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1 WHEREAS, we, as a County, have a responsibility to preserve and protect the

2 Chesapeake Bay Watershed for future generations; and

3

4 WHEREAS, Senate Bill 863, passed by the General Assembly in 2015, repealed the

5 requirement for jurisdictions to collect a Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee but continues

6 to require that jurisdictions have a Watershed Protection and Restoration fund and program; and

7

8 WHEREAS, the County has a plan to maintain funding for the Watershed Protection and

9 Restoration program and is able to continue to finance the stormwater remediation work

10 required under our federally mandated National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

11 (<CNPDES") Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System ("MS4") Permit (the "Permit"); and

12

13 WHEREAS, the County will continue to implement the numerous programs required by

14 the Permit, including the development of restoration plans that will identify projects to treat

15 untreated impervious acreage; and

16

17 WHEREAS, the County Executive believes that the Watershed Protection and

18 Restoration Fee, as enacted by the County Council through passage of Council Bill No. 8-2013,

19 is an excessive burden on the residents and businesses, especially small businesses, of Howard

20 County; and

21

22 WHEREAS, the County Executive is confident that the County will continue to exercise

23 fiscal prudence in selecting projects to pursue, as well as utilize innovative practices, in an

24 overarching strategy to address requirements that the federally mandated Permit has on the

25 County.

26

27 NOW THEREFORE,

28

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

30 County Code is amended as follows:

31



11. By amending:

2 Title 20. Taxes, Charges and Fees.

3 Section 20.1102. Watershed protection and restoration fund.

4

5 2. By amending:

6 Title 20. Taxes, Charges and Fees.

7 Section 20.1103. Watershed protection and restoration fee.

8

9 3. By amending:

10 Title 20. Taxes, Charges and Fees.

11 Section 20.1104. Schedule of rates; regulations.

12

13 Title 20. Taxes, Charges and Fees.

14 Subtitle 11. - Watershed Protection And Restoration.

15

16 Section 20.1102. Watershed protection and restoration fund.

17 (a) Dedicated Fund. In accordance with Title 4, Subtitle 2 of the Environment Article of the

18 Annotated Code of Maryland, the County's Watershed Protection and Restoration Fund is hereby

19 established as a dedicated, non-lapsing. Enterprise Fund.

20 (b) Revenue. The following revenue shall be deposited into the fund:

Monetary contributions to meet the provisions of Title 18, Subtitle 9 of this Code

regarding stormwater management alternatives;

All monetary fines, penalties, and costs associated with violations of Title 18,

Subtitle 3 and Subtitle 9 of this Code;

All money collected ON BILLINGS DONE PRIOR TO JULY 1,2017 from the imposition

of the WATERSHED PROTECTION AM) RESTORATION FEE [[fee]], AS THAT FEE

EXISTED PRIOR TO JULY 1, 2017;

All interest or other income earned on the investment of money in the fund; and

Any additional money made available from any sources for the purposes for

which the fund has been established.

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)



1 (c) Expenses. In accordance with Title 2, Subtitle 4 of the Environment Article of the Annotated

2 Code of Maryland and subject to subsection (d) of this section, the fund shall only be used for

3 the following expenses:

4 (1) Capital improvements for stormwater management including stream and wetland

5 restoration projects;

6 (2) Operation and maintenance of stomiwater management systems and facilities;

7 (3) Public education and outreach relating to stomrwater management or stream and

8 wetland restoration;

9 (4) Stormwater management planning, including:

10 (i) Mapping and assessment ofimpervious surfaces; and

11 (ii) Monitoring, inspection, and enforcement activities to carry out the purposes of the

12 fund;

13 (5) To the extent that fees imposed under Section 4-204 of the Environment Article

14 of the Annotated Code of Maryland are deposited into the fund, review of

15 stormwater management plans and permit applications for new development;

16 (6) Grants to nonprofit organizations for up to 100 percent of a project's costs for

17 watershed restoration and rehabilitation proj ects relating to:

18 (i) Planning, design, and construction of stormwater management practices;

19 (ii) Stream and wetland restoration; and

20 (iii) Public education and outreach related to stormwater management or

21 stream and wetland restoration; and

22 (7) Reasonable costs necessary to administer the fund.

23 (d) Expenditure Priority. Subject to the County Executive's budget authority under the Charter,

24 the first priority for expenditure of revenue from the watershed protection and restoration fee

25 collected under this subtitle shall be to pay the debt service on bonds, notes, and other

26 obligations issued to finance or refinance capital improvements or related expenses in connection

27 with stormwater management systems and facilities.

28

29 Section 20.1103. Watershed protection and restoration fee.

30 (a) The County shall charge and a property owner shall pay an annual Watershed Protection and

31 Restoration Fee.



1 [[(b) The fee shall be adopted by resolution of the County Coimcil.

2 (c) Setting the Rate. The County Council shall adopt by resolution a schedule ofimpervious unit

3 rates and a schedule of rates for residential properties.]]

