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WHEREAS, Section 18.101 of the Howard County Code allows the
administrative incorporation of real property into the Metropolitan District in order to
enable the property to be served by public water and sewer, if no written objection to the

incorporation is filed; and

WHEREAS, if a written objection to an administrative incorporation is filed,
Section 18.101(g) requires that the incorporation be proposed to the County Council by
bill; and

WHEREAS, a Petition to incorporate Parcel 113 on Tax Map 46 for Howard
County, Maryland consisting of 91.2575 acres (the “Property”) into the Metropolitan
District of Howard County was submitted to the Director of Public Works by the
Property’s owner, Maple Lawn Farms, Inc., and a written objection to the incorporation

was filed; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works gave written notice of the hearing
on this Act to the persons who objected to the incorporation, in accordance with the

requirements of Section 18.101; and

WHEREAS, the property owner has submitted the following plans for

subdivision of the Property to the County:

1. Preliminary Equivalent Sketch Plan (SP-15-014) titled “Maple Lawn
South, SFD Residential Lots 1-172, Non-Buildable Parcel ‘A’ (Future
Lots 173-176) and Open Space Lot 177-189”;

2. Final Plan (F-16-021) titled “Plat of Subdivision, Maple Lawn South, Lots
1-64, Open Space Lots 65-69, Non-Buildable Bulk Parcel “A” and “B”, A
Subdivision of Tax Map 46, Parcel 113 (L. 683/F. 749)”; and

3. Final Road Construction Plan (F-06-021) titled “Maple Lawn South —
Phase 1, Lots 1-64, Non-Buildable Bulk Parcel ‘A’, Non-Buildable Bulk
Parcel ‘B’, and Open Space Lots 65-69”; and
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WHEREAS, the Preliminary Equivalent Sketch Plan was approved by the
Planning Board of Howard County on June 30, 2015 and tentatively approved by the
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning on September 18, 2015.

NOW, THEREFORE,

Section 1. Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland, that the
Jollowing parcel of real property shall be incorporated into the Metropolitan District of
Howard County, Maryland, as shown on the attached map, and as described below:

| Property owned by: Maple Lawn Farms, Inc.
Location: 11621 Scaggsville Road, Fulton, Maryland 20759
Tax Map number: 46
Parcel: 113
Current Zoning: R-ED MXD-3
Liber/Folio Ref: 638/747

Parcel/lot:
Parcél number: 113
Lot size: 91.2575 acres

Tax Account No.: 05-358906

Section 2. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County,
Maryland, that as a condition of being incorporated into the Metropolitan District, the
property owner shall pay all applicable Metropolitan District charges as set forth in the
Howard County Code including, but not limited to water/sewer connection chai;ges and

in-aid-of construction charges.

Section 3. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County,
Maryland, that this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.
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Amendment l_ to Council Bill No. 19-2016

BY: The Chairperson Legislative Day No. L/
at the request of the County Executive Date: April 4, 2016

Amendment No. I

(This amendment corrects the property’s current zoning.)

On page 2, in line 15, after “R-ED ” insert “MXD-3".
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WHEREAS, the Preliminary Equivalent Sketch Plan was approved by the 4 v
Planning Board of Howard County on June 30, 2015 and tentatively approve
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning on September 18, 201

A

NOW, THEREFORE,

Location: 11621 Scaggsvill
Tax Map number: 46
Parcel: 113
Current Zoning: R-ED
Liber/Folio Ref:  638/74%8
Parcel/lot: :
113

Lotsize: 4 91.2575 acres
Tax Acc . 05-358906

Parcel number: /4

gption 3. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County,
aryland, that this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enaciment.







BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been appr by the Executive and returned to the Council, stands enacted on
QAN ,2016.

Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been passed by the yeas and nays of two-thirds of the members of the Council notwithstanding the
objections of the Executive, stands enacted on ,2016.

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having received neither the approval nor the disapproval of the Executive within ten days of its
presentation, stands enacted on ,2016.

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, not having been considered on final reading within the time required by Charter, stands failed for want of
consideration on , 2016.

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been disapproved by the Executive and having failed on passage upon consideration by the
Council stands failed on ,2016.

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council
BY THE COUNCIL

"This Bill, the withdrawal of which received a vote of two-thirds (2/3) of the members of the Council, is withdrawn
from further consideration on ,2016.

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator to the County Council



Amendment I to Council Bill No. 19-2016

BY: The Chairperson Legislative Day No. L/
at the request of the County Executive Date: April 4, 2016

Amendment No. I

(This amendment corrects the property’s current zoning.)

1 On page 2, in line 15, after “R-ED ” insert “MXD-3".
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Pending legislation CB19-2016 and CB2-2016

Susan Garber [buzysusan23@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2016 8:45 PM
To: CouncilMail; Kittleman, Allan

In the interest of time I will present my thoughts briefly.

CB19-2016:
I greatly appreciate that all of the materials submitted were posted to the Council
website to provide citizens with an opportunity to study them.

After reading through the extensive materials and asking further questions of
some of the individuals who testified AGAINST CB19-2016, I find I agree with their
conclusions. Therefore I request that you NOT pass this bill.

