bil! in accordance with the Icajslanvc
procedure set forth in Section 209 of the
Charter. Such an act shall be subject TO
Exccuuve veto and may be penrioned TO
referendum by the People of the County
pursuant 10 Section 211 of the CharKr.

Present Procedure: As provided by jaw,
the eiccied County Councii adopts the Genera!
(Master) Plan by resolution and is required to
revise it on a regular basis. The Zoning Board
is composed of the County Council members
and acts as a quiLsi-judicia! agency on cases

involving bcch "piecemeal" and
comprehensive zoning plans, including map
aroendments and changes to [he zoning
resulatioris. There is no limu on the number
of public hearings, worksessions or lime for
ddiberaEioo of the Board to permit fuil public
partiapatioo in the process. No special
interest, business, deveioper. etc., may contact

individual Board members on the topics ac
issue during that period. All testimony musl
be matters of public record.

Proposed Change: The amendment would
add language TO tibe Charter with specific

reference lo certain county plaiming and
zoning functions. All except the "piecemeal1'

zoning cases (subject to the "change or
mistake" principle) would be introduced as
odginal bills in the County Councii prim.irijy
on the recommendation of the County
Etecutivc'.s office. The Council would [hen

have up to 65 chy& - or under curtain
circumstances, no more than 95 days - !o pass

the bills or they wodd fail. Cirizen
participation in hearings would be confined ro
this period. The bills parsed would then be
subject 10 cxccuttvc veco and r&ferendmn.

A vote FOR means: The currenl process
would be replaced. Bills passed by the County
Council would be subject to executive veto
and referendum.

A vote AGAINST means: Reiainms itK
present procedure as provided by the Howard
County Code.

of certain legislative sessions
To provide that the County Council wilt

nol meet in legislative <*ess't0n in August.

except for emergency se&srons or sessions

called by rcsolution. and to allow the County
Council to cancel by an affinnative vote of
2/3 of IB members any regularly scheduted
IcglsJhuvc session.

Present Procedure: The Charter ryquircs
the Council to meet m August in legislative
session unless 2/3 of the Council vote at the
previous session to cancel the August session.

The Charter is siilent on the possifaiJtty thai tiie
Council mig}it cancel any other regulariy
scheduled legislative session.

Proposed Change: The amenctmcni wvuid
provide thai the Council, not meet lo
legislative session in August excepi for
cmeiscncy sessions or sessions called by
resolurion. It Also provkies a 0'ifichanism

whereby the Council could eancei any other
rcgularty scheduled legislative session by a
2/3 Council vote.

A vote FOR means: The Council would no
longer meet in iegislarive session in August
except for emergency sessions or sessions
called by resolution, and thai the Council may
cancel any other rcgulariy scheduled
legislative session by a 2/3 Councii vote.

A vote AGAINST means: The present
procedure would cominue to be required by
she Charter.
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Dear Council members:

I wanl to take this opportunity to strongly urge you to not reconfimi Barbara Cook as County Solicilor. As
an attorney and planner who has represented individuals and communities in iand use matters and as a civic
activist for almost 15 years, I believe thsit lhi& is one of the most fmportatit votes you will cast as a council
member. My tenure as a civic activist and attorney in land use matters corresponds closely with Ms. Cook's
years as county soiicitor. During this time I have dealt with Ms. Cook and the Office of Law extensively, I
am hard pressed to think of a single instAncc frftin the mundane (such as scheduling fdatt&rs) to the complex
(such as the analysis of law) where Ms. Cook and/or the Office of Law has acted with integrity. The Office
is dishonest. It does not work for the people of this counly> but instead uses all of the resources at its
disposal to overwhelm and cmsh county residents and county crmployees who have the audacity to demand
that the county follow its rules oF l»w. This dishonestly is not Eimitud to county residents and ^mployyes
but is pervasive in the advice given by the Office to council mcmbLTS in the enactment of legislation,
administrative boards in carrying out their fijnctions, and task forces and other groups to which the Office
provides advice.

1 had hoped lo meet with you last week to provide you with detailed materials illuslrating the above.
I Iowevcr> sitice (hat did not happen, I am sending this e-mail. I also left a set of fDc.t with Gloria this
morning which when read in conjunction with the material outlined below provides exatnpks of the Office
ofLaw's dishonesty. The examples are a hodge poge ofthings frOM my files and the ftius of other
attorneys and citizens. The materials are alt part of the public record and provide but a glimpse of how the
Office of Law under Barbara Cook operates. (Files, dociunenls, and video and audiotapes providing inuch
more extensive evidence of the Office of Law?s practices of deception is available. The materials are
yxlcnsive and in some cases would require trsmscription. If you wish to see and hear them that can be
nrranged, but it will tgky time—time to secure and time to review them.) 1 realize that your schedules are
very bu&y but I cnuourage yo« to review these materials.

I suggest that you review tlic materials provided to you totlay in the following order.

1. File I.: tlie Clork Abler Memorandum in the Andrew Quinto case. If is the first docutnent m the
Quinto file. In the Memo Mr. Alher describes the Office of Law as being intellectually dishonest
and posiling atid assault on the integrity of the court, (The second document simply summarizes
her case.)

2. File 2.: my response to a tbnnsl complaint filed against my Bar iicense by Joe Rulter, apparently
on behaif of the county. I note this was filed about three weeks after T found that Joe had
surreptitiousty changed ihe language in the draft 2000 General Plan then before the Councii for
approval to allow alniosl untimlted expanston of water and sewer lines into the western portion of
the counly. My affidavit, a!so Included in that file, was one of the things Joe was complaining
about to Bar Counsel. The affidavit was filed in & 42 USC civil right action brought by a former
county employee. The affidavit by Alice Anns Wetzet, another former county cinptoyeCt is also in
that file. (This action was later dismissed after the county employee ran out of money to puriiuB it.)
The affidavits provide a glimpse of how the Office of Law operates and what it sanctions.

1 al.sti aiotu that many of the multitude of pages sent by Rutter to Bar Counsei should only have been
aviiilable through the Office of Law, I guess that is what happens when one dared to point out
DPZ's/Office of Law's misrepresentations: thsy go after your livelihood! Bar Council's response
n;imindmg Rutter that there is such a thing as <he 1 Amendment is on the inside cov&r of the fib,

3. The attachment ofthis e-mai] providing examples where Howard County, through DPZ and the
Office of Law, has facilitated what was effectively a "taking" of private property for the use of
third party developers, (Also see the Groves file), I beJieve these are A2 UCS I 983 civil rights
violations.



4. The materials in the files folder labeled referendum. These materials are just a sampling of what 1
believe are repeated violations of the right ofrcfcrcndunn^ particularly Question B, established in
the Charter.

SHORT HISTORY OF QUESTION B

—Fall 1988: Bill 66; Council changed subdivision regulations Eo require that changes to GP be
passed resolution. This was in direct contravention to Maryland Court of Appeals case, which had
been handed down a month earlier. Inlei Associates v, Asseteague House.

—1988 to passage of Question B, 1994: County took position that subdivision, roads, water and
sewer cxfetiston, and zoning had to be consistent with General Plan. Developer had to get GP
changed to do ay thing other than that on GP. County took position that State Highways coutd not
even study sliemative road alignments unless they were on GP.

""See: the 1991 County Solicitor's opinion on GrayRock Drive, It sJiows that at that time it was
the county's position thai roads had to be built in accordance with Ihe General Plan. The Council
had to change the General Plan by resolution (not subject to referendum) if a developer wanted to
build a collector or higher road not on the General Plan.

-1990 OP passed by eouncii by resolution. Language ofGP explicKty makes all county placis,
such as water and sewer plan part ofGP

"1990-1993; County citizens IIQVL* extensive debate and argue that 1990 GP and comprehensive
zoning should be subject to referendum. Citizens coilect signatures for referendum on
comprehensive zoning. Signatures thrown oul by Bd ofEk-ctions because ?ronmg is not subject 1o
refere«dum.

-1993-1995: Citizens sue county arguing that 1990 General Plan ami comprehenyivc zoning had
to have been passed by bill, subject to referendum. In arguing Memoranda, Office of Law
changes tune. Now argues that GP has no impact, that road decisions are made by DP2 not (he
Council, etc. CatheJI in oral arguments repeatedly stated from bench that citizens were correct: and
GP and zoning needed to be tossed, Bejl stated that owrtumirtg county would cause "economic
chaos.11 Court of Special Appeals, in uiu-eported opinion, did not rule on GP issue, but said zoning
method was acceptable.

—! 993-94: Citizen approach Oftice of Law for help on doing petition drive lo change charter to
specifically state that GP and compreh. zoning must be passed by bill, Johnson (Office of Law)
slates residents have no right to pt&ce charter amendments on ballot by petition. Says Maryland
Constitution does not apply in Howard County. See affidavits of Peter Oswald.

-1993-94; With help of former county solichor and administrative judge, and number of
attorneys, charter language drafted specifically intended to make the GP and ai! zoning actions
except change or mislaku cases subject to referendum,

""While pctilions being gathered Office of Law disseminates info sheet to public and press> which
misreprusunls what proposed amendment, says.

-Throughout petition gathering and up Ihrough clwlion OP7/Office of Law and development
community wan) of dire consequences of passing anncndment.

"November 1994: Amendment passed by 67% of voters.

—December 1994; Office of Law drafts regulations to implement Question B. Regulations
efffectively gut Question B. Cook ackiiowJedges that she is not implemenling Charter amendment.
Says she thinks there is a due process problem. This due process issue had been specifically



dddressed by th& US Supremy Coun in the mid f97(Ts in a case called Eastlake. The coun fbtind
no problem. Under M&ryland law, Cook was required to take the proposed charter amendment to
the Court of Appeals prior to the cEection ifshe thought there was a problem. She did not do (his.

—Mid 1990's to now: Office of Law instructed the Zoning Board to decide alj "piecemeal" zoning
cases other than "change or mistakey?cases, not by bill as required by Question B but
administratively, not subject to referendum. The Office also systematically drafted and the
coiuicilpassedordmancesdesi&nedtochangecounty processes so that the right of referendum
was avoided. The Office of Law and DPZ also just cKanged practices without any notification of
the council. Examples: Ordinance allowed metropolitan inclusion to be done administratively,
instead of by bill. Projects and properties were bought into the public $t;wcrage system by
developer agreement, instead of by bill, Office of Law changed the language in agricultural
presemtion easements without notifying the council to make them less restrictive and permanent;
DPZ instituted its own road guidelines, which replaced the council approved road regulations;
DPZ implemented its own stonnwater management guidelines, which repiaced tlie cotincil s
regulations. The Office of Law refused lo ntiplefncntlbL'spccinL'l&nguagcorthu 1990 GP which
specifically said that it encoinpassed all Master Planif in(o the Gvncral Plan and conlinuvd to pasy
such documents such as the Master Plan for Water and Sewer and the county Parks Plan by

resolution. By undcrtaking these actions the Office of Law has shifted almost the entire
legislative decision apparatus to the executive branch and away from the council.

—The Office of Law Ji3$ repeatediy miiiinfornned the council and task forces established to deal
whh issues including Question B of the legal relationship b&tween the charter and Question B. In
particular, it tells people thai Question B must be changed En the Charter yince the Charter does
not conform to the county regulations. This turns law <s» \\s head. The Charter i$ thplocal
Constitution. Council actions musi conform to the Charter, not visa versa. Sinuiarty, the Oflice
instructs that Question B is probably lillegal under the due process clause of the US Constitution.
As stated above» the Supreme Court held in Eastlake that allowing the right of referendum over
piecemeal, administrative zoning decisions was not a violation of due process as Ms Cook claims,
Also. the Supreme Court in Meyers v. Grant eslablished that Ihe right to exercise referendum
power given to a people through a charter or other governing statute is a fundamental 1
Amendment right

t could go on almost indefinitely with examples where I believe Ms. Cook has violated Queslion
B, but 1 think the above should suffice.

To summarize, it has been my experience with the Office of Law over the past 14 years that it is
tlie practice of that Office to I) facilitate the non-implui'ncntadon of county ordinancu; 2) circumvvnt
the Council through the implementation ofnyw county policy and practice'i through adlmmislration
flat; 3) misrepresent law, the status and nature orprflJccLs, poHcic'i, practEcc.s, perKonnul matters, etc^ lo

the public, the Council, the courts, and any one else necessary to carry out their agenda; 4) violate the
Pcoplu's right ofrefsrendum; 5) effectively "take" private property for developers, and 6) engage in
what ever deceit and deceplion necessary lo carry out their goals. Now is the time to put a stop to
these practices.

I hope this e-mail and ttie materials provided have given you Ihe needed glimpse of the egregious
nature of the Office of Law's activities so you understand the importance of not reconfirming Bai^ara
Cook as county solicitor. I wouid be glad to talk with you further regarding this matter.

Susan Gray
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THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
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OFFICE OF
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90 STATE CIFICLE

ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-1991
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WASHINGTON METROPOUTAN AREA (301) 858-3889

FTY FOR DEAF - ANNAPOLIS, (410)841.3814 - D.C. Memo. (301) 858-3814

February 9, 1994

The Honorable Martin G. Madden
219 House Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991

Dear Delegate Madden;

You have requested advice on a proposed amendment to the
Howard County Charter that would deem certain zoning actions to
be "legislation" subject to executive veto and to referendum. In
my view, this amendment would not be unconstitutional*

Zoning is a power reserved to charter home rule- counties by
the Express Powers Act, Art. 25A, §6(X). As such, counties that
draw their zoning powers from the Express Powers Act have signi-
ficant control over their zoning procedures.

In Ritchmont Partnership v. Board, 283 Md. 48 (1978), a case
Involving a referendum on a county zoning matter, it was held
that a county charter could provide for referendum of local ordl
nances as part of the constitutional power to establish and
organize local government* This power would also include the
power to determine that zoning actions shall be enacted as
"legislation". J_/ Finally, Steuart Petroleum Co. v. Board, 276
Md* 436 (1975), rejected the content ton that—re-f err ing a land use
decision to the voters of the county constituted an invalid
zoning by plebtsclte*

1 Zoning is a legislative function. Reese v. Mandela 224 Md. 121 (1961).



The Honorable Martin G. Madden
Page 2

For all of the above reasons, it is my view that the
proposed charter amendment is not unconstitutional*

Sincerely^

"^/^ ./• /.d1
'.^//YL/-'^

Ka t HTyn .J^-T' ^owe"
Asslstant-Attorney General

KMR:maa



W THE CIRCUIT COURT
FOR HOWARD COUNTY MARYLAND

PAUL R KENDALL, Pro se )
2630 Turf Valley Road )
Ellicott City, Maryland 21042 )
(Howard County) )

) Case No: 13-C-09-079522
oc
FRANK MARTIN, Pro se )
2911 Beaver Lake Court )
Ellicott, City, Maryland 21042 )
(Howard County) ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

)
PHILLIP ROUSSEAU )
9250 Silver Sod )
Columbia, Maryland 21045 )
(Howard County) )

)
C. EDWARD WALTER )
1920 Woodstock Road )
Woodstock, Maryland 21163 )
(Howard County) )

)
)

Plaintiffs )
)

V. )

)
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND, )
3430 Courthouse Drive )
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 )
(Howard County) )

)
Defendant )

Affidavit

Frank Martin, a party to this action, upon oath or affirmation states as follows:



1. I am an adult over the age of 18 years, a party to this action and competent

to declare to the matters contained herein.

2. I was present and a party to PB 368, the hearing before the Howard County

Planning Board reviewing a request by the Mangione Family Enterprises, Inc/s for

approval of the 4 Amended Comprehensive Sketch Plan. This presentation was a review

of the project and application of each of the criteria to the project. It reviewed historical

points to show how various factors had never been addressed and continued to remain

unaddressed in the current plan.

3. My presentation set forth the critical jurisdictional issue regarding Section

202(g) of the Howard County Charter and how the actions of the Planning Board in the

PB 368 case were actually legislative activities.

4. On January 5,2006, I was prepared to give this presentation.

5. On each of the six criteria, my presentation contained a detailed

explication of the criterion and a review of what the 4 CSP provided. In order to

emphasize each point, I presented historical plans of the Turf Valley development to show

that the developer has never shown what was to be built there.

6. Almost every slide I presented was objected to and the objections that were

all sustained because each slide was considered as containing information outside the 6

criteria. For example, on T. 358, as soon as I began my presentation, Mr, Talkin offered a

preliminary objection that nothing could be offered outside the criteria. That objection

was sustained.

7. I was also denied the ability to present evidence on the consistency with the

general plan. On T. 359 Slide 5 of the presentation was objected to by Mr. Talkin and



sustained. In several instances, Mr. Talkin objected that what I was presenting was

historical and did not apply to the 4 Amended CSP.

8. The Planning Board allowed both Appellees under Mr. Talkin's guidance

to present evidence regarding previous CSP s, comprehensive zoning processes and other

historical events surrounding the Turf Valley project.

I solemnly swear upon penalties of perjury and with personal knowledge that the

foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

/^'

( ^'^rar^M^im/pro se
2911 Beaver Lake Court
ElUcott City, MD 21042
(410)750-1555



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
FOR HOWARD COUNTY MARYLAND

)

PAUL F. KENDALL> Pro se )
2630 Turf Valley Road )
EHicott City, Maryland 21042 )
(Howard County) )

) Case No: 13-C-09-079522
oc
FRANK MARTIN, Pro se )
2911 Beaver Lake Court )
Ellicott, City, Maryland 21042 )
(Howard County) ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

)
PHILLIP ROUSSEAU )
9250 Silver Sod )
Columbia, Maryland 21045 )
(Howard County) )

)
C. EDWARD WALTER )
1920 Woodstock Road )
Woodstock, Maryland 21163 )
(Howard County) )

)
)

Plaintiffs )
)
)
)

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND, )
3430 Courthouse Drive )
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 )
(Howard County) )

)
Defendant )

AFFIDAVIT OF SUSAN B. GRAY

I, Susan B. Gray, am 18 years of age or older and am competent to testify to the facts set

forth herein. I do depose that:



Wegmans

1. Between January of 2008 and January of 2009,1 represented Plaintiff
Rousseau, in this matter, and several other gentlemen in a series of
administrative "appeals" contesting the Planning Board approval of Final
Development Plan FDP 117-A-I—a change in a Final Development Plan in
Columbia, necessary for a Wegmans store to be built, and in administrative
"appeals" of other development plans predicated on this FDP approval.

2. The thrust of each of these administrative "appeals" was that the approval of
this FDP violated Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter and thus
deprived Appellants of their right of referendum and vote.

3. FDP amendment 117-A-I is one of the alleged Charter violations in this
Complaint.

4. Although the central issue In each of these "appeals" was whether the FDP

amendment violated Section 202(g), in each appeal the administrative entities
hearing the appeal refused to consider the alleged 202(g) violation.

5. Illustrative of this refusal are the following:

6. Case BA 620-D. In the appeal of the Planning Board decision approving the
FDP amendment, the Appellant was Howard County resident Carvel Mays, a
gentleman who clearly has no standing based on the proximity of his home to
the Wegmans site.

7. The Howard County Code provides for a right of appeal of a Planning Board
decision to the Hearing Examiner and Board of Appeals for persons who are
"aggrieved" by the Planning Board's decision. Under Maiyland law, the term
"aggrieved" has been defined to mean that the individual allegedly "aggrieved" is
experiencing harm from the challenged decision in a manner different from that
of the general public.

8. Mays argued that he had standing to appeal the Planning Board decision
approving FDP 117-A-II because such action violated his charter established
right under Section 202(g) to take such zoning changes to referendum and vote.
This right, he argued, was personal to him and thus made him aggrieved by the
Board's approval decision.

9. The Hearing Examiner dismissed Mays' case before review on the merits
finding he had no standing to appeal the Planning Board decision. The Board
of Appeals also dismissed his case for the same reason.

10. Mays noted an appeal of the Board of Appeals decision denying him standing to
the Circuit Court for Howard in the fall of 2008. The appeal was brought under



the Maryland Rules for Judicial review of the "record" made before the Board of

Appeals.

11. Upon a Motion to Dismiss filed by Wegmans attorneys Richard Talkin and Sang
Oh before the agency "record" had been transmitted to the Circuit Court and
months before Memoranda of Law required by the Maryland Rules were due,
Judge Timothy McCrone of the Howard County Circuit Court in January 2009
ignored the required appellate review process and dismissed Mays' case
providing no opportunity for judicial review ofthe Board of Appeals' decision.
and the process afforded Mays as to that decision.

12. Judge McCrone's decision denied Mays his right of appeal.

13. Case BA 628-D. Plaintiff Rousseau "appealed subsequent development
plan approvals predicated on the approved amended FDP 117-A-I, including
the approval in BA 628-D. In each case he claimed that the development
plan approved violated his right of referendum and vote established under
Section 202(g) of the Charter.

14. Rousseau^s standing to appeal was not challenged presumably because of the

proximity of his house to the site and particularly to the street carrying traffic
to the site.

15. As the attached documents indicate, Rousseau repeatedly attempted to raised
the constitutional argument that the development plan approvals violated his
right of referendum and vote under Section 202(g) and noted that under
Insurance Commissioner v. Equitable Life Insurance^ 339 Md. 596, 621, 644
A.2d 862 (1992) the reviewing bodies were required to hear such a challenge.
As the documents indicate, the reviewing administrative bodies simply
refused to entertain this argument.

Turf Valley

16. I represent Frank Martin, also a Plaintiff in this case, in the judicial review of
the approval of the 4 Comprehensive Sketch Plan for Turf Valley. This case
currently is before this Court.

17. The Court held oral arguments on the merits of this matter last Thursday,
December 10, 2009.

18. As noted in the Affidavit of Frank Martin attached hereto, Mr, Martin tried to

argue that the approval of the 4 Comprehensive Sketch Plan violated Section
202(g) of the Charter during the proceedings where the plan was approved by
the Planning Board, but the Board refused to entertain this argument.

19. Despite the fact that the administrative agency making the decision refused to
consider this argument, this Court on Thursday ruled that this approval did not



violate 202(g), such decision thus circumventing any administrative review of
Martinis 202(g) challenge.

I do solemnly affirm upon penalties of perjury and with personal knowledge that the

aforementioned is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

/ .-J ',

..^^^.Q.^ fi//41^
,/

Susan B. Gray Date



September 1,2017

The Honorable, Michele Lefaivre
Hearing Examiner
Howard County, Maryland
3430CourthouseDr.
EmcottCity,MD21043

Subject: BA 735 D Science Fiction LLC, Protestant Christopher Alleva

Motion to Reconsider Decision and Order Aueust 22, 2017

The undersigned, a Protestant in case BA 735 D hereby submits this motion to reconsider under article

11.2 of the Howard County Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure hereinafter referred to as the

HERO P. This Motion to Reconsider requests a hearing and a suspension of the Decision and Order.

This motion enumerates eight (8) reasons for you to reconsider your decision. These reasons include a

litany of irregularities, omissions, mistakes, errors, misappllcation of the law and an allegation that the

decision violates the Howard County Charter.

Decision and Order Holding

In the order, the Hearing Examiner held that she is bound to follow previous approvals regarding new

FDP uses and supports the holding by concluding that new uses may be added by the Planning Board

and tailored to a specific site if they are compatible.

The essential decision is recited on page 10 of 39 of the D&O, to quote:

<(In the Hearing Examiner's view, for the limited purposes of this application DPZ's opinion of
the SIC FDP 117, Sec. 1 Area 1 7D text criteria as a commensurate benchmark for consideration
of the FDP amendment application is reasonable. With de -mmimus exception the SIC Sec, 1,
Areal, FDP 117, 7D text criteria, remains cofisfstenf, as reported by DPZ staff. The Hearing
Exammer reasonably concludes, on balance the proposed Liquor Store land on the same
property as a full service grocery store, as a supportive "related use " to a permitted use is
compatible wi!h SIC mdustrial land uses. ls



Basis for Reconsideration

Tliere Is no provision in the HCZRs to evaluate an amendment to an FDP using the recorded FDP text

criteria as a "commensurate benchmark" yet you suggest this is reasonable. What is a "commensurate

benchmark?" I have no idea, but I do know it means nothing with regard to the admmlstration and

enforcement of the Howard County Zoning Regulations. Next you say: "With de minimis exception the

SIC Sec. 1, Area 1, FDP 117, 7D text criteria, remains consistent, as reported byDPZ staff." What is a de

minimis exception? What is the de mmimis exception to the text on FDP 117? Consistent with what?

Based on these premises you then conclude that "on balance the proposed Liquor Store land on the

same property as a full service gf'ocery store, as a supportive "related use " to a permitted use is

compatible wUii SIC indusMal land uses." Supportive of what? Related to what? These terms are

nowhere to be found the HCZRs?

This is circular reasoning. How can something be consistent with itself? And how can you limit this to

one lot? And adding a retail grocery store to one 12 acre lot in a 181+- acre Industrial FDP is consistent?

Since the Comprehensive Sketch Plans were destroyed. DPZ represented in their Technical Staff report

" that the text criteria approved by the PJannmg Board m 1972 on the or igmal FDP for this phase is the

same as that approved by the Planning Board previous to that as part of the Comprehensive Sketch

Plan. Therefore the text criteria for FDP 117 can serve as the "guicfe"for the Pknmmg Board pursuant

to Section 125.0.D.2. below [sic] Planning Board approves criteria with the Final Development Plan.

Now, let's unpack this premise. First, as you stated, neither the Director nor the Hearing Examiner has

the autiwrity to substitute, waive or otherwise alter the Zoning Regulations as this would violate Article

202.g of the Howard County Charter. The Director's filing ofZRA 177 on February 6, 2017 which



undertook to amend the very same section 125.D.2 and Section 103 Defmsfions, Final Development

Plan providing that recorded FDPs supersede the CSPs is compelling evidence that the Director believes

he lacks the authority to substitute this one regulation for another, as you have in fact done here. And

qualifying this extra-regulatory action by implying it is "reasonablei de mmimls, supportive, related and

on balance" does not rescue this Decision. Your attempt to dress this up with words that would appear to

be legalistic to the unwary, only makes your errors more egregious.

Moreover, Section 125.D.2 only applies to FDP amendments under 125.D.8, more about which in due

course. It should also be noted that there are criticat provisions that pertain to substantive due process

under Section 125.C Comprehensive Sketch Plans that are in effect violated by substituting the FDP

provisions as a "guide." Guide Is not a standard for anything in the HCZRs. This is binary, the

amendment either complies with the regulations or it does not.

Topping this off, Section 101.0 Rules of Construction, of the HCZRs dictate:

"0. AH uses are prohibifed unless specifically emimerated as a use permitted cis a matter ofnghl or as

an accessory me m the various districts as provided by these regulations."

In your "Final Note," you say that "neither the Plaiming Board nor the Hearing Examiner may write

Zoning Policy through their decisio^-makmg Our narrow assignment under state and local law is to

apply zoning law to specific requests. Only the county legislature n'ntes zonmg policy."



The last thing in the world I want to do is criticize anyone gratuitously, but surely you recognize the

evident conflict in the reasoning here. On the one hand, your Decision relies on a reading of the

regulations that necessitates a construction that is not contained in the four comers of the HCZRs.

On the other hand, you close the D&O with an admonition that you don't have the authority to do the

very thing you're doing.

HEROP Rule 10.5 "authorizes the examiner to grant or deny thepetWon, grant the petition with

modifications or conditions, or, in the case of an administrative appeal, remand the case to the agency

for further proceedings. " It is questionable, if the Hearing Examiner is empowered to make

modifications to an Administrative Appeal. Under Section 101 H. of the HCZRs Rules of Construction,

"Or " indicates that the connected Hems, conditions, provisions or events may apply singly or m any

combination," the two clauses are not dependent. Based on the Rules of Construction, it appears that the

power to modify or impose conditions applies to matters other than administrative appeals, such as

variances, and conditional use grants. This reading is reflected in Section 130, Hearing Authority of the

HCZRs that codifies these powers more particularly than 10.5 in the HEROP. Section 130.2.C,

Variances, Conditions or Restrictions: "The Hearing Authority may attach conditions or restrictions to a

variance as It deems necessary In the specific case." The purpose of the power to modify these petitions

is to minimize the adverse effects of the variance upon other property in the neighborhood. For

Conditional Use cases, the Hearing Examiner's power to modify is spelled out in Section 131, again to

minimize adverse affects on others. Whether the Hearing Examiner has the power to modify

Administrative Appeals or not, it is indisputable that the power to modify does not extend to modifying,

altering or waiving any provision of the HCZRs as you have done here.



This follows logically from the very different nature of an Administrative Appeal from the other types of

cases you hear. In Conditional Use Cases and variance petitions, the Hearing Examiner sits as the

Hearing Authority. When the Hearing Examiner convenes an Administrative Appeal, the Hearing

Examiner sits as an Appellant body. This is a completely different set of authorities with different

burdens and different implications. In an Administrative Appeal the Hearing Examiner sits in judgement

of Executive Agency s actions, where the Hearing Examiner is tasked with judging if the Agency erred.

Appellants of these Decisions are charged with proving the error by substantial evidence.

In this case you took it upon yourself to amend the HCZRs and ignore the burden of proof in your

Appellant Capacity,

Specific of Reasons for Reconsideration

This Decision is unsupported by the facts and the law. In the history of the NT floating Zone in the

Howard County Zoning Regulations ("HCZRs") the only previous time uses were added to an FDP was

for the very same FDP 117-A-II. There is no provision in HCZRs to add a use to an FDP in this fashion.

Counsel to the Planning Board conceded this and you concurred. There is nothing in HCZRs or any

precedent or policies to support the Decision. Instead the Hearing Examiner applied a nonexistent

standard of compatibility under the guise of a regulatory fiction of "commensurate benchmark," and

alluded to phantom precedents that are not supported by the facts In evidence or the law.

1. Material misstatement of fact that the Decision rests upon.

2. Material inconsistencies between the evidence and testimony of the Appellant and the

description in the D&O that the Decision is based on.

3. Erroneous conclusions adduced from testimony and evidence of interested party, Christopher

Alleva



4. Improper Exclusion of Evidence that is relevant, reliable and material, including the FDP

amendment) 117-A-II that is the very basis of your Decision.

5. Spoliation of Evidence and adverse inference.

6. MisappHcation of the Burden of Proof.

7. Hearing Examiner added evidence to the closed record depriving parties from responding, cited

FDP amendments that are not relevant, not applicable, and excluded from consideration the

Wegman>s, FDP amendment, and made a Decision despite the absence of provisions in the

HCZRs for redevelopment in the NT zone outside the Villages and Downtown as admitted by

the OOL with concurrence by you.

8. Decision Violates the Howard County Charter.

9. Conclusion

In the discussion that follows I will set forth the basis for this reconsideration, including supplementary

documentation in support thereof.

1. Material misstafement of fact that the Decision rests upon.

The subject D&O and the Preliminary Order are largely based on two (2) hand written notes on the face

of the Planning Board Decision Letter. I questioned Department of Planning and Zoning staff, JUl Farrar

regarding the origin of these notes. These cryptic and mdeclpherable notes, New Town uses and

"General Plan" were in fact affixed by Ms. Fan'ar.

Your Preliminary order and the D&O relied heavily on these notes from a staffer with no authority.

Arguably, your Decision relied solely on baseless inferences you drew from the notes that are cryptic at

best and misleading at worst. Even if a Planning Board member made these notes, it was improper for

you to impute an interpretation on these words that was unsupported by the evidence in the record.



Attached as exhibit A, is a copy of my email correspondence with Ms. Farrar in which she admits to

writing the notes. Presumably, the Pianning Board Executive Secretary was aware of this irregularity.

Since your decision was so heavily based on these notes^ I felt duty bound to call this to your attention.

This irregularity alone merits a reconsideration.

2. Material inconsistencies between the evidence and testimony of the Appellant and the

description in theD&O.

In addition to the misleading notes discussed above, the D&O and Preliminary Order cite "other

evidence" and testimony in support oftlie conclusion tliat the Planning Board acted arbitrarily or

contrary to law.

The Appellant called two witnesses, based on a review of the recording and my recollection,

neither witness testified about the conduct of the Planning Board in the instant case or offered

any evidence whatsoever. The other interested parties certainly didn't offer any testimony to this

effect. Furthermore, there was no testimony from any witness that the Planning Board based their

decision on economic competition, yet the D&O cites this as a basis for the Decision. As a result,

there are material Inconsistencies between testimony given in the hearing and your descriptions

(or lack thereof) in the D&O. Notably, the only reference to specific testimony you included in

the D&O was my testimony.

3. Erroneous conclusions adduced from testimony and evidence of interested party,

Christopher Alleva



My testimony was severely compromised because you held me to a strict standard of evidence

and upheld numerous objections by the appellant to exclude key evidence and testimony. First^ I

never testified to a "comparative" land use standard that you characterize as an "impermlssible

extra-legislative subjective standard." You make a further erroneous conclusion that the FDP is

the "sole and controlling "zoning regulation"" which is simply untrue. Had you not excluded

relevant evidence and testimony, you would have had the benefit of my complete analysis.

The Planning Board continued the case from the initial August 4, 2016 meeting. At which time,

the Planning Board's requested DPZ to research the question:

Have Final Development Plans ever been amended in this fashion before?

Or put another way: Has the Planning Board ever added a retail use under the ancillary or compatible"

catch all to an "Employment Center Industrial FDP?

Inexplicably, the Director answered a different question. He answered the question, how many liquor

stores are in close proximity to grocery stores? The Director requested Mr. Meachum to survey the

location of all liquor stores In Howard County, his survey showed that there are 17 liquor stores near

grocery stores, (there are actually 19 near grocery stores and 25 in shopping centers). In my view, the

survey and explanation did not address the Planning Board s question. Having liquor stores in shopping

centers is a longstanding policy in Howard County and has been stated in the General Plans going back

to at least 1990,2000 and Plan 2030. Showing that liquor stores are near grocery is not germane to this

case. This is a zoning case. Specifically, this is a zoning case concerning the authority of the Planning

Board under the HCZRs to add uses to Final Development Plans under Section 125- NT of the 2014



* /

HCZRs.

Mr. Santas, (Planning Board Chair at the time) referenced the Owen Brown Village Center which is on

FDP 150 and permits uses in B-l, B-2 and S/C zoning districts. This FDP zones 14.165 acres

"Employment center commercial." It is apparent that this situation is completely different than

Wegman's. A liquor store is permitted anywhere on the site. In the B-l, B-2, and S/C commercial zones

liquor stores are a permitted use. The Wegmans' FDP includes a referenced zoning district, M-l

Industrial where liquor stores are never a permitted use. The Comprehensive Sketch Plan and the

Preliminary Development Plan also designate this area as "Employment Center Industrial." Let me

repeat, physical proximity and compatibility with a grocery store are not relevant to this case. Some

liquor stores are close to residential areas. Using this logic I guess you could petition to add liquors

stores to R-20 and sell booze from your garage?