4 (B) RATE FOR RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017. FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017,

5 BEGINNING ON JULY 1, 2016, THE RATES FOR RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES ARE AS FOLLOWS:

6 (1) TOWNHOUSE OR CONDOMINIUM UNITS - $7.50

7 (2) SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED

8 (I) PROPERTIES UP TO AND INCLUDING .25 ACRES - $22.5 0

9 (II) PROPERTIES LARGER THAN.25 ACRES - $45

10 (C) IMPERVIOUS UNIT RATE FORNON-RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017. FORFlSCAL

11 YEAR 2017, BEGINNING ON JULY 1, 2016, THE RATES FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES ARE AS

12 FOLLOWS:

13 (1) $7.50 PER APARTMENT FOR APARTMENT BUILDINGS THAT ARE NOT SUBJECT TO THE

14 SCHEDULE OF RATES FOR RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES; AND

15 (2) $7.50 PER IMPERVIOUS UNIT FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES.

16 (d) Method of Calculation. FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES, THE [[The]] fee based on the

17 amount of impervious surface shall be calculated as follows:

18 (1) Determine the impervious surface measurement in square feet for the property,

19 rounded to the nearest whole impemous unit.

20 (2) Multiply the property's impervious units by the Impervious Unit Rate.

21 (e) Determining What Constitutes Impervious Area. The County shall determine the impervious

22 surface measurement for a NON-KESIDENTIAL property based on:

23 (1) Analysis of aerial photography;

24 (2) Measurement from approved engineering drawings including, without lunitation,

25 as-built drawings or site plans;

26 (3) Field surveys signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer or Professional Land

27 Surveyor licensed in the State of Maryland; or

28 (4) Inspections conducted by the Department.

29 (f) Agricultural Properties. If a property has an agricultural use assessment as determined by the

30 State Department of Assessments and Taxation, the fee shall be:

31 (1) The residential rate if:

4



1 (i) The property has a fully implemented Soil Conservation and Water

2 Quality Plan that has been approved by the Soil Conservation District or a

3 forest conseryation and management agreement with the Maryland

4 Department of Natural Resources; or

5 (ii) The property owner has agreed to enter into, and is in the process of

6 implementing, a soil conservation and water quality plan; or

7 (2) Computed based on the impemous surface measurement calculated for the entire

8 property, if the property has not implemented a Soil Conservation and Water

9 Quality Plan approved by the Soil Conseryation District.

10

11 Section 20.1104. Schedule of rates; regulations.

12 (a) The County Council shall adopt by resolution a schedule of rates that shall include:

13 [[(1) The impervious unit rate that may be based on certain variables relative to a

14 property's characteristics;

15 (2) Rates for residential properties;]]

16 ([[3]] l)Rates for credits awarded under section 20.1105 of this subtitle;

17 ([[4]]2)Rates for reimbursements awarded under section 20.1106 of this subtitle; and

18 ([[5]]3)Rates for reimbursements awarded under the Watershed Protection and

19 Restoration Fee Assistance Program.

20 (b) Regulations. The County may adopt regulations to administer the provisions of this subtitle.

21

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

23 that, at the end of July 1, 2017, with no further action required by the County Council, the

24 following sections of the County Code shall be abrogated and of no further force and effect:

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Section 18.901(tt);

Section 18.907;

Section 18.909(e);

Section 20.1100;

Section 20.1101;

Section 20.1103;

Section 20.1104;



1 8. Section 20.1105;

2 9. Section 20.1106;

3 10. Section 20.1108;

4 11. Section 20.1109;

5 12. Section 20.1110; and

6 13. Section 20.1111.

7

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

9 Section 1 of this Act shall apply beginning on July 1, 2016.

10

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

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



Name:

People Actting Together In Howard

^H Institution:

Adress: y^\\ toKwe^ Av^
v

(-:-^

c^"

Email Address: MaiV|\/nn^ '^ Q,/rviQi\ - C ^v^

Dear County Council members,
r^j

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwatef;Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health
and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for y/60r suppoi

c\

0
^



Psopta Acting Tagoteher In Havi/ard

Name: &'e^c.\C^^^^v\c^^ Institution: U^V C-C.

Address: ^•'3'^ Li^c^p^v-\ k$x^^^ Co Luu^^^c^ l^v^ '^0^^~

Email Address: ^^-lo^ dP^c^jQ. n

Dear County Council members,
KJ

r-o
£T

0
I.-.

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Namej ^/j^SCrr-^
Paopta Acting Tagother In Howard

Institution^ U ^/CC

Address: Cff^^S ^ /^M^ ^ iipiu^^t.. ^/^^^r

Email Address: ^ ff^ CJC^ 0>) 7/7^? Q VyVQ.ll'CCJm. _^ ; ':

J
Dear County Council members/

f-Nj

r-j
r:"

0

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



t)

^

Howard

Name: I ^ .&CAJ£^.C_ -^ ^i^/H^^t^Kji^jtution:

U<[^-^ t--T '3^(~o

/ ^ / ^ i ^^-^r^ U^m. c

Dear County Council members,

Email Address: \^>\ X I ^ 4-< ^ W ^'U M . C J)-7^
^I ' ^ j' — ^-

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fe.e',

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable hou<|hg for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

( People Acting Together In Howard

/
Name^Hr-' H.^ ¥S^- f Yl--^/i,-\u-^J^ti4rfstttutJon:

^ v i! /> / / i .. r f .. nt. i^'-^. S3~: ^ ^ if! .f /

Adress: ^ :) i ^ 0-,0/'M/, CJ( . L€^ 0^l0 i^ MTj fcJ !:r^i c

Email Address:

Dear County Council members,
T]
F9

f-,.,3

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwatei^ee "

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!
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Name:

People Aietsing Together in Hbwar'd

Institution: '.rvc^ ^^i\y^Ak^

Adress: & lf 3*7 -S^cf^u^ C^" Cffiu^1^ . /^^ z~/^u~ : \

Email Address: b^g^j^i^ Q C^^1 . Co^/ _Si [:''

Dear County Council members, ^ : '. <

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoffinto th:e

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

'"^

People Aotilng Together In Howardmsetner in Howan

Name: ST/^I/^A/ s-/4Al4-/9 _ Institution: |A M. C C-

^Iress: 9^/J F^^^Py FT. CollA^^a. /L^^ ^ (^^S~—
Email Address: ^-Cuft^ \^ ^ ^^(o> C\YV\C\\ /. C o ^ _^ .^

"0 , .:

Dear County Council members, M
r- ;1

0"
As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee r

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



People Acting Tasether Iri Howard

Name: &&uJ'A-<^ h^N^N _ Institution: UU<-C

Adress: ©0^ Rot-^ii) OT- £(-<^-l©<3gL lV\^ ^{0^ :\

Email Address: T^'t> . ^QoG^^F ^ /^M4i L c Cp-A, _^ "; •

Dear County Council members, :

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwaterTee ; ?

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful rungff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs"

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

People Actsing Together In Hawar-d

Name: r:n0'n^ fl _Institution:_[/u' C ('^

Adress: (jtU^I <,? fc^ ^ I ^vi U~. C^ t ^ rr-bf^^ li^0 Zf0i-^
^_ _ _ _ __— - — —-- ——-—

f-—JS- . •

Email Address: dGCT V'7^ ;'-c " '3}i 'itirr'i:^ ~ ; ' C ^ ^') _—i" \
f 1—' .

Dear County Council members, ^ c :

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwaterTee , -,

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoHRnto tK&.

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs _

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, arid'the '

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name:

1 ^ — I People Acting Tagertsher In Howard

I I) c,)^0/H/t-<7 ^ Institution: ^^^6>

W^ V>\^ P-l C^\^ Z^-
-s=- .^ \

Email Address: I ^ ^ I T) * ^/ 6 1 . Cfv*^ _S i^'^
~^ ' _.c^

Dear County Council members, _ -j

U8
As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate?tee §5

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runo^into tbfi

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Name

PsDpla Acting Tagother tn Howard

2: I^A^A -)X^/VS<^\ _ Institution: U^C.-<—

Address: ^,205- T^€^-Ts^- ^/-
??—m~

Email Address: \ ^-C^O ^ / Lf (<^ ^T?ry/^ <. L C^<fT^2—, °^—7-Dear County Council members, _1 o
^ I

i-kU.

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwaW Fee ^-

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name F. .ati Jo-<^|<^:^>^

Psopta Acting Tagotiher tn Hiovi/Brd

Institution: <Ac^<~c

Address: ^° ^ ^^-TAA ^ ^^ <^>(<—v^Vt^ (VT^ ^ ^0^$-

Email Address: fe>^b (Q^t^er^^^ <\f^j^ . c^o? Jg.

c«

Dear County Council members,

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwateq Fee -<

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful ruqcff irfttl^he

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay,-©nd th^-

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

}^

Name: .COA.r/l^/ CoH-Ti

People Acting Tasecher In Howard

Institution: ^^ CTYV.I / ^ U^M\ ^

Adress: r^^ Pc^Tt\A~ L^i^ (^/^^^g. tA D ^6lf-,<

Emailil Address: LS Cp^pt^ ^) V^r<^cy) . i4e+-
~u/r

Dear County Council members, <_ „:
ss r:'i '.

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwateEEee ' :

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runo.^int9 tb.e

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs^0
such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, af?cl the |;

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County^outh.:^

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name: L/AV1^ J/- l4/^Yk^'.<Az,

Peapte Acting Togetiher In Howard

Institution: ^ L^

Adress: 1^41 \A}W/ff€ C^^T ^^^KSViL^ HP ^./^
/ ^ ~^

^--^-s>

Email Address: & ^X^/£'N PA^ /Q l/^e/^/J. ^^T _^
T.^

i rwm,

Dear County Council members, ^ --^
^ l.;^

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwaterlee r

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county/ and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

^

c-^

C--J

yi
Name; "^^tx.

PsaplBj^«5jb[ng Tagsther In Howard

0^'^T I nstitution:

Addre-sŝ ^3^~(^ ^[v{/^ 50/V LG^bfO./ K~b ^C<"S

Email Address: U/f)h£> X^.^e^-Y^ GLi ( L( '̂^rr\
-^y

Dear County Council members,
/

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



^
PsoplB Acting Tagothei* In Howard

P^J

Name: (^ s^) vv (? e. ^^. ^ L I -Lov/ IA (v\ Institution: tJ UCr. -^-
^ - ^ • ^ - €„ -;

Address: t ^ <^( ^6 V § t^€ Co^ rf CL^r c<^ ^ i ^, A^ ;;'
/ / "~~~ / -

Email Address: <?-<^?v-<p ^-^CLW^ ^)\/&^i-^>n. n^t ^
v

Dear County Council members,
R5 °

_D

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



mt^

Name:

People Acting Tagother in Howard

fNArJ 1^
f(^ Institution:

Address: .) L?
''I ^.. rlJ / / I f-^_ l.-\ • -\ '^—•'t I -:>s

U [ t.K , i'S. ^ I—'

Email Address: 1=^ s €.1..^ t €?< ."J, .J

Dear County Council members/ r-o

rv?
..f~

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee r-

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Name:

People Acting Together In Howard

1 I L Institution: *Tsr^-r\ lAiV

Adress: ! Q -T^ ll ^^ ^ J'^k^ -uJ^y L^(t>m llrq^''^

Email Address: f-hr i .^ , ^, A P y"^. ^lA^c | ^ C^
"CT TT

Dear County Council members/

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



if , Peopfe Acting Together In Howard

Name: -X.. I ° W"s t1AfC& fJ Institution:

Adress: k

d—

< ^^-^ .:•-'. i J ^..!,;. -., ... "1i_-f! S't6--,? ;.":"

Email Address: t: ~ -:. j

"0 : ^

Dear County Council members, M ^
!-•-.'} ' '

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

People-Acting Together In Howard

Name: A ^t'lA^f Tl ^A--W-J Institution: ____^^^^^ a/c.

Adress:A/9/y > /^^-if^!^ r?L4^-y
i/

Email Address: ^X^^<^H-

Dear County Council members, ^ '; ..;

f-sj C^-*

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate^Fee L:

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name: ^Tri<. Institution:

Address: I i C(( €]
I I /'"""' f

Email Address: Sl°^^!T '/]1%^^/ ^.i4

Dear County Council members/
f~o

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwatejyfee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

People Acteing Together in Hbward

Name: /—f ^^^ft^/ ^-J/C'AC lnstitution:__L;ZZ_
"7\ ~"~^ . —~—~~

Adress: 50 ^ 2. LJ/^ ^)^^ ^ (^, /r, ^c^ /^^- 4^ Z/ ^ YG/

Email Address: C^dfCe) 7^4 / c/ ~'S)^C-0)^C^S -F - ^J O^T £: ^

Dear County Council members/ Ti <

F3 °
As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwaterfee - ;

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful run6ff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



People Acting Tosether In Howard

Name: •\lohf} f)/)c,I)€ r m C/~¥' _ Institution: / } b

Adress:: Ga0t7 6~~oVdn •h(5d^ CW/^/A^ Af^7 3/D^

Email Address:

Dear County Council members, _ - •;";

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Pee '--..

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Name:
T\A T'N.^

/C..M^ ( ./•rt £'/

People Actsing Together In Howard

Institution: C/^ <—<

Adress: ^3C^_(3^ +^&>K r^U^biq. ^V r?] 0^

Email Address:. iy" / -S r''CJ '\ff Z£ net"

Dear County Council members/

T-.S

[^3
O'i

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



.'u

Psople Acting TagothBp In Havtfard

Name: y \ DF. ( G'rf^es\ . Institution: U ^ C-C^ £1,

Address: I I ^ €i ^__ \M^^^1'''~ [":J:-'"-. .:• !. ;/A.A--; , i^/XUSk^y^_

Email Address: 'i •< " . F flY lA\-P..I {-^ C • .c)W\/ ~a^~- ^^~--. ' I.

r:3 ^
Dear County Council members, " "

/ / f^ ^_

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

People Acting Tasether In Howard

Name: FLp?/3c£ ^M'A?^- Institution: u {j c C
c^™"'

Adress: / & tO | ^b^^^^ <^?^EL^ ^VtO^ \Ni?Ttc\^ sd^l^^V^ IM^
___^ y r^io^

Email Address: "~V^O^CI<IV^<9» bJc^^no^T^) rAo^ffiAj/< crt4^- _'. -.-
-^^—^) ^~f] ——

Dear County Council members, M ^
C-^t • -

f i I

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee r

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



People ActtIngTageither In Howard

Name: ^^r/~^/ /f>^^2^( Institution: C^n'-^ih^A / ^L&/£?A/^S-.

c'o^ f f~e- 9 cs- 'f7iDn i© ^ ^<^> ^t^/ C^

Adress: ^ T^ /a^^-e /€/^ A.I-.DO^M^ . ,,uh ^fC/t/^ "L •:l
~i ' 7^"7D-—T

Email Address: ^^/<^^^/^^:)<ym^^-<^)r^ v ^-
M ' '
0 '

Dear County Council members,

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county/ and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

"t?

Peopta Acting Tagother In Havi/ard c-^
Name: ^J^I-A^-VT

^ .t^r^

Institution: t/A/ i TM /fi^ UA/i 0 E^t^S'A-L. .

AddFlV^y^^^t/^ Sm^.Pi-^ ^-QLu^_^/^ mb^L/^) </</

Email Address: (/--M .jP^/'-^^Z^ ^-< ^ •^_ T-. /^Tt:
cy

Dear County Council members,

/ /

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



rhg

Psap(B Acting TagEither- in Hb-ward

Name:Fk.k Of0()^ _ Institution:^ \AC
Address: W\ 6^, A,..L\.C:r:^ ^..^^

Email Address: / ^/^a ^ ^c/o/c f. _> ffi^i r^^T-

Dear County Council members, ~b-/^ fi
r-o

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Name^y^
People Aiding Tagether in Howard

:^f Z.^/.M^O- Institution:

C--1

Adress-.n b "a '^v i&^\ C.^^ ^/^^7
/

Email Address: -aj\]^ <p L) u -c^-y ut al^je_ , c<Q7L/
v

Dear County Council members,

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoffinto the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



T®

People Acting Tagothei* th Hawarcl

Name: / /^ ^ E ^/YD cR- _ Institution: 0 0 <— ^-
~1 "