At a minimum I believe you should table this bill, ask questions of those who
testified and carefully examine the evidence. It would appear that YOU as well as
the public may have been fooled by some document switching at a time when you
had a very large amount of documents under consideration.

It is critical that the Council not give the appearance of favoring particular land
owners and/or their attorneys and that they remain commltted to preserving some
areas for less dense development. ;

CB2-2016:

I want to reiterate my position that ATAPCO should NOT be granted any further
changes. The level of residential density is already appalling and there are a great
number of infrastructure inadequacies. Please do not be influenced by Mr. Oh's
ridiculous comment that they could build the commercial space, but it would sit
vacant. I'm sure the County could find a use for the vacant building--to house
small non-profits, to .provide much needed meeting space, etc. ATAPCO should
not be allowed another bait and switch for higher residential density. Therefore I
request that you NOT pass this bill.

Best regards,

Susan Garber
Laurel, MD

hrne/fmail howardecountvmd cov/owa/?2ae=ltem&t=IPM Note&id=RocA AAABLKx24EdG... 4/4/2016
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CB 19-2016

King, Lisa [lking@offitkurman.com]

Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 5:18 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Erskine, William [werskine@offitkurman.com]
Attachments: 3.21.2016.MurnDevelopmentL~1.pdf (384 KB)

CB19- 20

Please see attached correspondence in support of CB 19-2016.

Thank you,
lisa M, /f//g;/
Paralegal

Offit|Kurman®
Attorneys At Law

the perfect legal partner®

301.575.0389 Washington
301.575.0335 Facsimile

www.offitkurman.com

Baltimore/Washington
8171 Maple Lawn Boulevard | Suite 200 | Maple Lawn, MD 20759

PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION/PRIVACY NOTICE

Information contained in this transmission is attorney-client privileged and confidential. It is solely intended for use by the individual or entity
named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by
telephone and delete this communication.

Any tax advice included in this communication may not contain a full description of all relevant facts or a
complete analysis of all relevant tax issues or authorities. This communication is solely for the intended
recipient’s benefit and may not be relied upon by any other person or entity.

PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION/PRIVACY NOTICE
Information contained in this transmission is attorney-client privileged and confidential. It is solely intended for use by the individual or entity
named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by
telephone and delete this communication.

Any tax advice included in this communication may not contain a full description of all relevant facts or a complete analysis of all relevant tax
issues or authorities. This communication is solely for the intended recipient’s benefit and may not be relied upon by any other person or

entity.

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed...  3/22/2016



MURN

DEVELOPMENT

March 21, 2016

Dr. Calvin Ball

Council Chairperson
Howard County Council
George Howard Building
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: Council Bill 19-2016 — AN ACT to incorporate into the Metropolitan
District a parcel of real property containing approximately 91.2575 acres
owned by Maple Lawn Farms, Inc.. located at 11621 Scaggsville Road in
Fulton, Maryland also known as Parcel 113 on Tax Map 46 for Howard

County

Dear Dr. Ball,

I am writing to you today on behalf of Maple Lawn Partners, LLC (“MLP”).
Unfortunately, my schedule does not permit me to appear in person to offer testimony in
support of the above captioned legislation. Nonetheless, I would like to convey to you
my enthusiastic support for the incorporation of the Maple Lawn South property into the
metropolitan district. As you may be aware, MLP has been processing subdivision plans
for the Maple Lawn South development for quite some time. To date, an Environmental
Concept Plan and a Preliminary Equivalent Sketch Plan have been approved for the
project. At the present time, a Final Plan is being considered for approval by the
Department of Planning and Zoning. Based upon current progress, we reasonably
anticipate Final Plan and Grading Plan approval within the next 60 to 90 days. The next
step in the process will be the recordation of record plats for the project. In order to
complete this final step of the subdivision process, it is necessary that the subject
property first be incorporated into the metropolitan district. Once incorporated, the
project will be able to connect to public water and sewer services.

Tonight you will likely hear from the Department of Public Works who will explain that
the county has adequate capacity to serve the proposed Maple Lawn Project which will
consist of only 176 single family detached dwelling units. In light of the foregoing, I
respectfully request that the County Council approve Council Bill 19-2016.



Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact
me in the event that you have any questions.

erely,

hristopher Murn
President

8407 Main Street
Ellicott City, MD 21043
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PLEASE do not approve CB 19-2016

Laura Crandon [Icrandon@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 4:34 PM
To: CouncilMail

Dear Council Members,

I am a concerned and active citizen, residing in Clarksville. I have testified before the Council, Zoning
Appeals Board and Zoning Board previously. AsI stated in previous testimony, I was active in working
to oppose any candidate who sided with Donaldson Funeral Home and its attorney, Sam Oh. And, it
worked!

Please, don't approve the bill that allows Maple Lawn South and Hoddinott properties to be included in
the Metropolitan District. It would be wrong, fraudulent and against citizens' wishes, in my opinion.

Thank you for listening.

Laura Crandon 240.353.9761 (mobile)

https://mail.howardcountymd.gov/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABLKx24Ed...  3/22/2016




CB 19-2016 OPPOSITION BY GREATER HIGHLAND CROSSROADS ASSOCIATION.