Implied Burden of Proof

Before I articulated the proper process for adding uses to recorded FDPs, I addressed the unusual

circumstance of my substantively different comprehension of the proper administration and enforcement

of land use in the "NT" floating zone from the Director of Planning and Zoning. To be clear, the DPZ

Director is the legally empowered officer in Howard County to enforce the Zoning and Subdivision

Regulations. Accordingly, his interpretation of these same regulations is in effect the "law." Therefore, if

a Party to a case such as this one enters testimony that contradicts the Director, they have a high implied

burden of proof to show definitively that the Director misinterpreted the regulations. This is done by

citing and explaining specific code sections and legislative history. Apparently, my testimony was be

highly persuasive for the Planning Board to Ignore the Director's recommendation and deny the



petition. To meet this burden, I cited several code sections and entered several exhibits of legislative

history that make this showing.

To restate the question in this case: how often has a new retail use, or for that matter any new use,

been added to a recorded FDP as an ancillary and compatible use?

The answer: Only once m the 50-year history of Columbia. As DPZ research conchided the only time

that a retail use has been added to a recorded FDP under ancillary or compatible uses to an Industrial

FDP is for the very same Wegman1s store m 2007, FDP 117-A-II.

Other than FDP 11 7-A-II, and the instant case, the second time this was done in was August 20 17 for

FDP 36, Oakland Ridge Industrial Park, adding a Courthouse as an ancillary and compatible use. But the

FDP 36 amendment is different because it does not change the underlying industrial employment use,

whereas this amendment adds a retail use to an industrial FDP

In practice, when the original developer was selling commercial land, a buyer would require that their

use be "by right" so in the event the use was not expressly provided, the developer would amend the

FDP to allow for It.

The Petition before the Planning Board requested to add a use" and restricts this use to one lot, in one

room, in one building. This is "spot zoning" and it does not conform to the regulations and practice for

adding uses to Final Development Plans. As you will see in the following discussion, the process used to

add the Grocery Store in 2007 was not in compliance with the regulations and unprecedented before or



since. This is further substantiated by the rejection of this very same proposal by DPZ m 2004.

So, if this is not the proper procedure, Is there a provision in the HCZRs to allow additions of uses to

recorded FDPs?

The answer is yes, it is set forth in Section 125.A.8

Proper Procedure for adding uses to Final Development Plans.

The issue of adding uses to previously recorded FDPs has been a recurring question since the inception

of Columbia. It came to head in the late 1970s with gas stations proposed in the Oakland Ridge

Industrial Park and another in the very same Sieiing Industrial Park in the instant case. The cases over

these uses were vigorously contested all the way to Maryland's highest court. In response to a request for

a clarification by in Judge McGill in 1978, a legal opinion was rendered by the Office of Law. The

Office of Law opined that It was "... the Zomjig Board's mtefitioji not to enlarge or diminish the uses

already assigned to fiew town parcels that have undergone the fmal development process under f^e old

regulations." Li other words, in their limited sub-delegatlon of land use power the Council intended that

the Planning Board not expand or restrict the uses on recorded FDPs. This coupled with Section 125 D.6

that says:

"Upon approval of the Fmal Development Plan or Final Development P]cm Amendment the same shall

be recorded among the Land Records of Howard County and tJie provisions thereof as to land use shall

bind the property covered with the full force and effect of specific Zoniitg Regulaiions^ This

provision locks in the uses with no provision for amendment. The purpose of the lock up was to give



control to the original developer so that they could fulfill their obligation to comply with land use

percentages stipulated in Section 125 A.8.a.

This was the practice ofDPZ until 2003, when an amendment was made to the Section 125A.7.e (now

part of 125.A.8) that provided for a process to allow additional use through the FDP referenced zoning

district, l.e. M-l, B-l etc. The timing of this amendment coincided near the end of active development in

Columbia and the growth of successor owners that needed other permitted uses to utilize their

buildings.

An example of this process in action was done in the 2013 Comprehensive Zoning when 9 additional

uses were added to Section 122, M-l.

Attached, is the additional supporting documentation that show the proper procedure for adding uses in

the NT zone for FDP's that reference a zoning district as the basis for permitted uses.

(together Exhibit B)
1. A text amendment from 2003 that DPZ inserted in the code to facilitate the expansion of uses on
FDPs.
2. A text amendment for M-l in the 2013 Comp. zoning cycle where several new uses were added and
clarified. This is a prime example of the 2003 amendment in action.
3. Letter dated December 3, 2003 from DPZ declaring that a Grocery Store is not a permitted use on
FDP 117.

Definition of Ancillary Under the HCZRs:

The Board also directed DPZ to define "Ancillary. Ancillary is not a defined term in the Zoning

Regulation, accessory uses are defined. The common definition of ancillary is: providing necessary

support to the primary activities or operation of an organization, institution, industry, or system, "the

development of ancillary services to support its products"

Conclusion:



In the 2003 Comprehensive Zoning, a provision was added to allow for additional uses either through

Comp Zoning or ZRAs. The text amendment provides for uses to be added through the "by right"

permitted uses in the FDP referenced zoning districts. It is evident that that the intent for adding uses in

the NT zone was through a legislative amendment to the HCZRs not by having the Planning Board add

a use under the ancillary and compatible catch all in the FDP.

FDP 117 covers 181.4 acres over numerous lots and land condo plats. It is clear that the proper process

for adding uses under Section 125 of the HCZRs is set forth in Section 125.A.8. As the Planning

Board's Attorney argued, and you concurred, there is no provision that authorizes the Planning Board to

ad hoc add rifle shot retail uses under the ancillary and compatible list to a recorded FDP. Adding uses

in this fashion results in the odd condition of having ancillary uses that are ancillary to the ancillary use.

Over time this would effectively rezone all of the property from covered by this FDP from industrial to

retail commercial.

As I have shown, if Wegman's wants to rezone tills property to allow a liquor store there are provisions

to do just that under Section 125.A.8 of the HCZRs. This discussion articulated in exquisite detail the

proper sections of the regulations, their legislative history and the history ofFDP administration. The

Directors reply cited no sections of the regulations and provided no context of legislative history. While

the Director is the empowered officer, he is bound to exercise this power within the confines of the law.

The Planning Board believed that I met the high burden of proof and denied the petition.

4. Improper Exclusion of Evidence that is relevant, reliable and material including the FDP

amendment, 117-A-II that is the very basis of your Decision.



As I noted in 4 above, the exclusion of relevant material evidence and testimony In the record resulted in

fundamental flaws in your analysis. Your characterization of my testimony was distorted because you

did not have the benefit of all the evidence. Rules of evidence under the HEROP are very discretionary,

but you should strive to hear all testimony that has a bearing on the case before you. I was hampered in

my presentation because I had to fend off the objections while attempting to make coherent testimony.

None of the evidence offered was irrelevant, unreliable, or unduly repetitious.

In addition, while you cite several FDP amendments in the D&O, at the outset you specifically excluded

any discussion on FDP amendment 117-A-II that added the grocery store to the subject FDP that is at

the heart of this dispute and that you for all intents and purposes you used as the basis for your

Decision. Undoubtedly, you were under great pressure to suppress this evidence because the Planning

Board's decision effectively nullified the previous FDP amendment adding a grocery store as an

ancillary use. Also, the Planning BoarcTs attorney may be conflicted as he was Counsel when this

amendment was approved so he was not going to raise any objection. And excluding this evidence

benefited £he petitioner. I can understand the petitioner's position, but you are bound to uphold Howard

County law. You are charged as Hearing Examiner to impartially hear all relevant evidence and

testimony and render a decision. The exclusion of the previous FDP amendment from evidence

irreparably prejudiced this case.

And notably, you excluded evidence related to a 2003 denial of an amendment for the very same

Wegmans, a copy of this denial that is included in exhibit B, and you excluded the Master Adopted FDP

Criteria that governs the Planning Board on FDP criteria, the relevant pages on Commercial

Employment Industrial land uses and ancillary uses is included as exhibit C.

5. Spoliation of Evidence and an adverse inference



At the hearing, we learned the Comprehensive Sketch Plans ("CSPs") for Columbia were destroyed by

the previous Director. This is critical, because, the FDPs during the development phase are required to

follow the CSPs. Furthermore, Mr. Rutter introduced FDP amendment 1 17-A-1, January 25,1994

adding a communications antenna to the County water tower. This amendment was done under the Final

Development Phase criteria and or Maps Policy of the Howard County Planning Board, adopted

August 2,1967, revised September 11,1968, known colloqulally as the Resubdivision policy. A copy

of the mmutes adoptmg tJiis policy are attached as Exhibit D. The adoption of this policy is recorded in

the Planning Board minutes for these dates, the custodian of these records is the Director ofDPZ.

We can ascertain the terms of the Policy is by reviewing the text of the resolutions recorded. Based on

this, it is apparent that it requires a submission of the names of property owners covered by the FDP and

an attestation by the Director the amendment does not change or alter the underlying character of the

FDR The amendments summarized in the TSR were all done under the Policy. Attached^ is a of a copy

of the resolution that was recorded for this amendment as Exhibit E.

I have made numerous PIA requests for this Policy and they claim they cannot locate it. Apparently the

PB policies were destroyed. Perhaps the previous Director destroyed them along with the

Comprehensive Sketch Plans.

The destruction of these records is tantamount to spoliation of the evidence. The parties to this case were

deprived of these critical documents that impaired their ability to mount an effective defense. As you

know, in a court of law spoliation of the evidence can result in an adverse inference finding. What sort of

adverse inference would you make? Certainly, the Agency has a legal obligation to retain these records



in perpetuity. The inference I would make is that Department of Planning and Zoning destroyed these

documents to hobble any efforts to hold them to account for their extra-legal actions.

Also, the destruction of these plans and policies led you to your illegal and illogical "commensurate

benchmark" rationalization to supplant certain provisions in the HCZRs with other provisions.

And as you wrote in your "Final Note", "neither the Planning Board nor the Hearing Examiner may

write Zoning Policy through their decision-making." By willfully ignoring the absence of Authoritative

regulations and policies isn't that what in effect you are doing here?

6. Misapplication of the Burden of Proof

Under Section I0.2(c) of the HEROP it says, "in any other appeal of an admmisti'ative agency decision,

the petitioner must sfww by substantial evidence that the action taken by the admmistrative agency was

clearly erroneous, arbitrary and capricious, or contrary to law.'"

As I observe in number 2 above, the Petitioner submitted no evidence that the Planning Board's action

was clearly erroneous^ arbitrary and capricious, or contrary to law. Upon your initiative, you based your

decision on erroneous inferences of cryptic hand-written notes and non-existent testimony. It is evident

from the text in your decision that the petitioner did not present any evidence to meet their burden of

proof. How can a petitioner submit no evidence and meet the standard of substantial evidence? They

could have submitted evidence from the Planning Board proceedings to meet their burden but they did

not. What inference would you make from this fact? Moreover, the objections to my evidence raised by

the Petitioner's counsel and upheld by yourself was largely evidence I produced for the Planning Board

that successfully persuaded them in the face of fierce opposition from DPZ and the OOL. You lamented

several times how difficult your task was to adduce the rationale of the Planning Board, yet you went

along with the petitioner and excluded evidence that was used by them in making their determination.

To turn a phrase, it is beyond any reasonable doubt, that the Petitioner did not meet their burden of proof



in this case: by substantive evidence.

7. Hearing Examiner added evidence to the closed record depriving parties from responding,

cited FDP amendments that are not relevant or applicable to this case, excluded from

consideration the Wegman's FDP amendment, and made a Decision despite the absence of

provisions in the Zoning Regulations for redevelopment outside the Villages and

Downtown as admitted by OOL with concurrence by you.

The D&O discussion is broken down into five (5) subsections: I.) applicability ofPDP 117 A II Criteria

&D; II.) analysis of Christopher Alleva's testimony that I address extensively in 3. Above; III.) The

Legal Effect of the General Plan; IV.) Economic competition; and V.) DPZ TSR Evaluation.

In theD&O you refer to article 10.1. oftheHEROP, "Evidence to be Considered The hearmg examiner

may only consider file evidence in the record when making a decision; however, the hearmg exammer

may use Vs or her experience, expertise, and ktiowfedge of the property cmd the area m making a

decision." While it is generally helpful to the proceedings for you to share your experience, expertise

and knowledge, introducing evidence after the record has closed is beyond tiie intent of this rule.

I will now dissect the D&O^ parts I.II, III, IV, and V, purportedly the factual the basis for your decision,

I. This exhaustive survey of the History ofFDP Criteria is all very interesting^ for example I

had never heard of the "Brown" report cited, but in the end it is irrelevant and fails to support

your decision to approve. At 22:48 of the July 20, 2017 recording of the hearing, Mr. Paul

Johnson, Counsel to the Planning Board notes that there are no provisions for amendments to

FDPs in the current HCZRs. You concurred with this observation. Accordingly, the



inescapable conclusion is that there is no legal process to amend recorded and built FDPs. As

I explained in number 4 above, recorded and built on FDP lots can only be amended by the

County Council pursuant to the Cliarter Article 202(g.), except for minor amendments that do

not change the character of the FDP such as FDP 1 17 A-l that permitted a communications

antenna on the water tower.

II. See number 3 above. Also, in connection with your review on my testimony, you cite five (5)

FDPs to establish a record of precedents to support conclusion. Unfortunately, your

examples don't prove anything, FDPs 25-A-IV and 3A were done under the Resubdivision

Process I discussed in number 6 above. Copies of the resolutions are Exhibit F

And your last two examples are not relevant. FDP 239 was never amended. By this time

FDPs stopped using referenced zoning districts and only listed permitted uses.

Based on my aforementioned analysis, the FDP 184 amendments were done illegally. But it

should be noted, they did not add the a use as an ancillary use.

Adding Commercial Retail uses under the catch all ancillary and compatible uses on

the FDP is improper.

In the half century of Columbia's existence, only once has the Planning Board added a

commercial retail use to an Employment Industrial FDP. Not coincidently, it was FDP 117 A

II which involves the very same FDP as this appeal.

It is evident that none of the FDPs you cited in any way shape or form support your

conclusions. None of them added a use under the ancillary catch all. As I have shown, two of

them were done legally under the Resubdivision Policy. 184 A-IV was done illegally by the

Director, and 184-A-5 added a specific use.

A single FDP amendment over half century covering a development of 14,200 acres and 242



recorded FDPs does not constitute a precedent that can justify a reversal of a valid Planning

Board decision.

III. The Legal Effect of the General Plan

I am not going to spend much time on this, but I will say consistency with the General Plan

was not the primary basis for the Planning Board's decision. Your analysis narrowly defines

"action" to conclude that this petition does not have to comply with the General Plan. The

more important issue, the one the Planning Board addressed In their work session is the

applicability of the General Plan as it relates to floating zones like the NT zone.

Professor Reno's analysis sets forth the requirements to have a legally sufficient floating

zone that you allowed into evidence as exhibit 6. Reno enumerates three (3) requirements

that must be met to establish a floating zone. It should be noted, amendments to the HCZRs

for the Village and Downtown redevelopment, had companion General Plan amendments.

Legal Requirements for a floating zone are:

1. Zone must be Specific as to Boundaries
Land was specifically identified in 1965. There are sunset provisions in the original NT, accordingly,
redevelopment in the floating zones requires new specific boundaries be set for areas to be
redeveloped. Boundaries are identified for the Downtown and Villages

2. Requires the Adoption of a Comprehensive Plan by a Legislative Body.
This requirement was satisfied under the Original Columbia M & 0. The regulations provide for
comprehensive plans for the Downtown and Village Center Redevelopment amendments. There is no
process to create successor Comprehensive Plans for redevelopment of other commercial areas.

3. Process for designating uses by an Administrative Body delegated state police power over
zoning) to sub-delegafe such power to an administrative body.

Reno indicates that the Maryland Courts have held the validity of these sub-delegated powers so long as
there are specific standards set out by the legislative body in the zoning ordinance. In the HCZRs.,



specific standards are set forth in the original Columbia M & 0 and under the Downtown and Village
Center Redevelopment amendments. No standards have been established for redevelopment of other
commercial areas, including FDP 117.

With the adoption of a legally enforceable floating zone, Approved development plans are to be
recorded on the land records to fix the zoning to the land and assure substantive due process.

Below is a table that matches the provisions under section 125 of the HCZRs with the requirements for a
legally enforceable floating zone for the original Columbia development, the Downtown and Village
redevelopment, and the lack of regulations for the balance of the other Columbia Employment Industrial
and Commercial areas.

Table 1 HCZRs Satisfying Requirements for a floating zone, Section 125 NT

Floating Zone
Requirements

1. Zone must be
Specific as to
Boundaries

2. Requires the
Adoption of a
Comprehensive
Plan by
Legislative
Body.

Original
Columbia
Applicable
Zoning
Regulation
(expired)

125.B

125.1 c and

125.B.2

with
creation and

adoption of
the
Preliminary
Plan by the
Zoning
Board

Dowutown RevitaUzation
Applicable Zoning
Regulation

I25.A.9

125.A.9

and
125J.4a(l)(3)(4)(5)(6)(7)
and (8)

Village Center
Redevelopment

amendment

Applicable
Zoning
Regulation

125.B.la&band

125J.4a(2)

125J.5,6/7,and8

Redevelopment
Regulations

covering
Columbia
Employment
Industrial and
Employment
Commercial
Areas1

No regulations

exist. Called for
in Plan 2030.

No
comprehensive

plan exists. There

is no process for
it's creation in the

regulations.

In 2012, Policy
10.2 of Plan 2030
called for a new

Comments

Original plan has
expired.
Any redevelopment
in a floating
zone requires

establishment of
new boundaries

Original plan
sunsets and

redevelopment and
requires adoption a
comprehensive plan
for the
redevelopment area.

The General Plan
was amended to



3. Process for

designating uses
by an Admin.
Body delegating
the state police
power over

zoning, to sub-
delegate such
power to an

administrative
body.-3

125.CandD 125.E 125.H.6,7&8and
125.C&D

comprehensive

plan.

There are no
standards in the
existing
regulations to

sub-delegate to

the Planning
Board.

underpin
Downtown
Development

The law requires
specific standards.

1 This includes among others, {he EGU Industrial Park, Oakland Ridge Industrial Park, Twm Knolls
North and South, the Sielmg Industrial Park, the Rivers Mnsfi'fal Park, the Broken Land Busmess
Park, the Hillcroft Office Park, and o/her commercial areas such as Dobbin Rd Commercml.

Your analysis completely ignores the relevance of the General Plan/Comprehensive Plan in the

administration and enforcement of the NT zone in Howard County, a floating zone, and the fact that

there are no specific standards in the other commercial areas, including FDP 117 for the County Council

to sub-delegate their Charter mandated land use power to redpveiop on the subject FDP.

Additionally, Table 1 corroborates the observation of Mr. Johnson's noted above that there are no

provisions in the HCZRs.

Developing a greenfield floating zone is like a puzzle. When Columbia was being built out the Planning

Board was charged with making the pieces fit together within the boundaries of the picture drawn by the

County Council. Once the puzzle is finished and the pieces (the FDPs) fit together, you can't just

interchange the pieces, it will never fit again. This is why a successor Preliminary Plan must be filed to

redevelop in a floating zone like NT.

IV. Economic Competition

The Planning Board never considered economic competition. How you adduced this is a mystery and the

D&O offers no support for this assertion. To the extent the Planning Board concerned themselves with



this question, it was based on the spot zoning implications that would give Wegman's a market

advantage over other grocers. And a review of the recording shows no witness offered testimony that

accords with your description. Please note that Giant Foods testified at the Planning Board meeting.

V. DPZ TSR Evaluation

Change as the Basis for DPZ's recommendation to approve.

The basis of the TSR Is that the area has changed. Two things, first, The Zoning Board is the

designated Zoning authority in Howard County and they have the sole authority to determine

whether a change has happened in an area.

Second, the only change that has occurred in the last decade has been the Wegman's. The

adjacent properties all have uses that are permitted in the M-l zone, restaurants, banks,

furniture stores, and motor vehicle sales. Evidencing this that the SDPs were approved In

1974, 1996 and 2005. This whole area has long been zoned M-l Industrial and NT with an

M-l use reference.

Change or mistake is under the County Council's authority. DPZ and the Planning Board has

no authority to make this determination.

8. The Decision Violates the Howard County Charter

In your final note, you cite portions section 125.D.6 of the HCZRs to tlie exclusion of the operative

clause, "full force and effect of a specific zoning regulation."

Under the Charter only the County Council has the power to alter or change land use and zoning

regulations, and under section 125.D.6 It declares an FDP is equivalent to a Zoning Regulation.

Over to the Howard County Charter:



Section 202 County Council

(g) Planning and zoning.

1. Any amendment, restatement or revision to the Howard County General Plan, the Howard County
Zoning Regulations or Howard County Zoning Maps, other than a reclassification map amendment
established under the "change and mistake" princlpie set out by the Maryland Court of Appeals, is declared
to be a legislative act and may be passed only by the Howard County Council by original bill in
accordance with the legislative procedure set forth in Section 209 of the Howard County Charter. Such an act
shal! be subject to executive veto and may be petitioned to referendum by the people of the county pursuant
to Section 211 of the Charter.

AndnowtotheHCZRs:

Section 125.0.D.6 that states after an FDP is recorded, it has fhe force and effect of a specific zoning

regulation. After such recordation, iw fiew structure shaU be bwlf, no new additions to exjstmg

structw'es made, and 110 change m primary use effected different from that permitted in the Final

Development Plan.

Additionally, Section 125.D.8. covers the FDP development process. Typically, an FDP would be

recorded and construction of a building would commence on a lot within the FDP. D.8 permits the

Planning Board to amending FDPs only on land where construction has not commenced. It also protects

the property owner from having an approval revoked after construction commences.

Commencement of construction is a key point. This tracks with Maryland State law that zoning does not

vest until a foundation is put in the ground. Additionally, the term "specific zoning regulation" in D.6.

was drafted this way to make it clear that only the County Council can amend an FDP after it is recorded

on the land records and construction has commenced.

As you know^ there was an existing building on the lot the when Wegmans was approved. Hence in

accordance with section 125.D.6 and the Howard County Charter, the Planning Board has no authority

amend recorded FDPs with built on lots.



This means that this Decision and Order approving the FDP amendment violates the Charter.

Moreover, this argument is affirmed by the fact that the HCZRs had to be amended to allow

redevelopment in the Downtown and the Villages.

9. Conclusion and request for a hearing and a suspension of the Decision and Order

The principle mistake in this D&O is that you endeavored to rewrite the HCZRs that is well

beyond your very limited authority. Additionally, I have detailed numerous mistakes in your

narrative discussion that clearly prove there is nothing in the evidence, or in the HCZRs to

support the conclusion reached in this D&O.

I have raised serious issues regarding the Decision and Order written for BA 735-D, Science

Fiction LLC, an agency appeal of a Planning Board decision denying FDP amendment FDP 117-

A-III. Under article 10.6 of the HEROP, Form of Decision, the article requires that the D&O

"contain findings of fact, conclusions of law, and an appropriate order."

The Decision and Order has material misstatements of fact that in part the D&O relies on to

make the Decision. And there are material inconsistencies between evidence and testimony in the

record and findings of fact in the D&O from both the Petitioner's witnesses and the Opposition

witnesses.

Additionally, this motion alleges improper exclusion of evidence, spollation of authoritative

evidence that inhibited the Opposition's defense and prejudiced the proceedings.



Furthermore, the motion alleges the Hearing Examiner included evidence in the D&O in

violation of article 10.1 of the HEROP and hence exceeded their authority under this article.

Finally, the motion alleges that the burden of proof was misapplied and that the Decision violates

article 202.g of the Howard County Charter by usurping the Power vested in the Howard County

Council to amend "Zoning Regulations." So you violated the Charter in twice. First with your

"commensurate benchmark" regulatory substitution and by amending the FDP Itself

Based on the reasons outlined herein, I hereby request a heating and a suspension of the Decision and

Order to reconsider the Decision and Order for BA 735 D Science Fiction LLC.

Respectfully Submitted

Christopher Alleva

10848 Harmel Drive
Columbia, MD 21044
Email:jensl51@yahoo.com
443310 1974



November 6. 2019
ZB 1120 Enterprise Homes Motion to Dismiss
Christopliei'Allcw

The Honorable, EIiziibeth Wnlsh
ChEtir, The Howard CouiUy, Mfti'yland Zoning Board
3430 Courthouse Dr.

Ellicott Cily, MD 21043

Subject: ZB 1120 M Enfcrnrisc Homes, Motion to Uiymls.s

The underyigned hereby submits Ihis Motion to Dismiss i\s ti preifiniiitu'y tiititfer under

Zoning Board Rules of Procedure 2.403.D. 1 Docket, Prdiminury Matters.

This motion arises I'rom written and oral testimony I and others provided i\\ [lie PUuminy

Board on Januory 3,2019 that is attached and incorporated by reference herein. I testified llial

there are NO provisions in the Zoning Regulntions thai permit amendiny the Columbiu

Preliminary Development Plan m tins fashion for this purpose. The Planning Board (fhe "PB")

referred (his question to llwir counsel, Dnvkl Moore from thcOFficeofUnv. In the

recommendation, Mr. Moore addressed a narrow ancilinry question, if (tie {ibscncc ofnny

regulations governing this petition, precluded the PB from milking u I'L'comniendiition? Ty wliicti

lie answered that they could rniike n recommendation since it is ocivisory, tind "that (his issue is

within the Zoning Board's purview." So here we are.

B»sis for the Motion to Dismiss

1. The /V7 DSsfrkl fc^uidfions (fo not amfam vriterm /</ evnftKife {i/nc'n(hn<'nf.v /<> an approvc'f/ AT

PDP.

Page 1 of 4



November 6,2019
ZB 1120 Enterprise Homes Motion to Dismiss
Christopher Alleva

Under section 2.403.D.3 of the Zoning Board Rules of Procedure (the {l ZBROP") the

burden of proof in ail cases is one ofa preponderance of the evidence and is on the petitioner to

show by competent, mntcridl and substantial evidence, that lie or she is entitled to the relief

requested and that the request meets all prescribed standards and rcquiremenfs. As there are NO

prescribed standards and requircmenty. It is impossible to apply this burden of proof.

The Chcirter does nol rtllow Iho Zoning Ooarcl to arbilrarily ap|)ly ci'Etcfia from iui old

Zoning Board ca.se. To do this properiy, you need to legishitiveEy fimcn<! (lie Gcnei'al Plan and

(he ZRs. There is an imporuinl public inlerest at stake here, Tticrc wv ef-Eunl protection and

procedural due process issues. It vioiates the Charter to substitute a critcrm H-oni n Zoning

Board D&O for iegisldtion,

This is why the Downtown and Viliogc Center Redevelopment were done icyishuivciy.

Tins is why (lie Genecal Pian cnlJs for uinending (lie NT regnlutiotLS lo jii'ovidc Ibr

redeveiopnicnt. An ititistralivc question; when tliesc i?i)Ps are amended und^r wliat crito'iti

wiii the legislative body subdclcg.'ite llieir power to ihe Piatininy I5oiir<.i (or (Siem to truike llieir

determination? Thc.so units wv (roin t!)c ^ainc pool as the Vilhigc CeiHct's iincl \voufd leave

1,086 units aviiilable 1'or ttic ollier 7 Viliaye CeiKer.s. 555 were consumed by Lony Reiieh iinc!

Wilde Lake.

2. The Pef/ffOtW is no/ tiufhoHz^f mnler the Hnnffw/ Conmy Zmnn^ Ri.'^nluHoffS fojsie //ifs

yequesf.

Page 2 of 4



November 6, 2019
ZI3 1120 Enterprise Homes Motion to Dismisy
Christopher Alleva

Under 2.403. AoftheZBROP petitions forupproval or tunenclmcnl of a pretuninury

development plan (the "PDP") may be yubmillecl by those persons milhoir/.ed by tlie Moward

County Zoning Regulations, There arc no provisions designating any persons in the HCZRs to

amend the PDP in this form or fashion. Moreover, ths corporation, Howm'd Resutu'ch atKi

Development Corporation llml purports to have this authority to amend Comprehensive and

Fimil Development Plans under seveml sub-syclions of Section l25,Oot'lheI-ICZRsis in f»ct

not the Originiil Petitioner, The Howard Research mid Develupinent Corporation Uml executed

this petition is not the Originnl Petitioner. Per SDAT. the company regislcrcd as Howard

Kcseni'ch mu! Development Corpoi'iition. SDATNo. 06061808 is owm'd ;inct control!cd by

Howard Huglics. The new entity was created on November 30. 2000 to hold tille lo the residual

Columbia land. [I is an activy corpomlioiL The Origimil t^tilioimr, Hovvnrd Kcsciircti and

Development Corporution was fbrmyd in 1963. Obviously, a company farnied 35 yenr later

uould not possibly be ihc Original i>etifioncr.

Based on knowledge and belief, the Original Petitioner, Howard Reyem'ch and

Development was owned by GGP. The successor entity by merger h<is been renamed GGPLP

Renl Estate Inc., a Delaware Corp., now conlrolSed by BrookfEeld Retnil i>roperEies. Under tlic

Development Agreement by and between HI-IC Etnd GGP, GGP assigned {heir rights ns

"Community Developev" to the new HR-D, Tlie term Community Developer is not JeHnetl

under section 125; this term was created in this Development Agrcctncnl. Original Pelitioncr is

not an assignable right, it' it were the County would wash up on the rocks yF spot zoning.

I have notified the Office of Law numerous tunes that this Howard kcsenrch and Development

Corporation is not the Original Petitioner.
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November 6, 2019
ZB 1120 Enterprise Homes Motion to Dismiss
Christopher Allovy

Before this case can be hem'd* a 2RA to amend section 125 is required to provide for ci

successor PDP in Ihese circumstances. The County has been "winging it" (or some time in ihe

NT zone. I don't think this County Counci! can abide by this and allow them to wing it anymore.

Accordingly, I respectfully request ZB 1120 be dismis.sed for (lie rcHsons outlined above,

that there are no provisions tbr this in the HCZRs, nnd {hat tlie Pefitioiier docs not have the

authority to make tins request under the HCZRs, And rm'thcr direct n ZRA be filed to a!!ow

consideration of this case as well as permiUing the applicant. Enterprise, to withdraw this petition

so they can avoid waiting out the resubmiUai period.

Chris^rerAiJeva

10848HarmelDr

Columbia, MD 21044

4433101974

Attachment

CC: David Moore, Office of Law
Thoinay Coate, Esq.
Joel Hurwitz
Zoning Board Admimstrator
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.l;ntu;u'y3,20iy

! c.stimony. Christupher M!cv;i. 7,\\ 1 1.20.17,tUcrprise Community Homes, l)f)P AinutufnicnE

(iood Evening Lndiesuml Ciynllcim:n;

I'oiuyht. you iire liuru to con.sidi.'r ,13 I I ?.0. You arc not here lu merely nmkc u jiuJL'slrkiii rccommctuliilioit Eu

liic /.oniny noiiri.l rutlicr Ihe .slitkcs (fl'ilii.s case could not be higher, you tti'c lu't'c to deiil with tliis Coiiiiiy'.s

lundtimenttil principles ofcon.scnsuui sfK'-yovcmmcnt. This is ubout the Couniy (;!iiirlvf. llK* leyEslntivc prot;c1,;;

mid licisic rigiiLs.

IL-I'S start bycEillingyouraltcnnon l.o pyi-Etyaph V. Evaiuationsanil Concln.sii^n.s I'rom the staff report (tiif lv<'y

pussa^cs are bokiecl and italicized).

/7/c AT Dis/ricf I'L'^nlfifhn.'i do nni twifnfn a'itci'fd to avuiuute niHffK/fKenfx (o «n dppravcf/ NT l)Di>. I^Hlh'f.

Section ! 25.B.3 providus >kynklc,s ;ind sliindar<.Ls" to cviilimlc pclilion^ tlitil csmhli^h entirely new NT distriuls.

hy iippfyiny them broudiy to liu-yu lund irueEs. Unfbrluntitely, the.su gniilc.s iiini st;ind;irds were never ynvisioiu'd
lo {is.sess tninor Rincndmcnl.s nl'fceliny sj'icciHc parccis, Howewr, ifi n pwhn.v NT i>D!1 (tmcmhnent cuw (ZH
/ f I2t\'t)^ the Zoning Uoimf esinhU'iheM (hefolhwmg criferinfnr NT PD}) Atneiitfmefih

i)l)/. und ihc Petitioner, Ireely itdmits Uial there are no provisions for tins in the Zoning kcyulnlfons und !tr;i<*;ul

•tie 'applying criUmn lluil wit.s cre^lcd in ii 2012 Zoning Board nclion ^ZB 1095) mid rctercnccJ lit a 2017 c<i;;r
/.\~\ i 112. Grand fathers, Long Kciu.'h. i)I)/,cliat'aclcriy.es this y.sa"minor mncndsncnt. 7.\\ i ! 12 was (of 19 nnil.

thi.s is for 300 unh.s. Ifold /,H fuses nrc ;i|5plicablc, il uppcm'K ?.B 1031 M (l';xhihif A) i.s oj)crn(ivc. Umk'r

////(//'//^ !0(u) a pi'ot'cdtire for livn^iiy ww (.'^iahli^wi (fwf wnletiifffafyil^n'nuf/ly/wdfionin^n Filla^e Board n.\

'I'/n fh)IW /// Z/? ///2, Urarnljtuhcrs. \ run voiicli first hnncl tluil we designed il tikf lius bccnuse. ihc Viltti^t;
A.ssodtitions itfc the prinmry inslittilion in place lo profyct propei'ly values ;^ scvcfiil ofyou luivc ycrvcd on
Vjlki^e ikiEirds fire well aware.

Tin: Chnrtcr does not dtiowtlw Znniny Board to arbitnu'ily uppiy crilerin froni !in o!il Zoning RoEtrcl CH^C. T'^ito

tliis pmperly, you need to lej.Li.sltUlvcly iiinend ihc Oeiieral P!an t!nJ the ZRfi. 'I'iierc is iin iinporlant public

iiUcresE ill slake here. Tlwrc urc '.'(iiiti! protection and procedural due process is^m.-s. ]t violates {lie Cliitriur to

suh.stitutc a crilerm H'oin n ,011111^ finiu'tl i)&0 for legislation.

MorcoviT. the proce.ss Liscd Far 7.\\ \ I ! 2 \v;is a .special case ncccssitiUed hy E)f)/^ an<l l!te /.oniny Roard'.s

ini.slitkc. Also. plcuse note. (hill ,13 10^5 wn.s fbrundrvelopecl NT land. A!It»\v UK' id Hush this history oui. Nt'!
cnincidently. I hnct a iiiind in ivsoiviny (his pt'oblem in my ef'Ebrl to tree Ciriindf'ifihei's' nui'sci'y S'i'om iindcr (lii.'

dutches o( the Howard Rc.senrch (iiul Dcvelopmcnl Corpoi'cUion.

» February 2004, Amended POP approved, 100 density units secured for Grandfathers, Rouse HRD
agrees to release Deed restriction,

"• October 2005, Decision upheld on appeal
< October 2006, Alleva Letter to M, McLaughlm, DPZ Director outlining process to formally assign unit.s \\i

Grandfathers, (exhibit 8)
o 2007, GGP, Howard Research and Development Corporalion Reneges on promise to release deed

restriction. Draft release iwgotiatyd. (exhibit C).
» 2009, GGP, Howard Research cind Development Corporation pledges to release deed restriction.
» 2010, GGP/HRD reneyes on protTiise after receiving several hundred million dollars ofentitlemenlR

from the County.
• April 2012, ZB 1095 Zoning ijranis PDP amendment under non-exEstc-iiil criteria being used today.