Address: Stt~7^H^c.U Cf-. C.J) H 0 Zto-^Address: -4

Email Address: L^-^c-^ 6^ f^^^ld - t^

Dear County Council members, ^ [-; o
/

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee 7-

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities/ expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Psapla Acting Tagother In Ha'ward

Name: ^Yfl7^. G^O <Jl-J _ lnstitution:_

.— r7--7 ^L . J. . J_ . ..- T"..^ ,1 n F^jsL rf^.
Address: (^3-1/7 ,rh.J d (i /€-•') r: 0^ I !/~J-)- ^^' ^"1 :L^'

-it -., • „ ...-!_. S <•' '

Email Address: OU f: 6 -J ^° ^ C-I4 'fri, .0-^- <. p, ^T" ^ c; ;

^J '" : -.;

Dear County Council members, "0 ^,

/ / F3 ^

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwaterfee I

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoffinto the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

,.'. -\



Name1

Paople Acsting Tagother In Hovtfard

Institution: k

Address:. ^m w/^

Email Address:, \11 /J
u

Dear County Council members/
Q

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

NameLl\Yl^h ^ ,^l ( ^Q.

Address:

InstitutionionJlLTG
G3-

c-».

Dm n^ IA/^ 'U

Email Address:-h'n 0. LtW^ - C^^ /^) \/~\b^l6U (SCo^
...o

Dear County Council members,

/ /

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



w=>

Name&^f^ 2_

People Acting Taaetther In Hbwapd

J^{\A ^l/\
\V_ Institution:

Adress: ^ ^0_ l^J A \Jf ^ I/
^ n

Email Address: 0^ ^r, ,.-L^Lm /-

n U
•I ^^. 'A ;/.' i < -r

Dear County Council members, — ' ..

»p ^ ^
As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwatergEee L' g

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoffinto the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs —

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

v^>



^]

People Actsing Tosether In Howard

Name: (_^\^ ^y. Sc:.;' p.r,\ Institution: UUdC

Adress: "I"1-1.' I-9 - .°"ltf\ ,^ ,c..':,»^\ r-W '<« &"^ .

Email Address: ^ r y , .' •'••; '• p

Dear County Council members, u ^jo
^ - 

ĉ_~.

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate^ee _

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

IB .n.cwng Together In Maward

Name: /^/J Hd^ U\ H: ] b-^T^ _ Institution: b U C C

Address: ^9 /2/-A//3 /^S - ^A^JU. ^ ^o¥-M (•1.

Email Address: .„ : ~ J

u"
F3 ~ cr'

Dear County Council members/ ''r £
E^ -. •

/ / J=~ =^.

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities/ expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



:4-)^

Peapls Acting Tagother in Howard

Name: U)eA^ ft ^^Institution: LW^ -ft r

Address: C^SO^ CWh^f Al>^ , Ofi[W^, MD Z/^l^i^W^t'l^SSt
7' ~"--- ~ ~ •

Email Address: I^CM^ ^ 6?^t^ QfY^nL (^H _TJ : :-^
F3 " o

Dear County Council members, ro "
<J i

'I i

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

oph| Actins Tasether In Howard

Name:' \ WC^\ Y0^\ _ Institution _JJU^ZL.

Adress:
^v"

Email Address: AWU\^. ^^\ (\^^ ^\... fjhA-

•M ^\ , €t<fe^ ^ ^ nic^-

Dear County Council members, U ' 
*̂—J t

M • ^

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate'pfee _

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



-J^

Paaple Acting Tagother In Hciward

/ C V.
Name:

IB Acvmg lagothep in WawE

^SWC^\_ institution: LiilC^

Address: cf^lS> P^^^^\(l ,Y(L\€^ (^c4^vA^Bv ^ l0^^y^~
^- -—

Email Address: dhr1^1 ^- G. c-<^ -v. ^-- 0 ^-H '^^ - <^^>v _"n L./-:
^3F37—

Dear County Council members, ^ .*
/

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Sformwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities/ expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Peap(e Acting Tagether In Howard

r-r-^ ..... ;? J U._ f*' f^
Name: WTr ^\\ \ Us.^f^^fcr^ Institution: l-"'i'- ''/'t~- ^ '''a^

Adress: ^ ^c 3 jSr - ' -^ C-.1 ^-H— i^^- ^lu,^^ ^

Email AddressT4^<,^»W_^l?STU..r-° ! ^ 1^Arl <»• L D lysX ^ ?
\-^^ ~'~ . :._"

> i i ~""~

Dear County Council members, J_ L-'^
F-5 ^1

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwaterc-Fee =,

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Psopla Acting Tagother In Haward

Name: "^,\^_^f\QC ^\.^ K\rw\ULgA-S _ Institution: i^CC.