Incorporation of this parcel into the Metropolitan District violates State funding requirements for
Howard County. Not passing CB 19-2016 will preserve State funding, will avoid loss of limited Howard
County revenues, will avoid unnecessary and counterproductive infrastructure expenses, and will sustain
existing communities.

[ am submitting this testimony representing the Greater Highland Crossroads Association. GHCA is a
nonprofit civic organization. Its membership area includes this 91 acre parcel.

GHCA concurs with the testimony and documentation that this 91 acre parcel is improper to be
considered for inclusion into the PSA. This parcel is not legally included in the PSA, and should not be
included in the PSA.

GHCA concurs with the testimony of the many citizens who oppose the incorporation of this 91 acre
parcel into the Planned Service Area (PSA), and any inclusion into the Metropolitan District.

Howard County must follow State Codes and regulations and regulations to maintain valuable state
funding for water and sewer projects. Howard County already projects a shortfall in funding---funding
needed for the proposed school budget, not to mention other important infrastructure needs. To protect
critical state funding, Howard County must adhere to the letter and the spirit of State PSA codes.

This parcel and another parcel are not in compliance and shall be marked for State funding as “non
qualified”. Requirements for funding are found in the attachments. Generally, the criteria are defined in
the Annotated Code of Maryland, State Finance and Procurement Article (SF&P), §5-7B-02 and §5-7B-
03 copies attached.

“Priority Funding Areas were established to meet three key goals:
 To preserve existing communities;
> To make the most efficient and effective use of taxpayer dollars for costly infrastructure
by targeting State resources to build on past investments; and
» To reduce development pressure on critical farmland and natural resource areas by
encouraging projects in already developed areas.”

Maryland Department of Planning in its publication at
http://planning maryland.gcov/pdf/ourproducts/publications/otherpublications/pfa_update_revise 09.pdf

This parcel does not meet criteria for State funding. These standards were designed to preserve limited
State funds. The reasons why this parcel does not meet the criteria for inclusion in the PSA include:

1. Higher infrastructure costs by extending the Planned Service Area outside existing service areas.
Failure to conduct a comprehensive study including preservation of existing communities, natural
resources and quality of life.

Failure to provide any analysis of other projects already served by water and sewer.
Environmental justice evaluation considering the denial of upgrades in existing communities.

5. Failure to encourage, to promote and to sustain projects in already developed areas.

ENGTY

Your assistance is requested to preserve limited County funds, and to insure that Howard County does not
lose its qualification for State funding

Respectfully,
Greater Highland Crossroads Association

Alan Schneider
12598 Clarksville Pike
Clarksville, Md. 21029
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Md. STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT Code Ann. § 5-7B-02
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Annotated Code of Maryland
Copyright 2016 by Matthew Bender and Company, Inc., a member of the LexisNexis Group
All rights reserved.

*%% Statutes current through Ch. 6 of the 2016 Regular Session ***
STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT
DIVISION I. STATE FINANCE
TITLE 5. STATE PLANNING
SUBTITLE 7B. PRIORITY FUNDING AREAS

’ Md. STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT Code Ann. § 5-7B-02 (2016)

e

#
p
;,e/§ 5-7B-02. Areas considered priority funding areas
The following areas shall be considered priority funding areas under this subtitle:
(1) a municipal corporation, including Baltimore City, except that:
(i) those areas annexed by a municipal corporation after January 1, 1997 but before
October 1, 2006 shall satisfy requirements relating to density and service by water and sewer

set forth in § 5-7B-03 of this subtitle; and

(ii) those areas annexed by a municipal corporation after September 30, 2006, shall satisfy
all of the requirements set forth in § 5-7B-03 of this subtitle;

(2) an enterprise zone as designated under Title 5, Subtitle 7 of the Economic Development
Article, or by the United States government;

(3) a certified heritage area as defined in §§ 13-1101 and 13-1111 of the Financial
Institutions Article that is located within a locally designated growth area;

(4) those areas of the State located between Interstate Highway 495 and the District of
Columbia;

(5) those areas of the State located between Interstate Highway 695 and Baltimore City; and

(6) an area designated by the governing body of a county or municipal corporation under §
5-7B-03 of this subtitle.

© 1997, ch. 759; 2002, ch. 347; 2005, ch. 44, § 1; 2006, ch. 381; 2008, ch. 307, §
1, 2011 ch 145.

View Full Lofl
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Annotated Code of Maryland
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STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT
DIVISION I. STATE FINANCE
TITLE 5. STATE PLANNING
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Md. STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT Code Ann. § 5-7B-03 (2016)

V/§ 5-7B-03. Designating priority funding areas

(a) In general. -~

(1) The governing body of a county or of a municipal corporation may designate priority
funding areas as provided in this section.

(2) The governing bodies of two or more adjoining counties, two or more municipal
corporations, or any combination of adjoining counties and municipal corporations may
designate, as provided in this section and in accordance with the regulations adopted by the
Department of Planning, a priority funding area that combines two or more contiguous areas
located in each of the local governments.

(b) Area zoned for industrial use. --

(1) An area zoned or, if applicable, classified by January 1, 1997 principally for industrial use
may be designated as a priority funding area.