•* Ju!y 2012. ZB 1096 DPZ and Zoning Board erroneously assign 100 units from the 2004 PDP
amendment to Wilde Lake Viifago Center Redevelopment,

" July 2017, ZB 1112 Grandfathers approved to correct 2012 DPZ and Zoning Board error.
» March 2018, Howard Hughes HRD releases the deed restriction.

Puiuhmientai principfcs ofself-yovernance (tictate thiU legislation needs 10 come ilrsl. Tlic State ynnicd iin;
citizens of Howard County the ri^ht of'h'df-govcrnance in our Clmt'ler. It .sct*s f'ortfi tfie lcrms and condition Ib]

elecliny a Council mid Execut-ive wlucli constilnte.s the consent OJE the people to be governed. The power to
unacl tuws tlu'onyh the leyisJdiivc process is consent by the people to a specific duty to do sonteihin^ or no! do
.somcEhing.

The County requires you lo lake your li'dsli lo llie curb and llie County proEubils stoi'Eige conliiiiici'K on your

property imd \viil (me you fur liuving one. These are hnporlam but nmnclane [iws. ft tunazes nic that Couniy is

;.o cavalier about this. Tills hn.s been in the works for more than a year. They could have easily put in a Zoning

Kqiukuion Amendnwnl, insEead. tlicy'rcjust winging it. An aside, instiUitEonn! yrodc invesiocs would not go

dlong with lliLs schciiK*. It is i(U) vulncmlilu lo ;i challenge.

Section 202.g) Planning one! zoning the Howard County Charter provides:

1. Any amendniQnt, festatement or revision to the Howard County GenQi'al Plan, the Howard County
Zoning Regulations or Howard County Zoning Maps, other than a reclassification map amendment
Qsfabfished underthe "change snd misfake" pn'ncipfe set out by the Maryfancf Court of Appeals, is declared
/o be a legislative act and mQy be passed only by the Howard County Council by originQl biH in accordQnco
with the fegisfative procedure set forth in Section 209 of the Howard County Charter. Such an act shafl be
subject to executive veto Qnd may be petitioned to referendum by the people of the county pursuant io
Section 211 of the Char{er.

Itiit; is why the Downtown and Village Cenlcr Redevelopment were done Icgiskilivdy. 1'ins is why Ilic (Jenc!';il
i)hw CEills for amending tin; NT rc^.itiotiofis to provide iw redevelopment. Question, when ihcsc KDPs iirc
umcnded under whal critalii will ihc icgislttEive body Kiibdelegalc tlieir power to the Plynning Board (or tlicm to
nwke their delennintition? Tlicsc uniLs itru ironi ihe same pool us tile Village (.'eniers. and would leave ! .OiS6

units Hvaihtble for the olhcr 7 Villn^e C'L'nft.'rs. 555 were consumed by I^ong Reach <fmcl Wilde Lake.

I'Ci'hfips, the molivation.s for doiny it tiny wiy is thaf in the iuture ifanotliei' owner makes ihis request ihcy cnn

just as Otisily turn it down For ihe reasons i have cited. Think about this, the County is nutlifying [he /oniny
RtWtltilions.

As I )mz* sitid in (lie jiai;!, this niuy !)e a gooc! ideu. II* it's .such a great idea. why nol do it properly?

i Indouhfedly, the Petitioner nix! DPZ, in gooil ftutli believe they are complying witli the substance over liK'
!'nrm. They held 'A ju'c-suEimiK.sion f)ict;Uny notified ndjoining property owners, imjbrtitntticly roi'fri is piimmouiu
licrc. In this instance (he Ibmiui pfocedi.mil ntles oi'lhe Zoning Btuu'd pfLivide cover by rcslraininy tlie

(.tiycuytiiun allowing the petitioner lo .srl tli<; t^nny. Doing it Icyisiaiively would enycnder 1'tir inure open and
li-iDKSpfirciU discussionK ulon^ witli ymuer i)i'ob^bility of'iu'ousing dissctU. As cliiiilcngtng as it can be. that i.s by
J^ign tind it is tiicsmiili price \vc pay Ibr limited, small "r" rcpubliciin; Kmal! "d" dcmocfulic seir-govem^itCL'.

i\'!ost iinpufUuit, leyi.sl^ilion would Eie (;qUtiily appficHble tn Ei!t.

! expect ihe Planning Bonrd nnd /oniny Bonrd, will lnrn to the OfHcc ol'Lawofi liiis;md Ehey will cove!' iorihc

Bom'ds by dismissiny these nlleyations. TEic Cliairs wi!t look to the 00[, iitlurney »nd she/he wilt hand down
the (ublcls from Mount Simii cind inokc the pronouncement thatcvcryihing is pcrEectiy icyul. NeverEhcfe.s.s. I
Liryc the Planning Boiird to HUVC tliuinsdlves Froin vjoiating the Chartcf and renuitid tliiy bdck to the Dcpctrtmcni

of Planning and Zoning with inslrnctionK lo Hie n Zoning Rcyuhilion Amendment. This isa policy imUler that
nmt.s to be <iddrcssecl legjyliitively not by cotiveniently pickitiy tliings i\'om oid Zoning Boiird deci.sion.s.
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OUR BLOG: THE PEOPLE'S VOICE ... HEARD

NEW "CEF" Zoning, What does "CEF" really mean?

The County defines CEF as a

"Community Enhanced Floating"

district zone. Not only are these new

zones controversial, ihe process by

which they are being granted is

illegal.

For those not familiar with zoning

lingo, a CEF zone is a floating zone,

which means it "fjoats" on top of an

existing zone. A parcel owner can use either the regular zone or ihe floating zone,

depending on which is more favorabie for what is pianneci for the parcel. Unlike other

zoning categories, CEF zones have few regulations (height, density, setbacks, etc.), which

make them controversial, Because of the relaxed regulations, CEF developers get a lot

more economic benefit. In fact, those who oppose CEF say it stands for "Customized

Economic Freebies° (for the developers).

The intended benefit to communities is Ihai CEF zones require more neighborhood

enhancements and amenities. It Is a simple trade-off - in return for relaxed mies,

developers provide more to the community. Unfortunalely, the criteria around these

enhancements are loosely-defined in the regulations, and current CEF plans only provide

small amenities, such as a bike trail and some park benches ~ amenities that should

already be included in the development. We have not yet seen iarge neighborhood

amenities in these plans.

For communities thai take issue with a planned CEF nearby, take note. As I said eartisr,

no CEF zone granted by the Zoning Board should legally stand. This is because there is a

discrepancy between Uie Howard Couniy Charter and the Howard County Zoning

Regulations. The Howard County Charter (Section 202(g), for those who want to check)

states that ONLY the County Council has the authority to grant zoning changes, as they

must be done via ieglslation. The ONE exception )!sied dearly is In a "change or mistake"

case. If a property owner can prove that a mistake was made in prior comprehensive

rezoning, then the zone can be granted outside legislation (i.e., via the Zoning Board).

By definition, fioating zones do NOT have to prove mistake to be granted. Thus, legaliy, it

Is not Ihe jurisdiction of the Zoning Board to grant CEF zones. They must be granted by

the Council, and oniy by the Counci!. Sincs the Howard County Charter trumps the zoning

regulations,! like to think of CEF as "Charter Enforcement Foiis,°

In Howard County, the five Council members also function as the Zoning Board, so the

same people are making the decision. Thus, is all Ihis just an example of a distinction

without a difference? Not reatiy. When She County Council passes a piece of legisiation

(s.g.i grants a CEF zone) it can ba vetoed or taken to referendum. When the Zoning

Board grants zoning, it can be appealed and taken to court. One can see pros and cons in

either case.

htlps://www.peopiesvolcellc.org/s)ngte-post/2015/06/01/new-cef-zoning-what-does-cef-rea![y-mean
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2/2/2021 NEW'CEF" Zoning. What does "CEF" really i. .n?

The problem is that if CEF zones continue to be granted by the Zoning Board, developers

wit! have zoning !n legal limbo, and be vulnerabie to litigation, The solution is simple, and

is a win-win for both neighborhoods and deveiopers. For now, CEF zoning should be

handled as legislation, and voted on by the County Council Developers witl have more

security with reliance on the fegal basis of their zoning, and communities get their rights

upheid. If the Zoning Board wanls to grant CEF without fegisiation in the future, they must

revise the Howard County Charter, which is Ihen put to the ba[!ot.

Just keeping it real here. This is a new zone, and only three plans e>;istwith it so far. Let's

have the precedent set with abiding by tile rules of the criteria, and the iegajly correct way

to obtain it. Here is my request to the County Council/Zoning Board, "Set the bar high, so

that Ehis lucrative gift of zoning comes with a nice benefit, and not a low bar on whai is

defined as an enhancement Eo the communiiy. It was supposedly instituted to give

incentive lo developers to provide mors amenities. Make it so. in the meantime,

opposition has a nice ace up itieir sleeve En litigation if it isn't granted correctiy."

#CEF ^ZomngBoard

^ in
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As of: 26 Oct

Agenda for Cifizeu Meetine with DPZ and Office of Law 11/3/2015 at 3pm

(Invited participants) - Lisa Markovitz, Brian England, Paul Verchinski, Amran Pashsa,
Alan Schneider, Chris Alleva, Jolm Garber, Susan Garber, Dan O'Leaiy, Stii Kolm

Towcs/Sitssesiwns_ Speaker Time

Introduction Sfn Kohn 3 minutes

To include DPZ Tranoitiou Toam Report

I. Selective Enforcement Dan O'Lear^ 10 minutes

1. Zoning Violations - Targeting vs. Lemency/non-enforcement

2. Spot-Zouing Problems ~ Restricted, floating, mampulated zones

Chris AUeva / John Garber/Pmd V?
1. Waivers /Redlines - Obey Waiver Authority - Hold Hearings 10 minutes
2. Variances - Apply Variance Criteria per regulations

1. Verification ofEuviromueutai Lisa Marhovif^ 5 miuutes

and Traffic Studies
2. DPZ needs own reporting.

3. DPW should have to sign off on safety of requirements

1. Business Access Chris Alteva 10 minutes

County Subdivision Regulations clear onto Arterial access,
not allowed, must be extreme hardship exception only.

2. Standmg Issue " have to prove Error in Code at 16.103 refers to 16.013 doesn't exist

1. NT/Colnmbia Assn enforcement/ Brian Enslcnn// Pdtil V. 10 mmutes
Industrial Zoning Issues, FDP
Freezing of building until process is defined

II. Boards/County Entities StiSdfi Garber 10 minutes

1. Mmutes, Responsibilities, Decisions to Post them where missing,

and more timely where they are noted.

2. Quasi-JudicmVHearmg/Meeting criteria to be better Clarified and Publicized



1. CEF legal Issue Lisa Markovitz 10 mmutes

Only the Council lias authority to grant floating zones but the Zoning Board is doing it.
See HoCo Code 202(g).

2. Procedures of the Boards needs review and Testimony Policies need clarification as well

as needing Predictability, and Commonality

1. DAP - Allow public input S/n Kolui 5 mmutes
2. Written testimony is allowed per code.

III. Comprehensive Zoning Repair Pan O'Leary/Ahm Sdmeufer 5 mimites eacli

1. Inappropriate Issues BRX, Mortumy,

Need ZRA's to potentially fix the problem
2. Suggestion to perform Coin? Zoning by locations in 3 year cycles

IV. Zoning Regulation Review Ja/m Garber 10 mmutes

1. Amend Regulations for clarity
2. Define Density Allowances

as Maximums not guarantee and make this DPZ policy clear to Plaimers
3. Review of Codes / Definitions for clarity

V, Remaining Issue Details Amran Pasha 10 minutes

1. Business License Update should not be allowed if conditional.
2. Industrial Zoning Problems such as recreational uses



[HOWARD-CIT12EN] Digest Number 3931
1 message

HOWARD.C)TlZ£N@yahp&groups,cAm <HOWARD. Fri> Apr 5. 2019 al 12:30
CITIZEN@yahoogroups.cpiTi> AM
Reply.To: No Reply <rioliry^g.HOWARD-CtTIZEN@yahoogroups.com>
To: HOWARD-CfTIZEN@yahoogroups.com

ili>,'.'.u.f '.-•>t!||t\> Kjun.n., il'',._. n. i;,Hi,(j Group

2 Messages Digest tf3931

I? Re\ Zoning and Planning Board Ruies of Pfocodure ATO Being Updstod by "LISA MARKOVFTZ"

2 Ro6jpons& from Deiegats Psnde^ras& Regarding Suppeirtirtg the Forest C by

Messages

4a Re: Zoning and Planning Board Rules of Procedure Are Being Updatod
Thu Apr ^ 2019 9:25 fitn (PDT), Posted by:* LISA MA?OViT2'

Ihu Poopto's Volcia Is pioud to bo In coalition v,ith IfCCA and 'Auiklny W! thesii irnpQitarnt Isssu^s. Out Btaarrf

Momlwi and all tho HCCA Board fvt(irnb©^s thank Stu Kohri (ot his lOLKifii'sl^lp and conlJiujtng lo piose^l

fcOtinnutitty issiuos tt) oovothftiont oftiriyls.

I hi?pu dial part of Ihu zotilny tjosid pftiyitlnicil updal&s IneltJdo iWng s prbbfufn wttli ^jfOflHDg CE^ zofiltig. Fof

yoais,} havo boon (>£iltiiiny out to iKo County, [nduilltig th6 Offi^o of Law, that ihe Zcinlng Ooasd Is i^t alkiwfld to

grant ibls zoning. Tlto Howdrd Ccynty i.;6do, Ailtda 202fg), foquiiei, li^e Councit to gratil zoning map uins^tfniottts,

astogl&latioii.wlncli Is sublod to ttiftir&ndum, llsptidfffia1ly6lal(?slli^luONLV*ln caiiosofpt&cfrtnoctl lotonlnay,

with cliafigs or rnl&lah^ fute6, cart bo dona by l!m Zoning B&ard. Tiiefe is !u> lntot'pf6tiiUon issuo ttioio. Ths Counclt

must gianl CEF'ti. as tl^y QSQ not subset to lh(i chanQe w mistake fuie.

So /ai, c<mnun!ty rncmbsfi; iiavu o&t d&eyed to udo tiiils (ssufl to eppeal a C£F. I bollevo lliat ufice ony is tbirtod

dowfi, a p&iitiurier v/uuftJ likely ap{Mut.

Our Uttiunt CoUiwSlsfiGn^v/nllnytolakourttixlngtJicsy lyptis ofpfobtyniii.so H&akfofWard lo Uitstialti^ i(icL>f!tMj,

aritt ha^ng prodicf£ibll)Ly for ail sidos- AnoUior honotil is tit^l 1)113 Coundl iwt having to WBat ttelf Zoninyi Bo^rd hals

on thuso casos, wiil not pii&duclo tifiem from balfiy able to discuss iti^so fiasos with Lholt cotiistlm^nts.

Thank you Chris Aitfiva (01 ieiitlfyiny oit thlB mcitLer al ti'io recoiu pr&cociural Iwai ing as we!).

Lisa Ma(ko\/it2



LISAMARKOVITZImarkovitz@comcastnet[HOWARD-CITiZEN] „_ ,,,„ ^^ nnn^,./
<HOWARD-CiTIZEN@yahoogroups.com> lvlu"'l;u11 ^ ^^ ^ }-}

Reply-To: HOWARD-CiTIZEN@yahoogroups.com
To: HOWARD-CITIZEN@yahoogroups.com

Below is an excerpt from a draft letter The People's Voice is sending soon, to the County Council,
containing, among other legislative wish list items, a request for Blight Laws. Thank you to a!i who provided
great details to include in the request. Please fee! free to suggest edits or additional information. Also, if you
like, please suggest other wishes you would like to see made. I will pass any suggestions onto our Board,
but we don't want to make it too long, of course. We have received a iot of pleas for Blight Laws for some
time now.

We are sending this letter very soon, and if you wish, you can support or oppose any of these ideas, by
emailing the council at CoundlMaii@HowardCountyMD.gov

Thanks,
Lisa Markovitz

Sorry the copy/paste changed some formatting, but it is still readable.:)

As you may know, The People's Voice (TPV) is a State civic and political organization, with approximately
four thousand members in Howard County. Our Board has worked for many years trying to get more
community input into quality of life issues in Howard County. Each year we request !oca! legislation or
procedural changes to be considered, but have held off a bit this year due to the pandemic. We appreciate
many areas of assistance to County residents that have been considered, and ask for attention on a few
matters that remain a concern.

* * *

* * *

3. CEF Zoning is legally a Council procedure.

For years, we have been asking the County and Office of Law to correct a procedural problem. According
to the Howard County Charter, Article 202 (g), the Council is to decide on zoning map amendments (those
that affect an individual parce!) and it says clearly with no gray area of interpretation, in 202(g), that the
Zoning Board can ONLY change zoning when it is a piecemeal issue of change or mistake. Since CEF does
not have to prove change or mistake, clearly the Zoning Board does not have the right to grant it.

The Council needs to be taking on CEF requests to follow the iaw. Not having the Counci!, appropriateiy,
decide these cases, makes them more difficult to oppose, as appeal ends up in Circuit Court, and they
cannot be subject to referendum. If it is desired for the ZB to retain CEF's, the charter needs amending.
would imagine that any CEF not granted, and appealed, would include this issue, and any granted where
opposition wishes to appeal, this would be a serious appeai issue as well. Either way, the Councii needs to
grant them, or the charter needs amending.



^_J^("^PY '^°^ L^

The People's Voice LLC

3600 Saint Johns Lane, STE D

EllicottCity,MD21042

July 14, 2020

Dear Honorable Howard County Council Members,

As you may know, The People's Voice (TPV) is a State civic and political
organization, with approximately four thousand members in Howard County. Our Board

has worked for many years increasing community input in local government. Each year
we request local legislation or procedural changes to be considered, but held off early in
the year, due to the pandemic, then budget season. We appreciate many areas of

assistance to County residents that have been considered, and ask for attention on a
few matters that remain a concern, when possible.

Prior Years' Requests:

1. Only the Council can do zoning map amendments that aren't change/mistakel

For years, we have been asking the County and Office of Law to correct a procedural

problem. According to the Howard County Charter, Article 202 (g), ONLY the Council
can make zoning map amendments, via legislation, tt states clearly, with no gray area of

interpretation, in 202(g). that the ONLY exception is if a case is one of a piecemeal
issue of change/ mistake. Since Community Enhanced Floating (CEF) zones do not
have to prove change or mistake, clearly the Zoning Board does not have the right to
grant ithem. Also, if a vitlage center redevelopment entails a zoning map change, for

instance to add residential units, that too is to be done only by the Council. Not sure
how the NT zoning requirements mix into this here.

When the Zoning Board handles these matters, that are supposed to be done via

legislation, it is more difficult to oppose those cases, and one ends up in Circuit Court to

appeal them, and cannot subject them to referendum. If it is desired for the ZB to hold
these proceedings, then the charter needs amending. I would imagine the current

contentious matters being held would include this appeal point. In the future, either side
not prevailing in a CEF matter, or other zoning map change granted by the Zoning
Board, would have this appeal point, which is not good, as it would cause delay to
desired projects, etc.

By Authority: The People's Voice PAC, Lisa Markovitz, Treasurer



A side benefit of having the Council appropriately grant map amendments that aren't
change/mistake, is that a lot of cases would be removed from your zoning board duties.

No more ex parte disallowed discussion on these topics. You would be able to discuss
the cases with constituents which would please the public. No more contentious cross"

examination of the public wanting to give input, solves a lot of problems there.

• ^ <•

Sincerely,

Lisa Markovitz

President, The People's Voice

By Authority: The People's Voice PAC, Lisa Markovitz, Treasurer
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WORK SESSION of SEPTEMBER 5, 1995

MINUTES

The work session was called to order in the Ellicott Room, George Howard Building, at 7:45 p.m.

Members present were:

Thomas Meachum, Chairman Martha Clark Tom Flynn
Sue-Ellen Hantman Shirley Meigiian John Peoples
William Ross Bruce Taub

The Minutes of the August 31,1995, were unanimously approved.

The following votes were taken;

1. Article U, The Legislative Branch, §202, The County Council, Subsection (g), Planning and
Zoning: Ms. Clark moved adoption of the concept of amending Subsection 202(y ) to exclude "floating
zones." Seconded by Mr. Taub. Ms. Meiglum moved to table the motion pending the Commission s
receiving an explanation of "floating zones, together with available legal opinions from Ihe OfHce oi; Law
and any Maryland Attorney General legal opinions on the subject and an opportunity for the Commission
to clarify ils undeislanding with Mr. Johnson, Deputy County Solicitor. Motion to table seconded by

Mr. Flynn. Vote: Unanimous approving. Motion to table carried.

2. Article U, Tlie Legislative Brancli: Mr. Ross moved that all references w Article II to the
"Secretaiy" be amended to read "Administrator." Seconded by Mr. Taub. Vote: Unanimous approving.

Motion carried.

3. Article H, The Legislntive Branch, §208, Sessions of the County Council; quorum; rules of



Charter Review Commission

George Howard Building
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EWcott City, Maryland 21043

(420)313-2001

Meabers:

Martha Oa/*
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Sin-EtUn Hwtman

Emif Kent
Richard Ktrchnfr
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RattdaU K, Nixon
John Pfoptfff /r.
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BiU Ron
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WORK SESSION of SEPTEMBER 18,1995

MINUTES

The work session was called to order in the BIIicott Room, George Howard Building, at 7:24 p.m.
Members present were:

Thomas Meachum, Chairman
Thomas Flynn
Richard Kirchner

Martha Clark Michael Davis
Sue-Ellen Hantman Ernie Kent
Shirley Meighan Bruce Taub

The Minutes of the September II, 1995, Work Session were unanimously approved.

The Commission scheduled future work sessions for October 2,16, 23 and 30, 1995.

Deputy County Solicitor Paul Johnson met with the Commission to discuss the definition of
floating zones" as it relates to County zoning law in County Code and Charter.

The following votes were taken;

1. Article S, The Legislative Branch, §202, The County Council, Subsection (g), Planning and
Zoning: Mr. Davis moved removal from the table of the motion to amend Subsection 202(g). Seconded by
Ms. Meighan. Vote; Unanimous for. Motion to remove from the table carried.

[Motion removed from the Table was: to adopt the concept of amending Subsection 202(g) to exclude
"floating zones."] The motion having been made and seconded at the September 5, 1995 Work Session
was called for the vote. Vote: Unanimous for. Motion carried,

2. Article DC, §914, Definitions and rules of construction: Mr. Flynn moved adoption of the



Charter Revision Commission
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

(410) 313-2001

Members:

Marlha Clnrk
Twn Flynn
Sne'Ellen Hantman

Ernie Kent
Richard Kirchner
Thomas Lloyd
Shlrley fifeighan
Richard D. Neidtg
Rwdall K. Htxon
John Peoples, /r.
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RfHRoss
Bruce F, Taub

MichaetDavis

Thomas Meachum
Chairman

WORK SESSION of OCTOBER 30, 1995

MINUTES

The work session was called to order in the EHicott Room, George Howard Building, at
7:22 p.m. Members present were:

Thomas Meachum, Chairman
Thomas Flynn
Richard Kirchner
William Ross

Martha Clark
Sue-EllenHantman
Thomas Lloyd
Lillie Price-Wesley

Michael Davis
Ernie Kent
Shirley Meighan

The Minutes of the October 23 > 1995, Work Session were unanimously approved.

The Chairman informed the Commission that he had contacted Ms, Jimmie L. Saylor, the
County Personnel Administrator, and Ms. Mariana Luce, the Deputy Personnel Administrator.
The Chairman invited the Administration to provide its thoughts on the concept of elimination of
all or part of Charter Article VII, Merit System, prior to the Commission's discussing the tabled
motion regarding Article VQ. The Chairman also reported that he had a similar discussion with
Council Member Dennis R. Schrader.

Ms. Ruth Fahrmeier, Senior Assistant County Solicitor, distributed copies of a new
Maryland Attorney General Opinion, which addresses the issue of whether recall of local elected
officials is permitted under Maryland law. Ms. Fahrmeier reported that the Opinion indicated that
recall is not permitted,

The following votes were taken:

1, Articles, The Legislative Branch, §202, The County Council, Subsection (b),
Qualifications: At the August 31,1995 Work Session^ the Commission adopted the concept of
amending §202(b)(3) to provide for forfeiture of office for failure to comply with any of the
provisions of. Subsection (b), Qualifications.

Ms. Kent moved adoption of the following wording for the concept amendment to §202(b)



[amendment in capital letters, ^BH^^^^^^H^^U^BJ;

"(b) Qualifications.

"3, Forfeiture of Office. If a member of the Council ceases to be a qualified and
registered voter of the County, MOVES HIS OR HER RESIDENCE FROM THE
COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT HE OR SHE WAS ELECTED TO REPRESENT,
ACCEPTS ANY OTHER OFFICE OF PROFIT OR TRUST OP OR UNDER THE STATE
OR COUNTY GOVERNMENT, BECOMES EMPLOYED BY THE COUNTY OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY WHICH RECEIVES FUNDS THROUGH THE COUNTY BUDGET, or
is convicted of any crime involving moral turpitude, he OR SHE shall immediately forfeit
his OR HER office.

Seconded by Mr. Kirchner. Vote; Unanimous for. Motion carried.

2. Article II, The Legislative Branch, §202, The County Council, Subsection (f),
Redistricting: At the August 31, 1995 WorkSession» the Commission adopted the concept of
amending §202(f) to provide that Council bills establishing new districts shall not be subject to
Referendum under §211.

Ms. Kent moved adoption of the fpHowing wording for the concept amendment to
^^^^^S^%S^S^^^^^^?i^^:^ti^Mi[amendment in capital letters, ^BUBI^^^BM^U^^^M];

t'(f) Redistricting.

"1. Boundaries. The boundaries of the Councilmanic Districts shall be established
BY LAW IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LEGISLATP/E PROCEDURE

SET FORTH IN SECTION 209 OF THE CHARTER subsequent to the publication of each
decennial census of the population of the United States, but not later than March 15 of the
year following such publication. Any Councilmanic District established in accordance with
this Article shall be compact, contiguous, substantially equal in population, and have
common interest as a result of geography, occupation, history, or existing political
boundaries. The Board of Supervisors of Elections shall take any necessary steps to
implement any such revisions of the Counciimanic District Boundaries so adopted. ANY
LAW ESTABLISHING COUNCILMANIC DISTRICTS SHALL BE EXEMPT FROM
REFERENDUM."

Seconded by Ms. Price-Wesley. Vote: Unanimous for. Motion carried.

3, Article H, The Legislative Branch, §202, The County Council, Subsection (g), Planning
and Zoning; At the September 18» 1995 Work Session, the Commission adopted the concept of
amending §202(g) to exclude "floating zones."

Mr. Kirchner moved adoption of the following wording for the concept amendment to



§202(g) [amendment in

*(g) Planning and zoning.

"1. ANY ADOPTION OF OR AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN, THE
ZONING REGULATIONS OR THE ADOPTION OF ZONING MAPS F^ CONNECTION

declared to be a legislative act and may be passed only by the Howard County Council by
original bill in accordance with the legislative procedure set forth in Section 209 of the
Howard County Charter, Such an act shall be subject to executive veto and may be
petitioned to referendum by the people of the county pursuant to Section 211 of the
Charter."

Seconded by Ms. Kent, Vote: Unanimous for. Motion carried.

4, Article 2, The Legislative Branch, §208, Sessions of the County Council; quorum, rules
of procedure, Subsection (b), Legislative Sessions: At the September 5, 1995 Work Session, the

Commission adopted the concept of amending Paragraph (2) to add July and December to the
designated months during which the council shall not hold legislative sessions, unless the council

provides by resolution for a session in those months.

Mr. Ross moved adoption of the following wording for the concept amendment to

§208(b)(2) [amendment in capital

"(2) There shall be no legislative session in JULY, August, AND DECEMBER,
except for an emergency legislative session, unless the council provides by resolution for a

session irlSB ANY OR ALL OF THE SPECIFIED MONTHS."

Seconded by Ms. Kent. Vote: Unanimous for. Motion carried.

5. Article II, The Legislative Branch, §209, Legislative procedure, Subsection (h)» Failure
of bills: At the September 11, 1995 Work Session, the Commission adopted the concept of
amending Subsection (h) to permit extension of the deadline for failure ofa bill two times instead
of once.

Ms. Kent moved adoption of the following wording for the concept amendment to §209(h)
[amendment in capital letters,

"(h) Failure of bills. Any bill not passed within sixty-five calendar days after its
introduction shall fail, unless, by affirmative vote oftwo-thirds of the members, the
Council shall extend the deadline for thirty days. THE COUNCD-. MAY, BY AN
APNRMATWE VOTE OF TWO-TfflRDS OF THE MEMBERS, EXTEND THE
DEADLINE FOR AN ADDITIONAL THIRTY DAYS."

Seconded by Ms. Price-Wesley. Vote: Unanimous for. Motion carried.



Amendment Analysis

Article IT, §202(b), Qualifications

Work Session: August 31,1995

Members Present: Mr. Meachum, Ms. Clark, Mr. Davis, Mr. Flynn, Ms. Hantman, Mr. Kirchner,

Mr. Lloyd, Ms. Meighan, Mr. Neidtg

Moved by; Mr. Meidig Seconded by: Ms. Hantman Vote: Unanimous for.

Notes:

The proposed amendment is a clear, logical restatement of existing requirements for
forfeiture of office in paragraphs 3 and 4. Existing paragraph 3 should list all specifications
requiring forfeiture of office for County Council Members. Existing paragraph 4, however, also
requires forfeiture in the event that a Council Member moves out of the election district during
the term of office.

Existing paragraph 2 stipulates: "No person shall qualify or serve as a member of the
council: while holding any other office of profit or trust under the State or County
government;...." The discussions by the Commission indicated that the Charter implied that a
Council Member must resign from his or her elected office before accepting appointment to any
County office or position or to be eligible for employment by the County. The proposed language
of paragraph 3 would specify the consequence to a Council Member's accepting a State or
County office of profit or trust, or a County employment position without having tendered his or
her resignation.



Charter Revision Commission
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

(410) 313-2001

Members:

Martha Clark
Tom Flyw
Sue-Ellen ffamman

Ernie Kent
Richard Kirchner
Thomas Lloyd
Sfiirtey Meighan
Richard D. Heidtg
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hfschaei Davis ^Q public hearing began at 7:40 p.m. in the Banneker Room, George Howard Building.
Members present were;

Thomas Meachum
Chairman

PUBLIC HEARING, February 15,1996

MINUTES

Thomas Meachum, Chairman
Ernie Kent

Michael Davis
Thomas Lloyd

Thomas Fly nn
LilliePrice-Wesley

Atotal of fifteen people signed up to testify. Attached is a copy of the sign-up sheet.
sixteenth person, Geoffrey SHberman, also testified. Also attached are copies of the written
testimony provided at the hearing by those who spoke.

The following is a recapitulation of the oral testimony, which was not included in the
written testimony;

Mr. James M. Holway:

Mr. Holway provided three written pages as follows:
1) a chart covering his recommendations for each proposed amendment;
2) a copy of the "objectives" of the original Charter Board (1966); and
3) a copy of the "Forward" to the 1966 Charter Board Report.

Mr. Holway commented on his experience as a member of the original Charter Board,
saying that the Board wanted to encourage public participation, but recognized that there was no
way constitutionally to affect certain kinds of citizen behavior towards government. The Board
decided that it was only possible to "put down as best you can, and trust the citizens to make
officials behave."

Mr. Holway said that the last Charter Review Commission had passed an amendment to
remove §§406-421 on the basis that these were "transitional" provisions. Mr. Hotway disagreed
with that conclusion, stating that §§406-421 provided fundamentai powers to the people over
county government. He expressed disappointment that this was not recognized and stopped by the



we should raise the number if signatures, he didn't see why the county council shouldn't be
required to have affirmative votes of 80%.

Mr. Peter J. Oswald:

Mr. Oswald provided a written copy of his remarks (attached), which he read into the
fecord.

Ms. Kent, responding to his testimony, asked what Mr. Oswald felt was wrong with the
process of selecting citizens to nominate for appointment to the Charter Review Commission.
Mr. Oswald answered that he was not familiar with the process that took place. At the point of the
public hearing, the nominees were already selected. He stated: "There needs to be criteria, a
systematic process for assuring that the mandate in the County Charter is met, I am asking the
Commission to make sure that the mandate was met in selecting this Commission.

Mr. John W. Adolphsen;

Mr. Adolphsen read from the written copy of his remarks (attached)

Mr. John W. Taylor:

Mr. Taylor provided a written copy of his testimony (attached), which he paraphrased
orally.

Mr. Taylor stated that floating zones should be eliminated through the Charter. Floating
zones, he said, have three major problems: no predictability for citizens, no predictability for
planners, and "property tax impacts." Mr. Taylor explained that a property owner may pay a tax
rate, for example, for rural use, but may have an option to change to a mixed uses overlay. "The
county is losing revenue on the difference in rates." He further stated that the amendments weaken
citizens rights.

Mr. Michael S. Custer:

Mr. Custer testified that it is important to keep the existing §202[(g)]. He stated, that if the
language is taken out, it means that "they can pass any general plan they want, and then throw it
out and revise. It is a scary thing to me as a citizen."

Mr. Custer expressed his opinion that the Commission did not address the issue of people
being able to vote only for one council member. When three council members vote for something
he disagrees with, he said, he can only vote on one council member. If the council can t vote
unanimously, "it would be nice for me to be able to vote for at least three people.

Mr. Custer also stated that he believed that the people should vote to approve bond issues.

Regarding gifts, Mr. Custer stated that there should be a cap, for example, no more than
$25 value.

Mr. Greg Brown:

Mr. Brown expressed his opposition to the proposed amendment to §202(g). He further
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John W. Taylor
6528 Prestwick Drive
Highland, MD 2Q777

' September 23» 2003

The Charter Review Commission
3430 Counhouse Drive
BUicottCHy,MD 21043

Ms. Chairp&rson & Commisston Membefs,

I offer the following suggestions for your review and consideration for our county
charter:

Referendum - First Consideration

At least one commission member has suggested raising the number of signatures to * 10%
of qualified voters". At present the upper,Hmlt is 5000 signatures, imd I recommend
keeping the upper limit at 5000. According to the Board of Elections, there are currently
a total of 157,872 registered voters in Howard County.. 146»802 ate "active" and 11,070
are "inactive", meaning the BOB does not knov^ if thos6 11,070 even reside in Howard
County any more. Choosing 10% of .either 157,872 pr 146,802 would have the practical
effect of tripling the number of signf^ures required for referertdum. Having to gather •
15,787 or even 14,680 signatures in 60 days woyld be nearly impossible. The effect of
this change, and perhaps the intent of the commission member making the suggestion,
would a de facto elimination of the right to referendum.

It is not clear what "problem" would be addressed by increasing the requirement to 10%
of qualified voters. The right to referendum is a basic right» it is not presently "broken",
and certainly does not need to be made three times more restrictive.