Address: S"3-SA^ _C^rr^^\^ \^\\.^"^^

Email Address: €LS\I(^. . CA cr<\o-M^A€A ^ & €\c^\cu^\, ^p/^ __ J_
~0 0—

Dear County Council members, r ° ^'

'. / ^ -
As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and isjroLanjjn necessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

^U^— 2-^<

People Airting Tasether In Howard •?"T.' ;

Namp- /} LICE J^/4AM _ Institution: ^UG C —^ :-.^.:

Adress: %^ ^1/0^/G//r Cr ^L MP zS^^

Email Aririre<;s: ^' <"e^ ph am @ V^il ^. ^OW _——^3——
r-.'t

Dear County Council members, =-

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name: JA4 A A -/

Psopla Acting Togother in Howard

A^AvL. Institution

arct i

itution: ^ A t ^^<t'sv U^nc^.
7

Address: °) b3 ^ toiKAjbUL U. ](>\ U
^0'

Email Address: )^ ,A/\ /V\ g/Y\AAX© \j ^ cC>,, ^^

Dear County Council members, 0 ^
/' f^ ^

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwfrter Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

'h^•'

Name: \_l^_n^±

People Acting Tagother in Howard

Institution: c_

Address:. an
<&-u-->r ?. \ y1'- of, ^-1 o IA re\, M

Email Address: f^ ^
! I ^\

.'<- ft
ur

4_L

Dear County Council members,
s^o

0

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



^

Peapls Adsing Tagother In Havtfard

Name: -•• ; M^C- V^^J^W^J/U Institution:

Address: ^~; ' ^ R?^^ //4^ ^. ^ ^\ <^.. &/^^
"5—~r~s. ——

Email Address: /WiWo^W-A)^ e-"' 4^~/^!L - c^^ ———— ^ .:

Dear County Council members, M
/

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwateFFee F-

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/ and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

Psapla Acttna Tasather In Howard

Name: S it fCk- C^\€S ^ }^Q ^ Institution: [^ L/ c/ ^

Address: 4'7<1C7 HoUlo^e^ .S^v'ec'.^-)

Email Address: -?(AI'XCWj^(^L>-)f&^c^ .Lo^

Ti ' —.

Dear County Council members, ^3 ~ f

/ r-.-;

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater pte :

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name: i'(rY-;

People Acting Tagsther in Howard

tvi Z<)il {\c^/yj5 _ Institution:. U(^ s

: y^s 4r;^ (^ . ±.il,^i- e^ /^ ZA?S^L7..'Address:
-^-77o~

Email Address: ^-CVWL^J^ U)\ I (<a^S '1 <^ vAa^l^<0^
-^- ^

Dear County Council members,

^J
As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwater Fee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

^

Name: vj/ irf?1^ 5'<

People Acting Tageisher In Howard

Institution: uuc
Adress: / / . f .1 / '- /t

Email Address:_ 'r'-^i^^^e^^€^^l ^ji,ff-l_^

Dear County Council members,
t--:'

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwaterJ:ee -- -

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name*

Corn m cm- k(t^)^S^C
Gre&A.

Institution:

Adn^ ^-zi^^lU^m^n /^n^ C^(i(r^^AA])^/OL5
Email /address:. arnOteiddoonilJa C ^c^r^-^O^

Dear.Count^ Council members,

f—i

As a^eader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate,rjee
<E3

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports pfisgrams

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, i5d the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard Counf'/youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to thl]health<

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educatip(Eial ^ c^

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county and ~

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's%ep thB:

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for youf support!

Name:

People Acting Together In Hbwar-d

^ r ^i Institution:

Adress:
"^ ^

U-wrf.

n •'

Email Address: U ,/- IA .0

Dear County Council members, U ^ -^
t ••--') '.. —

c -.

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwaten Pee

Repeal Bill. The current stormwaterfee is a progressive way to address harmful runoffinto the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



Name: t^->0/ l^irTKn

Peopl^-^btiing Tagech'er In Hbvi/spd

^^Institution: U . 0 - C. c-

Adress: ^"5^.tS Cl-tq^^ C-^OVvS L^^f C^ 1 -^-toq^..

Email Address: ^ C^L€5~D U^T \ (S? (Lj^y'UC-a^~~t~v ^ ,-i^~H~te

T1 • '"'-

Dear County Council members, w uc~.
C-.J (:^

As a leader with PATH, I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the Stormwate^tee L.

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay/ and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH/ the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports, such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!

•sapiB Aating Tagother in MawBri

Name: Z^^-tCC^ ^<^^^-6^ Institution: ^> ^Jr- ( J L/C^)

Address: ^0(o ^ •f-^?i ^;/ ^L ^I/^Q^ AfJ) ^0^
-^ ^^^^ - -

Email Address: /v/fir _______ — ?

!T?
0

Dear County Council members, Tl

/ / (S9

As a leader with PATH/ I am asking you to please vote against CB 52, the StormwateifPee [
C3- ^-

Repeal Bill. The current stormwater fee is a progressive way to address harmful runoff into the

Chesapeake Bay, and is not an unnecessary burden to taxpayers. The fee supports programs

such as the READY Program (created by PATH, the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, and the

County) to address stormwater remediation and employ and develop Howard County youth.

There are many priorities this year and in the years to come that will be critical to the health

and success of our county that the general fund supports/ such as increasing educational

opportunities, expanding transportation for seniors and other residents of the county, and

ensuring the availability of affordable housing for current and future residents. Let's keep the

general fund strong by keeping the Stormwater Fee intact. Thank you for your support!



keep the storm water fee in Howard County Page 1 of 1

keep the storm water fee in Howard County MIS jli^ljl?^
WendelDeanRennerCWendelDRenner@comcast.net] 8 8IA I^RfW i1;
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:24 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin B

I am in favor of keeping the storm water fee for Howard County to be able

to clean up our run off and protect the Chesapeake Bay.