(2) An area zoned or, if applicable, classified after January 1, 1997, as industrial may be
designated as a priority funding area if the area is served by a public or community sewer
system.

(c) Principal use of area for employment. --

(1) An area where the principal uses of the area are for employment may be designated as a
priority funding area if:

(i) the area is served by public or community sewer systems; or

(ii) public or community sewer systems are planned in the approved 10-year water and
sewer plan.

(2) An area zoned or, if applicable, classified after January 1, 1997 as industrial, or where the

1of4 3/21/2016 4:22 PM
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principal uses are for employment, in addition to meeting the criteria set forth in paragraph (1)
of this subsection, shall be located within a locally designated growth area.

(d) Communities within locally designated growth areas prior to January 1, 1997. --

(1) A community in existence prior to January 1, 1997 that is within a locally designated
growth area may be designated as a priority funding area if the community:

(i) is served by a public or community sewer system and in that part of the community
designated by the local government for residential use or development:

1. there is an average density of at least 2.0 units per acre; or

2. if a portion of the community is undeveloped, the permitted average density is not less
than 2.0 units per acre; or

(ii) except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, is served by a public or

community water system and in that part of the community designated by the local government
for residential use or development there is an average density of at least 2.0 units per acre.

(2) (i) The provisions of paragraph (1)(ii) of this subsection do not apply to mobile home parks
or communities with less than 10 units.

(i) Funding for a growth-related project under paragraph (1)(ii) of this subsection is to be
‘provided only if the project serves to maintain the character of the community and does not
serve to increase the growth capacity of the community except for limited peripheral or in-fill
developmaent.

(3) (i) If an existing community receives a public or community sewer system, an area beyond

‘the periphery of the developed portion of the existing community may be designated as a
priority funding area if the development of the area beyond the periphery:

1. has a permitted average density of at least 3.5 units per acre; and
2. the area is served by a public or community sewer system,

(ii) The Department of the Envirenment may provide funding for a sewer system in an
existing community beyond the periphery of the developed portion of the community if the
expansion has a perimitted average density of at least 3.5 units per acre.

(e) Areas other than communities within locally designated growth areas. -- An area, other than
an existing community under subsection (d) of this section, may be designated as a priority
funding area if:
(1) the area:
(i) is within a locally designated growth area of the local government; and

(ii) is planned to be served under the approved 10-year water and sewer plan;

(2) the designation represents a long-term development policy for promoting an orderly
xpansion of growth and an efficient use of land and public services; and

(3) in that part of the area designated by the local government for residential use or
development, there is permitted an average density of not less than 3.5 units per acre.

.of4 3/21/2016 4:22 PM
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(f) Rural villages. --
(1) A rural village may be designated as a priority funding area under this section if:
(i) the village is designated in the county comprehensive plan as of July 1, 1998; and

(ii) the boundary of the priority funding area is the periphery of the developed portion of
the village as of July 1, 1998.

(2) Funding for a growth-related project under this subtitle is to be provided only if the project
serves to maintain the character of the community and does not serve to increase the growth
capacity of the village except for limited peripheral or in-fill development.

(g) Designation by county, municipal corporation, or multiple local governments. -- The
designation by a county, municipal corporation, or multiple local governments as provided in

subsection (a)(2) of this section, of a priority funding area under this section shall be based on:

(1) an analysis of the capacity of land areas available for development, including in-fill and
redevelopment; and

(2) an analysis of the land area needed to satisfy demand for development at densities
consistent with the master plan.

(h) Calculating average density. -- For the purposes of this section, average density shall be
calculated based on the total acreage of all parcels in the area for which the principal permitted
use is residential, excluding land:
(1) (i) dedicated for public use by easement in perpetuity or fee acquisition; or
(ii) dedicated recreational use;

(2) subject to an agricultural easement under § 2-508 of the Agriculture Article;

(3) subject to an agricultural easement under a county agricultural land preservation program
certified under § 5-408 of this title;

(4) used for cemetery purposes;
(5) identified by a local government as:
(i) 1. streams and their buffers;
2. 100-year flood plains;
3. habitats of threatened and endangered species; and
4. steep slopes; and
(ii) on which development is prohibited by local law or ordinance; or

(6) identified by a local government as delineated nontidal wetlands on which development is
prohibited by State or local law or ordinance.

S 1997, ch. 759; 1998, ch. 21, § 1; 2001, ch. 29, § 6; 2003, ch. 415; 2006, ch. 381.

3 of4d 3/21/2016 4:22 PM
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STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT
DIVISION I. STATE FINANCE
TITLE 5. STATE PLANNING
SUBTITLE 7B. PRIORITY FUNDING AREAS

Md. STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT Code Ann. § 5-7B-04 (2016)

//§ 5-7B-04. No funding of projects not located within priority funding area

k/(a) In general. -- Except as otherwise provided in this subtitle, beginning October 1, 1998, the
State may not provide funding for a growth-related project if the project is not located within a
priority funding area.

(b) Water and sewer service planned. -- In a priority funding area established under §
5-7B-03(c) or (e) of this subtitle in which water and sewer service is planned, a commitment for
funding for a growth-related project shall be contingent upon nonstate funding for planned
water and sewer service moving forward in advance of or concurrent with the State funding.