Referendum - Second Consideration •

There have, in the past, been ambiguities tegarding what can be taken to referendum.
Resolutions and tax increases have been mled off limits. However, the charter does not
clearly exclude either one, and under certain circumstances the charter should clearly and
unambiguously allow referendum on both. I suggest that resolutions having a force and
effect exceeding one year should be referable. Also, fcax increases greater than 10% in
any year should be referable. There is no reason to place either of these situations off
limits to the electorate.



Referendum - General Remarks

The electorate is not a threat to be managed and coqtained, as is implied in attempts to
limit citizen participation, and make it more cHfficuft. Out system of govet^menE is of, by
and for the people,;and the right to referendum is a fundamental part of that. The right to
referendiun should be carefully guarded and subjecteti only to the most reasonable,
responsible and least restrictiye limits*

Charter Amendment . ' . • ::

This has not been dir6ctly addressed by the Charter Review Commission; however the
proposal to increase the required number of signatures for referendum to 10% of
qualified voters may have been intended to address this. The current limit of 10,000
signatures presents a high hurdle for citizens wishing to make charter changes^ and has
served to ]ixmt such proposals. Modification of the charter should never be undertaken
lightly, or for fleeting reasons. But increasing th'e requirement to 10% of qualified voters,
"which would presently be 14,680 or 15,787 as noted above, would be unnecessary and
unreasonable. The intent of the charter amendment process is to foster reasonable and
responsible proposals likely to obtain broad support, not to make it nearly impossible
altogether. As with the proposal to incrcase the number of signatures required for
i^ferendum, it is not clear what "problem" is being addressed here. Howard County has •
no history of citizefts making trivial pr unjustifiable proposals for charter amendment,
and there is no need .to make the process more restrictive than it already is.

Recall Blectlons

The charter does not provide for recall of elected officials, Provisions should be included
to allow citizens to initiate the recall and/or removal of any elected or appointed official
at any time. I would include Judges in this. Provisions should include xeasonable
signature requirements, not more than 5000 (a recall is a referendum on an official), and
for recall elections involving multiple candidates with none achieving greater than 50%
of the votes cast, provisions for runoff election(s) to ensm'e the final winnei: has received
a majority vote.

County Council" Terms

We presently elect US Representatives to 2 year terms, but local council members to 4
year terms. This results in council members who are largely unaccountable to the
electorate, at least in the beginning years of their terms, I believe county council
members should be elected at the same ti^ne as US Representatives, and for two year



terms, with a limitation of 6 terms total (to comply with the present voter mandated
limitation of 12 years maximum in office).

County Council" Size

Our county council does not change in size with the electorate. The US House of
Representatives is resized every 10 years to comply with population/electorate changes.
Howard County has grown 32% from 19,90 to 2000, from 187,328 citizens (1990 Census)
to 247,842 citizens (2000 Census)^ but still has only 5 county council members. Council
districts that averaged around 25,000 voters in 1990 average Ground twice that today,
doubling the number of people each council member must represent. This is not
acceptable* Consideration should be given to defining council districts as having
approximately 30,000 voters, and the number of districts should change to accommodate
that.

County Council - Full Time vs Part Time

Given the growth in Howard County, it Is unrealistic to continue to pretend that part time
legislators can adequately represent the citizenry. .That quaint notion is not appropriate
today, and certainly not for our future.. County council positions should b& made full
time, with a salary sufficient to attract highly qualified candidates, and comparable to
other full time council positions in the Baltimore Washington area.

Taxes

Consideration should be given to requiring a sup&rmajority of tho council to approve any
tax increase larger than 10% in any given year. As noted above, tax. increases greater
than 10% in any given year should be referable,

Land Use

Thankfully, no commission member has suggested weakening or deleting Question B
1994,.under which the voters established the right to referendum over General Plans and
Comprehensive Rezonings. Question B 1994 passed with 67% of the vote, and the
commission should continue to respect that.

Consideration should be given to an annual growth cap. Th^ absence of one has been a
continual source of problems, and resulted in overcrowded schools, roads, and large tax
increases. Mandating moderation in gtowth through the charter should be a last resort, .
and we*ve reached (passed) that point.



Howard County Charter Review Commission
APPROVED MINUTES

Date: Wednesday/ September 14, 2011

Time: 7:00 pm.

Place; North Laurel Community Center/ Public Hearing

Commission Members in attendance:

EfDonna Richardson

ElMichael Davis
ElSharon Ahn

CindyArdinger
ElRegina Clay
0ThomasCoale

0Edward Cochran

Charles Feaga

0Aiice Giles
0Yvonne Howard

EZiSteve Hunt
Sang Oh

0Andrew Stack
Joshua Tzuker

EZLlames Walsh

• Ms. Richardson opened the meeting.

• The public was asked to sign in. Ms. Richardson explained that individuals would receive

three minutes and individuals speaking for a group would receive 5 minutes

• Ken Stevens testified (provided written comments)

• John Taylor spoke against clarifying that floating zones are not subject to referendum;

stated that floating zones are subject to referendum and were intended to be as part of

the language of the Charter amendment placed on the ballot; term limits should remain;

should add amendment that states that any resident of the county has lega) standing in

claim against the county; resolutions should be subject to referendum; should have

recall elections available

• Stuart Kohn testified (provided written comments)

• Susan Gray testified against changing language regarding zoning legislation that is

subject to referendum

• Tom Fiynn testified (provided written comments)



Howard County Charter Review Commission
APPROVED MINUTES

Date: Thursday/ May 5, 2011

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Columbia Room, George Howard Building

Council Members in attendance:

Donna Richardson

0Michael Davis
0Sharon Ahn
ECindyArdinger
0Regina Clay
0Thomas Coa!e

0Edward Cochran

0Charles Feaga

0Alice Giles
0Yvonne Howard

0Steve Hunt

igOh
0Andrew Stack

0JoshuaTzuker

ElJamesWaish

• Mr. Davis opened the meeting.

• Members unanimously approved the minutes with date of the next meeting corrected

to show May 19 .

• Mr. Davis reviewed the website and reminded members to email Charter Review email

address.

o Ms. Clay clarified that email should not be used if want the email to remain

confidentlai.

• Mr. Vannoy provided an overview of the Charter along with a memorandum.

• Mr. Davis reviewed public process of reviewing and approving amendments to the

Charter.

• Mr. Davjs asked what the salary currently is for elected officials.

• Ms. Beach stated the current salaries are $53/400 for Council Members

and $161,000 for Executive.



o Mr. Feaga pointed out that there was a 58% increase at one point for the County

Council and that they can pay assistants what they want.

" Pointed out that there is no limit to the amount of increase and

suggested that they may be a change.

• Mr. Davis began to review the Charter:

o Article f

s No changes recommended.

o Art. II-

" Mr. Davis reviewed the composition of the Council.

" Ms- Giles suggested there might be interest in county-wide positions.

B Dr. Cochran stated there may be interest in more members and if they

should be county-wide; that there is concern that Columbia has more

representation than other areas.

" Ms. Clay asked to clarify the process for the Redistricting Commission.

• Mr. Vannoy reviewed the process- The commission is basing their

recommendations on the current Charter.

• Mr. Davis would like to know what the fiscai impact wouid be on

increasing the number of council members and making a county-wide

member.

• Mr. Tzuker asked if the Council wouid need to have more staff if the

members are coundl-wide.

• Mr. Feaga reviewed the staff that is currentiy with the Council; used to

not have assistants, now they have assistants who do a lot of work and a

secretary.

w Point was made that there was no member that's looking out for the

whole county.

• Dr. Cochran recommended Frank Hecker's biog for history of Charter and

County government.

• Ms. Ciay suggested that for qualifications, the council member should

reside in the district for 2 years, not Just the county.

• Concern was raised if the member is redistricted out of the district

he/she represents.

• Ms. Clay stated that there may be interest in lowering the age of

qualification age to 21; asked what are other jurisdictions age limits.

• Mr. Coaie suggested the Charter include both felony and moral turpitude

as possible reasons Council Members forfeit position.

• Mr. Davis stated that a felony is theft of $500 or more; the Commission

should consider when forfeiture becomes automatic.



Mr. Coate stated that moral turpitude is up to own definition/ maybe the

Commission should consider making it more specific.

Mr. Vannoy will research definition and case law on how moral turpitude

is defined.

Ms. Ahn asked if they are indicted/ should they be suspended.

• The Commission members discussed how that wouid work and

raised concern that that would leave a district unrepresented.

Mr. Coaie suggested changing the term limits to 10 years (same

recommendation that the last commission recommended).

• Mr. Feaga provided the history of why the term limit is defined

the way ft is.

Mr. Tzuker suggested remove term limits; concern with loss of

institutionai memory and experience if get all new Council Members at

one time.

Ms. Clay suggested staggering terms.

• Mr. Vannoy-Ail state and county elections must be during off

presidential year; state constitution requires 4 year terms so can't

stagger.

Mr. Feaga suggested limiting the amount of increase in salary that

Councit can approve.

Mr. Davis asked what district is supposed to look like. Office of Law

recommended remove "occupation".

Mr. Tzuker suggested remove description of political distribution; make it

harder to have districts drawn on partisan lines.

• Mr. Coale recommended that Commission compare what other

Jurisdictions.

Mr. Dauis referred to the provision that provides that all land use bills are

subject to referendum; questioned whether it is constitutiona!.

• Mr. Feaga stated that it seems like zoning by popular demand.

« Dr. Cochran stated that seems like a legislative provision/ which Is

contrary to the purpose of the charter.

• Mr. Vannoy- PaulJohnson from the Office of Law can meet with

the Commission to discuss this issue.

Ms. Clay asked if there should be a separate zoning board from the

Council.

• Dr. Cochran reviewed the history of the zoning board; asked for

review of the zoning process.

Ms. Clay suggested that the County chair be elected county-wide.



Howard County Charter Review Commission
APPROVED MINUTES

Date: Thursday, June 23, 2011

Time: 9:07 a.m.

Place: C. Vernon Gray Conference Room, George Howard Building

Commission Members in attendance:

0Donna Richardson

0Michae! Davis
0Sharon Ahn
BCJndyArdinger
0Regina Ciay
0Thomas Coale

0Edward Cochran

EICharles Feaga

Alice Giles
0Yvonne Howard

BSteve Hunt

Sang Oh
0Andrew Stack
ElloshuaTzuker

EllamesWaish

Council Members Courtney Watson Mary Kay Sigaty, and Paul Johnson with the Office of Law

were also in attendance.

• Ms. Richardson opened the meeting.

• Members unanimously approved the minutes.

• Ms. Watson spoke with the Commission

o Provided members with a chart showing the population and Council mai<e"up of

each of the charter counties In the state

o Recommended that the Commission consider look at the information provided

and determine whether other councif districts are needed; if additional council

districts are needed/ should they be county wide or should districts be carved

out of current districts.

o There are advantages and disadvantages to each modei and the Commission

should determine which model works best in the County



Mr. Feaga asked whether that would give Columbia more voting power

Ms. Watson pointed out that the school board positions are county-wlde and there are

no members from Columbia

Dr. Cochran suggested that it may help the Republican party or areas outside of

Columbia because the votes would be concentrated for county-wide positions.

Mr. Johnson from the Office of Law spoke about section 202(g) declaring any

amendment to the General Plan, Zoning Regulations or Zoning Maps a legislative act

subject to referendum

Dr. Cochran asked what the background of the provision was

o Mr. Johnson stated that there was interest in challenging comprehensive zoning

and people thought a referendum may be easier; people were looking to move

away from the judicial process that was available

Dr. Cochran pointed out that the council is doing a lot of ZRA s.

o Mr. Johnson stated that the Zoning Board process is not being used as much as it

was (a Zoning Board decision can be appealed, but an appeal for a ZRA is a

referendum]

Mr. Hunt asked the Council Members present what they thought about changing the

requirements for the number of signatures on a referendum

o Neither Council Member expressed strong opinion for keeping the same or

changing it.

Mr. Walsh noted that neither referendum provision provided for a date of voter

registration

Mr. Davis suggested that the Commission ask the Board of Elections when they come

how they interpret the provision regarding registered voters

Mr. Vannoy said that he will provide information about referendum procedures for

other counties

Commission members reviewed list of possible changes and removed and clarified

provisions.

Meeting Adjourned at 10:30 a.m.



Howard County Charter Review Commission
APPROVED MINUTES

Date: Thursday, October 13, 2011

Time: 9:03 a.m.

Piace: C, Vernon Gray Conference Room

Commission Members in attendance:

ElDonna Richardson

EJMichae! Davis
ESharonAhn
0CindyArdinger
0Regina Clay
0Thomas Coale

0Edward Cochran

Charies Feaga

BAIice Giies
0Vvonne Howard

0Steve Hunt

0 Sang Oh
Andrew Stack

ElloshuaTzuker

Ellames Walsh

• Ms. Richardson opened the meeting.

• Minutes were approved unanimousiy

• Members requested that staff provide summaries of public testimony in the chart of

Issues

• Members reviewed the chart of issues

o §202
o Mr. Coa!e suggested there was not an overwhelming amount of testimony that

suggested that this was an issue or concern

o Dr. Cochran stated that at large member would allow people more avenues for

assistance; an at large position should be recommended

o Mr. Walsh disagreed with the at-iarge concept commenting that state legislature

and congressional seats are districts; some at-large and some districts will create

a two tier [egisiature and be tess efficient



o Mr. Oh suggested the question is whether the County has grown to the point

where 7 members are needed; he believes the County has not

o Mr. Tzuker suggested that the Council member concerns about the number of

constituents per district could be addressed by increasing the staff; Council

member position should remain at part-time to avoid the self selection of only

peopie who can afford to live in the County on Council salary; part-time a!!ows

for variety of people

o Ms. Clay suggested that it is not necessarily a concern of the constituents, it is

more of a concern by the elected offidajs that they are stretched

o Mr. Hunt suggested that if the Council feels stretched they should consider more

staff/ and the commission couid suggest that the Council add more staff.

o Mr. Oh suggested that the lack of public comments on the issue may suggest

that the constituents do not feel underrepresented.

o Ms. Richardson called the vote on increasing the number of districts

• Vote was unanimous to not recommend increasing number of districts

o Dr. Cochran suggested that the Commission recommend that the Councii

establish a commission to study the number of council districts

• Dr. Cochran moved to recommend in minority report

• Vote was 5-7 by show of hands, motion failed.

o Ms. Giles stated that the Council may see a rapid increase in population due to

BRACand New Town

§202(g)
o Commission voted unanimously to remove from Chart

§208(hL 209(c)/ 209(d), 210(b), 604
o Commission voted unanimously to approve this recommendations

§209(d)
o Commission voted unanimously to approve recommendation to change time

limit to post emergency legislation from 4 hours to 12 hours

§209(h)
o Commission voted unanimously to approve recommendation to extend the fife

of a bill to 125 days

§611
o Commission voted unanimously to approve recommendation to exclude grants

from lapsing appropriations

§906 & 907
o Commission voted unanimously to approve recommendation to eliminate

Charter conflicts with the Maryland Public Information Act

§202(f)(l)



Howard County Charter Review Commission
Table of Discussion Points Currently Under Consideration

As of August 25, 2011
Code Section

202

202(g)

208(h)
209(c)
209(d)
210(b)
604

Text
"The legislative power of the County is vested in the County Council of
Howard County which shall consist of five members who shall be
elected from the Councilmardc Districts."

"Any amendment, restatement or revision to the Howard County
General Plan, the Howard County Zoning Regulations or Howard
County Zoning Maps, other than a reclassification map amendment
established under the "change and mistake" principle set out by the
Maryland Court of Appeals, is declared to be a legislative act and may
be passed only by the Howard County Council by original bill in
accordance with the legislative procedure set forth in section 209 of the
Howard County Charter. Such an act shall be subject to executive veto

and may be petitioned to referendum by the people of the county
pursuant to section 211 of the Charter."

208(hy'(h) Journal. The Council shall provide for the keeping of a
Journal which shall be open to the public inspection at all reasonable
times."

209(c)" .... Within twenty-four hours after the introduction of any bill,
a copy thereof and notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be
posted by the Administrator oftibie Council on an official bulletin board
to be maintained m a public place by the Council. .."

209(d)" .... The Administrator of the Council shall, withm four hours
after its introduction [of an emergency bill], post a copy thereof and
notice of time and place of the hearing upon an official bulletin board to

be mamtained by the Council m a public place.. ."

Sec. 210(b) Printing and publication of laws. The Council shall cause
each ordinance, resolution, rule and regulation having the force and
effect of law and each amendment to this Charter to be printed
promptly following its enactaient and they shall receive such
publication as may from time to time be required by law. The rules,

Issue

• Should there be two more council
seats?

• If so, should they be County-wide
or two additional districts?

• Specify that floating zone
applications are not subject to
referendum.

• Change or add language: "make
available to the public through a
readily accessible source," or
similar language, to allow Council
to use public sources such as the
internet, without restricting the
sources that can be used.
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CARROLL COUNTY CHARTER BOARD

Minutes

July 24, 1997

Call to Order:
Chairman Amedori called to order the Carroll County Charter Board at 7:03 p.m., in Room
157-59, Carroll Community College, Westminster, Maryland,

Present:
Carmen Amedori, Christopher Nevin, Ragen Cherney, Ann Baiiard, Lynn Plpher, Neat Powetl,
Romeo Valianti, anct Roger Wolfs. Also present: The Honorable Charies Ecker, Howard
County Executive.

Absent;
Jack Guilo, Jr.

Previous [VIinutes:
Minutes of the previous meeting of July 10,1997 were react. Mr Nevin moved the acceptance
of both meeting minutes. Mr. Wolfs seconded. Motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Mr. Ecker's Remetrks:
Mr. Ecker is a strong believer in home rule. In Maryland there are 10 counties with
commissioner form of government, 13 counties with home rule, of those 13, 8 counties have
charter government and of those 6 have an elected county executive and county council,
Talbot and Wicomico Counties appoint their county executive/adminislrator. There needs to
be a separation of powers, it is good to have an elected leader With a charter Carroli will
have a state transfer of legislative matters on local issues to the county. This ailows for more
contro! by the citizens of the county as well as enacting county legislation in a more timely
manner. With a charter with an elected executive Carrot) wili have more effective leadership.
Not management by committee like the way commissioner form of government works. We
wlli have a hands on day to day county leader responsible to the citizens of Carroll County.
One disadvantage is that charter government will cost more money, we can't really say.
There will be support staff for the council and the executive, however, it should be noted that

1



many of these positions already exist in Carrofl County government. With a charter Carroll
would not need any additional government personnel other than those already mentioned as
support staff for the councj! and executive. There might be an additional need in the county
attorney's office for personnel. Carroll can state the way Howard County does that the county
attorney's office works for both the council and the executive or the charter could ailow for
additional personnel In the county attorney's office to worK for the executive and personnel
to work for the council.

The Howard County Council until 1986 was elected county-wide, but after a referendum by
the voters the council has been elected by district since. Howard County has a limit of two
terms for the executive and fairly recently enacted three term limits for council members.
After each decennial census the county deals with re-djstricting. Mr. Ecker urged the Charter
Board to place a re-districting plan in the charter in Howard County a commission of three
Democrats and three Republicans are appointed to prepare and submit a re-districting plan.

in Howard County once the budget is passed by the council the executive cannot veto the
budget bill, Once ft !s sent to the council, however, they cannot increase the budget sent by
the executive. The executive can veto any other legislation passed by the councli. The
council can over-ride the veto by the vote of four of the five council members. !n Howard
County there is a Chief Administrative Officer similar to the position of Chief of Staff to the
County Commissioners which is paid $85,000 per year !n Howard County. When the
executive is out of the county they are the acting executive. The county council is paid
between $30,000 to $33,000 per year and there is a salary review commission for both the
executive and council salaries. There are length of residency requirements for the executive
and the council.

In Howard County the council sits also as the County Liquor Board and as the County
Planning and Zoning Commission.

Howard County's property tax rate is $2.59/$100.00, and they have a metro fire tax of
$0.23/$100.00. Their piggy back tax is 50% and they also have a trash tax. The County also
has a paid county police department, county paid fire services with some volunteer services,
and has paid emergency services.

There !s a charter review commission appointed periodically and they place changes to the
charter on the ballot foe referendum, Mr. Ecker stated that he see's charter government as
a cost benefit. The citizens get better and more services. In his term of office Mn Ecker
stated that the size of the executive's staff and the council's staff has decreased. Under
questioning Mr. Ecker stated that the executive in Howard County has no veto power with
zoning issues, that the council appoints a Board of Zoning Appeals which can re-hear the
entire case from the Zoning Commission, and that when the council acts as either the Zoning
Commission or as the Liquor Board they are paid additionally per meeting.
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CARROLL COUNTT CHARTER BOARD

Minutes

November 20, 1997

Call to Order;
Vice Chairman Nevin called to order the Carroll County Chsrier Board at 7:09 p.m.. In Room A125,
Carroll Community Coilege, Wesimlnster, Mcir/land.

Present;
Carmen Amedori, Chrlstoptier Navin, Ragen Cherney, Ann Baliard, Jack Gullo, Jr, Lynn Pipher,
Romeo Vafianti and Roger Wolfe.

Absent
Neil Poweii.

Previous Minutes;
Mr. Plpher moved the acceptance of the November 6, 1 897 minutes, Ms. Ballard seconded. Motion
&ag£ec! with a unanimous vote.

Board of Appeals:
Mr, Gulio briefed tiw Board on Maryland law regarding this ares of the law from The Annotated Code
ofMQryiandf Article 25A, Section 5,

Composition:
Mr. Piphsr moved that thsrs be a Board of Appeals composed of five members appointed by the
county exeoutlvs and confirmed by the county council, with one member from edch counolimanic
district, and one al-large alternate member (similgr make-up tojhe planning & zonins commlsgjon).
Mr. htevin seconded. Motion passed with a unanimous vote, 7 yes (Nevin, Chemey, BalSard, Gulio,
Ptpher, Valianli & Woife), 0 nays, 1 abstention (Amedori). Ms. Ameciorj stated that she wanted the
record to refieot that she abstained due to arriving late and missing most of the debate on this topic,

RemovaE:
Mr. Nevin moved that the process be the same as spproyed for the plannlnQ and zoning
commission, Mr, Gu!fp ssconcfod. Motion ^asserf with a unanimous vot6 (8-0).

Powers and Funcli&ns-

Mr Gutto moved to adopt language similar t& Artjcle V, Section 501 (b) from Ihe Howard Coumy

1
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Charter In regarct to the Board of Appeals. Ms. Bailarci seconcied, Motion &aS£gd with a unanimous
vote,

Ts mis'.

Mr. Gulio moved for three year terms, not to be slaggered and be coterm!nou& with no term limits
on service on th^ Board, Mr, Pipher seconded, Motion pa$$ed with a unanimous vote (8-0).

Byles of Practice and Procedure
Mr. Gutlo moved to adopt the ianguage from the Howard County Charter Article V, Section 501 (c)
but to remove filing fees in the wording of the section and to leave this to the county in implied
powers to enact. Mr. Pipher seconded. Motion passed with a uft&nlmous vote (8-0).

Appeals frgpi Decisions of the Board;
Mr. Guilo moved to adopt language from the Howard County Charter Article V, Section 501 (d) and
to change the necessary fgnguage to ref^r to Carrol! County and limit ths appeals 1o 30 days, IVIr.
Valianti seconded. Motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Employees of the Board:
Mr. Nevin movsd to adopt similar language from the 1992 proposed Carroil County Charter In
Subsection E on pages 7&-92. starting on !!ne 2025 amending that the counly executive shall provide
the sufficient support of th& Board. Mr. Cherney seconded. Motion osssed wiEh a unanimous vote
(8.0).

Implementing Legislation:
Mn Nevin movect to adopt language similar to the Howard County Charter, Article V, Section 501 (c),
the flrsl and last sentences to be adopted only. Ms. Bailard seconcied. Motion passed with a
unanimous vote.

General Provisions:
Mr Valtanti moved to adopt th^ Sanguage from the 1992 proposed Carrolt CDunty Charter, Article V(,
section 1 for an Ethics Board, to consist of flvs members to be appointed by the county executive
with confirmation by the couniy council by district, and to strike the last sentence thereby making this
Board a non-partissn panel. Mr. Cherney seconded. Motion passed with a unanimous vot6 (8-0).

Mr. Gullo moved to adopt similar language from the Howard County Charter Article tX, Sections 904-
913. regarding constructions of powers, additional compensation prohibited, copies of data,
inspection of d^ta, bonding of officers, county seal and flag, subpoena power, custody of papers and
records (eliminating language on the first Isgislative session, and Including both the executive and
tha council), separgbiljty, citation, definitions and rules orcon$tnjction, Making ali language to ref^r
to Carroll County. Mr. Plpher seconded, Motion pa&ssd with a unanimous vote.

Next Meetins:
The next meeting of the Charter Board will be on Thursday, December 4,1997 al7;00p.m., gtlhe
Carroli Community College. Mr. Nevln and Mr. Gullo wlli have the fir&t drafts of ths charter available
at this meeting. Mr. Chsrney announced that he will be unable to attend this meeting.

Adjournment;
Mr. Wolfe moved to adjourn, Mr. Pipher s&Gor^ded, Motion passsd with 9 urianlmous vote (8-0). The
Board adjourned gt 9:15 p.m.



ARTIQUE U. THE UEGISLATIVE BRANCH

SECTION 201. Composition.

The legislative branch of tho County government shall consist of the County Council and the
ofi&cers and employees thereof.

SECTION 202. The County Council,

Por purposes of electing Council members, the County is divided into five geograpluc districts, the
boundaries of which shall be established pursuant to this Charter. The legislative power of the County
is vested in the County Council of Carroll County which shall consist of five members who shall be
elected from the five Council Districts.

(a) Mode of election. Each of the members of the Council shall be nominated and elected by the
qualified voters of the Council District in which he or she resides. Each Council District shall elect one
Council member. Vacancies shall be filled pursuant to Section 202(f) of this Charter.

(b) Qualifications.

1. General. Each candidate for the council shall have resided in the County for a period of not
less than one year immediately prior to their election or appointment; shall be a registered voter of
Can-oli County, and shall be a resident of the CouncU District which the candidate seeks to represent at
the time of filing for candidacy and during the iull term of office; and shall not be less than twenty-one
years of age at the time of election.

2. Other Offices or Employment. During their term of office a Council member shall not hold
'. any other elected or appointed public office in federal, state, county or municipal government, or any

office or employment in Carroll County government, including Can-oll County Public School
employees. They shall not, during the whole term for which they were elected or appointed, be eligible
for appointment to any county office or position carrying compensation.

3. Forfeiture of Office. If a member of the Council ceases to be a qualified and registered voter
of the County, moves his or her residence from the Council District he or she was elected to-represent,

accepts any other office under federal, state, county or municipal government, becomes employed by
the County or any other entity which receives funds through the County budget, upon adjudicatlon of
rhental incompetence or upon a Circuit Court finding of gross dereliction of duty upon the petition of
notjess than four Council members, be or ^ha shall immediately forfeit his or her office.

f
( /1-L <•-.<- t ' • ,•-•„•

(c) T^rm of office. Members of the Council shall qualiiy for office on the first Monday in
December followuig their election, or as soon thereafter as practicable and shall enter upon the duties
of their office immediately upon theu- qualification. They shaU hold office for a term of four years
commencing at the time of their qualification and continuing until their successors shall qualify. Section
202(c) shall not apply to vacancies as described in Section 202(f).
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(d) Compensation and allowance Bach member of the Council shall receive as compensation
and allowances for die performance of public duties under this Charter the sum of uot less than
Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($ 15,000.00) per year and shall not accrue annual leave or be entitled to
participate in the county pension plan. The compensation and allowances shaU be in full
compeDsation for all services required by this Charter to be performed by the members of the
Council, but shall not preclude reasonable and necessary expenses as may be provided in the

budget However, no county funds shall be appropdated for lentmg, staffing or supplying a Council
member with a district office.

(e) Compensation review Commission. The County Council shall establish a Compensation
^ Rpview Commission comprised of five County residents. Members of the Council and officers and

Vimnlqyees of the County Government shall not be eligible for appointment. The members of the
/un>^iission shall serve without compensation but may be reimbursed for expenses incurred in

can-^fag out their respousibllities. This Commission shaU review the salaries of the County
Executive and Council. By February ! of each year m which the Council is to be elected, the

t Commission by formal resolution shall submit its detenninadons for compensation to the Council.
The Council shall accept, reduce or reject, but shall not mcreas& any item m the resolution. Any
change in compensation shaU take effect at the beginning of the term of office of the next Council.
Should the Commission's d&tennmation be rejected, the compensation shall remain at the same

amount Rates of compensation shall be uniform for all members of the Council, except that the
\ \ officers of the Council may receive higher compensation as recommended by the Commission. In

no event shall such compensation be reduced^y a figure lower than that provided in this Charter
except by amendment thereto. ^

(f) Vacancies. A vacancy shall occur upon the deaths resignation, disqualification or removal

from office of a Council member. A vacancy occumng in the office of a Council member prior io
the expiration of his or her term shall be filled by the Council witliin tliirty days after the vacancy
occurs by the appointment of a person whose name is to be submitted in writing to the Council by
the State Central Committee of Carroll County representing the political party to which the
previous member belonged at the time of the member's most recent election. If a name is not

submitted by the appropriate Stale Central Committee within twenty-flve days after the vacancy
occurs or if the previous incumbent was not a member of a political party at the tune of the
member's most recent election, then the vacancy shall be filled by a majority vote of the remaining
members of the Council. The member so appointed shall reside in the same Council District as his
or her predecessor and shall possess and maintain the same qualifications as an elected Council
member. The member so appointed shall serve the unexpired term of his or her predecessor.

\ (g) Redistricting.

The boundaries of the Council Districfs shall be reestablished in 2002 and every tenth year
thereafter. Whenever district boundaries arc to be reestabliyhed the Council shall appoint, not later
than February 1 of the year prior to the year in which redistricting is to be effective, a Commission
on Redistrictmg, composed of three members from each political party. The Commission shall be
chosen from a list of five names submitted by the central committee of each political party which
polled at least fifteen percent of the total vote cast for all Council candidates in the preceding
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regular election. The Council shall appoint one additional member to the Commission, who may be

from any political party, without reference to any list submitted by a central committee. The
Commission shall, at its first meeting, select one of its members to serve as chaiiperson. No person

who holds any elected public office shall be eligible for appointment to the Commission.

By November 15 of the year prior to the year in which redistricting is to be effective, the
Commission shall prepare a plan of Council Districts and shall present that plan, together with a
report eKplaining it, to the Council. The proposed districts shall be compact, contiguous,
substantially equal in population and have a common interest as a result of geography or existing
political boimdades. Within thirty days after receiving the plan of the Commission, Uie Couacil
shall hold a public hearing on the plan. If within uinety days following presentation of the
Commission's plan no other law reestflblishmg the boundaries of the Coimcil Districts has been
enacted, then the plan as submitted shall be adopted by the CouncU. Any ordinance establishing
Council Districts shall be exempt from referendum.

(h) Planning aud zoning. Any auiendmeut, restatement or revision to the CarroU County Master
Plan, the Can-oll County Zomag Regulations or Can-oU County Zoning Maps, otlier thaa a
reclassification map amendment established under the "change and/or mistake" principle set out by
the Maryland Court of Appeals, must be adopted by the Council as law.

SECTION 203. Officers.

(a) Presidmg officer. The CouncU at its first meeting in December of each year shall elect from
its membership a President and Vice President Th& President, or in liis or her absence the Vice
President, shall preside at aU meetmgs. On all questions before the Council, tfie President and Vice
President shall have and may exercise the vote to which each is entitled as a Council member.

(b) Other officers and duties. The Council shaU employ a Secretary, who shall keep minutes of
all meetings and maintain its Journal. Them may be such other officers of the Council as may be
provided in its Ru3es of Procedure. Officers of the Council shall perform duties and functions not
inconsistent with those assigned to the legislative branch by this Charter or the Rules of Procedure
of die Council,

SECTION 204. Actions by Council as Whole.

tn all of its legislative functions and deUberattoiLs* the Council shall act as a body and 1ms no
power to delegate any of its functions and duties to a smaller number of its members than the
whole,

SECTION 205. Enumerated powers not to be exclusive.

The enumeration of powers in this Charter shall not be held or deemed to be exclusive, but, in
addition to th& powers enumerated herem» miplied thereby, or appropriate to tlie exercise thereof,

the Council shaU have and may exercise all legislative powers which, under the Constitution and
laws of this Slate, it would be competent for this Charter specifically to enumerate.

Carroll County Charter Rev: 2/98 Page: 5



Members

Ken Coffey
Chairman

Bob Kresslein
Vice Chairman

Debra Borden
Secretary

Fred Anderson

Joan Aqullino

Dr. Tom Browning

Jeff Holtzinger

Mayor James Hoover

Rocky Mackintosh

Alternate Members

Doug Browning

Dana French

Earl Robbins

CHARTER BOARD
OF FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND

E-mail: CharterBoard@FredcrickCuuntyMD.gov

Website: w\v\v.Frc(lerickCountyMD.gov/Charter

Thursday, September 1, 2011
7:00 PM

Winchester Hail

AGENDA

I. Welcome, Pledge of Allegiance and Opening Remarks - Ken Coffey, Chairman

II. Frederick County Greeting and Welcome ofHarford County Executive David

Craig and Howard County Executive Ken Ulman -- Commissioner President

Blaine Young

III. Local Government Presentations - The Honorable David R. Craig, Harford

County Executive & The Honorable Ken Ulman, Howard County Executive

IV. Approval of Meeting Minutes

V. Discussion and Update on Outreach Meetings and Staffing for the Frederick

County Chamber of Commerce Business Expo 2011 - Rocky Mackmtosh,

Outreach Chairman

VI. Discussion and Action on Charter Consultant - Ken Coffey, Chairman

VII. Public Comment

VIII. Adjournment

Next Charter Board Meeting will be held on Thursday, October 6,2011, at 7:00 PM.



Jan H. Gardner

FREDERICK COUNTY GOVERNMENT cowiv ^ecnisve

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY John S. Mafhias^ Cowity Atforney
Michael J. Chomel, Senhr Assistant County Atiomey

Linda B. Thall, Senior Assisfanf Cowity Attorney
i-yemtyS, Kearney, Senior Assistant County Affomey

Kafhy L. Mjtchell, Assistant Coimfy AUorney
Biyon C. Black, Assistant County Attorney

MEMO

To: County Council Members

From; Wendy S. Kearney, Sr, Asst, County Attorney

Date: January 30,2019

Re: Rezoning Hearing Procedures

I. Purpose:

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide information and guidance to Council

Members about the law governing rezoning hearings and decisions and to provide the adopted

"County Council Rezoning Public Hearing Procedures."

II. General Discussion:

1. Quasi- Judicial Decisions

Decisions made on individual rezoning applications are categorized as quasi-judicial

decisions.

The Council, as the decision maker, will be provided the statutory framework from the

County Code that sets forth the criteria to be applied by the Council. The application and record

must contain sufficient factual information to establish that those criteria have been met for the

Council to make the required findings to support the decision to approve the rezoning request.

The applicant bears the burden to prove all the elements needed to satisfy the criteria. If

the applicant meets the burden of proof, the Council may, but is not required to approve the

rezoning request.