Wendel Dean Renner

5975 Gales Lane
Columbia, MD 21045

C(^;̂

5://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/7/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Sander Zaben [Sander.Zaben@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 03, 2016 11:50 AM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County''s water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for
this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don^t have to compete with other priorities for County
funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'' s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting, important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,

infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable^ swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Sander Zaben

8712 Haycarriage Ct

Ellicott City, MD 21043

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/7/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Maura Duffy [etrainridah23@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, December 19, 2015 12:55 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county'1 s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee
in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'' s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I/'ve contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,

without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Maura Duffy

9379 Tiller Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21042

5://mail.howardcountvmd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=ReAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/7/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Chiara D'Amore [chiaradamore@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2015 2:33 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county''s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for
this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'' s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Chiara D'Amore

Endicott Lane

Columbia, MD 21044
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Robert Smith [smithatec@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2015 9:26 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm. deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county'1 s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Robert Smith

4054 Crescent Rd.

Ellicott City, MD 21042
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Patricia Schuyler [paschuyler@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:17 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for
this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee-that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside,, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive'1 s financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other
county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades^ and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Patricia Schuyler
5134 Rondel Place

Columbia, MD .21044

2=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Usa Ott [lisamichelsott@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:29 PM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm. Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive/'s financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I^ve contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote ^no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Lisa Ott

9643 Green Moon Path
Columbia, MD 21046

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t-IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Dwayne Johnson [johnson.dwayne.k@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 1:19 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county''s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,.

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground^ getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, -fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,

without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Dwayne Johnson

5901 Rising Star
Elkridge, MD 21075

https://mail.howardcountvmd.eov/owa/?ae:=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
William Fox [wfoxmd7@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 2:09 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee
in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, fm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,

infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote wno" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

William Fox

11837 Winterlong Way
Columbia, MD 21044

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae-Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Kurt Schwarz [krschwal@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 3:33 PM •
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County7's Watershed
Protection and Restoration fee.

I wish to reiterate my concern that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed
Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad
choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for this
fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee would
be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management program.
This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in the last
session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe that the
fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater management
needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executives financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other county
public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen and voter
want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee in place so
that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'' s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and
Restoration Fee.

And,, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the
ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using dedicated
funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable water in our
local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace, without being
put at risk by budget uncertainties. Further, such projects have already been shown to
improve water quality in Baltimore County. The same will occur here in Howard.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater remediation
fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Kurt Schwarz
9045 Dunloggin Court

Ellicott City, MD 21042



VoteNOonCB52-2015 Page 1 of 1

Vote NO on CB52-2015
Anna Farb [anna.r.farb@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 3:46 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed
Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county'1 s Watershed
Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee could
jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable, swimmable rivers and

streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for this
fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe
that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other
county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen and
voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee in

place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County
funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and
Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using dedicated
funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable water in our
local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace, without being
put at risk by budget uncertainties. I also think the incentives for homeowner installing
BMPs are important to maintain.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater remediation
fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff in our

county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Anna Farb

Columbia, MD 21044

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae:=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Gregory Buffaloe [easymanl23@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 5:33 PM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County'1 s water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater
management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I/'ve contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,

without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Gregory Buffaloe
8026 Jane Garth

Jessup, MD 20794

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Fran Terry [bestmadelemonade@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 6:20 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad
choice that could jeopardize Howard County^s water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase .II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don/1 have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And^ perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable,. swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,

without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Fran Terry

10837 Braeburn Rd
Columbia, MD 21044

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Howard County Bill 52-2015
Jodi Rose [jodi@interfaithchesapeake.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 11:12 PM
To: CouncilMail
Attachments: IPC letter to Chair of Cou~l.pdf (189 KB)

Dr. Ball -

Attached please accept electronic testimony in regards to Howard County Bill 52-2015.1 will be unable
to attend the Jan. 19th hearing, but am grateful that you will accept this testimony electronically.

Thank you,

Jodi Rose
Executive Director
Interfaith Partners for the Chesapeake

interfaithchesapeake.org

501 6th Street
Annapolis, MD 21403
410-609-6852

"We accomplish in our lifetime only a tiny fraction of the magnificent enterprise that is God's work. "

Archbishop Oscar Romero, peace activist

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/8/2016



r f ^ i t h Forming Faithful Stewards^
PaVtTiei's^ carinsfor sacred water5

501 Sixth Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21403

January 4,2016

Dr. Calvin Ball

George Howard Building

1st Floor

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Howard County Bill 52-2015

Council Chair Dr. Ball:

We are writing you to express our opposition to a repeal of the Howard County stormwater fee. Council

Bill 52-2015.

As you know/ polluted runoff is created when rain falls on manmade surfaces and becomes polluted. We

make this pollution in our daily living: by driving our cars, or dropping cigarette butts, or over-applying

our salt. By expanding our communities with new shopping centers and schools. We never intend to

pollute, but that doesn't mean we're not responsible. God makes the rain, but we make the runoff.

There is a cost to polluted runoff, and one that we must all share fairly. Many congregations throughout

Maryland are already rolling up their sleeves and getting to work to reduce their polluted runoff. They

understand that we cannot shirk our responsibilities. If nonprofit congregations are willing to carry their

fair share of the responsibility/why are so many others passing the buck?

We believe there is a deep connection between caring for the environment and caring for humanity

around us/ and those yet to come. We appreciate your respectful consideration of these viewpoints in

regards to repeal.