(c) Municipal corporations. --
(1) A growth-related project may not be funded by the State in a municipal corporation
exercising zoning authority unless the municipal corporation has first adopted residential

development standards relating to public school adequacy. These standards shall be
substantially similar to:

(i) the State rated capacity standards established by the public school interagency
committee on school construction; or

(ii) the school capacity standards established in its county's adequate public facilities
ordinance.

(2) The requirement contained in paragraph (1) of this subsection does not apply:

(i) in a municipal corporation exercising zoning authority located in a county in which no
adequate school capacity standards have been established by the county governing body; or

(ii) to a residential development project where an impact fee has been paid or other

monetary or nonmonetary contributions have been provided that defray the local cost of school
construction attributable to the project.

lof2 3/21/2016 4:25 PM
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(3) After October 1, 1997, prior to establishing or changing the school capacity standards in a
county's adequate public facilities ordinance, the county shall confer with the governing bodies
of the municipal corporations that exercise zoning authority located within the county.

(4) For planning purposes, each county board of education shall annually provide to the
county and each municipal corporation exercising zoning authority in the county:

(i) a list of projected student enrollments for a 5-year period for each school serving
students in or near that municipal corporation; and

(i) information relating to the student capacity of each school.

»27 1997, ch. 759.

View Full Lofl
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STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT
DIVISION I. STATE FINANCE
TITLE 5. STATE PLANNING
SUBTITLE 7B. PRIORITY FUNDING AREAS

e Md. STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT Code Ann. § 5-7B-05 (2016)

/§5—7B—05. Funding for growth-related projects not within priority funding area

(a) In general. --

(1) The State may provide funding for a growth-related project not in a priority funding area
if:

(i) the Board of Public Works determines that extraordinary circumstances exist in
accordance with the requirements of paragraph (2) of this subsection; or

(i) the Board of Public Works approves the project as a transportation project that meets
the requirements of paragraph (3) of this subsection.

(2) In order to determine that extraordinary circumstances exist under paragraph (1) of this
subsection, the Board shall determine by a majority vote that:

(i) the failure to fund the project in question creates an extreme inequity, hardship, or

disadvantage that clearly outweighs the benefits from locating a project in a priority funding
area; and

(i) there is no reasonable alternative for the project in a priority funding area in another
location within the county or an adjacent county.

(3) The Board of Public Works may approve a transportation project under paragraph (1)(ii) of
this subsection if the transportation project:

(i) maintains the existing transportation system, if the Department of Transportation and
the Department of Planning determine the project does not serve to significantly increase
highway capacity;

(ii) serves to connect priority funding areas, if:

1. the Department of Transportation and the Department of Planning determine that
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adequate access control or other measures are in place to:

A. prevent development that is inconsistent with § 5-7A-01(1), (2), and (3) of this title;
and :

B. maintain the viability of the project while concomitantly constraining development
which potentially detracts from main street business areas; and

2. the Department of Transportation and the Department of Planning have first
determined whether alternative transportation modes, such as mass transit and transportation
demand management, provide a reasonable alternative to the project and that no reasonable
alternative exists;

(iii) has the sole purpose of providing control of access by the Department of Transportation
along an existing highway corridor; or

(iv) due to its operational or physical characteristics, must be located away from other
development.

(b) Request for approval. --

(1) A request for approval by the Board under subsection (a) of this section may be made at
the request of the governing body of the local jurisdiction in which the project is located or the
Secretary with approval authority over the project.

(2) When making a request to the Board of Public Works, the applicant shall:

(i) identify the extraordinary circumstances that require State funds for the project; and

(ii) demonstrate that no feasible alternatives exist to making an exception to the
requirements of this subtitle.

(3) The Board of Public Works, at its discretion, may require remedial actions to mitigate any
negative impacts of the proposed project.

(c) Advisory opinion. --

(1) When a request is made to the Board of Public Works for an exception under this section,
the Board of Public Works may request from the Department of Planning an advisory opinion on
the request for the exception.

(2) Upon receiving a request for an advisory opinion under this subsection, the Department, if
requested by a member of the pubiic, shall hold a public meeting to gather information relevant

to the advisory opinion.

e 1997, ch. 759; 2000, ch. 209, § 2; 2004, ch. 18.
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Legal or illegal, does it matter to you?
Testimony against CB19-2016

Dear Howard County Council Members,

Legal or illegal, does it matter to you? This is a question we are asking in reviewing this
case: the inclusion of the parcels in Maple Lawn, Fulton, and Hoddinott in Clarksville,
and others in the public water and sewer plan possibly through illegal means unknown to
the public in 2012 and later.

My neighbors and I believe it is important to draw a line between developments that
follow the regulations, and the ones that are achieved through fraud, and lack of
transparency. We rely on you, our elected representatives to help draw this important
line, uphold truth, and correct the wrong doings. The letter from the Fulton residents to
you raise a serious issue: about possible fraud involved in the Gneral Plan in 2012 when
these parcels were mysteriously placed into the planned service area without the public's
awareness.