If a majority of the Council Members agree that the criteria have been satisfied and to grant

the request, an affu'matlve vote provides direction to staff to prepare the appropriate documentation

for signature. The documentation that results fi'om the Council's decision is categorized as

"legislation." If the Council approves the rezonmg request, an Ordinance is prepared which

operates to change the previously established zoning designation applied to the subject property.

If a majority of the Council members are not able to find that the criteria has been satisfied or

FiwJeridc County: Rk'lt History, Bright Fitfnre
Winchester Hall • 12 East Church Street. Frederick, MD 21701 • 301-600-1030 • Fax 30I-600-I 161

www.FrederickCountyMD.gov
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decide not to approve the request, a Resolution is prepared to reflect the non- approval, and the

zoning designation remains unchanged.

The rezoning application is deemed denied if not approved within 90 days of the conclusion

of the Council's public hearing.

If the rezoning request is approved, after the Council adopts the Ordinance, the Ordinance

is forwarded to the County Executive for approval or veto.

2. The Record:

All quasi-judicial1 decisions must be based upon the information contained in the

administrative "record." Typically the "record" is opened with the application, to which the staff

report and agency comments are added. As the application moves through the process, the

Planning Commission recommendation is added to the record, along with all documents submitted

by the public or others as part of the Planning Commission hearing.

The record remains open when the County Council Hearing commences, for the receipt of

additional documents and comments. At the conclusion of the Council hearing(s) the Council

should close the record and no additional information can be considered or added.

All Council Members must base their decision(s) on the information contained in the

"record" and may not consider any information "outside" of the record.

If a Council Member determines that the information presented to the Council and included

in the record Is not sufficient to make each of the affirmative finding(s) required by the applicable

code provisions, the Council Member would not be able to vote to approve the application.

3. Decision Makers Role:

In making a quasi-judicial decision, a Council Member's role is like that of a Judge. The

application and pertinent information is presented to the 'Council along with the criteria to be

applied. The decision must be based only on the information provided in the "record." Council

members may ask questions of presenters during the hearing to obtain additional information. As

1 Quasi-judicial decision include rezonmgs (piecemeal and floatmg zones (PUD and MXD)), and Historic Property
and Historic District Designations.
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a decision maker, a Council Member may not engage in their own research or base their decision

on information outside of the record.

If a Council Member has questions or can identify items that they would like to review and

have included in the record, during the public hearing the Council Member may ask the Staff

members who presented the Staff Report to provide that information, have that information added

into the record and made available to all participants prior to the closing of the record,2

4. "Off the Record" and Ex-Parte Communications.

As indicated above, it is crucial that any decision on an application be based solely upon

the information contained in the record.

Therefore communications with anyone about any matter related to a pending application

other than during the public hearing, should be avoided for several reasons. Not only will it be

difficult to segregate "non-record" information fi-om information in the record when making the

decision, but it also creates the appearance of impropriety for a decision maker to have private

discussions with the applicant or someone in opposition to an application. Such communications

may also provide the basis for a legal challenge of the Council's decision.

In addition, the Ethics provisions contained in the Annotated Code of Md., General

Provisions Alt, §5-857 requires, among other things, disclosure of all communications regarding

a pending application.

III. Hearing Procedures:

Prior to making a decision on an application, the Council is required to hold a public

hearing during which all parties must be treated fairly and afforded due process rights, including

(but not limited to) the right to present testimony and to cross examine witnesses.

The Court of Appeals recently provided guidance on the amount of cross-examination an

agency must allow in the context of zoning matters. The Court indicated that the reasonable cross-

2 Depending upon the scope of the additional information to be added to the record, an additional hearing may be
warranted.

3 General Provisions Alt § 5-857 applies to Comprehensive and piecemeal rezonings, Water and Sewerage Plan
Amendments, Annexations, and Agricultural Preservation applications. It also requires recusal if a contribution
was received from the applicant during the pendency of an application,
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examination requirements would be satisfied "if one or more representatives of the views of other

opponents is permitted fall cross-examination. The opponent s right "to due process in such

context does not mean that every single person present has the right to cross examine."

Chesapeake Bay foundation, Inc. v. DCWDufchship Island LLC, 439 Md. 588 (2014).

The Court further explained that "once reasonable cross-examination has occurred, it is the

burden of the persons seeking additional cross-examination to show that their questions would be

meaningfully different, although they must be given reasonable opportnmty to do so. Chesapeake

Bay Foundation, Inc., Id. (emphasis in origmal.)

IV. Conclusion:

The Council adopted formal public hearing procedures on February 14, 2017, which are

attached,



Adopted: 02/14/17

County Council Rezoning Public Hearing Procedures

Rezoning Hearings - In order to conduct public hearings on rezoning cases in accordance with
Section 1-19-3.110 et seq, of the County Zoning Ordinance and Maryland Iaw» the following
procedures will be followed.

a) As required by the Zoning Ordinance, a public hearing will be held on all rezonmg
applications. All review and discussion of rezoning cases shall take place in a
public meeting or workshop. The order in which multiple cases will be heard shall
be determined by the Council President prior to the meeting.

b) The staff report, reviewing agency comments, applicant testimony and public
comments will be presented to the Council during the public hearing.

c) The date and time of the public hearing will be published in a local newspaper no
less than 14 days in advance of the hearings. The order for presentations and time
limits for testimony shall be as follows:

• Staff report & reviewing agency comments.

• Applicant or the Applicant s agent(s) or attorney(s) (30 minutes).
• Public comment (3 minutes per individual or 10 minutes per recognized

organization).1

• Applicant's rebuttal (5 minutes).

d) Additional time for the Applicant's presentation or rebuttal or for public comment
may be requested in writing at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing. The
decisions on whether to grant the additional time shall be made by the Council
President.

e) Additional time for the Applicant's presentation or rebuttal or for public comment

may be requested at the beginning of or during the hearing. The decisions on
whether to grant the additional time shall be determined by a vote of the Council.

f) Lengthy written comments should be sent to the Councils Chief of Staff by hand
delivery, overnight service^ mail, fax or electronic mail at least 3 business days in
advance of the Council public hearing to ensure they are available to and considered
by the Council and included in the record.

g) The Council will base its findings and decision on the record. The record will
include the application^ staff report, testimony presented during the public hearing
and written comments presented at the hearing or received in accordance with (e)
above, and items submitted prior to the closing of the record.

1 "Recognized Organization" shall mean any group that has provided to the Council all of the foilowmg: (a) a copy of its
bylaws, which must be adopted at least 30 days prior to the Council public hearing, and (b) an executed written resolution from
the board of directors (or similar governing body) authorizing the individual to speak on behalf of the organization.

Page 1 of 2
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The Council may postpone or continue any hearing due to lack of a quorum, for further study, or
to receive additional requested information, to a time and date as determined by the Council.

A Council Member may request additional relevant information from the applicant or County Staff
in any format, including but not limited to, maps, charts, reports, and studies, in order to assist it
in reaching a decision. All additional information received shall be made available to the applicant
and members of the public and will become part of the record.

Cross-Examination - Reasonable cross-examination of witnesses will be permitted at a time and
in a manner allowed by law and considered reasonable by the Council President or Chairperson
based upon the circumstances of the pending case.

a) Cross-examination is intended to permit a full and true disclosure of relevant facts
of the case, with due regard for the circumstances of each particular case, the nature
of the proceedings, and the character of the rights which may be affected by it. The
Council shall allow cross-examination, in a manner best calculated to afford all
parties an opportunity to present their positions and to serve the ends of justice and
fairness.

b) The right to cross-examine witnesses shall be extended to those persons who
become parties to the proceedings before the Council or who have a cognizable
interest in the outcome of the proceedings as determined by the Council President
or Chairperson.

c) A person or party wishing to cross examine a witness or panel of witnesses shall
make the request known prior to or immediately after the time that the witness or
panel of witnesses has concluded their testimony; the failure to make such a timely
request shall be deemed a waiver of the right to cross examine.

d) Cross-examination will be: (i) brief; (ii) in the form of a question; and (iii) relevant
to the testimony given by the witness. The questions must not: (i) be argumentative;
(ii) be preceded or followed by a speech or testimony; or (ill) discuss personality
or motives.

e) The rules of evidence applicable to administrative proceedings as determined by
the Courts of Maryland shall apply generally. The scope of cross-examination may
be limited by the Council President or Chairperson, so as to limit cumulative,
repetitive or irrelevant questions.

The Council may vary any of these meeting procedures by a majority vote of members present and
voting, except those items required by law.

Page 2 of 2



THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCK IS MCtfCh l4 9\D^

ORDINANCE NO. (9 ^3 ^ 00^

ORDBSfANCE
OF

THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF FREDERICK
COUNTY, MARYLAND

RE: BALLENGERRUNPUD
REZONING CASE R~05-09(B)

OPmiON/FmPINGS

I. HISTORY

The Ballenger Run PUD was initially rezoned (Case No. R-05-09) to PXJD in 2006

(Ordinance No. 06-33-429 effective September 28, 2006) and was approved for 970

dwellmgs and conditioned to be age-restricted. This case included conditions to construct

the main B allenger Creek Trail and the spur trail to the north but did not include any timing

thresholds, which were to be determined at the Phase II review.

In 2013 the Ballenger Run PUD amended its Phase I Plan (Case No. R-05-09(A),

Ordinance No. 13-20-648, effective October 17, 2013) with the followmg revisions:

• Reduced the total approved dwelling units from 970 to 855 dwelling units.

This total includes 655 all age dwellings and 200 dwellings units that may be

age-restricted dwellings or an assisted living/CCRC use with the same

number of equivalent beds.

• Removed the age restriction condition.

• Included a 13-acre elementary school site.



• Added building permit thresholds for the construction of the trails.

The PUD received Phase II approval (prelimmary subdivision/site plan) for the first

section of 443 lots in 2014. This first section included 207 single-family lots and 236

townhouses. The remaining part of the development will include 212 multi-family units,

which will still need to go through a site plan review.

The current PUD application proposes revisions to two conditions of approval from

Case No. R-05-09(A) effective October 17, 2013 per Ordinance No. 13-20-648. The

request proposes to amend the conditions that require the construction of the Ballenger

Creek Trail and a spur trail by specific building permit issuance thresholds.

The Frederick County Planning Commission considered this request in a public

hearing on October 11, 2017 and recommended approval of the application.

The County Council of Frederick County, Maryland, considered the request in a

public hearing on December 5, 2017 and unanhnousty approved the application.

Based upon all of the evidence submitted in this case, the County Council makes

the following specific fmdmgs of fact on each of the items below as identified in the Ann.

Code ofMd., Land Use Article §4-204(b) and included in Chapter 1-19 of the County

Code:

II. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

A. Concept Plan

There are no changes proposed in the current Phase I Concept Plan.



B. Phasing Plan

The Phase I Plan amendment in 2013 did not include any detail other than to indicate

that the development would be built out over an approximately 12-year period. The Letter

of Understanding (LOU) does include building permit and lot recordation thresholds

relative to various road improvement requirements.

C. Land Use Proposal

The mix of land uses approved in 2013 is not proposed to change. There are no

proposed changes to the land use, design, or density of the current Phase I Plan.

D. Consistency with the County Comprehensive Plan

The 2010 County Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2012, does not specify trail

locations or the schedule for their construction. The Plan supports the development of

trails and opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle access to schools, parks, and

employment areas.

The proposed revisions to the conditions are consistent with the Comprehensive

Plan as they only shift the schedule for construction of the trails.

E. Compatibility with Adjoining Zoning and Land Uses

The proposed condition amendments will not affect the compatibility of the

proposed development with any adjoining uses or zoning.

F. Availability of Public Facilities and Services

This proposed amendment to the conditions will not have any impacts on either

existing or planned public facilities or services, except for the timing of construction of the

Ballenger Creek Trail.



The Letter of Understanding (LOU), executed on October 17, 2013, does include

building permit and lot recordafion thresholds relative to various road improvement

requirements.

§ 1-19-3.110.4 (A) - Approval Criteria for Zoning Map Amendments

(1) Consistency with the comprehensive plan;

Staff fmds that the proposed amendment to the conditions to shift the timing of the trail
construction is still consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

(2) Availability of public facilities;

The proposed condition amendments will not affect the adequacy of public facilities.

(3) Adequacy of existing and future transportation systems;

The proposed condition amendments will not affect existing and future road networks. The

trails will provide a significant link within the Ballenger Creek community.

(4) Compatibility with existing and proposed development;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect the compatibility with
surrounding development.

(5) Population change; and

There will not be any population change as a result of this proposed amendments to the

conditions.

(6) The timing of development and facilities.

The proposed amendments to the conditions will move back the timing of the construction
of the trails. This shift in timing will not adversely affect ability for the trails to serve the

development.

§ 1-19-10.500.3. ~ Approval Criteria for Planned Development Districts

(A) The proposed development is compact, employing design principles that
result in efficient consumption of land) efficient extension of public



infrastructure, and efficient provision of public facilities;

The proposed amendments to the conditions do not propose any changes in the design of

the development.

(B) The proposed development design and building siting are in accordance with
the County Compre/iensivePlfift, and any applicable commumty and corridor

plans;

The proposed amendments to the conditions do not propose any changes in the design of

the development.

(C) The proposed development is compatible with existing or anticipated
surrounding land uses mt/i regard to size, building scale, intensity, setbacks,

and landscaping) or the proposal provides for mitigation of differences in
appearance or scale through such means as setbacks, screening,

landscaping; or other design features in accordance with the County

Comprehensive Plan, and any applicable community or corridor plans;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect compatibility of the
development with adjoining land uses.

(D) The proposed development provides a safe and efficient arrangement of land
usCf buUdingS) infrastructure^ and transportation circulation systems.
Factors to be evaluated include: connections betyyeen existing and proposed

community development patterns j extension of the street network; pedestrian

connections to, from, and between buildings) parking areas, recreation^ and

open space;

The proposed amendments to the conditions do not propose any changes m the design of

the development.

(E) The transportation system is or will be made adequate to serve the proposed
development in addition to existing uses in the area. Factors to be evaluated

include: roadway capacity and level of service, on-street parkwg impacts,
access requirements, neighborhood impacts^ projected construction schedule

of planned improvements, pedestrian safety) and travel demand modeling;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect the road network adequacy.

The trails will still be constructed to support the larger pedestrian/bicycle connections in

the community.

(F) The proposed development provides design and building placement that
optimizes walking, bikmg, and use of public transit Factors to be evaluated



include: extension of the street network; existing and proposed community

development patterns; and pedestrian connections to, from, and bet\veen
buildings, parking areas, recreation, and open space;

Thfe proposed amendments to the conditions will only shift the construction of the trails
relative to the development of the PUD. The trails will still be constructed to complete the
connections of the Ballenger Creek Trail.

(G) Existing fire and emergency medical service facilities are or will be made
adequate to serve the increased demand from the proposed development in
addition to existing uses in the area. Factors to be evaluated include:

response time, projected schedule of providing planned improvements,

bridges, roads, and nature and type of available response apparatus;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect the availability of public
services.

(H) Natural features of the site have been adequately considered and utilized in
the design of the proposed development Factors to be evaluated include: the
relationship of existing natural features to man-made features bath on-site

and in the immediate vicinity, natural features connectivity, energy efficient
site design, use of environmental site design or low impact development
techniques in accordance with Chapter 1-15.2 of the Frederick County Code;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect natural features within the

development.

(I) The proposed mixture of land uses is consistent with the purpose and intent
of the underlying County Comprehensive Plan land use designations)) and
any applicable community or corridor plans;

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not change the approved mix of land uses
for the PUD.

(J) Planned developments shall be served adequately by public facilities and
services. AddWonally, increased demand for public facilities^ services, and

utilities created by the proposed development (including without limitation
water) sewery transportation, parks and recreation, schools, fire and

emergency services^ libraries) and law enforcement) shall be evaluated as
adequate or to be made adequate within established county standards,

The proposed amendments to the conditions will not affect the availability of public

services.



The County Council determined, based upon the evidence in the record that it is

appropriate to grant the request.

ORDINANCE

BE IT ENACTED AM) ORDAJNED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND, that for the reasons set forth above, the request

to amend conditions 4 and 5 of Ordinance No. 13-20-648 for the Ballenger Run PUD, as

follows:

4) Prior to issuance of the 500th building permit (or equivalent dwelling unit),

the Applicant shall construct the Ballenger Creek Trail from the Kingsbrook

development to Ballenger Creek Pike. The Applicant shall accommodate a

safe crossing to bring the trail across Ballenger Creek Pike in a location

acceptable the Department of Parks and Recreation. The alignment and

design of the trail shall be coordinated with the Division of Parks and

Recreation.

5) Prior to issuance of the 600th building permit (or equivalent dwelling unit),

the Applicant shall construct an 8-foot wide multi-use asphalt trail ft'om the

northern property line following Pike Branch to connect to the Ballenger

Creek Linear Park trail and shall establish and record a +/- 16-foot wide,

perpetual public access easement over this trail to Frederick County. This

trail shall be constructed to meet requirements contained in the Frederick

County Bikeway and Trails Design Standards and Planning Guidelines.

is granted subject to the following conditions:

1. The amendments to the conditions meet the criteria as set forth in § 1-19-

3.110.4; and

2. The amendments to the conditions adequately addresses the Planned

7



Development District Approval Criteria as set forth in § 1-19-10.500.3.

AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED AND ORDAI?D, that the Zoning

Admmistrator is hereby authorized and directed to make the appropriate changes to the

PUD Phase I Plan as refEected in this decision.

The undersigned hereby certify that this Ordinance was approved and adopted on

the [L/^day of ^l\OLfdr] _,2018.

ATTEST;

^enL.
uncil Chief of Stafj

COUNTY COUNCIL OF
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND

By:
Bud Otis, President

JL£ L̂^t
M. C. Keegan-Ayer, Vifce President

~^^/^/_
1op5? Chmelik, Council Member

Kirby Delauter, Council Member

Jefry Doftald, Council Member

ic^t
IcaFitzwate^ScSncUMember

Billy Shreve, Council Member

Me J^,

Received by the County Executive on Alfd^ \{5/ £^C>\S>



County Executive Action: \^ Approved _ Vetoed

^/<^ _ ^ -A'-//^
Jai^f^ardner, County Executive Date
Frfed^rick County, Maryland



LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The Council adjourned into Legislative Session.

INTRODUCTION

AN ACT OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND
PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 155, ENTFTLED ZONING SECTION 155-BOFTHE
DORCHESTER COUNTY CODE REZONING A PARCEL OF LAND OWNED BY
THREESOME AUTO SALVAGE. LLC LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF
CORDTOWN ROAD. CONTAINING 21.81 ACRES OF LAND, MORB OR LESS, IN
THE BUCKTOWN ELECTION DISTRICT OP DORCHESTER COUNTY,

Dorchesier County Council
Regular Meeting Minutes uf December 15, 2020
Page No. 3

MARYLAND AND BEING DORCHESTER COUNTY TAX MAP 42, GRID 16,
PARCEL 315, TAX ACCOUNT NO.! 3-000301 , DESCRIBED IN DEED DATED MAY
II, 2018 AND RECORDED AMONG THE LAND RECORDS OFDORCHESTER
COUNTY, MARYLAND IN LIBER 1560, FOUO 88, FROM AN AGRICULTURAL
CONSERVATION DISTRICT (AC) TO A HBAVY INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (I-Z).

E. Thomas Merryweather, County Attorney, said this bill which rezones 21.81 acres of
land on Cordtown Road from Agricultural Conservation District (AC) to a Heavy
Industrial District (I-Z). The Council agreed to proceed with publication of a public
hearing.

REGULAR SESSION



PUBLIC HEARING

BILL NO. 2020.12 AN ACT OP THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER COUNTY,
MARYLAND PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 155, ENTFTLBD ZONING SECTION 155-B OP
THE DORCHESTER COUNTY CODE REZONING A PARCEL OF LAND OWNED BY
THRBBSOME AUTO SALVAGE LLC LOCATED ON THE BAST SIDE OF CORDTOWN
ROAD. CONTAINING 21.81 ACRES OF LAND, MORE OR LESS, IN THE BUCKTOWN
ELECTION DISTRICr OF DORCHESTE& COUNTY, MARYLAND AND BEING
DORCHESTER COUNTY TAX MAP 42, GRID 16. PARCEL315.TAX ACCOUNT NO. 13-
000301, DHSCRmED IN DEED DATBD MAY 11, 2018 AND REGORDBD AMONG THE
LAND RECORDS OF DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND IN LffiBR 1560, FOLIO 88,
FROM AN AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION DISTRICT (AC) TO A HEAVY
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (1-2).

D<wlmn?r County Council
Regular Mccling Minutes of January 19, 2021
pjtge No- 3

/ E. Thomas Mercywcathcr, County Attorney, said a legislative public hearing is being hefd on a
bill to rexone a parcel of land owned by Thrcesome Aulo Salvage, IXC locaied on tho cast side
of Cordtown Road, containing 21*81 acres of landt more or less, in the Bucktown Election
District of Dorchester County, Maryland from an Agricultural Conservation district (AC) to a
Heavy Indusfrjnl District (1-2), He said the First fact wiin%$ is Hcrve Hamon. Planning and
Zoning Director* Mr. Hamon iidvised that: 1) the 21.821 piircei if; adjacent to another 1-2 parcel;
2) the Planning Commission heard the matter on Scplcmbcr 2, 2020; and 3) there was no
opposition to the rezonirig September 2ft!l meeting. He provided a summaEy of the Planning
Commission's Findings of Fad and listed the conclusion points as follows: i) there will »w
change to the populnEion, 2) there will be no increase irt water or sewer use; 3) there will be
minimal impact on imffic and (ransportstiom and, 4) it is compatible with existing and proposed
development as well as the 2020 Comprehensive Plan. In tcsponse to a question from Mr,
MGrrywcoihcr, Mr. Humon said the Planning Commission found that there is substantial chftnge
in the neighborhood which warrants the request. He noted that the property will be used for a»lo
salvage and storage,

Michael Dodd, &>quire, representing Threesomc A«to Salvage. LLC> pret;eme<l his ctiertt's case.
He placed his fiarrativc in the record.

The Council agreed to move forward iuid ycknowltidged that; f) Mr. Merrywcathcr will prepare
the Council's Finding of Facts; and» 2) the passage of the bill will be considered at a future
meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING
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DORCHESTER COtlNTY, MARYLAND

2021 Legislative Session,
Legislative Day No. 14

Introduced By: County Council

BILL NO. 2020-12

AN ACT OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER COUNTY,
MARYLAND PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 155, ENTITLED ZONING SECTION
155-B OF THE DORCHESTER COUNTY CODE REZONING A PARCEL OF LAND
OWNED BY THREESOME AUTO SALVAGE, LLC LOCATED ON THE EAST
SIDE OF CORDTOWN ROAD, CONTAINING 21.81 ACRES OF LAND. MORE OR
LESS, IN THE BUCKTOWN ELECTION DISTRICT OF DORCHESTER COUNTY,
MARYLAND AND BEING DORCHESTER COUNTY TAX MAP 42, GRID 16,
PARCEL 315, TAX ACCOUNT NO. 13-000301, DESCRIBED IN DEED DATED
MAY 11, 2018 AND RECORDED AMONG THE LAND RECORDS OF
DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND IN LIBER 1560, FOLIO 88, FROM AN
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION DISTRICT (AC) TO A HEAVY
rNDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (l-2)<

Introduced^ read first time, ordered posted on the official bulletin board of County,
County Office Building, 501 Court Lane, Cambridge, Maryland 21613.

Ordered publication for once a week for two (2) successive weeks, and public hearing
scheduled on Tuesday* January 19, 2021, Room 110> County Office Building, 501 Court Lane,
Cambridge, Maryland at 6:02 p.m.

By order:
Jay L. Newcomb

President of the County Council
ofDorchester County, Maryland

Dec.20
DorCo-ThreesomeAuto.ZoningPub/mlh
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DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND

BILL NO. 2020-12

AN ACT OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER COUNTY,
MARYLAND PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 155, ENTITLED ZONING SECTION
155-B OF THE DORCHESTER COUNTY CODE REZONING A PARCEL OF LAND
OWNED BY THREESOME AUTO SALVAGE, LLC LOCATED ON THE EAST
SIDE OF CORDTOWN ROAD, CONTAINING 21.81 ACRES OF LAND, MORE OR
LESS, IN THE BUCKTOWN ELECTION DISTRICT OF DORCHESTER COUNTY,
MARYLAND AND BEING DORCHESTER COUNTY TAX MAP 42, GRID 16,
PARCEL 315, TAX ACCOUNT NO. 13-000301, DESCRIBED IN DEED DATED
MAY 11, 2018 AND RECORDED AMONG THE LAND RECORDS OF
DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND IN LIBER 1560, FOLIO 88» FROM AN
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION DISTRICT (AC) TO A HEAVY
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (1-2).

SECTION ONE: Acting under Chapter 155, entitled "Zoning", Section 155-5(B) of The
Dorchester County Code (the "Act"), be it ENACTED and ORDAINED by the County Council
ofDorchester County, Maryland that the following described parcel of land be and the same Is
hereby rezoned from an Agricultural Conservation District to a Heavy Industrial District; to wit:

ALL that lot or parcel of land situate lying and being on the east side of Cordtown Road,
containing 21.81 acres of land, more or less, in the Bucktown Election District of Dorchester

County, Maryland, which was conveyed unto Threesome Auto Salvage, LLC by deed dated May
11, 2018 and recorded among the Land Records ofDorchester County, Maryland in Liber 1560,

folio 88.

SECTION TWO: Be it further ENACTED and ORDAINED by the County Council of
Dorchester County, Maryland that the Director of Planning is directed to change the Dorchester

County Official Zoning Maps accordingly.

SECTION THREE: And be it further ENACTED pursuant to Section 308 of the Charter of
Dorohester County, Maryland that promptly after enactment of this Act, the County Manager
shall cause a fair summary of this Act to be published at least once in a newspaper of general

circulation in Dorchester County, Maryland.

SECTION FOUR: And be it further ENACTED and ORDAINED by the County Council of
Dorchester County, Maryland that this Bill shall be known as Bill No. 2020-12 ofDorchester
County, Maryland and shall take effect sixty (60) days after its final passage.

1

BILL NO. 2020-12
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PASSED this

ATTEST:

day of fcfahUitk^iA .2021.

\^\ County Manager

APPROVED this ^ wt . day of

ATTEST:

17^UC< County Manager

COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER
COUNTY, MARYLAND

BY:

COUNTY~TIOUNCIL OF DORCHESTER
COUNTY, MARYLAND

BY: s^^-̂̂

Nichols
Nagel • ^^
Newcomb "
Pfeffer.
Travers -

Dec.20
DorCo-ThreesomeAuto.ZomngBill/mlh
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12/25/2020 ' Cecil County, MD Ecode360

CeGit County, MD
Friday, December 25, 2020

Chapter A387. County Council Policies and Procedures

Article VII. Rezoning Cases

§A387-53. Rezoning cases.

A. The Department of Planning and Zoning will submit rezoning requests to the Council Manager.

B. Upon receipt of a rezonlng request, the Council Manager will schedule a hearing date, with such
hearing to be held before the County Council at a regularly scheduled legisSatlve session. The
Council Manager will provide the Department of Planning and Zoning with notice of the date and
time of the rezoning hearing.

C. The Department of Planning and Zoning will promptly submit a staff report and recommendations,
list of parties, and additional associated documentation to the Council Manager, and the Council
Manager will distribute such information to the County Council.

D. The Department of Planning and Zoning wiii be responsible for causing legal notice of the
rezoning request to be published in a newspaper of genera! circulation En Cecil County, for
sending notification letters to the applicant and all adjoining property owners, with such notice to
state the time, date and location of the public hearings to be held before the Planning
Commission and the County Council, respectively, and a copy of the rezoning application and
any supporting documents appended thereto.

E. At the public hearing, the Council President will open the public hearing and invite the applicant
to present the rezoning case. The Council President shall then ask the staff to present their report
and the recommendation from staff and the Planning Commission,

F. Following presentation by Planning and Zoning staff, the applicant and interested property
owner(s) [and/or their representative(s)] may present testimony in support of the application.
Citizens, including but not limited to adjoining property owners, may then present testimony in
opposition to the application.

G. At the end of all testimony, the Council President will close the public hearing.

H, After the public hearing is concluded, the Council may approve or deny the applicant's request at
the same meeting. If a decision is not made after the public hearing, the County Council wil
consider the rezoning application under old business on a future legislative session. The County
Council will, at that time, either approve or deny the applicant's request.

I. After the County Council approves or denies the applicant's request, designated legal counsel will
prepare a written opinion setting forth the County Council's findings of fact, applicable legal
authority, and the County Council's decision. The opinion will be signed by the Council President
or, if the Council President did not participate in the case, the presiding Council person at the
rezoning hearing. The opinion will be promptly mailed to the applicant and all interested parties.

https://ecode360.com/print/CE0748?guld=29563398&chi!dren=true 1/1



COUNTY COUNCIL OF CECIL COUNTY
UEGtSlATIVE SESSION MINUTES

LSD 2016-01
January 5,2016

The County Council of Cecil County met in legislative session at the County Administration Building, 200
Chesapeake Blvd., Elk Room, Elkton, MD. The following members of the Council were present:

Robert Hodge, Council President
Dr. Alan Mccarthy, Vice President

Joyce Bowlsbey, Council Member
Dan Schneckenburger, Council Member

George Patchell/ Council Member

NOTE: Audio recording of this meeting is available on the County website www.ccgov.ore,

CAIL TO ORDER
The meeting of the County Council of Cecil County of January 5, 2016 was called to order by President
Hodge at 7:00 p.m. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Scout Thomas Ream of Troop 131.

OPENING PRAYER
Councilman Schneckenburger introduced Pastor Harold PhifHps from Pleasant View Baptist Church of
Port Deposit, who lead the opening prayer.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
On motion made by Vice President Mccarthy/ seconded by Councilwoman Bowlsbey/ the Council moved
to approve the legislative agenda of January 5, 2016. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
Rezonlng Application:
Council Manager Massey stated for the record:

File No. 2015-09; Applicant: C.l. Contractors LLC and Maryland Beer Company, LLC; location: 41 Cherry
Hi!l Koad/ Eikton/ MD 21921; Election District 3; Tax Map: 20; Parcel: 221; Request: To rezone .73 acres
from Rural Residential (RR) to Business Intensive (Bl).

Notice of the public hearing was published on December 30,2015 and January 4, 2016.

Witnesses presenting testimony were sworn in by Council Manager Massey.

Dwight Thomey, representing the applicant/ presented the applicant's request for rezoning, based on a

mistake in the Comprehensive Rezoning and substantial change in the neighborhood. Mr. Thomey
introduced Exhibit I/ a 24-page presentation/ which included maps of the property and references to

January 5/ 2016 Legislative Session - Page 1



beer making. Mr. Thomey interviewed the applicants/ Kevin Taylor/ Scott McCardei) and Jessica

Fincham.

Erie Sennstrom, Director of Planning and Zoning, stated that the Planning Commission recommended

approval because of a mistake in the 2011 Comprehensive Rezoning.

Cliff Houston, Zoning Administrator/ presented the staff report of findings of facts/ which recommended
approval due to a mistake in the 2011 Comprehensive RezonEng.

Council questions and comments ensued.

Council President Hodge opened the public hearing for public comments. Ron Lobos, Etkton, testified in
support of the rezoning request.

Mr. Thomey presented closing remarks on behalf of the applicant

Council President Hodge concluded the public hearing and announced that the rezoning case may be
considered at the next legislative session.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
On motion made by Vice President Mccarthy/ seconded by Councilwoman Bowlsbey, the Council moved
to approve the legislative session minutes of December 15, 2015 as presented. Motion was carried

unanimously.

PUBUC COMMENTS
Ron Lobos, Elkton, commented on the next County budget and a school survey.
Haro!d McCanick/ Elk Neck, commented on his New Year's resolution and new federal taxes.

PRESIDENT AND COUNCIL COMMENTS
Vice President Mccarthy/ Coundlwoman Bowlsbey, Councilman Schneckenburger, and Councilman

Patchell had no comments.

Council President Hodge wished everyone a Happy New Year.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS
Council Manager Massey stated for the record:
Bill No. 2016-01 Amendment - Zoning Code - Sawmills

An Act to amend the Zoning Ordinance, Article V/ Part XII Industrial Uses, Section 144 - Sawmills to
eliminate the three year limitation on Special Exception for Sawmiils.

Introduced and order posted on January 5, 2016. The public hearing for Bill No. 2016-01 will be
advertised and scheduled on the Council legislation session of February 2,2016.

January 5/ 2016 Legislative Session " Page 2



A Resolution to release and terminate the Agricultural Land Preservation District established under the
provisions of COMAR 15.15.01.04 on August 2, 2001 for a 48.983 acre property owned by James and
Julia Corder at 300 Cherry Grove Road (Tax Map 52, Grid 13 Parcel 5), which Is recorded among the Land
Records of Cecil County in Uber. 1064, folio 501.

The Resolution was introduced and posted on January 5/ 2016.

There were no comments or questions.

On motion made by Councilman Schneckenburger/ seconded by Vice President Mccarthy/ the Council
moved to approve Resolution No. 02-2016,

Roll call vote: Mccarthy - Y/ Schneckenburger" Y/ Patchell -Y, Hodge -Y. The motion was carried by a

vote of 4 to 0. Councilwoman Bowisbey was absent.

OLD BUSINESS
Rezoning Case 2015-09 C.I. Contractors LLC and Maryland Beer Company, LLC

File: 2015-09; Applicant: C.l. Contractors ILC& Maryland Beer Company/LLC; Location: 41 Cherry Hill
Road/ Elkton/ MD 21921; Election District: 3; Tax Map: 20; Parcels: 221; Request: to rezone .73 acres
from Rural Residential (RR) to Business Intensive (Bl); Property Owner: Kevin Taytor.

On motion by Vice President Mccarthy, seconded by Councilman Patchell, the Council moved to
approve the application of C.t, Contractors LLC and Maryland Beer Company LLC to rezone .73 acres

from Rural Residential to Business Intensive based upon a mistake In the zoning classification of the
property during the last comprehensive rezoning.

Roll call vote: Mccarthy - Y, Schneckenburger - Y, Patchell -Y/ Hodge -Y. The motion was carried by a

vote of 4 to 0. Councilwoman Bowlsbey was absent.

NEW BUSINESS
Cecil County Public Schools - Budget Amendment #25

Council Members commented on the budget amendment and the explanation provided during the work
session by Tom Kappra^ Chief Financial Officer, Cecil County Public Schools.

On motion made by Vice President Mccarthy/ seconded by Councilman Schneckenburger, the Council
moved to approve Cecil County Public Schools budget amendment tt25.

Koi! call vote: Mccarthy - Y, Schneckenburger - Y/ Patchell "Y, Hodge - Y. The motion was carried by a

vote of 4 to 0. Coundlwoman Bowtsbey was absent*

ADJOURNMENT
President Hodge adjourned the meeting at 8:01 p.m. by general consensus.
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The Wicomico County Council met in Legislative Session on Tuesday, March 6, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. in
Council Chambers, Government Office Building, Salisbury, Maryiand.