In hope for a balanced web of life,

\yd^- \L^^
/Jod i Rose

^ecutive Director

www.interfaithchesapeake.org (410)609-6852 Ifj Interfaith Partners for the Chesapeake @IPC_Chesapeake
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Peter Katan [peterkatan@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:18 AM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed
Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county'1 s Watershed
Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad
choice that could jeopardize Howard County7s water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for this
fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee
would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe
that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive'1 s financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other
county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen and
voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee in

place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County
funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and
Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using dedicated
funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable water in our
local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace, without being
put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater remediation
fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff in our

county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Peter Katan
2510 kensington gdns unit 304
unit 304

ellicott city, MD 21043

3://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t==IPM.Note&id==RgAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/8/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Andrew Porter, P.E. [civildesign@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:50 AM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for •

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don/t have to compete with other priorities for County
funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Andrew Porter, P.E.

6123 Hlly Ridge Ct
Columbia, MD 21044

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae-Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24EdG... 1/8/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Susan Imbach [susanimbach@comcast.net]
Sent; Friday, January 08, 2016 11:18 AM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I/'m deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county''s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swiimnable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for
this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to addre-ss our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations^ tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Susan Irabach
3894 Paul Mill Rd
Ellicott City, MD 21042
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Christine Hilton [cmhilton@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 11:20 AM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I/'m deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swiramable
water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,

without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Christine Hilton

5330 Debbie Court
Ellicott City, MD 21043
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Frank Lombardi [ftlombardi@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:54 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

fm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessraent predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe
that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive''s financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I^m seeing the money I^ve contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Frank Lombardi

11726 'Lightfall Court
Columbia, MD 21044
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Karlton Kim [karltonkim@yahoo.com]
Sent; Friday, January 08, 2016 8:47 PM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county/s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for
this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive'1 s financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and
Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I/m seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Karlton Kim

11052 Harding Road
Laurel, MD 20723

5://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed... 1/11/2016
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Karlton Kim [karltonkim@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:47 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County's Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

l'it\. deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county''s Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad
choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater
management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls' indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County
funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I^m seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using

dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable
water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Karlton Kim

11052 Harding Road
Laurel, MD 20723
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Rachel Hlavay [chlavay@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday/ January 08, 2016 10:17 AM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed
Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county'1 s Watershed
Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad
choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,
swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for this
fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe
that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater
management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund
will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan
suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other
county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen and
voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee in
place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County7' s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and
Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money fve contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using dedicated

funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swiinmable water in our
local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace, without being
put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater remediation
fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff in our

county.

Please vote nno// on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Rachel Hlavay
9722 Deep Smoke
9722 Deep Smoke
Columbia, MD 21403
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Charles Scudder [cescudder@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:23 AM
To; CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

fm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county's Watershed

Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our
federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management
program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in

the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executive's financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen

and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee
in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant
tide of the County's own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed

Protection and Restoration Fee, I/m seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastr.ucture repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater
remediation fee available to help f.und the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015^ and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Charles Scudder

9556 Wandering Way
Columbia, MD 21045
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Vote NO on CB52-2015
Dave Dittman [davedittman@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:24 AM
To: CouncilMail

Dear County Executive Kittleman and Howard County Council:

I understand that CB52-2015 was recently introduced to repeal Howard County^s Watershed

Protection and Restoration fee.

I'm deeply concerned that removing the fee would undermine our county''s Watershed
Protection and Restoration Program and erode our ability to meet the requirements of our

federal MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) permit. Removing the fee is a bad

choice that could jeopardize Howard County's water quality and a future of fishable,

swimmable rivers and streams.

Several analyses done by the County over the past several years point to the need for

this fee.

Our 2012 Phase II County Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) suggests that such a fee

would be the most fiscally prudent and reliable way to fund our stormwater management

program. This assessment predates the state mandate for a county fee that was removed in
the last session of the Maryland General Assembly. State mandates aside, I still believe

that the fee is the most reliable and fiscally prudent way to address our stormwater

management needs and requirements.

Recent County budget shortfalls indicate that finding dollars in the County General Fund

will not be as simple and painless as the County Executives financial assurance plan

suggests. The need to fulfill the requirements of our MS4 permit may mean that other

county public services get short shrift, and that is not a choice that I as a citizen
and voter want to see us make. Better to keep the dedicated funding provided by the fee

in place so that clean-up efforts don't have to compete with other priorities for County

funds.

I have not yet. heard a compelling argument for CB52-2015 that overrides the significant

tide of the County'1 s own evidence in support of maintaining our Watershed Protection and

Restoration Fee.

And, perhaps most significant for me as a citizen, since the advent of the Watershed
Protection and Restoration Fee, I'm seeing the money I've contributed going into the

ground, getting important work done. The stream restorations, tree plantings,
infrastructure repairs and upgrades, and other projects already being done using
dedicated funds from the fee have put us on the path towards safe, fishable, swimmable

water in our local rivers and streams. I want to see that critical work continue apace,
without being put at risk by budget uncertainties.

I hope that you will see the fiscal prudence of having a dedicated stormwater

remediation fee available to help fund the important work of cleaning up polluted runoff

in our county.

Please vote "no" on CB52-2015, and keep our Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee in

place.

Thank you.

Dave Dittman

6318 Wimbledon Court
Elkridge, MD 21075
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