Please let me share with you a personal experience on June 18, 2012, the day the County
Council held a public hearing on the new General Plan. Before the hearing, I tried to
find out if Hoddinott in Clarksville was placed in the map from well to public water. I
sent an email to DPZ Public Service and Zoning Administration that day, specifically
asking "Is Parcel 88, the Hudnutes (Hoddinott) Property included in the PSA in 2030
Plan?" I received a reply: "According to the planning maps, that property is not located
in the Planned Service Area, and therefore is not eligible for public water and/or sewer."

The DPZ employee did his duty truthfully and diligently. Even they didn't know about
the map change on the day the County Council held a public hearing. You can tell how
difficult it is for the public to participate in this process without correct information. We
hope the lack of transparency sheds some light on the mysterious placement of the
parcels into the PSA area. We also hope you take a close look at the facts presented by
the Fulton residents abou(k};e possible fraud and deny bill CB19-2016 if you find this
placement of the Maple Lawn farms, Hoddinott farm, and others into PSA was indeed
through fraud and illegal means. The email with DPZ on June 18, 2012 is attached.

Thank you! On Kﬂ?\wfm Bt /b/g,{,gﬁ 'n o/?ﬁb('%m o

Shun Lu S zon,‘ﬁ ~p cheme Tn 202 GW/’L"“
12852 Macbeth Farm Lane : m\ pe by '

Clarksville, 21029 protess wis L This b Contr
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From: "Lalush, Bob" <blalush@howardcountymd gov>

To: Shun Lu <shunlu88@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 1:21 PM

Subject: RE: Is Parcel 88, the Hudnutes Property included in the PSA in 2030 Plan?

According to the planning maps, that property is not located in the Planned Service Area, and therefore is
not eligible for public water and/or sewer.

J Robert Lalush

Division of Public Service and Zoning Administration
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning
410-313-4344

blalush@howardcountymd.gov

From: Shun Lu [mailto:shunlu88@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 1:09 PM

To: Lalush, Bob

Subject: Is Parcel 88, the Hudnutes Property included in the PSA in 2030 Plan?

Dear Bob,

My neighbors and | have looked at the map trying to figure out if this parcel of about 86 acres of
farm field is included in the Public Service Area in the 2030 General Plan.

Parcel 88 has about 86 acres farmland. It is named Hudnuts property and located south of
Guiford Rd and East of Md 108. It is zoned rural residential. We want to check and know if
there is any change in its zoning status, and if it's changed from private well and septic system
to public water and sewer.

Your help is greatly appreciated!

Thank you!

Shun Lu

12852 Macbeth Farm Ln

about:blank 112
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Internal Memorandum

SUBJECT: Council Bill No. - 2016
Testimony and Fiscal Impact Statement

to incorporate into the Metropolitan District a parcel of real property containing
approximately 91.2575 acres owned by Maple Lawn Farms, Inc., located at 11621
Scaggsville Road in Fulton, Maryland also known as Parcel 113 on Tax Map 46 for
Howard County -

TO: Lonnie R. Robbins . _ -
Chief Administrative Officer
FROM: James M. ]rvfn, Director ? M |
Department of Public W? ks
DATE: February 25, _2016

The Department of Public Works has been designated coordinator for preparation of testimony relative
to the incorporation a parcel of real property containing approximately 91.2575 acres owned by Maple
Lawn Farms, Inc., located at 11621 Scaggsville Road in Fulton, Maryland also known as Parcel 113
on Tax Map 46 m’to the Metropolitan Dlstr;ct

Pursuant to Section 18.101(f) of the Howard County Code, the Director of Public Works published a
Public Notice in the Howard County Times on April- 30, 2015, notifying all interested parties that Maple
Lawn Farms, Inc., owner of the property described below, had petitioned to incorporate the parcel of
land into the Metropoh’can District. Written opposition to the Metropolitan District Incorporation by
Administrative Decision was received on May 15, 2015, copy attached. In accordance with Section
18.101(g)(1) of the Code, if the Director of Pub]ic Works receives a timely objection to the
incorporation of a parcel into the metropolitan district, the Director shall prepare a bili to be introduced
by the County Council autherizing incorporation of the parcel into the district.
The following is a synopsis for your review.

Name of Property Owner: Maple Lawn Farms, Inc.

Location of Property: 11621 Scaggsville Road, Fulton, Maryland 20759
" (South of Maryland Route 216 and west of US Route 29)

TaxMap: 46 GridNo.: 2 Parcel: 113 Election District: Fifth
"Present Zoning: R-ED MXD-3 (Residential: Environmental Development)
Deed Date: May 30, 1974 Liber/Folio: 683/747

Tax ID No.: 05-358906 Parcel Size: 91.2575 Acres Parcel No.: 113

C:\USERS\THACKEH\APPDATA\LOCAL\M&CROSOFT\WINDOWS\TEMPDRARY INTERNET FILES\CONTENT.CUTLOOK\XOMGSFIE\MLFIMPACT.DOC




Lonnie R. Robbins: : February 25, 2016
Metropolitan District Incorporation Page 2 :

Water: The sixteen (16) inch water main constructed under Contract Nos. 44-3505 and 44-
3934 exists along Maryland Route 21 6/Scaggsville Road, adjacent to the property. Rights-of-
way will not be required on the subject property.