In attendance: John T. Cannon, President; tarry W, Dodd, Vice-president; John Hall, Marc Kilmer, Ernest

F. Davis/ and Joe Holloway, and Matt Holloway.

Present: Laura Hurley, Council Administrator, Levin Hitchens, Assistant Internal Auditor, Robert Taylor,
Attorney/ and lynn Sande, Executive Office Associate.

On motion by Mr. Dodd and seconded by Mr. DavJs, the Legislative Minutes from February 20,2018
were unanimously approved.

On motion by Mr. Hall and seconded by Mr. Dodd, the Open Work Session Minutes from February 6,
2018-Capital Improvement and Budget Program Recap, were unanimously approved.

On motion by Mr. Half and seconded by Mr. Dodd, the Open Work Session Minutes from February 6,
2018 - Cedar Hili Bulkhead Project-Amendment to CIP for Fiscai Years 2018-2022/ were unanimously
approved.

On motion by Mr. Davis and seconded by Mr. Hall, the Open Work Session Minutes from February 6/
2018 - New Vendor Complaint Form, were unanimously approved.

On motion by Mr. Davis and seconded by Mr. Hall, the Open Work Session Minutes from February 6,
2018 - Animal Ordinance (Legislative Bill 2018-01}, were urtanimously approved.

On motion by Mr. Davis and seconded by Mr, Hall/ the Open Work Session Minutes from February 6,
2018-Capital improvement Budget and Program- Public Safety Building, were unanimously approved.

Robert Tayjpr, Council Attomev

Mr. Taytor said there are two Bills tonight both involving amendments to the Zoning Code. He said they
are related in the sense that they are both products of requests made by the owner of a particular
property to have that property rezoned into a new zoning district, and to have the permitted uses in
that district changed. He said he points that out because there is a slight error in the Brief Book in the
memorandum that was sent by Mr. Strausburg indicating these were requested by the Planning and
Zoning Commission/ and they are not, but they are requests made by the owner of that property, which
they will get into.

Public Hearing on Legislative Bit! No. 2018-02 - An Act to amend Chapter 225 of the Wicomico County
Code titled "Zoning", Section 225-67, Table of Permitted Uses, and Section 226-108, Retail Sales, to add
General Merchandise Retail Sales in Commercial Buildings not exceeding 10,000 square feet of gross
floor area by Special Exception in the LB-2 Light Business and Residential District. Mr. Taylor said Mr.
Jack Lennox, Director of Planning, Zoning, and Community Development is here to present on that/ but
he would like to make a point first. He ssld this !s ordinary Legislation that is a text amendment of one of
the operational provisions of the Zoning Code. He said he points that out because the next Bill is slightly
different as it is 3 special Bill. He said, in any event, they are up for Public Hearing tonight/ and, as he
indicated, Mr. Lennox is here. Mr. Lenox came before Council. he said he would like to enter into their

record the report of the Planning Commission which references findings included in a staff report
following their Public Hearing of December 21, 2017. He said, as Mr. Taylor mentioned, this and the
following article had been initiated privately/ so they are considered petitioned articles. He said/



however, they were weil received by the Commission, and, he believes/ primarily because they are in

accordance with the recent comprehensive plan adopted by Council and the Executive. He said they are
starting to see the beginning of implementation of that plan in terms of zoning changes. Mr. Lennox
said, when Council sees the changes, they see both text changes and map changes, and that is the
sequence Mr. Tayfor explained to Council. He said the particular artide in front of Council right now
deals very specifically with a change to the light business and residential district genericalEy. He said he
will point out that in the County right now there is one light business and residential district, and that is
located on Route 50, basically, from American Legion Drive to Boundary Lane. He said that probably tells
them that the purpose of that district is a transition. He said Council, in adopting the new
comprehensive plan, saw a need to have/ in some cases, additional districts, although those are not in
front of Council today, that would serve as a transition. He said this does not get into the residential
districts but provides for that transition along arterial road$/ the existing one on Route 50, and the one
Council will discuss later, obviousiy, Nanticoke Road. He said the comprehensive plan saw the need to
provide for some limited additional retail considering it of a neighborhood scale, hence the cap of
10,000 square feet in this instance. He said the text change includes that, by special exception/ meaning
Board of Appeals and Public Hearing, they have to meet that criteria, and caps it at 10,000 square feet.
Mr. Kitmer said his comment is more on the zoning change. He said they are doing this for a small
section of land. He then asked if there is a need to do a more comprehensive change in zoning for the
entire County now that they have adopted the comprehensive plan, to which Mr, Lennox responded/
one of the policy discussions Council had with the comprehensive plan was whether to enact it all at
once, or deal with it individually. He said Council knows there are things that might make sense today,
and there are things that might make sense in 10 or 20 years depending on the market/ and depending
on the interest of property owners. He said, if they find they are making these in such a fashion that
they do see it desirable to do it all at once, they do a comprehensive rezoning of the County. He said
that would open up a lot of discussion in a lot of neighborhoods, and is an approach they can take. He
said so far the direction they have gotten as staff was to allow property owners to now, on their
schedule, fit into the County plan. He said this Just happens to be the first in front of Council, and he
believes there wilt be others as well. Mr. Dodd asked how many properties this one zoning change
affects, to which Mr. Lennox responded, just one, and that is the next article. Mr. Taylor asked Mr.

Cannon if Council would like to vote on this Bill before moving on to the next Bill, to which Mr. Cannon
responded, they certainly could. Mr. Taylor said they should go ahead and vote on it. Mr.Cannon

opened the floor for public comments. There were no public comments. Mr. Cannon closed the public

hearing. There being no further discussion, by roll cail vote, Mr. Matt Holloway, aye; Mr. Ernie Davis,

aye; Mr. Joe Holloway, aye; Mr. John Hall, ayej Mr. Marc Kilmer, aye; Mr. tarry Dodd, aye, and Mr. John

Cannon, aye, Legislative Bill No. 2018-02 was unanimously approved.

Public Hearing on Legislative Bill No. 2018-03 - An Act to Amend Chapter 225 of the Wicomico County
Code titled "Zoning" amending the map entitled "Wicomico County Official Zoning Map" referred to in
Section 225-16, to rezone property consisting of 4.12 acres, more or less, situated in the Salisbury

Election District/ Wicomico County, Maryland, bounded on the northerly side of Nanticoke Road,
westerly side of Kenney Drive, and southerly side of Did Quantjco Road. The property is shown and
designated on County Tax Map No. 37 as Parcel 66; the property Is to be rezoned from R-8 Residential to
LB-2 Light Business and Residential. Mr. Tayior said he would like to point out why this is special
Legislation. He said a rezoning of a specific piece of property is called piecemea! rezoning. He said the
difference between this zoning and comprehensive zoning is comprehensive zoning is for large sections
of the County, but it does not have to be the entire County with all the properties rezoned at one time.
He said that does not necessarily mean they change the zoning district/ but at least it is considered on a
property-by'property basis. He said this Bill just for a specific property, and the name piecemeal is used



to describe it. He said it Is permitted under the Code, and that is why they are here. He said, in addition
to what is in the Code, the case law in Maryland, and there are a lot of cases on piecemeal rezoning,
probably at least 100 over the years, have established some special requirements. He said one is the so-

called change in State rule which he has mentioned, and he is sure Mr, lennox wil! speak on it, so he will
not get Into the weeds of it right now. He said the other part of it/ which is considered to be Council's
action/ is called quasi-Judicial/ so it is a little different from normal Legislation. He said an analogy would
be a trial. He said the person who is the property owner asking for rezoning has to, essentiaify, establish
why it should be re-zoned. He said he and Mrs. Hurley looked to see if there were any rules for Council
procedure on this, and they could not find any. He said he is not aware of any, Mrs. Hurley !s not either/
and one of the reasons for that might be that there has not been a piecemeal rezoning in the County for
a number of years, maybe 20 years or more, and even then there were not many. He said maybe there

are some rules somewhere/ but they could not find them. He said he talked to Mr. Cannon and
suggested they follow rules that are, in general, appilcation In other jurisdictions that do this kind of
zoning, and, particularly, that do it a little bit more frequently than Wicomico County does. He said a
couple of the parameters of that are 1) the witnesses would be sworn, and 2) there would be an order
of presentation. He said the order of presentation he is suggesting, and this is very common, is that the
Planning Commission part of it be discussed first by Mr. Lennox, then the applicant for this zoning
speaks and presents whatever he or she wants to present, and then, if there are any people opposed to

it, and the technical term is protestants, they would then speak. He said, other than Mr.lennox, he

would suggest they speak from the podium. He said he things all of the witnesses can be sworn at one
time, and he would ask that when they come to the podium they Just state their name and address, and
state they have been sworn. He said he will do that now/ and he will ask that anybody who plans on
speaking to say "I do" when he repeats the oath language. He then said the oath language is "Do you
soiemniy swear or affirm under the penalties of perjury that the response that you give and statements
that you make will be the whole truth and nothing but the truth." He said if that is their view/ say "yes"
so they can hear it. Members of the audience then said "f do." Mr. Cannon then asked Mr. Taylor if they

could have those people stand so they know they are covering all their bases/ since this is new. Those
members of the audience then stood.

Mr. lennox said/ as in the previous item/ he would flke to enter the report of the Planning Commission
for Council's record that indudes the associated staff report, and the findings outlined in the staff report
with the obvious intent that/ if Council accepts the Commission's recommendation, which, in this case, is

in support of the petitioner, Council will Include those by reference in their action. He said on December
21, 2017 the Planning Commission held an advertised Public Hearing in this room with appropriate
notification given to adjacent property owners to the posting of the property. He said they reviewed the
proposal as wel! as the criteria that Mr. Taylor eluded to in the State of Maryland where they have to
demonstrate for a map change/ and, again, this is a map change, and they have to document change or

mistake. He said he recalls that, since the new zoning code In 2004, they have done one map change, he
believes, and that was deemed a mistake. He said, in this particular instance, they are looking at change,
and the change actually goes back to the comprehensive plan. He said they held many workshops and
Public Hearings, and it was ultimately acknowledged that, since the previous comprehensive plan, there
had been a change in the Nanticoke Road corridor with the dualization of the road, the additional
commercial property devefopments along the way, and also the need to identify a transition area. He
said the property In question, he is told/ is the location of the former William's Market before they
moved a little further down Nanticoke Road. He said there has been additional commercialization, there
has been additional traffic, there has been a need, and recognition that this is probably not the best
location for a pure residential category, and that is what it is right now under R8. He said the
comprehensive plan said there has been a change, recommended that a change take place, and now the



zoning request mirrors that He said, in listening to public testimony and looking at the County
comprehensive plan, the Commission chose to recommend to Council that the change be approved, that
it be approved along the lines of the change which they feel has been well documented, again, through
the staff report and the comprehensive pian, and they are recommending, at this point, Council's
favorabie consideration.

Mr. Cannon opened the floor for public comments. Mr. Brock Parker with Parker and Associates in
Salisbury, Maryland, came to the podium. He said he has been sworn. He said, as the applicant's

representation, they are doing the civil engineering and land planning for the project, and he feels like
he has to at least make a presentation so they can at least check that box on the new rules of order. He

said he does not want to belabor the point, but he would certainly iike to echo what Mr. Lennox has
stated very artfufly, and he could not have said it better himself. He said he would like to respectfully
request Council adopts the findings the Planning Commission has made, and rezone this property based
on a change. He said/ if Council likes, he can elaborate, but he thinks he will save them alt the time and
effort if that is okay with Council. There were no further public comments. Mr. Cannon closed the public
hearing.

Mr. Taylor said he thinks Mr. Lennox introduced the Planning Commission file, essentially, on this. He
said that should be marked as Planning Comnnission Exhibit 1. He said he thinks that is, essentially, what
is in the Brief Book, so that would be an exhibit in this hearing. He said it is the only one since nobody
else spoke.

Mr. Taylor said this is an opportunity for Council to discuss the matter as desired/ and they could vote on
it tonight. He said, as he pointed out in his memo, he thinks it is a good idea to have findings of fact. He
said they do not necessarily have to be written, though they can be/ but, whatever they are, they should
be specific as to the points outlined in the memo. He said he can go over those if Council wants him to.
Mr. Cannon said he does not know if it is required at this time. He said, for the record, he thinks Coundi
does not have questions. He said they could certainly move forward on the vote, but he is trying to
folfow what Mr. Taylor's recommendation had originaUy been. Mr. Taylor said the recommendation is/

no matter when they vote, to essentially have findings they have discussed as desired, and adopted. He
said they could do that by adopting the findings that were made by the Planning Commission/ which he
believes, in this case, are stated in the staff report/ or they could discuss it further, and make whatever
findings they care to make, Mr. Cannon asked if that is somewhat a foregone conclusion, or is Mr. Taylor
saying they need consensus to formally adopt them/ to which Mr. Taylor responded, they either need a
vote or a consensus. He said ordinary practice where there is some matter of discussion on a particular

rezoning is normally for Council to discuss informally, essentially in a Work Ses$ion, and if they cannot
be hammered out right at that time, to come back at a later meeting and have somebody prepare them/
in the meantime/ based on what their consensus is, and then, finally, adopt them. He said, if they want
to skip over that second meeting, they can adopt them tonight, but there should be findings. He said, as
he said, they can discuss them and make their own/ or, if they think the findings in the staff report,
which are the ones the Planning Commission, essentially, adopted/ Council could adopt that as wel!. He
said it is their decision, essentially. Mr. Cannon asked if he could get a consensus from Council to

consider the Planning Commission's report as adopted along with this Legislation. Mr. Kilmer said/ as
someone who drives by this on a daily basis, the Planning Commission seems to have gotten it right in
the way the corridor has changed there. He said he is in favor of adopting their findings as Councifs
findings, and move forward. There being no further discussion, by roll call vote/ Mr. John Hall, aye; Mr.

Kilmer aye; Mr. Dodd, aye; Mr. Joe Holloway, aye; Mr. Davis, aye; Mr. Matt Holloway/ aye, and Mr.

Cannon/ aye, legislative Bill No. 2018-03 was unanimously approved.



Mr. Cannon recognized Mrs. Jamie Dykes, Ad interim State's Attorney, and Sheriff Mike Lewis in the
audience/ and said It is good to have them there.

Laura Hyrley, Council Administrator

Mrs. Hurley said she would like to make once announcement, and that is there is a change to the
Agenda for this evening. She said they added a Work Session to discuss House Bill 1476, and House Bill
1595. She said the updated Agenda is posted on the County's website, and is also on the Council Table.

Resolution No. 21-2018 - Confirming the Appointment of Mr. Ernie Colburn to the Wfcomico County
Ethics Commission. Mrs. Hurley said the Ethics Commission provides published advisor/ opinions, and
makes determinations regarding complaints filed by any person alleged in violation of the ethics law.
She said the Ethics Commission is also responsible for al! forms required under the ethics law, is
responsible for developing procedures and policies for advisory opinion requests/ processing of
complaints, as well as to conduct a public information program regarding the purpose and application of
the ethics law. There being no discussion, on motion by Mr. Hall and seconded by Mr. Davis, Resolution

No. 21-2018 was unanimously approved.

Resolution No. 22-2018 - Confirming the Appointment of Ms. Ruth Colbourne as Director for the
Department of Corrections, There being no discussion/ on motion by Mr. Hall and seconded by Mr.
Dodd, Resolution No. 22-2018 was unanimously approved.

Resolution No. 23-2018-Authorizing the County Executive to Accept a Grant Award fronnthe Maryland
Department of Commerce, Acting Through the Maryland Tourism Development Board, in an amount up
to $75/000, and to Authorize the County Executive to Execute a Grant Agreement on Behaif of Wicomico
County, Maryland. Mrs. Huriey said this grant is in partnership with the Town of Ocean City, Worcester
County, and the Ward Foundation to advertise and promote the 2018 National Folk Festival. Ms. Krjsten
Golier, Wicomico County's Tourism Manager, and Mr. Steve Miller, Director of Parks, Recreation, and

Tourism, came before Council. Ms. Goller said they applied for and have been awarded a private sector

consumer advertising grant from the Maryland Office of Tourism to help promote the National Folk
Festival out of market. She said they have partnered with Ocean City and Worcester County to put
together the application, as well as the Ward Foundation. She said/ in partnership, they would be
contributing a total of $75,000, and then the State would match that, giving them a total budget of
$150,000 to promote the Festival out of market. Mr. Cannon asked if they have guidelines as far as what
they are planning to do with these funds, to which Ms. Goller responded, yes. She said they will report
back to the State after the campaign runs, but they have worked with Ocean City and Worcester County
to put together a tentative schedule. She said they will be doing some print and billboard advertising/
and then heavily on social and web-based advertising. She said they are targeting the Baltimore, D.C.,

Philadelphia, and Harrisburg markets, and then they are also targeting the Ocean City Beach traffic. She
said they have some billboards planned for Route 50, and some non-traditiona! advertising in Ocean City
for the summer to capture that audience as well. There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr.
Hall and seconded by Mr. Dodd, Resolution No, 23-2018 was unanimously approved.

Public Comments:

Mr. Rob Garcsa came to the podium. He said he lives in Salisbury, and he is representing himself. He said
he Is also a fireflghter, but he is not here to talk about the Fire Department as he is pretty sure Council
heard a lot about them last year, but he is here to speak about Sallsbury-W!com!co 2.0. He said, for a
little background on this, recently last year Amazon caused quite a stir when they announced they were
iooking for a second headquarters promising 50,000 Jobs, and $5 billion-dollars-worth of investment. He



said, however, Amazon was not looking for a super fulfillment center, but were looking for an area to

support their technology for Amazon Web Services. He said Amazon Web Services is the largest cloud"
based provider in the world/ and accounts for 75 percent of Amazon's profits. He said, as a research

project, he went ahead and looked to see what it would take for Salisbury and Wicomico County to go
ahead and support a technology company like that. He said his results were pretty surprising. He said
their power grid is big enough to support several data centers, or super computer clusters. He said,
thanks to the Maryland Broadband Cooperative, they have some of the fastest band width in the world.
He said they have plenty of commerda! space/ and they are cheap as they are about 30 percent cheaper
than across the Bridge. He said Paoto Alto and San Jose are about five times more expensive than here in
Salisbury. He said their problem is people. He said their largest empfoyers are government,
manufacturing, heaithcare services, and education. He said when they bring people over here, if they

are not local, they have a tendency to go away, He said he spoke to somebody at Waliops Island/ and
she told him when she recruited, after one year, they went ahead and started looking for jobs over at
Greenbelt. He said another person at Wallops Island toid him about the boom when the space shuttle
program dosed down, and all of these engineers came up to Wallops Island to go to work, but then, as
soon as Space Next started hiring, they all went away. He said he spoke to City Council last week, and he
spoke to Dave Ryan just yesterday, and, the thing is, what they are trying to do is to figure out a way to
go in and future-proof their pipeline. He said they have al! of the big pieces, everything is paid for/ the
bandwidth is paid for, the buildings are paid for, the power grid is paid for, and all they have to do is go
ahead and start building up their locai groups. He said it is going to take a couple of years, but there are
certain things that cost no expense that the County and the City can go ahead and do. He said, for
example, if the Board of Education submits students every month or every quarter for recognition by
Council/ that would show a commitment to STEM, and would also provide the children with something
to put on their resumes and college applications later on. He said they could expand the Wicomico
Economic Impact Scholarship to include a little bit of STEM. He said, as far as the people using gale force
out ofWicomico County library/ they could provide them with an incentive saying they are going to give
them deferred rent, or lowered rent the same way they do with the Riverside Apartments, and also go
ahead and bring them together like the iiving-learning community at Salisbury University does. He said
the Maryland STEM festival is always looking for places to go. He said they could offer the Civic Center,
and all it takes is a phone call to say "Would you like to come to Salisbury to show a little bit of work."
He said, most importantly, they need an advocacy group to go across the Bridge and say "We are

Wicomico County, we have the power, we have the bandwidth, we have the space, we are cheap,and

you tell me what you need people-wise, and ) will fill that job." He said there are a lot of people who
want to go ahead and help. He said he spoke to the VFW/ and they are more than willing to send a
representative to go down to the bases and ask if they would like to come over to Salisbury. He said they
carry clearances, they carry benefits/ they carry experience, and they could go ahead and attract some

of those companies/ especially NorthropGrumman that just bought all of ATK, and is moving into
Wallops Island. He said, in this paper/ there are a bunch of recommendations, and he just asks Council to
go ahead and look at it to start off the discussion. He said the reason being is, when these companies
have a discussion about where they want to move to/ they want Salisbury-Wicomico County to be part
of that discussion.

Council Comments: There were no Council comments.

Council President Comments: There were no Council President comments.

There being no further business, on motion by Mr. Dodd, seconded by Mr. Matt Holloway, and
unanimously approved, the Legislative Session was adjourned to go into Open Work Sessions, followed
by an Closed Work Sessions and an Administrative Closed Work Session pursuant to the General



Provisions Article, Section 3-305(b)(7)(8) to consult with staff, consultants/ and other individuals about
pending or potential litigation, and to consult with iega! counsel and Section 3-104 to discuss Council
Administrator Direction.

The Wicomico County Council met in Closed Work Sessions, and an Administrative Closed Work Session
on Tuesday, March 6, 2018, at approximately 7:30 p.m. !n Council Chambers, Government Office
Building, Saiisbury, Maryland.

!n attendance: John T, Cannon, President; tarry W. Dodd, Vice President; John Halt, Marc KHmer, Joe
Holloway, Ernie Davis, and Matt Holloway.

Present: Laura Hurley, Council Administrator, Steve Roser, Internal Auditor/ Levin Hitchens, Robert
Taylor, Attorney, Levin Hitchens, Assistant Internal Auditor, and Lynn Sande/ Executive Office Associate.

The purpose of the Closed Work Session was to consult with staff, consultants, and other individuals
about pending or potential litigation/ and to consuit with legal counsel. The purpose of the
Administrative Closed Work Session was to discuss Council Administrator Direction.

On motion by Mr. Dodd/ seconded by Mr. Matt Holloway, and unanimously approved, the Closed Work
Session was adjourned at approximately 9:45 p.m. The legal authority for the Closed Work Session is
Genera! Provisions Article, Section 3-305(b)(7)(8).

On motion by Mr. Dodd/ seconded by Mr. Matt Holloway, and unanimously approved/ the
Administrative Closed Work Session was adjourned at approximately 9:45 p.m. The legal authority for
the Administrative Closed Session is General Provisions Article, Section 3-104.

Signatures on next page
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Ernest F. Da^is/District 1

Marc Kitmer, District 2

John 8. Hall, District 4
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Matt hiptttfway, At-Large

\QA^^J^J
Laura Hurley, Council Administrator



COUNTY COUNCIL OP WICOMICO COUNTY, MARYLAND
LEGISLATIVE SESSION, 2018

BILL NO. 2018-03

Introduced: February 6, 2018

BY: The Council President at the request of the County Executive.

AN ACT to amend Chapter 225 of the Wicomico County Code, titled "Zoning", amending the map

entitled "Wicomico County Officiai Zoning Map" referred to in Section 225-16, to re-zone property consisting

of 4.12 acres, more or less, situated in the Salisbury Election District, Wicomico County, Maryland, bounded

on the northerly side ofNanticoke Road, westerly side ofKenney Drive, and southerly side of Old Quantico

Road. The property is shown and designated on County Tax Map No. 37 as Parcel No, 66; the property is to
be re-zoned from R-8 Residential to LB~2 Light Business and Residential.

WHEREAS, Change has occurred in the area through the intensificatkm of use in part as a result of

the dualization of a segment of Nanticoke Road (MD 349), retail-oriented special exceptions issued for

properties contained within the neighborhood, as well as increased commercial uses in the adjacent area; and

WHEREAS, this change in character for the neighborhood was recognized by the legisiative body

and the Planning and Zoning Commission as part of the comprehensive plan approval and the re-zoning of

this parcel represents incremental implementation of the Plan recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission, after a public hearing, recommended the

amendment of the Wicomico County Official Zoning Map to re-zone the area herein referred to and herein

described from its existing R-8 Residential to LB"2 Light Business and Residential; and

WHEREAS, the County Council, after reviewing the record and receiving testimony determined

change had occurred in the aforesaid re-zoning and that the appropriate designation for the property is LB-2

Light Business and Residential.

SECTION I. BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF WICOMICO
COUNTY, MARYLAND, IN LEGISLATIVE SESSION, that Chapter 225, Section 225-16, entitled
Wicomico County Official Zoning Map" be and is amended by reclassifying the hereinafter described

property (which is depicted in Attachment #1), from Us existing R-8 Residential to LB~2 Light Business and
Residential, the property being particularly described as follows:

The property to be rezoned consists of one parcel in Wicomico County totaling 4.12 acres situated in

Salisbury Election District, Wicomico County, Maryland, on the northerly side ofNanticoke Road

(MD Rte 349), the westerly side of Kenney Avenue, and the southerly side of Old Quantico Road,
and adjoining the easterly side of the property now or formeriy owned by Faisal Farooq, Denise J.

Goslee, Lena V. Lake, Pennie L. Constantine, Joseph P. Barlow, Jr, and Danielle L. Bounds and Lois

Ann Vickers. The parce! is shown on County Tax Map 37 as Parcel 66.
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COUNn COUNCIL
OF

WtCOMICO COUNTY, MARYIAND

2018 legislative Session Legislative Day No. 03

LEGISLATIVE BILL NO. 2018-03

INTRODUCED BY: President of the Council at the request of the County Executive

AN ACT to amend Chapter 225 of the Wicomico County Code, titled "Zoning", amending the map entitled "Wicomico
County Official Zoning Map" referred to )n Section 225-16, to re-zone property consisting of 4.12 acres, more or less,

situated fn the Salisbury Election District, Wtcomico County, Maryland, bounded on the northerly side of Nantlcoke |
Road, westerty side of Kenney Drive, and southerly side of Oid Quantfco Road. The property Is shown and designated
on County Tax Map No. 37 as Parcel No. 66; the property fs to be re-zoned from R-8 Residential to L8-2 Light Business
and Residential

introduced and read first time on February 6.2018. Ordered posted and public hearina schedufed for March 6, 2018 at
6:00 p.m.

\O^U(IL Y\^u\^
Laura Hurley, CoundKAdmintstrator

PUBUC HEARtNG: Having been posted and notice of tfme and place of hearing and title of Bill having been published
according to the Charter, the Bil! was read for a second time at a public hearing held on March 6, 2018 and concluded
on March 6.2018.

\t^l\tLttUAW
Laura Hurtey, CounalTAdmlnistrator

CERTIFICATION: The undersigned hereby certifies that this Blil was Approved and Adopted by the County Council of
Wicomko County, Maryland, on the 6lh day of March. 2018.

^(ULI\(^HUA^
Laura Hurtey, Couffitl Administrator

Presented to the County Executive for approval this g^day of March. 2018 at 4:00 p.m. (S days §411)

^&y^\UIUH^

BYTHEjytECUTtVE

Laura Hurley, Couo<JD Administrator

APPROVED
Date: 3"^-l<%

(21 days §411)
VETOED
Date:

Option One: Thts Bill, having been approved by the County Executive and returned to the Council, becomes law
on ft\ft^ %. A6^ and effective on: Cfac^»1^^
(60 days §311)

Option Two; This Bill, having received neither the approval nor the disapproval of the Executive within 21 days of its
presentation, stands enacted on _and becomes effective on. .

(60 days §311)

ENROLLMENT: Legislative Bill No. 2018-03 is herewith submitted to the County Council of Wicomlco County for
enrollment as being the text as flnaily passed.

^\A\(S- >A^J^/
Laura Hurley, Council ^tmlntstrator

1 ^e'. ^<\\M



SECTION D. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED THAT this Bill will be known as Bill No. 2018-03 of
Wicomico County, Maryland, and will take effect 60 days after its final passage, unless a proper Petition for

Referendum is filed before then. If a timely Petition is filed, the Bill will not take effect until the expiration
of 30 days following the approval of this Bill by a majority of the qualified voters of the County voting In a
referendum.

Certified correct as passed and adopted by the County Council of Wicomico County, Maryland, this

(^ day offidfii^, 2018.

WICOMICO COUNTY, MARYLAND

^^£:
BY: J(thn T. Cannon, President

UsA^A^xCl
BY: Laura~Hurley^Se<BY:

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the above Bii! are available for distribution to the public and
press at the time of its introduction.

Laura Hurley, S^retary

Explanation:

CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW.
Strikeout indicates matter deleted from4aw.

CAPITAL STRIKEOUT indicates matter stricken from Bill by Amendment.
Underlining indicates Amendments to Bill,



COUNTY COUNCIL

OF

TALBOT COUNTY, MARYLAND

2019 Legislative Session, Legislative Day No.: November 19, 2019

Bill No.: 1438

Expiration Date: January 23, 2020

Introduced by: Mr. Callahan. Mr. Divilio, Mr. Lesher. Mr. Pack, Ms. Price

A BILL TO AMEND THE CRITICAL AREA OVERLAY DISTRICT ON THE
OFFICIAL ZONING MAPS OF TALBOT COUNTY TO ESTABLISH A NEW
MODIFIED BUFFER AREA, IDENTIFIED AS "COMMUNITY #39", ON CERTAIN
LOTS OR PARCELS OF LAND IN THE VILLAGE OF BELLEVUE, TALBOT
COUNTY, MARYLAND, DESCRIBED AS TAX MAP 46, PARCEL 141 (LOT 4),
PARCEL 115, AND A CERTAIN PORTION OF PARCEL 148

By the Council: November 19. 2019

Introduced, read first time, ordered posted, and public hearing scheduled on Tuesday. December

17^20i9.at 6:30 p.m. in the Bradley Meeting Room, South Wing, Talbot County Courthouse, 11
North Washington Street, Eastern, Maryland 21601.

By Order ^UMU^^^^ff^J
Susan W. Moran, Secretary



A BILL TO AMEND THE CRITICAL AREA OVERLAY DISTRICT ON THE
OFFICIAL ZONING MAPS OF TALBOT COUNTY TO ESTABLISH A NEW
MODIFIED BUFFER AREA, IDENTIFIED AS "COMMUNITY #39", ON CERTAIN
LOTS OR PARCELS OF LAND IN THE VILLAGE OF BELLEVUE, TALBOT
COUNTY, MARYLAND, DESCRIBED AS TAX MAP 46, PARCEL 141 (LOT 4),
PARCEL 115, AND A CERTAIN PORTION OF PARCEL 148

WHEREAS, Chapter 190 of the Talbot County Code ("Chapter 190") authorizes
establishment of Modified Buffer Areas subject to the findings and standards under Code § 190-
15,H.; and,

WHEREAS, a map amendment application was submitted to the County Council in
accordance with Code § 190-55, seeking amendment to the critical area overlay maps ofTalbot
County for the establishment of a new Modified Buffer Area (MBA), identified as "Community
#39" in the Village ofBellevue, Talbot County, Maryland, and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Director prepared a staff report and recommendation on the
proposed map amendment for the Planning Commission; and,

WHEREAS, on November 6, 2019, the Planning Commission discussed the proposed
map amendment and recommended that the proposed amendment be adopted with certain
conditions as set forth herein; and,

WHEREAS, the County Council has reviewed the proposed map amendment in
accordance with Code §§ 190-15 and 190-55 and approves such amendment as set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF
TALBOT COUNTY, MARYLAND, as follows:

SECTION ONE: In accordance with Talbot County Code § 190-15.11 H. 3., the Talbot County

Council hereby makes certain findings with the respect to the establisbnent of the new Modified
Buffer Area proposed hereby as set forth in E?diibit "A", which is attached hereto and

incorporated by reference herein.

SECTION TWO: That the Critical Area Overlay District on Official Zoning Maps of Talbot

County shall be and is hereby amended to establish a new Modified Buffer Area, identified as
"Community #39", on certain lots or parcels of land in the Village ofBellevue, Talbot County,

Maryland, described as Tax Map 46, Parcel 141 (Lot 4), Parcel 115, and a portion of Parcel 148

(the "Properties"), as shown on a drawing entitled "Modified Buffer Area, Community No. 32,

33, & 39, Vicinity of Bellevue and Avonvue, Tax Maps 46 & 47," prepared by the Talbot
County Department of Public Works, dated November 12, 2019, which drawing is attached
hereto as Exhibit ('B" and incorporated by reference herein.
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SECTION THREE: That the Properties are hereby reclassified from (VH-CAO) Village

Hamlet Zoning District with Critical Area Overlay to (VH-CAO-MBA #39) Village Hamlet-

Critical Area Overlay Zone, Modified Buffer Area Community #39. All other parcels on the

Official Zoning Maps shall remain in their respective existing zoning designations.

SECTION FOUR: If any provision of this Ordinance or the application thereof to any person or

circumstance is held invalid for any reason in a court of competent jurisdiction, the invalidity
does not affect other provisions or any other application of this Ordinance which can be given

effect without the invalid provision or application, and for this purpose the provisions of this
Ordinance are declared severable.

SECTION FIVE: This Ordinance shall lake effect sixty (60) days from the date of its passage.



EXHIBIT "A"

TO TALBOT COUNTY BILL NO. 1 &ia

The Talbot County Council hereby makes the following findings in accordance with
Talbot County Code § 190-15,11 H. 3:

a. That existing patterns of residential, commercial, industrial and institutional

development prevent the Shoreline Development Buffer from fulfilling its functions for
water qualify protection and conservation of 'wildlife habitat. The proposed new

Modified Buffer Area is based on the pattern of development existing on December 1,
1985. The Buffers along Parcel 141 (Lot 4), Parcel 115, and a portion of Parcel 148 are

already impacted with development that prevents the Buffer from fulfilling its function.
A portion of Parcel 148, however is undeveloped, has a natural shoreline and contains

significant wetlands that provide habitat and water quality benefits and has been excluded
from the MBA.

b. That the lots in the proposed Modified Buffer Area were created prior to August 13,

1989. All lots were originally created prior to August 13, 1989. The reconfigured lots of
Parcel 148 do not count as "new lots for the purposes of the MBA.

c. That the primary structures in the proposed Modified Buffer Area are located within the

Shoreline Development Buffer. Each of the three improved lots within the proposed
MBA have an existing residential dwelling located in the 100' SDB.

d. That other development activities (i.e., accessory structures, access roads, septic systems,

riprap and bulkheading, etc.) impact the Shoreline Development Buffer. Properties, or

portions thereof, within the Modified Buffer Area contain driveways, parking areas^

retaining walls and/or bulkheading.

e. That the Shoreline Development Buffer does not contain forest cover. There is no existing

forest cover within the buffer area of the lots within the proposed MBA.



EXHIBIT "B" to Bill 1438

Modified Buffer Area, Community No. 32, 33, & 39
Vicinity of Bellevue and Avonvue
Tax Maps 46 & 47

Talbot County Public Works
November 12.2019



PUBLIC HEARING

Having been posted and Notice of time, date, and place of hearing, and Title of Bill No.
1438Jiaving been published, a public hearing was held on Tuesday* December 17, 2019 at 6:30
p.m. in the Bradley Meeting Room, Talbot County Courthouse, 1 1 North Washington Street,

Easton, Maryland 21601.