Sewer: The eight (8) inch sewer main constructed under Contract No. 20-3056 exists along
Maryland Route 216/Scaggsville Road, adjacent to the property. Rights-of-way will not be
required on the subject property.

On May 8, 2015, the Department of Planning and Zoning determined that inclusion of the property into
the Metropolitan District will not violate the intent of the General Plan and recommends approval of the
proposed legislation to incorporate the parcel belonging to Maple Lawn Farms, Inc. into the
Metropolitan District. The Department of Public Works concurs with the recommendation of the
Department of Planning and Zoning. '

The property is part of an expansion of the Planned Service Area of the Howard County Master Plan
for Water and Sewerage (the “Master Plan”) which is part of Council Resolution Number -2016
also being heard tonight. Approval of the Master Plan is required prior to approval of the Metropolitan
District Incorporation. ‘

Upon approval of the Master Pian, the subject property will be an out parcel of the Metropolitan District
located in the 6-10 Year Comprehensive Service Area of the Howard County Master Plan for Water
and Sewerage Plan Howard 2030: PSA/PFA Expansion by Property Ownership. Extension of the
Metropolitan District to include the subject property will not violate the intent of the Master Plan.

If this legislation is enacted, upon entry into the Metropolitan District, the property owner would be
paying an ad valorem charge, currently eight cents ($0.08) per one hundred dollars ($100.00) of
assessed valuation. Front-foot benefit charges are not applicable. Upon connection, the property
owner would be paying the standard water and sewer connection charges and in-aid-of-construction
charges. :

The Department of Public Works will be represented at the Public Hearing to present testimony and
respond to any questions regarding the Council Bill.

JMi/paw
Attachments

cc:  Jennifer Sager |
File
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‘ : il =
May 15, 2015 %«9& e
Hand delivery ga—; &
Mr. James M. Irvin, Director : ff;g:i
Howard County Department of Public Works D6HMm =
3430 Court House Drive, 244 Floor o . ;g@ &
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 A ‘ S £

_ Dear Mr. Irvin:

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc,, 11621 Scaggsville Road,
Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this

property as heing on tax map 47), Parcel/Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

This property was never legally placed in the Planned Serviee Area and therefore
cannot be incorporated into the Metropolitan District.

S%ncerely yours,

Suzanne M. \ewell ”. %Z ’[Z‘Lf ﬂw
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May 15, 2015
Hand delivery

Mr. James M. Irvin, Director

Howard Gounty Department of Public Works
34:30 Court House Drive, 204 Floor

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Dear Mr. Irvin:

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc,, 11621 Scaggsville Road,
Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this

property as being on tax map 47), Parcel/Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

- This property was never legally placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore

cannot be incorporated into the Metropolitan District,

Sincerely yours,
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May 15, 2015
Hand delivery

M. James M. Irvin, Director

Howard County Department of Public Works

3430 Court House Drive, 224 Floor

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Dear Mr. Irvin;

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc, 11621 Scaggsville Road,

Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this

property as being on tax map 47), Parcel/Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

‘This property was never legally placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore
cannot be incorporated into the Metropolitan District.

Smcerely yours,
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¥ Jane Gray
8301 Murphy Road

Fulton, Maryland 20759

May 15, 2015
Hand Delivery

Mr. James M. Irvin, Director

Howard County Department of Public Works
3430 Court House Drive, 22 Floor

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Dear Mr. Irvin:

Pursuantto the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc,, 11621, Scaggsville Road,
Fulton MD 20759, taX map 46 (the county notice was in errorin identifying this

property as being on tax map 47), Parcel /Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

This property was never placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore cannot e
placed in the Metropolitan District. :

Sincerely yours,

cc: County Execuis eéﬂgaKittIeman
: AHey
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Frederick Gray ”%
8301 Murphy Road
Fulton, Maryland 20759

May 15, 2015
Hand Delivery

Mr. James M. Irvin, Director ,
Howard County Department of Public Works
3430 Court House Drive, 274 Floor

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 .

Dear M. Irvin:

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc., 11621 Scaggsville Road,
Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this
property as being on tax map 47), Parcel/Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

This property was never placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore cannbtbe
placed in the Metropolitan District.

cc: County Executive Atem Kittleman
AanN

123




AlanJ. Schneider
12598 Clarksville Pike !
Clarksville, Maryland 21029

May 15, 2015
Hand Delivery

Mr. James M. Irvin, Director

Howard County Department of Public Works
3430 Court House Drive, 22d Floor-

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Dear Mr. Irvin:

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc, 11621 Scaggsville Road,
Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this

property as being on tax map 47), Parcel/Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

This property was never placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore cannot be
placed in the Metropolitan District.

Sincerely yours,

cc: County Executive Alan Kittleman




May 15, 2015
Hand delivery

Mr. James M., Irvin, Director

Howard County Department of Public Works
3430 Court House Drive, 27 Floor

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Dear Mr. Irvin:

Pursuant to the attached notice, this letter is to formally note my objection to the
inclusion of the listed property (Maple Lawn Farms, Inc,, 11621 Scaggsville Road,-
Fulton MD 20759, tax map 46 (the county notice was in error in identifying this
property as being on tax map 47], Parcel /Lot 113) into the Metropolitan District.