BY THE COUNCIL

Read the third time.

ENACTED: January 14,2020

By Order
Susan W. Moran, Secretary

Pack

Divilio

Callahan

Price

Lesher

Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 14.2020



ORDINANCE NO. 876

AN ORDINANCE REGARDING AN APPLICATION FOR FOURTH AMENDMENT TO
THE WAKEFIELD VALLEY GENERAL PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Md. Code Ann., Local Gov't Art., § 5-213, the Mayor and
Common Council of Westminster, Maryland (the "City") have the authority to provide reasonable
zoning regulations subject to the referendum of the voters at regular or special elections; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections 1 1 through 18 of the City Charter, the City has, for the
purpose of promoting the health, security, general welfare and morals of the community, the
authority to divide the City into zoning districts and to regulate therein the erection, construction,
reconstruction, alteration, repair or use of buildings, structures or land, in accordance with a
comprehensive plan and for enumerated purposes, which include the control and direction of

municipal expansion and development, provided that such regulations are to be made with
reasonable consideration oflhe character of the districts and their peculiar suitability for particular
uses, and with a view to conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most appropriate
use of land throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the aforestated authority and the additional authotity contained in
Md. Code Annotated, Land Use Article, Division 1, "Single Jurisdiction Planning and Zoning,"
Title 4, "Zoning", the City has enacted a zoning ordinance, now codified, as amended, at Chapter
164, "Zoning", of the City Code ("the Zoning Ordinance"); and

WHEREAS, in Section 164" 133/'Effect of Prior Approval", of the Zoning Ordinance, the
Mayor and Common Council provided that, for properties as to which development plans had been
approved prior to November 5, 1979, such plans would "continue to be approved and valid after
said date, regardless of the zonal classification of the real property as to which such plans pertain,
and said real property shall be developed in accordance with the provisions of such plans. Such
plans may be amended in accordance with the procedures provided for the amendment of
development plans contained in § 164-188J of this chapter"; and

WHEREAS, Section 164-188J sets forth certain factors that are to be considered by the
Common Council in approving an amendment to a development plan: and

WHEREAS, the Westminster Planning and Zoning Commission approved the City of
Westminster's 2009 Comprehensive Plan on September 2009, and

WHEREAS, the City adopted the City of Westminster's 2009 Comprehensive Plan on
September 28, 2009, by Resolution No. 09-8, and adopted a Comprehensive Zoning Map by
Ordinance No. 819, dated October 25,2010; and

WHEREAS, on July 21,2016 WV DIA Westminster L.L.C., the owner of certain property
located in Westminster, Maryland, which property is within an area covered by a General Plan of
Development for Wakefield Valley-Fenby Farm ("the Wakefield Valley GPD") adopted and



approved prior to November 5, 1979 (as subsequently amended), filed an application for a Fourth
Amendment to the Wakefield Valley GPD; and

WHEREAS, on November 17, 2016^ after conducting a public hearing, the Westminster
Planning and Zoning Commission recommended denial of the application; and

WHEREAS, on December 12, 2016, The Mayor and Common Council of Westminster

held a public hearing on the application for amendment to the Wakefield Valley GPD, at which
the applicant has an opportunity to present testimony, including testimony from expert witnesses,

and other evidence in support of its application and members of the public, including the owners
of real property in the vicinity of the subject property also had an opportunity to be heard in support
or in opposition to the proposed amendment; and

WHEREAS, on January 9, 2017, The Mayor and Common Council engaged in
deliberations based upon the record as developed at the December 12, 2016-public hearing with
respect to whether to grant the application for an amendment to the Wakefield Valley GDP and
voted to disapprove the application subject to a written decision; and

WHEREAS, The Mayor and Common Council of Westminster has determined that the
application does not meets the criteria set forth in the § 164-188J of the City Code; and

WHEREAS, it is the intention of The Mayor and Common Council of Westminster to act
unfavorably upon the application for Fourth Amendment to the Wakefield Valley GPD for the
reasons set forth herein.

Section 1. NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED BY THE MAYOR
AND COMMON COUNCIL OF WESTMINSTER that the Application for Fourth Amendment
of the Wakefleld Valley General Plan of Development submitted on behalf of WV DIA
Westminster LLC is denied for the reasons set forth in the accompanying decision attached hereto

as Exhibit A.



Section 2. Be it further enacted and ordained by The Mayor and Common Council of
Westminster that this Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage and approval.

INTRODUCED this ^T^day ofVfb<r<JVL\ 2017

^ni^i^l^WMt^
^fiailnon Visocsky, C}f$r Clerk

ADOPTED this ^ day of PatCh ,', 2017

nnntnr-^N/ inm.C
iHarmbnVisocsky, Cif^jfclerk

APPROVED this l^'b day of Ufl.fCK

K<fvin4t.. Utz, Mayor

APPROVED FOR, FORM AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY
this 1-^ay ofl^yg^r2017.

Elissa D. Levan, City Attorney



Exhibit A

DECISION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL

CITY OF WESTMINSTER

RE: APPLICATION FOR FOURTH AMENDED DEVELOPMENT PLAN
WAKEFIELD VALLEY
DEVELOPER: WV DIA WESTMINSTER LLC

On or about July 21, 2016, WV DIA Westminster LLC filed an application for a proposed
Fourth Amendment to the General Plan of Development for Wakefield Valley, seeking the
addition of 53 new houses on what is now designated as "Parcel W" on the Special Purpose Plat
Resubdivision of "P" and "Q" Wakefleld Valley, recorded in Plat Book 54, Pages 127 and 128 of
the Land Records of Carroll County. Parcel W comprises 38.2934 acres and is zoned C-
Conservation. It is located on the southeastern side of Bell Road across from Chadwlck Drive, to

the west of and abutting in part Fenby Farm Road.

The subject property is a portion of a larger aggregation of parcels generally designated as
"Wakefield Valley-Fenby Fann1", comprising approximately 734 acres of land that was annexed
by the City of Westminster in 1977 by Annexation Resolution No. R-77-6. The City did not then
have a zoning ordinance; the City adopted a General Plan of Development for the property in 1978.
The City adopted a Zoning Ordinance, now Chapter 164 of the City Code, on or aboutNovember
5, 1979. In that ordinance, the City Council made special provision for properties that were the
subject of pre-existing general plans of development. The section now codified at § 164-133(B)
of the City Code provides, in pertinent part:

All preliminary plans, final plans, revised preliminary or final plans and all development
plans of any type which have been approved by the Mayor and Common Council and/or
the Commission prior to November 5, 1979, shall continue to be approved and valid after
said date, regardless of the zonal classification of the real property as to which such plans
pertain, and said real property shall be developed in accordance with the provisions of such
plans. Such plans may be amended in accordance with the procedures provided for the
amendment of development plans contained in § 164-188J of this chapter. ....

Section 164-18 8(J) provides,

[T]the Common Council shall make the following specific findings, in addition to any other

1 "Fenby Farm" was the name given to the southern portion of the area covered by the Wakefield
Valley GPD, an area now known commonly as Avondale Run, situated generally between New
Windsor Road and the former Wakefield Valley Golf Course. The northern portion of the GPD
area was known as "Wakefield Valley". Confusion is caused by the fact that "Fenby Farm" was

later adopted as the name of a subdivision constructed largely on Parcel H to the east ofTahoma
Farm Road, situated in the "Wakefield Valley" portion of the GPD area, not the "Fenby Farm"
area,
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findings which may be found to be necessary and appropriate to the evaluation of the
proposed reclassification:
(1) That the zone applied for is in substantial compliance with the use and density indicated
by the Master Plan or sector plan and that it does not conflict with the general plan, the
City's capital improvements program or other applicable City plans and policies.
(2) That the proposed development would comply with the purposes, standards and
regulations of the zone as set fox-th in Articles II through XV, would provide for the
maximum safety, convenience and amenity of the residents of the development and would

be compatible with adjacent development,
(3) That the proposed vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems are adequate and
efficient.
(4) That by its design, by minimizing grading and by other means, the proposed
development would tend to prevent erosion of the soil and to preserve natural vegetation
and other natural features of the site.
(5) That any proposals, including restrictions, agreements or other documents, which show
the ownership and method of assuring perpetual maintenance of those areas, if any, that
are intended to be used for recreational or other common or quasi-public purposes, are

adequate and sufficient.
(6) That the submitted development plan is in accord with all pertinent statutory
requirements and is or is not approved. Disapproval of a development plan by the Common
Council shall result in a denial of the rezoning application of which the development plan
is a part.

The applicant at no point requested rezoning of the property. Its application was, therefore,
for permission to develop residential units on the property m excess of the number of such units

previously allotted to the parcel that is currently in the Applicant's ownership, notwithstanding the
existing zoning for the property, based upon an analysis of the history, circumstances and
residential unit allocations conferred upon the entire Wakefield Valley GDP area. Because there
was no piecemeal rezomng requested or implemented the "change-mistake" rule is inapplicable.
The exact nature of the change for which the Applicant advocates here is not entirely clear but it
appears to be in the nature of a comprehensive rezoning (or adoption of a mini-master plan , see,
e.., Board of County Commissioners v. Carroll County v. Stephans, 286 Md. 384 (1979), because
the Wakefield Valley GPD functions in lieu of a comprehensive zoning of the GPD area.

There is a strong presumption of correctness attaching to a comprehensive rezoning
because it is a legislative function (See., e.g., Nottingham Village, Inc. v. Baltimore County^ 266
Md. 339 (1972); Trustees ofMcDonough Educ. Fund & Inst. v. Baltimore County, 221 Md» 550
(1960) ("Baltimore County, in legislating new zoning for the whole county, was exercising the
plenary power delegated to it by the General Assembly. When a new comprehensive zoning plan
or map, designed to cover a substantial area is adopted, it is entitled to the same presumption of
correctness as the original zoning.") The motives or the wisdom of the legislative body in passing
a comprehensive zoning are not subject to judicial inquiry. A comprehensive zoning, as a policy
decision of the local legislatures, requires no further justification to support it since it is

presumptively correct. See, e,g; People's Coimsel for Baltimore Counly v. Beachwoocl I Lid.
Parfwrship, 107 Met. App. 627, 634 (1995).
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Even though the present matter impacts directly only a small part of the Wakefield Valley
GPD area, it is analogous to Potomac Valley League v. Montgomery County Council, 43 Md. App.
56 (61 (1979) in which the court said that the Montgomery County Council had validly approved
a comprehensive zoning, even though it involved only four parcels totaling 1.39 acres. The Court
reasoned that the subject zoning was a culmination of a prior comprehensive zoning approved in
1974 and partially implements in a 1970 master plan.

The 1978 Development Plan envisioned a mixed use development approximately 670-768
residential units on the 734 acre property, along with 20 acres of commercial uses. The Plan

incorporated the existing Wakefield Valley Golf Course ("the Golf Course"), which comprised the
"major open space", as described in the Wakefleld Valley GPD. At the time, the total open space
in the area covered by the GPD was 31%. The Golf Course open space was described in the
original GPD as the "central spine of the combined properties." The GPD area was comprised of

twenty-one parcels, alphabetically designated A-U. A summary of the densities assigned to each

parcel in the GPD area is attached to the GPD description and is in the record.

The Golf Course subsequently acquired additional land to expand from an 18-hole course
to a 27-hole course. As a result of the acquisition for that expansion, the Development Plan was
amended in 1987 to transfer residential units from the Golf Course to the parcel blown as "Parcel

H"2, resulting in an allocation of 167-214 residential units for that parcel. At that time, the open

space contemplated for the Wakefleld Valley area was set at 47%, as confirmed by a letter from
Carol Dell, the City's then-Director of Planning and Public Works, to Dr. Earl Griswold

concerning a GPD update and/or revision, which letter appears in the record.

After various swaps of property and densities not all of which are clearly documented in
the historical record, the Golf Course eventually occupied the parcels shown on the original

Wakefield Valley GPD map as Parcels E, L, M, T and part of G. The development of Parcels A-
D, F, H-K and N-U are shown on individual maps attached to the December 7,2016 Memorandum

to the Mayor and Common Council from Planning Director William Mackey.

In 1989, Michael and Carol Oakes requested an amendment to the General Development
Plan reducing the allocation of residential units to 55 for Parcel H. The requested amendment was

granted by Common Council, subject to certain conditions that included a condition originally
recommended by the City's Planning Commission "[t]hat the approved General Development Plan
for Wakefield Valley be modified to show a reduction of the 112-159 residential units and ten
acres of commercial development on Parcel H." The Cakes' development became the Fenby Farm

subdivision,

In 2006, an entity known as Woodhaven Building & Development, Inc. ("Woodhaven")

submitted an application for a Third Amendment to the Wakefield Valley GDP, seeking to

2 Parcel R, to the south of Parcel H on the original 1978 plan, and part of Parcel G, to the west of
Tahoma Farm Road, became merged into Parcel H and part ofFenby Farm subdivision. Parcel
T, to the south of Parcel R, became part of the Golf Course and eventually was re-deslgnafed as
Parcel M3.
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construct 320 senior cottages on 167 acres of what was then part of the Golf Course containing

nine holes. Woodhaven argued that it sought merely to use existing density rights originally
allocated to Parcel H. The Common Council found that those rights had been extinguished by the
Oakes Amendment and that no density units remained available for transfer to Woodhaven.

It further found, "the proposed development would not be compatible with adjacent
existing development. The subject property has previously been developed as part of an overall
scheme of open space with golf course facilities. While the Applicant has advanced an argument

that this development would be of low density, it obviously would be more density than is currently
allowed. Additionally, testimony was received from individuals residing in the area as to the
adverse change in the character of the neighborhood, particularly as to the siting of the units."

The analysis in that regard remains the same. Although the golf course has ceased

operating, much of the former golf course property has come into the possession of the City for

open space or recreational use, which is analogous from the perspective of the residents of the area

to the golf course character. What is clear from that process is that, even though it was apparent

as early as 2006 that the Golf Course was in decline (because it apparently intended to divest itself
of 1/3 of the playing area of the course), the City objectives for open space in the Wakefield Valley
GPD did not change.

In 2009, by Resolution No. 09-8, the City adopted a new Comprehensive Plan which
provided with respect to the subject property, in Chapter 5» "Land Use," Section 6, "Conservation":

The 1978 Development Plan for the Wakefield Valley restricted the development of
housing within the parcel where Wakefield Valley Golf Course and Conference Center

exists today. However, the current land use is Low Density Residential even though the

development plan will not allow any residential homes to be built in this area. The WPZC
recommended a land use change from Low Density Residential to Conservation to reflect

the development plan and the existing land use. The existing land use for this parcel is the
Wakefield Valley Golf Course and Conference Center surrounded by forest land and
natural landscapes as well as a stream that runs from the southwest corner to the eastern

portion of the parcel. This change reflects how the land is currently used; however, this
change does not change the approved Development Plan for Wakefield Valley. The 2009
Comprehensive Land Use Map has re-designated the land use of this 240 acre parcel from
Low Density Residential to Conservation.

(Emphasis added.)

The Golf Course ceased operating at some point and its property was acquired by the
Applicant and resubdivided into Parcels W, X, Y and Z. The applicant transferred approximately
188 acres of the property, comprising parcels Y and Z, to the City by deed dated February 26,
2016, pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding dated June 2, 2014,

The open space requirement for the Wakefield GDP area is 47%. As development presently
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stands, the actual open space in the Wakefield Valley GDP area is 45%, including an undeveloped
Parcel W. If Parcel W were to be developed in accordance with the proposed Fourth Amendment,

the open space would be 40%.

The Council finds that the proposed amendment is not in substantial compliance with the
use and density indicated by the master plan or sector plan and that it conflicts with the general
plan. City's capital improvements program or other applicable City plans and policies.

The language of Section l64-133(B), which as counsel for the applicant pointed out,
apparently applies only to the property originally included in the Wakefleld Valley General
Development Plan and to no other property in the City, indicates that the subject property is not
the same as other parts of the City in terms of how the zoning evolved and how the plan for this
property has progressed. The trajectory of past decisions has generally been to reduce the number
of lots allocated to these parcels all across the area and generally increase the proportion of open
space relative to residential space. The proposed plan does not fit into that trajectory and that sort
of long range view of what Wakefield Valley is supposed to look like, not because it is residential
development but because of the density of it.

The residential density that is permissible in the Conservation zone is one unit per three
acres, or 12 units for a 38-acre parcel. While the Common Council acknowledges that the
development of the property is not strictly bound by the zonal classification, it finds that the
Conservation zone designation of the subject property is useful guidance with respect to the City's
vision for the area. The present proposal varies from the type of density suggested by the zoning
by a material and substantial amount for which the Council finds no justification in the evidence
presented to it.

The Council specifically does not decide, in connection with the present application, that
there is no possible proposal for residential density above one unit for three acres that that it might
find to be consistent with its vision for the Wakefield Valley development area. The Council notes
that it does not view the Conservation zoning of the property as dispositive of appropriate density,
but is merely a guideline and consideration for a decision with respect to whether the application
before it is appropriate for approval. Council accepts the observations of planning staff that, if
the land were to be developed in accordance with the density permitted in the Conservation zone,
a cluster design approach could be accommodated on 14 acres including the street or plaza,
allowing for community facilities, open space preservation and a uniquely designed setting to
provide a special sense place.

The Council concludes that there was no evidence that the plan does not satisfy the criteria
of § 164-188(J)(2)"(5) or the requirement of(J)(6) that the proposal be otherwise in accord with
pertinent statutory requirements.

In accordance with § 164-188, the Council is permitted to make any other findings which
may be found to be necessary and appropriate to the evaluation of the proposed reclassiflcatlon."
As it did in 2006, the Council recognizes the unfavorable recommendations advanced by its staff
and Planning Commission, and incorporates those recommendations by reference. The Common

Council finds that the medium density residential development proposed by the Applicant for this
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particular parcel will not serve the public interests of the residents of the City in retaining the low"
density character of the Wakefield Valley general area. Much of the surrounding area is developed
with larger lot residential subdivisions. While Council acknowledges that some of the surrounding
communities are constructed upon smaller lots, it notes the observation of Planning Staff that those
communities would not likely meet the requirements of the City's current design development

guidelines.

Action
As a result of the above, the Common Council disapproves the proposed amendment to

the Wakefield Valley Development Plan.

Common Council of Westminster

Date: F^C&svc^ \~^,~i^^ Bv: C^>Q—^ .9. Ql^S'
Suzayrie ^ Albert
President, Common Council



PROORESSIV8 DEMOCRATS
OF HOWARD COUNTY

Progressive Democrats of Howard County Testimony in Opposition to CB50-2021

The Progressive Democrats of Howard County (PDHC) oppose the proposed CB50-

2021, which would extend the deadline by 2 years for the Public Service Area Expansion in

Western Howard County to be approved by the Zoning Board to accommodate the proposed

Erickson Living Project. There are many reasons why CB-50 should not be passed, based on

both the merits of the Erickson Living Project alone, and also the flawed Zoning Board approval

process.

The PSA Expansion request comes at a very crucial time: during the development of the

2040 General Plan in Howard County. We fear that making such a significant change to the

General Plan (e.g. extending public water and sewer infrastructure to the West) this late in the

game could potentially have detrimental effects on other aspects of the General Plan, as It was

not created with this PSA Expansion to the West and its impacts accounted for. Additionally,

creating this infrastructure in the Western region of the County may set a precedent for further

development in that area, which would further throw off the projections of the General Plan.

Even if the PSA expansion was used solely for the Erickson Living community, it is the County

paying the millions of dollars for the infrastructure expansion, while the return on that

investment would be seen only by the private developer in terms of large profits for the

relatively-expensive (requiring $200-300k+ in down payments from seniors who want to move

in) community, but not by the taxpayers paying for this expansion. Similarly, it is the County,

not Erickson Living, who will have to foot the bill for any other unforeseen costs associated with

expanding the infrastructure to that part of the County for the proposed 1,400+ unit community.

Taxpayer dollars should be used for the public good, not solely to fund private developer pet

projects for private profit.

CB59~2018,whichCB50-2021 would amend, set the original deadline of 3 years for

Erickson Living to gain the necessary approval by the Howard County Zoning Board to have the

land for their project re-zoned as a CEF, and have still not received that approval yet, with the



deadline just around the corner. We believe that 3 years was more than enough time for

Erickson Living to try to have their project approved, and that if they fail to meet that originally-

imposed deadline, the deadline should not be amended or extended. We understand the stated

concerns of the unforeseen events ofCOVID-19 having added unfairly to the approval process

timeline» but as CB50-2021 also notes, even despite in-person meeting restrictions due to

CO VID-19, several virtual and "well-attended" public hearings have still taken place regarding

the Rezon ing Petition in question, so we don'tvlewCOVID-19 as an acceptable excuse to give

Erickson Living special treatment and to extend the deadline.

Even if the CEF rezoning had been applied for In the proper timelme, we do not believe

that this Erickson Living Project should qualify for CEF rezoning. The primary justification for
the CEF rezoning classification is a proposed road expansion project that would accompany the

creation of the retirement community, which would supposedly reduce traffic congestion in the

area, which would serve as the theoretical enhancement to the community. However, this

assumption that the expansion would reduce traffic congestion is based on a flawed study that

fails to account for the increased traffic that would result from the creation of a new retirement

community with I,400+ units. Additionally, the County Executive did not allow the county

officials who reviewed this traffic study on the county's behalf to be questioned about the

methodology at public hearings.

Aside from the flawed logic justifying the CEF rezoning classification, the land which the
PSA expansion is proposed for is also not safe to build on, and is also backed up against an

agricultural preserve. The proposed Erickson Living project would also not be affordable to

many seniors in Howard County, and does not meet the stated needs of what seniors surveyed in

Howard County said they wanted to see in terms of retiring. According to a report carried out by

the Howard County Department of Citizen Services called "Planning for the Growth of the

Older Adult Population in Howard County", senior citizens in Howard County are more

likely to have a household income below the median income level for the County of $107,821

(figure from 2012), which would make it tough for many of them to afford the pricey down

payments (to the tune of several hundred thousands of dollars) and high monthly fees it would

cost to live in the Erickson Community. The median income as of 2020 is $121,329. In that

same report, seniors also said their highest priorities for retiring were to retire at home, and to

have access to quality transportation - building a separate retirement community in rural Western

Howard County provides neither of these things. With a rapidly increasing retirement-age

community, clearly Howard County does need more senior housing options, but this specific

project does not seem to be the best way to provide that based on the high cost and inconvenient

location.

Besides the merits of the Erickson Living Project, having this map amendment approved

by the Zoning Board, rather than the County Council, does not seem to be the proper procedure



in the first place. According to Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter, which defines the

powers of die County Council regarding Planning and Zoning, "Any amendment, restatement or

revision to the Howard County General Plan, the Howard County Zoning Regulations or Howard

County Zoning Maps, other than a reclassification map amendment established under the

"change and mistake" principle set out by the Maryland Court of Appeals, is declared to be a

legislative act and may be passed only by the Howard County Council by original bill in
accordance with the legislative procedure set forth in Section 209 of the Howard County Charter.

Such an act shall be subject to executive veto and may be petitioned to referendum by the people

of the county pursuant to Section 211 of the Charter." Considering the underlying zoning case

that CB50-202I describes is an attempt to "amend the zoning maps of Howard County ,

shouldn't it then be considered a legislative act that needs approval from the Howard County

Council, rather than the Zoning Board? We would also be remiss to not mention the obvious

conflict of interest there is in the fact that Erickson Living has donated thousands of dollars to

the County Executive, who essentially controls the development process as the most powerful

branch of government in the county and has served as a roadblock to simple oversight by the

zoning board when he prevented witnesses from appearing to answer questions related to the

project.

For all of the reasons above, we urge a vote against CB50-2021.
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Howard County Indivisible Economic Equity Action Team Testimony in Opposition to CB50-

2021

The IndivisibleHoCoMD opposes the proposed CB50-2021, which would extend the

deadline by 2 years for the Public Service Area Expansion in Western Howard County to be

approved by the Zoning Board to accommodate the proposed Erickson Living Project. There are

many reasons why CB-50 should not be passed, based on both the merits of the Erickson Living

Project alone, and also the flawed Zoning Board approval process.

The PSA Expansion request comes at a very crucial time: during the development of the

2040 General Plan m Howard County. We fear that making such a significant change to the

General Plan (e.g. extending public water and sewer infrastructure to the West) this late in the

game could potentially have detrimental effects on other aspects of the General Plan, as it was

not created with this PSA Expansion to the West and its impacts accounted for. Additionally,

creating this infrastructure in the Western region of the County may set a precedent for further

development in that area, which would further throw off the projections of the General Plan.

Even if the PSA expansion was used solely for the Erickson Living community, it is the County

paying the millions of dollars for the infrastructure expansion, while the return on that

investment would be seen only by the private developer in terms of large profits for the

relatively-expensive (requiring $200-300k+ in down payments from seniors who want to move

in) community, but not by the taxpayers paying for this expansion. Similarly, it is the County,

not Erickson Living, who will have to foot the bill for any other unforeseen costs associated with

expanding the infrastructure to that part of the County for the proposed 1,400+ unit community.

Taxpayer dollars should be used for the public good, not solely to fund private developer pet

projects for private profit.

CB59-2018, which CB50-2021 would amend^ set the original deadline of 3 years for

Erickson Living to gain the necessary approval by the Howard County Zoning Board to have the

land for their project re-zoned as a CEF» and have still not received that approval yet, with the

deadline just around the corner. We believe that 3 years was more than enough time for

Erickson Living to try to have their project approved, and that if they fall to meet that originaliy-



imposed deadline, the deadline should not be amended or extended. We understand the stated

concerns of the unforeseen events ofCOVID-19 having added unfairly to the approval process

timeline, but as CB50-2021 also notes, even despite in-person meeting restrictions due to

COVID" 19, several virtual and "we 11-attended" public hearings have still taken place regarding

the Rezoning Petition In question, so we don t view COVID-19 as an acceptable excuse to give

Erickson Living special treatment and to extend the deadline.

Even if the CEF rezoning had been applied for in the proper timeline, we do not believe

that this Erickson Living Project should qualify for CEF rezoning. The primary justification for
the CEF rezoning classification is a proposed road expansion project that would accompany the

creation of the retirement community, which would supposedly reduce traffic congestion in the

area, which would serve as the theoretical enhancement to the community. However, this

assumption that the expansion would reduce traffic congestion is based on a flawed study that

fails to account for the increased traffic that would result from the creation of a new retirement

community with 1,400+ units. Additionally, the County Executive did not allow the county

officials who reviewed this traffic study on the county's behalf to be questioned about the

methodology at public hearings.

Aside from the flawed logic justifying the CEF rezoning classification, the land which the

PSA expansion is proposed for is also not safe to build on, and is also backed up against an

agricultural preserve. The proposed Erickson Living project would also not be affordable to

many seniors in Howard County, and does not meet the stated needs of what seniors surveyed in

Howard County said they wanted to see in terms of retiring. According to a report carried out by

the Howard County Department of Citizen Services called Planning for the Growth of the

Older Adult Population in Howard County , senior citizens In Howard County are more

likely to have a household income below the median income level for the County of $107,821

(figure from 2012), which would make it tough for many of them to afford the pricey down

payments (to the tune of several hundred thousands of dollars) and high monthly fees it would

cost to live in the Erickson Community. The median income as of 2020 is $121,329. In that

same report, seniors also said their highest priorities for retiring were to retire at home, and to

have access to quality transportation " building a separate retirement community in rural Western

Howard County provides neither of these things. With a rapidly increasing retirement-age

community, clearly Howard County does need more senior housing options, but this specific

project does not seem to be the best way to provide that based on the high cost and inconvenient

location.

Besides the merits of the Erickson Living Project, having this map amendment approved

by the Zoning Board, rather than the County Council, does not seem to be the proper procedure

in the first place. According to Section 202(g) of the Howard County Charter, which defines the

powers of the County Council regarding Planning and Zoning, "Any amendment, restatement or



revision to the Howard County General Plan, the Howard County Zoning Regulations or Howard

County Zoning Maps, other than a reclassification map amendment established under the

"change and mistake" principle set out by the Maryland Court of Appeals, is declared to be a

legislative act and may be passed only by the Howard County Council by original bill in
accordance with the legislative procedure set forth in Section 209 of the Howard County Charter.

Such an act shall be subject to executive veto and may be petitioned to referendum by the people

of the county pursuant to Section 211 of the Charter." Considering the underlying zoning case

that CB50-2021 describes is an attempt to amend the zoning maps of Howard County",

shouldn't it then be considered a legislative act that needs approval from the Howard County

Council, rather than the Zoning Board? We would also be remiss to not mention the obvious

conflict of interest there is in the fact that Erickson Living has donated thousands of dollars to

the County Executive, who essentially controls the development process as the most powerful

branch of government in the county and has served as a roadblock to simple oversight by the

zoning board when he prevented witnesses from appearing to answer questions related to the

project.

For all of the reasons above> we urge a vote against CB50-2021.
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Sayers, Margery

From: Sharon Boies <sbmuzjcnnts@gmaii.conn>

Sent: Monday, July 5, 2021 11:47 PM
To: CouncilMai!
Subject: Erickson CCRC project/vote on relocating Freestate Gas station

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

To the Members of the Howard County Council /

Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts and concerns regarding the Erickson project .

When I was a very young girl/1 attended 4 H in ClarksvElle. it fe!t like it was way out in the country. Some nights I fell
asleep in the car on the ride home to Columbia .

As we continue to develop the last large remaining tracks of land in Howard County and development is melding
Clarksville and River Hil! into one new city, one of my concerns is the ever expanding footprint of the urban heat island
that has been created during this time of climate change and species die off.

To mitigate this, has there been enough or is there anything being done to protect and preserve the invaluable and
irreplaceable wetlands, trees and streams and their accompanying fauna and flora ?
This area has many interconnecting springs and streams that are full of aquatic species. They are clean water sources
and are the headwaters for the Middle Patuxent River. I've seen raccoons, fox and Great Blue Herons hunting not far

upstream from the area where the project wou!d be happening.

Our neighborhood in Longfellow / Columbia recentiy experienced a stream restoration .They logged over 9 acres of
mature forest in three stream corridors/ destroyed entire ecosystems and connected the streams to the groundwater

which was rich in iron.

This caused an orange fluffy bloom called iron floccuiate . It smells like sulphur. This initially killed the aquatic life in ali

three streams. It's a process that can repeat itself.

What was once a source of clean spring water that was full of aquatic life/ is and wil! remain biologically impaired for

an undetermined amount of time .

If they had tested the groundwater first for depth and mineral content / this may have been avoided.

My concern is/ has anyone performed these tests in and around the streams in the project area ?
Has there been enough consideration given to the digging that will be required for the new buildings and particularly the
relocation of the gas station and It's gas tanks in proximity to the streams and wetlands? What/ if any, biological impacts
could there be to the streams, wetlands or groundwater ?

Another concern is although I see there are plans to mitigate storm water run off, will this coiiect ail of It at it's source,
the impervious surfaces. Otherwise/ there could be a need for TMDL credits or stream restorations in this area and
River Hill. This Is not how a lot of taxpayers in Howard County want their money spent anymore.
Any plans should include various methods to collect afi storm water runoff including instaHation of rain barrels/ rain
gardens and pervious pavement where possible, to prevent the necessity for any stream restorations due to this project
now or in the future.



My hope is that the future generations of children in Ciarksvilleand River Hill will always be able to enjoy a little bit of
that feeling of being out in the country and have the opportunity to play in full of life streams and in the shade and
shadows of stands of mature trees.

Thank you for your consideration on my thoughts and concerns regarding the approval of the project and the reiocation
of the Freestate gas station.

Sharon Boies
Longfeiiow/ Columbia/ Md .



Sayers, Margery

From: Christopher J. Alleva <jens151@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday,Juiy5,2021 11:59 AM
To: CoundiMail
Cc: Knight, Karen; Williams, China; dcampbell@howardcountymd.gov; Shapiro, Arthur;

Ge!wicks, Colette; tmeunier@howardcountmd.gov; Joe! Hurewitz; Bronow, Jeff; Jervis
Dorton

Subject: CB 50 2021 PSA Expansion Erickson/Material Discrepancy in DPW Utilities Chief Donald
Campbell Memorandum March 18 2018

Attachments: Sewer Memo.pdf

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

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I want to call your attention to a material discrepancy in the wastewater treatment plant capacity utilization

projections in DPW Utilities Chief Donald CampbelPs Memorandum of March 18 2018 submitted with original
PSA expansion bill.

Memorandum states average flow in 2018 was 20 MOD.

Projects Average flow in 2020 of 23.5 MOD, a 3.5 MOD increase in 2 years.

Projects Average Flow of 25.9 MGD in 2040, a 2.5 MOD increase in 20 years.

Annual Increases 2018-2020, 1.75 MOD
Annual Increase 2020-2040, .125 MOD

These numbers do not add up. Assuming no large commercial users came on line in 2018-2020, the increase

equates to more than 18,000 residential permits, or 6,347 permits annually. This does not comport with the

1,188 average permits per the Dev. Monitoring Report 2020. Nor does the 20 year projection comport with the
projected population growth.

Perhaps Utilities can explain these apparent discrepancies.

Sincerely, Chris AIleva



Sayers, Margery

From: Claire Lea <claireiea@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 1,2021 11:15 AM
To: CouncllMaii

Subject: CB 50

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

I oppose CB 50. It seems counter productive that the Council should be hearing a case that they will eventually be
voting on when they meet as the Zoning Board.
I support Ginny Thomas's testimony.

Thank you.

CSaire Lea

Cfairelea@gmail.com

Sent from my iPad



Sayers, Margery

From: JackGuarneri <jackguarneri@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 12:08 PM
To: CouncilMaiS
Subject: Fwd: CB50: Limestone Planning/ZoningBoard Timeiine
Attachments: Zoning Board Hearing Schedule (Pandemic Not Cause of Delay).pdf

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

Counciimembers/

Joel Hurewitz sent me the information betow/attached based on my testimony on CB50. He indicated he had also sent
this separately to the Council Auditor and to Councilman Yungmann. I decided to pass it on to the entire council.

Respectfully,

JackGuarnerl
EllicottCity/MD

Forwarded message

From: Joel hurewitz <ioelhurewit2@Rnnail.com>
Date: Tue, Jun 29, 2021 at 20:38
Subject: CB50: Limestone Plan ning/Zon ing Board Timeline
To; <iackguarneri@gmaiS.com>

As discussed.

Forwarded message

From: Joel hurewitz <ioelhurewitz(S)gmait.com>

Date: Tue/ Jun 22, 2021 at 8:29 PM
Subject: Re: Limestone Planning Board

To: Yungmann/ David <dyunRmann@howardcountymd.Roy>

Cc: Stuart Kohn <stukohn@veri2on.net>. Knight. Karen <kknight(5)howardcountvmd.gov>, Skalny, Cindy

<cska!nv@howardcountymd,Rov>

David,

Attached please find an analysis of the Zoning Board and other dates relative to CB50-2021.

As discussed below and in the attachment/ there was reaSSy no time for the Zoning Board to consider the Erickson case in
2019. The ZB/Council schedule was generally ful! with other cases in the queue.

Fact: Bill Erskine drafted CB59-2018.

Fact: Bii! Erskine suggested the 3-year time period.

Fact: Bill Erskine waited a month from October 6 to November 6, 2018 to file the Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps,

1



Fact: Planning Board cases require staff analysis/ preparation of a Technical Staff Report/ and notice and posting, and
thus could not go directly to the Planning Board on November 7/ 2018.

Fact; The CB50-2021 TSR skips over the time required from filling the Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps on November
6, 2018 to the Planning Board's Recommendation on April 8/ 2019.

Fact: Zoning Board cases require notice and posting and thus could not go directly to the Zoning Board on April 9/2019.

Fact: From April II/ 2019 to March 4, 2020 the Zoning Board's schedule was fiied with Elm Street, Enterprise, Hickory

Ridge and Meadowood Maple Lawn.

Fact: Bill Erskine did not submit the //NonsubstantEal'/ Amendments unti! June 17, 2020.

Fact: From March 4, 2020 to April 12, 2021 the Zoning Board's schedule was filled with HRVC and Erickson.

Fact: Only 2 hearings were postponed due to the Pandemic - April 1 and April 15,2020.

Fact: The Zoning Board has held 23 virtual hearings through June 23, 2021.

Fact: The Pandemic had essentially zero impact on the delays relative to Erickson.

Fact; It was the 10 nights of virtual hearings for HRVC that took up time that would otherwise have been dedicated to

Erickson during the Pandemic.

Fact: Bill Erskine, as an experienced Howard County land use attorney, knew or should have known the time required for
each of the steps for a Petition to Amend the Zoning Maps through DPZ/ the Planning Board and Zoning Board.

Fact; Bill Erskine, knew or should have known.the backlog of Zoning Board cases when he chose the 3-year poison pil

provision.

Sincerely/

Joel Hurewitz



HOWARD COUNTY ZONING BOARD
HEARING SCHEDULE

Pandemic Was Not the Cause of Erickson Delays as Alleged
in CB50-2021, TSR, and Fiscal Analysis

Joel Hurewitz
June 22, 2021

July27, 2018

October 6, 2018

November 6, 2018

December 2018

January - March 2019

March 21, 2019
April 8,2019

April 11, 2019

l^ay 8, 2019

May 8, 2019

[May 15, 2019

May 2019

'June 26, 2019

July 24, 2019

iluly 31, 2019

August 2019

September 4,2019

September 11, 2019
October 23, 2019

CB59-2018 Passed

CB59-2018 Effective Date

Erickson Files Petition to Amend the Zoning Map
(See §202(g) of Charter)

Council Inaugurated

Council Orientadon

PB Hearing on Erickson CEF
PB Recommendation on Erickson CEF

Elm Street ZB 1116M

Board of License Commissioner^

Elm Street ZB1116M

Board of License Commissioner^

BUDGET BREAK
(Less time than in 2020 and 2021)

Board of License Commissioners

HRVC ZB 1119M

Board of License Commissioners " Postponed

COUNCIL RECESS

HRVC ZB 1119M

Elm Street ZB 1116M
Elm Street ZB 1116M

November 6, 2019 Enterprise ZB 1120M



November 13, 2019 HRVC ZB 1119M

ENoyember 15, 2019 Board of License Commissioners (Friday]

November 20, 2019 Enterprise ZB 1120M

January 15, 2020
January 29, 2020
February 5, 2020

February 12, 2020
February 19, 2020

Febmary 26, 2020

March 4, 2020

March 11, 2020

HRVC ZB 1119M
HRVC ZB 1119M
HRVC ZB 1119M

Enterprise ZB 1120M
Enterprise ZB 1120M

Meadowood Maple Lawn ZB 1122M

Erickson ZB 1118M (Ended with ethics issue)

Meadowood Maple Lawn ZB 1122M

|L7 ZB Hearing Days Prior to Pandemk

March 13, 2020

[^Earch 16, 2020

IVIarch 20, 2020

April 1, 2020

**** April 15, 2020

{April 20, 2020

May 2020

|Tune 1, 2020

June 3, 2020
June 10, 2020

June 17, 2020

June 24, 2020

July 15, 2020

July 22, 2020

PANDEMIC SHUTDOWN BEGINS
(2 nights lost compared to 2021; See April 1 and April 15, 2020)

Board of License Commissioners (Monday Emergency)

Board of License Commissioners (Friday),

HRVC ZB 1119M (POSTPONED FOR PANDEMIC)

Erickson ZB U18M (POSTPONED FOR PANDEMIC) ****

Board of License Commissioners (Monday),

BUDGET BREAK

Board of License Commissioners (Monday)^

HRVC ZB 1119M
HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M ("Nonsubstantial" Amendments Submitted)

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M



August 2020

September 2, 2020
September 16, 2020

September 30, 2020

October 7, 2020
October 28, 2020

November 18, 2020

December 2, 2020

December 2020

January 6, 2021

January 13,2021

January 27, 2021

February 10, 2021

February 24, 2021

Man±10,2021

March 24, 2021

April 7,2021

April 12, 2021

May 2021

June 9, 2021

[Tune 16, 2021

June 23, 2021

COUNCIL RECESS

Erickson ZB 1118M
Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M
Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HOLIDAY BREAK

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M

Erickson ZB 1118M

HRVC ZB 1119M (Work Session)

BUDGET BREAK

EricksonZB 1118M

Board of License Commissioners!

Erickson ZB 1118M

23 ZB Hearing Days Since the Pandemic Began -10 HRVC CWork Session not included):



Sayers, Margery

From: Betty Jones <brandtbetty@verizon,net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 11:25 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: bill CB50

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

Erjcsson at Limestone should be heid to their promises. Bill CB50 should be withdrawn or defeated Elizabeth L, Jones
5400 Vantage Point Road Columbia MD 21044.



Sayers, Margery

From: Michael Glasgow <fDsgiasgow9@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 11:12 AM
To: CoundlMaif
Subject: CB 50

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

I oppose cb 50 as it isn't fair to give one developer special privileges. The council should not be hearing a case
that they will be voting on in their role as a zoning board member.

Dr. iViichaeS S. Glasgow

msglasgow9@idoud.com

410-992-1364 (h)
410-908-3035 (c)



Sayers, Margery

From: Mike dark <clarkmj1@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 12:23 AM
To: CoundlMail
Subject: CB50

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

Dear Council members:

am requesting you defeat or withdraw CB50. it seems the only fair thing to do, and would assure Howard Countians that
the petitioner is playing by the rules it initially agreed to follow.

Mike C!ark
410-730-7624
9000 Fathers Legacy Apt 310
EllicottCity,MD21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Ray DonaSdson <rtdonaldson@gnnail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 10:55 PM
To: CoundiMai!
Subject: Please defeat Council Bill 50.

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

I ask you to withdraw or defeat this bill. I support the testimony of Ginny Thomas. You should not assume the previous
Council acted in the best interests of Howard County residents.

Raymond T Donaldson
2911 Pauls Provision

Eliicott City/MD 21042



Sayers, Margery

From: Ginny Thomas <ginny.thomas@ca-board.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 10:08 PM
To: Sayers, Margery; Ginny Thomas; Charles Thomas
Subject: Fwd: Testimony on CB 50-Virginia Thomas

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

June 21, County Council hearing on CB 50

Virginia (Ginny) Thomas
CA-rep for Oakland MHis
Vice Chair of the CA Board of Directors
410-992-7984-home U

I ask that you withdraw or defeat this bill for the following reasons:

You/ sitting as the zoning board/ are still hearing the land use change case

for Erlckson at Limestone/ so how can you legally listen to any testimony

regarding this case?

In order for you to approve Erickson's request for a two-year extension/

you would need to disregard the intent of former Councilman Gregg Fox/

who made it clear that to get his vote the project must start two years

after the Council voted to allow the project into the water and sewer

district. In fact/ the entire Council supported this amendment.

In order to disregard that amendment/ wouldn't this County Council have

to schedule a hearing on the benefit to the County and the taxpayers to

change the land use category from Rural? If Erickson cannot establish the

need/ then why would you extend the time to build it? Is this an example

of how much you can trust the word of Erickson's staff? Or should you be

hearing from the investors in this project as to their intentions.

When the project was admitted into the water and sewer district 2 years

ago/ the Council was not in possession of all the facts about the true need

for a project of this magnitude. At the very feast/ you should require that the petitioner



submit the case so this Council can decide if the area should be changed to the Metro
District. You should not assume that the previous Council acted in the best interests of the
residents of Howard County/ especially seniors or individuals with a disability and their
caregivers.

Thanks for your consideration

Virginia M Thomas

"The information transmitted is intended only for the person to which it is addressed and may contain proprietary or privileged material. Any review, re-
transmission, dissemination or other use of or action taken in reliance on this infonnalion by a person oiher than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received
this information in error, please contact the sender and delete the information. Thank you for your cooperation."



^^ -'=icw

Sayers, Margery

From: Barbara Soilner-Webb <bsw@jhmi.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 11:15 PM
To: CouncHMail
Subject: Patuxent River Commission votes to disfavor Erickson extension

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

Dear Council members/

At tonight's hearing, you asked I send this to you via <coucilmai!@howardcountymd.qoy> — thank you
for considering!

I am a iong-time member of the State's Patuxent River Commission/ a Governor-appointed commission
concerned with the Patuxent Rive — the longest/largesfc river contained within Maryland. Because a river's
most critical part/ environmentally/ is that its headwaters retain >90% pervious surface, the Patuxent
River Commission has taken considerable interest in the Erickson proposal, afc the headwaters of the
Middle Patuxent branch of the river. In a vote at She lasfc meeting of the Patuxent River Commission/ the
commissioners votedoverwhelmingly against supporting that the Erickson deveiopers be granted an
extension beyond the original October deadline. Here is hoping you will consider the PRC's suggestion.
yours, Barbara Sollner-Webb, PRC member

to send to: Zoning Board members
Re ZB 1118M Erickson at Limestone Valley

Liz Walsh
Phone: 410-313-2001
E: ewalsh@howardcounfcvmd,Qov

DebJung
Phone: 410-313-2001
E: d1una@howardcountvmd.aov

OpelJones
Phone; 410-313-2001
E: o1ones@)howardcountvmd.qQV

Christiana Rigby
Phone: 410-313-2001
E: cnabv@howardcounfcvmd,goY

David Yungmann
Phone: 410-313-2001
E: dyungmann@howardcountymd.gov



Sayers, Margery

From: Lora Wilder <ljwilder@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2021 2:00 PM
To: Rigby, Christiana; CouncilMail
Subject: Please support the Erickson Community at Limestone Valley

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

Dear Ms. Rigby and colleagues,

We are writing to urge you to support the development of the Erickson Senior Living community at Limestone Valley. As
residents of Columbia for almost 30 years, we would love to be able to stay En Howard County during our later years and
to avai! ourselves of the opportunities and security that an Bickson community has to offer. We have visited friends in
Erickson communities in other states and have been very impressed by the social and physical amenities they have to
offer. Our friends have been extremely happy there and have feit supported at every level. They have been able to
continue with activities they enjoyed prior to their move and even to expand their choice of activities. Most recently, our
friends who reside at Ann's Choice in Warminster, PA, conveyed this message to us regarding their experience during the
Covid pandemic: "The administration here has done a remarkable job in handiing the situation, we are very fortunate to be
living in such a safe environment" From our understanding, such care is consistent with the reputation that Erickson has
earned.

We have attended, virtually, some of the Howard County Zoning Board's hearings on Erickson at Limestone Valley and
have been dismayed by some of the testimony of opponents to the project. Specifically, we believe the testimony of
residents and board members from Vantage Point to be a conflict of interest since the Erickson community would be a
competitor to Vantage Point. One issue raised by these residents is competition for healthcare workers. As with other
worker shortages that the economy is experiencing, low pay is a huge issue in terms of attracting employees. Providing a
living wage would go a long way in assuring appropriate staffing in communities such as Vantage Point.

Another point raised by these opponents is that the vast majority of older people want to "age-in-place." Whlie many
indeed do, there are certainly a iarge number who realize that staying in their current homes can be restrictive to their
social and physical weii-being and who want the security, health, and social benefits of a large senior living community.
Additionally, many people who express the desire to age-ln-place in mid-life, become differently inclined as they age.

Additionally, a Vantage Point board member has stated the ErEckson community would place a strain on Howard County
Genera! Hospital. In fact, the president of Howard County General Hospital stated in his ietter of support for the project
sent to the Zoning Board that "These retirement communities reduce the potential for unnecessary utilization or over-
utilization of hospital services, and represent an important component in the care continuum," He also stated that "It is not
our opinion that new facilities wiii overburden the hospital." (https://www,ericksonatlimestone,com/WD"
content/uploads/HCGHLetterSictned.pdf) Clearly, the president of the hospital is in a better position to judge this issue.

We were glad to learn, through the Zoning Board meetings, of the extent to which the Erickson company has worked with
community organizations to address concerns, make adjustments, and add amenities to their initial plans. Such goodwiil
has resulted in community groups such as the River Hill Community Association and nearby churches expressing their
support for the project.

In closing, we would appreciate your support for the development of the Erickson community at Limestone Valley. Thank
you for your time and service.

Sincerely,
Lora and Jay Wilder
9521 Sweet Grass Ridge
CoiumbiaMD 21046



James M. (Jack) Guarneri

10224 Little Brick House Court
Eilicott City, MD 21042

Resident Council District 1
E-Mail: jackguarneri@gmail.com/Phone: (301) 844-8930

For Testimony to County Council on June 21, 2021 In opposition of

Council Bill 50-2021 (Proposed Extension of Time Limits in Council Bill 59-2018)

Bottom Line Up Front: The 2 year extension proposed is excessive. When CB59-2018 was passed

Council on July 30, 2018 and signed by the CE Kittleman on August 6, 2028 the petioners and

their attorney were weii aware of the 3 year time limit to gain Zoning Board CEF'M approval in

order to maintain extension of the PSA. The majority of delays that have occurred are not the

fault of the County or the COVID pandemic but rather due to strategic, tactical, and scheduling

decisions made by the petitioner. if any extension is approved it should be limited to the 2

months that the County took to shift ZB meetings from in person to virtual.

Background: When CB59-2018 was passed unanimously by the Council in July 2028 it contained

in Section 2 time thresholds that the petioner was required to meet in order for the property not

to revert from PSA; 1. 3 years from the effective date of the PSA extension for Zoning Board to

amend the zoning map to CEF-M for the purpose of a CCRC and 2. 10 years from the effective

date for connection to public water and sewer for the CCRC. This was signed by the then County

Executive Kittleman on August 6, 2018. The petitioners and their attorneys were well aware of

these time thresholds.

Timeline: The petitioner went to the Planning Board on March 21, 2019 (8 months after CB59)
with their plan for the CCRC; PB approved the plan. The petitioner went to the Zoning Board on

March 4/ 2020 (12 months after PB) with essentEaHy the same plan. Due to an oversight on a

petioner campaign donation disclosure the hearing was postponed approximately 1 month. At
that time COVID restrictions were implemented and prevented live meetings, and the

development and approval of a virtual meeting process caused the initial ZB hearing to be

delayed until June 17, 2020 (2 month of delay due to COVID). Since then the ZB has held a total
of 13 virtual hearings on the CEF-M rezoning petition. The length of time of the petition

consideration has been due to significant opposition to the plan not the format of the hearings.

Why might have time thresholds been included in CB59?
• Uncertainty in the potential impact of proposed rezoning/extending PSA. The focus of

the Bill and majority of testimony was on offering housing options to growing senior

population and concerns with extending PSA not on other development impacts.

• To establish a reasonable time limit for the petitioner to identify CEF required community

amenities and develop details of CCRC.

* New information that might be available on community opposition/impacts including

other developments in progress at that time.

• Provide a means of reverting the property to outside the PSA IAW PlanHoward 2030.

* To provide no fault escape clause or exit strategy to the next County Council/ZB.



Sayers, Margery

From: Usa Berlin <iisaberiin@takingcareofbusiness.onmicrosoft.com>

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2021 11:26 PM
To: Jones, Ope!; CouncilMail
Subject: Erickson Limestone project

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

To Mr. Ope! Jones and members of the Howard County Council:

I am writing to urge you to vote FOR the Erickson Limestone project in Clarksville. It is much needed in this

community and will be very different from the existing continuing care retirement facilities in Howard County.

As a Certified Daily Money Manager/1 worked mostly with seniors and had occasion to see clients in several

Erickson communities in Maryland. They consistently provided attractive apartments, quality care/ competent

staff and a wide range of interesting/ stimulating activities for all residents including those in assisted living
and skilled nursing care. They are large enough in scale to sometimes be more affordable and provide

amenities that attract a diverse group of residents. I always thought an Erickson community would be a great

place to retire/ if i could stay in or near Howard County where I live.

Now that I am 70, this still seems a good idea. Many seniors want to age in place. This always sounds ideal/

but there are too often complicated iogistlcai issues that can lead to loneliness/ isolation/ unsafe conditions

and health declines. This is especially true once seniors stop driving. This can create great need and place a

burden on families/ neighbors and faith communities who try to offer support. There is often a lack of

stimulation and personal/medical care when needed. A good continuing care retirement community resolves

these issues by providing transportation and services that keep residents engaged and as healthy as

possible. We need both aging in place and different types of retirement facilities in this community/ so alf
residents have a choice.

I believe that Ginny Thomas opposition to the Erickson project may be due to the fact that she is on the Board
of the Residences at Vantage Point. It is a conflict of interest which protects Residences at Vantage Point at

the expense of those who want a different type of retirement community. I am aware that she strongly

supports aging in place/ as I do for those that want it/ but it is not the only way.

I have been told that this project may cause traffic flow and population density changes for Clarksville. There
has been huge growth along the Rt. 108 corridor in that area. I would hope that the Ciarksville community

working with Erickson could resolve this. To the best of my knowledge, Erickson has been a good neighbor and

addressed community concerns in other places they have built. Many of my clients in Erickson facilities were

from the surrounding communities, which speaks to the care ErEckson took to resolve community concerns.

From conversations with friends/ neighbors and colleagues/1 can assure you that there are many people in

Howard County who feel as t do. Please vote FOR the Erickson Limestone project. Thank you for your

consideration. Sincerely, Usa Berlin



Sayers, Margery

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Girsny Thomas <ginny.thomas@ca-board.org>

Monday, June 21, 2021 9:34 PM
Sayers, Margery; Wa!sh, Elizabeth; Jones, Opel; Rigby, Chnstiana; Jung, Deb;
DYungman@howardcountymd.gov
ginny.thomas@ca-board.org; cgthomas65@verizon,net

Fwd: Testimony on CB 50—Virginia Thomas

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

Hi Margery/
Here is my testimony for CB 50

Thanks for your help.

Ginny

c]innv,thomas(a)ca-board.org
410-992-7984

June 21, County Council hearing on CB 50

Virginia M Thomas
410-992-7984

cgthomas65@verizon.net.

I ask that you withdraw or
defeat this bill for the
following reasons:

You, sitting as the zoning
board, are still hearing the
land use change case for
Erickson at Limestone, so
how can you legally listen to
any testimony regarding this
case?

In order for you to approve
Erickson's request for a two"
year extension, you would
need to disregard the intent of
former Councilman Gregg
Fox, who made it clear that to
get his vote the project must



start two years after the
Council voted to allow the
project into the water and
sewer district. In fact, the
entire Council supported this
amendment.

in order to disregard that
amendment, wouldn't this
County Council have to
schedule a hearing on the
benefit to the County and the
taxpayers to change the land
use category from Rural? If
Erickson cannot establish the
need, then why would you
extend the time to build it? Is
this an example of how much
you can trust the word of
Erickson's staff? Or should
you be hearing from the
investors in this project as to
their intentions.

When the project was
admitted into the water and
sewer district 2 years ago, the
Council was not in
possession of all the facts
about the true need for a
project of this magnitude. At
the very least/ the you
should require that the
petitioner submit the case
so this Council can decide
if the area should be
changed to the Metro
District. You should not
assume that the previous
Council acted in the best
interests of the residents
of Howard County/
especially seniors or
individuals with a



disability and their
caregivers.

The co-mingle opportunity to the pubilc to testify at the zoning meeting wasn't shared with the pubiic before this
hearing. That isn't fair to people who may have wanted to testify if they had know they could be heard by the zoning

board. Since some of them weren't signed up before the deadline the zoning board set or they thought they were on!y
to be rejected they might have welcomed this opportunity to testify tonight and then again at the June 23 hearing.

Thanks for your consideration

Virginia M Thomas

"The information transmitted is intended only for the person to which it !s addressed and may contain proprietary or privileged materia!. Any review, re-
transmission, dissemination or other use of or action taken in reliance on this informstion by a person other than the intended recipient is prohibited, If you received
this informalion in error, please contact the sender and delete the information. Thank you for your cooperation."



Sayers, Margery

From: Judith lliff <judee1010@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2021 5:27 PM
To: CoundiMail
Subject: Erickson Community on Route 108

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

To the Councii/

I support the building of the Erickson Community on Route 108.

I currentiy live in an over 55 community in Elkridge and I am planning on the next phase of my life. AncL.that plan is to
move into the proposed Erlckson Community on Route 108.

Please vote for the building of the Erickson Community.

Thanks,

Judee IIJff
7305 MapSecrest Road
Unit 207
Eikridge, Maryland 21075

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Sayers, Margery

From: Stuart Berlin <stuberiin@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Jones, Opel; CoundlMail
Subject: Erickson Project in Clarksviile

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

Mr.Jones

Members of the Howard County Council

I have been a resident in Oakland Mills since June^ 1986. It has
been a wonderful place to raise our daughters. But I am no longer
in my 30Is like when I moved to Columbia.

My wife and I are seriously looking into 'the next step/ We will
need a community that will provide not only the social part of our
lives, but will provide some level of care. We are thinking about
the Erickson Limestone project that will be voted on I believe this
Wednesday night. I urge that you vote FOR this project.

Ms. Virginia Thomas is opposing this project, I believe that there is
a conflict of interest in her testimony as she is on the board of
Vantage Place in Columbia. Your denial of a permit to Erickson
ensures more of a market share for that concern. I believe that
she has stated that seniors in Howard County want to age in
place. While it may be true for some seniors, I know many who
desire to age in a community where services will be provided, my
wife and I among them.

I believe that the positive economic impact will be beneficial in the
long run for Howard County.



I certainly imagine that there are issues concerning traffic flow in
the area. I believe with thoughtful and respectful conversation,
these issues can be solved. I would think that other issues could
be solved similarly,

Again/1 urge you to vote FOR the zoning permits for this new
community. Howard County is a graying county. There are many
of us who look forward to being in a safe community that will cater
to our needs.

With best regards,

Stuart D. Berlin
9561 Fallen Stone
Columbia ND 21045
410-733-3512



Sayers, Margery

From: Ruby Nwaebube <RNwaebube@presmd.org>
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2021 12:05 PM
To: Ball, Calvin; Sidh, Sameer; Wa!sh, Elizabeth; Jones, Opel; Jung, Deb; Rigby, Christiana;

Yungmann, David

Cc: CoundiMail
Subject Re: SGAHC Oppose CB50-PSA Extension & CB42 Result Response Letter
Attachments: Updated SGAHC C850- PSA Extension Written Testimony.pdf

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

Hello Honorable Howard County Council,

I hope this emai! finds you wei!. My name is Ruby Nwaebube/ and I am the Advocacy Associate for Preservation
Maryland. On behalf of the Smarter Growth Aiiiance Howard County (SGAHC), 1 would like to re-submit an updated

version of written testimony opposing CB50. Below this email, I have attached the document for your review. Please let
me know if you have any questions.

Thank you/
Ruby

RubyNwaebube
Advocacy Associate
PRESERVATION MARYLAND
3600 Clipper Mill Road, Suite 248
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

rnwaebube@presmd,org
presmd.oi'K

From: Ruby Nwaebube <RNwaebube@presmd.org>

Date: Friday, June 18, 2021 at 6:06 PM
To: cball@howardcountymd.gov <cbail@howardcountymd.gov>/ ssidh@howardcountymd.gov

<ssidh@howardcountymd.gov>

Subject: FW: SGAHC Oppose CB50-PSA Extension & CB42 Result Response Letter

From: Ruby Nwaebube <RNwaebube@presmd.org>

Date: Friday, June 18, 2021 at 6:03 PM
To: EWalsh@howardcountymd.gov <EWalsh@howardcountymd.gov>/ OJones@howardcountymd.gov

<OJones@howardcountymd.gov>, DJung@howardcountymd.gov <DJung@howardcountymd.gov>;

CRigby@howardcountymd.gov <CRigby@howardcountymd.gov>, DYungmann@howardcountymd.gov

<DYungmann@howardcountymd.gov>



Cc: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov <councilmail@howardcountymd.gov>

Subject: SGAHC Oppose CB50-PSA Extension & CB42 Result Response Letter

He!!o Honorable Howard County Council,

I hope this email finds you well. My name is Ruby Nwaebube/ and I am the Advocacy Associate for Preservation
Maryland. On behalf of the Smarter Growth Alliance Howard County (SGAHC), we would like to submit written

testimony opposing CB50 and a response ietter to the final results of CB42. Below this email, I have attached the two
letters for your review.

Thank you/

Ruby

Ruby Nwaebube
Advocacy Associate
PRESERVATION MARYLAND
3600 Clipper Mill Road, Suite 248
Baltimore, Maryland 21211
mwaebube@presmd.org
presmd.org



June 21, 2021

The Honorable Howard County Council

George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive

Elficott City, MD 21043

RE: CB50-2021 - Community Enhancement Floating District - General Plan Amendment -

TEmeline Extension

Dear Council Members:

The Smarter Growth Alliance for Howard County (SGAHC) is an aiiiance of locai and state

organizations working together to foster heaithy, equitable, and sustainabfe communities

through smarter development and transportation decisions and improved protections for the

county's natural, historic and cultural resources.

The SGAHC opposes CB50 as there is a procedural disallowance to serve in both capacities of

discussing and voting on this proposed bill.

How is it feasible for you as County Council Members to even think about discussing and voting

on this proposed Bill when you are acting as Zoning Board Members? This is a conflict of

interest. Any and All discussions during this Legislative Hearing you hear regarding the

contents of the Erickson Zoning Board case that the extension of the Planned Service Area might

be beneficial for Affordable Housing is irrelevant. This was stated by those who testified at the

Planning Board Hearing. The Planning Board was allowed to hear this, but you as County

Council Members acting as the Zoning Board are not permitted to hear such testimony.

You need to instruct those testifying to not mention Erickson's zoning board case. It is not

possible to serve as Council Members on this legislation at a public hearing and on the Zoning

Board without ex parte communications because those testifying are not able to adequately

oppose or support the legislation without being able to opine on the matter of how the PSA

expansion would be beneficial.

Chesapeake Bay Foundation •Clean Water Action*Coulition for Smarter Growth*Commwuty Ecology Institute
EarthForumof Howard County •HARP* HorizonFoundatioif Howard County Citizens Association

Howard County Conservancy •Howard County Sierra Club •Maryland Conservation Cowicil
Maryland League ofConsei'Dation Voters •Maryland Ornithological Society •Patapsco Heritage Greenway

Preservation Maryland • Safe Skies Maryland •Savage Community Association •The People's Voice •Transition Howwd County



The Zoning Board's Rules of Procedure state:

"Board members shall not engage in exparte communications of any kmd with anyone other

them Board counsel or staff regarding the case from the time the Board is notified by the

Director of the Department ofPlannirtg and Zoning of filing of the petitioii to 30 days after the
time the Decision and Order is issued.

Enough said -your only choice is to withdraw the Bill or all Council Members acting as tlie

Zoning Board must abstain. If you do decide to vote on this CB50-2021 your vote will be

considered by the voters of Howard County to be your position in the Zoning Board Case. One

would think you would want to divorce yourselves of this to ensure your constituents that you

know your roles as Zoning Board Members from that as acting as a County Council Member.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do what is right!

Sincerely,

Howard County Citizen's Association
Stu Kohn
President

The People's Voice
Lisa M. Markovltz
President

ec: The Honorabie Calvin Bali/ County Executive



June 21, 2021

TO: Howard County Council

FROM: Joan Lancos

6110Covington Road

Columbia, MD 21044

RE: Council BHI 50-2021

I support CB 50-2021 which will extend the time frame set up in CB59-2018 for consideration of the

Erickson proposal. I attended the original Cound! hearing on CB59. I spoke in favor of the bill to extend

the Planned Service Area to allow the Zoning Board to consider Erickson's proposal to establish a CEF on

property along MD 108 adjacent to Clarksville. At the time/ I was unsure of my position on the case, but

felt that it should be considered.

Since approval of CB59-2018/ due to elections and the COV1D pandemic/ the Zoning Board case has

moved forward more slowiy than anyone could have predicted. I have attended every night of the

hearings over the last few years. The case has a lot of interest En the community. 1 believe you owe it to

the community and to the petitioner to allow the case to come to completion.

Please approve C850-2021 so that the Zoning Board hearings can be completed, a Decision and Order

can be signed, and the community has closure on this issue. It is the right thing to do.

Thank you.



in-^\'f^ Howard County Citizens Association
Since 1961,,.

,//i-,i The Voice Of The People of Howard County

Date: 21 June 2021
Subject: HCCA Is VEHEMENTLY AGAINST CB50-2021

My name is Stu Kohn and I am testifying on behalf of the Howard County Citizens Association,
HCCA and we are vehemently AGAINST CB50-2021.

What is wrong with this picture, why are we here and why is anyone testifying on this Bill? You
as Zoning Board Members should not hear this proposed legislation as Council Members.

You have a conflict of interest as stated under your Zoning Board Rules of Procedure on page 7
under "Communications Outside of a Hearing - There shall be no ex parte communications

between a member of the Board and a party to the case or any person having a direct or indirect

interest in the outcome of the case regarding any matter relevant to the merits of the case."

The fact that Erickson stated and unequivocally promised both the Planning and the Zoning
Board in April and July 2018 to trust us as we will fold the tent in October 2021 if the Decision
and Order is not approved is their problem.

The time period of 16 months which Erickson is complaining about has no credence. We can
clearly account for 13 of the 16 months. Refer to the Page 2 of this testimony. One of the major
lessons from this Bill is that the County Council should not be acting as the Zoning Board if you
plan to rule on this Bill.

In hindsight, Erickson should have used a worst case scenario when determining their suggested
time frame for the PSA extension which they promised and committed to both the Planning
Board and County Council in 2018. They should have referred to previous CEF cases. For
example, the Chapelgate CEF case took 23 months for the Zoning Board to hear and an
additional 134 days for the Office of Law to complete the Decision and Order thus over two
years. A commitment and someone's word needs to be adhered to and honored. If you were to

approve this Bill one can only assume this will be your vote in the Zoning Board case. How

would you prove we are wrong?

It is one thing for the Petitioner to renege on his promise, but it's another thing for this body to
not be committed to the Zoning Board Rules of Procedure. You have an obligation to your

constituents. Therefore, you as the County Council have no choice, but to zone in and say CB50-

2021 is hereby withdrawn or recuse yourselves or vote — NO. We only hope you will take the
necessary action to stop this nonsense. Thank You for listening.

Stu Kohn
HCCA President



Erickson s Rationale for Planned Service Area is Not Justified

Time Period: Petitioner states time period of Nov 6, 2018 fhru Mar 4, 2020

from the time Petition was filed till the first Zoning Board (ZB) Hearing,

For Consideration: There were no ZB hearings from May 17, 2018 to Apr 4, 2019

Months^ as the ZB did not meet because of a completely ne^v Board dzie to the election.

For Consideration: From Mar 4, 2020 which was the initial Erickson ZB Hearing to the next

hearmgofJune 17, 2020 (2 Months) Erickson DID NOT FILE Proper Campaign Fincmce

Reports as cited by the ZB)



June 21, 2021

The Honorable Howard County Council

George Howard Building

3430 Court House Drive

EHicott City, MD 21043

RE: CB50-2021 - Community Enhancement Floating District - General Plan Amendment -

Timeline Extension

Dear Counci! Members:

The Smarter Growth Alliance for Howard County (SGAHC) is an alliance of local and state

organizations working together to foster healthy, equitable, and sustainabie communities

through smarter development and transportation decisions and improved protections for the

county s natural, historic and cultural resources.

The SGAHC opposes CB50 as there is a procedural disallowance to serve in both capacities of

discussing and voting on this proposed bill.

How is it feasible for you as County Council Members to even think about discussing and voting

on this proposed Bill when you are acting as Zoning Board Members? This is a conflict of

interest. Any and All discussions during this Legislative Hearing you hear regarding the

contents of the Erickson Zoning Board case that the extension of the Planned Service Area might

be beneficial for Affordable Housing is irrelevant. This was stated by those who testified at the

Planning Board Hearing. The Planning Board was allowed to hear this, but you as County

Council Members acting as the Zoning Board are not permitted to hear such testimony,

You need to instruct those testifying to not mention Erickson's zoning board case. It is not

possible to serve as Council Members on this legislation at a public hearing and on the Zoning

Board without ex parte communications because those testifying are not able to adequately

oppose or support the legislation without being able to opine on the matter of how the PSA

expansion would be beneficial.

Chesapeake Bay Foundation •Clean Water Action*Coalition for Smarter Growth* Corn mu nity Ecology Institute
Earth Forum of Howard County •HARP*HorizonFoundation»Howard County Citizens Association

Howard County Conservancy •Howwd County Sierra Club •Maryland Conservation Council
Maryland League of Conservation Voters •Maryland Orni tholog ical Society •Patapsco Heritage Greenway

Preservation Maryland * Safe Skies Mwylanil* Savage Community Association •The People's Voice ^Transition Howard County



The Zoning Board's Rules of Procedure state:

"Board members shal! not engage m exparte commumcatiom of any kind with anyone other

tfian Board coimsel or staff regardmg the case from the time the Board is notified by the

Director of the Department ofPlamnng and Zonmg offilmg of the petition to 30 days after the
time the Decision and Order is issued.

Enough said - your only choice is to withdraw the Bill or all Council Members acting as the

Zoning Board must abstain. If you do decide to vote on this CB50-2021 your vote will be

considered by the voters of Howard County to be your position in the Zoning Board Case. One

would think you would want to divorce yourselves of this to ensure your constituents that you

know your roles as Zoning Board Members from that as acting as a County Council Member.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do what is right!

Sincerely,

Howard County Citizen's Association
Stu Kohn
President

The People's Voice
Lisa M. Markovitz
President

ec; The Honorable Calvin Bali, County Executive

NOTES:



CB50-2021 is AN ACT amending Council Bi!! No. 59-2018 to provide an additional two years

before certain adjustments will be null and void unless certain conditions are met related to

Zoning Board approval and the connection to public water and sewer related to the

development of Property located west of Ciarksville Pike (Md Route 108} and south of

Sheppard Lane, in Clarksvilie, Howard County, Maryland; and generally relating to PlanHoward

2030.

HCCA/s Testimony to the Council in July 2018 - http://howardcountyhcca.org/wp-

content/up!oads/2021/03/HCCA-Testinnonv-CB59-2018-Erickson-PSA-Expansion.pdf.

HCCA's Testimony to the Planning Board in April 2018 - hUp://howardcountyhcca,org/wp-

content/upioads/2018/04/HCCA-Testimony-PB-PSA-RT-108.pdf.