This property was never lega}ly placed in the Planned Service Area and therefore
cannot be incorporated into the Metropolitan District.

Sincerely yours,

: | 6420 Rich ardseyy TArm [n
Soon §. Park loksuite, MD 21029
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Tnternal Memorandum

. : WIS MAY. 11 A1 3b
Su b] ect: Proposed Administrative Decision to Incorporate in
the Metropolitan District Property of cepy BEGEIVED -
Maple Lavgn Farms, Inc. JE?){‘ UE PUBLIC Y/ORKS
Tax Map 46, Parcel 113, 91.25 Acres '
11621 Scaggsville Road
Fulton, Maryland 20759

To: ., James M. Ivvin, Director
o Department of Public Works

From: Marsha S. McLaughlin, Director ~ 2/~
Department of Planning and Zoning

Date: May 8, 2015

PlanHoward 2030 indicates that the subject property is in the Planned Service Area. It is zoned
 R-ED MXD-3 (Residential: Environmental Developmin}),ﬁismct and located in a residential
~area south of MD RT 216 and west of USRT 79, Fuarthermore, the subject property, an
outparcel of the Metropolitan District, is located within the Planned Service Area of the
PlanHoward 2030: PSA/PFA expansion by property ownership. A 16 inch water main exists
along MD RT 216/Scaggsville Road, adjacent fo the property. An 8 inch sewer main exists
along MD RT 216/Scaggsville Road, adjacent to the property, Inclusion of the subject property
into the Metropolitan District Wﬂl not violate the intent of the General Plan.

Based on the above and the report of the Department of Public Works, this Department
reoommends approva,l of the proposed legislation.

If you have any questions concerning thxs recommendaﬁon please call David Dell at extension
| 4322 .

ce: File: Metro District 2015
Carl Katenkamp; Department of Public Works
Phyllis Watson, Department of Public Works '

T:\Shared\Research\MeiroDistric\2015\11621 Scaggsville Road.doc




Citizens Working to Fix Howard County
and
Fulton MD Residents

March 21, 2016

Alan Kittleman,

Howard County Executive
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
AND

Jonathan S. Weinstein
Jennifer R. Terrasa

Mary Kay Sigaty

Gregory Fox

Calvin B. Ball

Members, Howard County Council
3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Re: Council Bill 19-2016. Inclusion of Maple Lawn South (MLS) property into the
Metropolitan District

Dear Mr. Kittleman and Members of the County Council:

A copy of this letter and a DVD with source documents are being hand delivered to
each of you to put each of you on notice that you cannot legally approve CB 19-2016
putting the Maple Lawn South property into the Metropolitan District because:

--the original inclusion of the property into the Planned Service Area (PSA) in
the 2012 General Plan was done through fraud; and

--the inclusion of this property into Tier I via CB 37-2012, similarly was done
by fraud.

More specifically:
1. The 2012 General Plan “Bait and Switch”

The MLS property, as well as Hoddinott and other properties, were illegally put into
the 2012 General Plan through the approval on the night of the final vote on the
Plan, of “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14", introduced by Courtney Watson the
night of the vote at the request of then County Executive, Kenneth Ulman. That
amendment switched the maps showing the PSA boundary shown to the public at
both the Planning Board and County Council hearings on the 2012 General Plan.
The maps shown to the public (and on which the Planning Board’s recommended



approval of the draft General Plan was based) did not have the Maple Lawn South
and numerous other properties in the Planned Service Area. The maps in the
Enrolled 2012 General Plan have these properties in the PSA.

The document which illegally made these changes was Ken Ulman’s “Amendment 1
of Amendment 14”, fallaciously described in its title as “...technical corrections to
distinguish between the PSA for water and sewer service and the water service only
area.” Under television caption of this same fallacious title and verbal recitation of
this same fallacious title by Ms. Terresa, the Council called and unanimously
approved this amendment 57 minutes, 18 seconds into the Council’s July 26,2012
“Special Session” approving the 2012 General Plan.

Source Materials for Above:

The first “source” document in the DVD for the above paragraphs is a copy of
testimony from a Fulton resident describing the 2012 Planning Board hearing on
the draft General Plan and including a copy of maps presented at that hearing.!
Exhibit 6 of this testimony presents a copy of maps 4-1 and 5-1. The legend on both
maps clearly delineates the existing “Priority Funding Area/PSA.” (The circled areas
were not on original maps and are for reference only). As can be seen on the maps
(in the circled areas), neither the MLS property nor the Hoddinott properties are in
the PSA on the maps used for the 2012 General Plan Planning Board review and
public hearing process.

The second “source” document in the DVD for the above assertion is a copy of the
“Introduced” 2012 General Plan sent by the Planning Board after review to the
Council. This document is the document upon which the Council’s June 18, 2012
legislative hearing on the 2012 General Plan was held. Maps 4-1, 5-1 and 8-1—the
maps showing the existing Planned Service Area (pages 29, 55, 114 of the document,
respectively) do not have either the Maple Lawn South or the Hoddinott properties
in the PSA.

In addition to Maps 4-1, 5-1 and 8-1 above showing the existing Planned Service
Area, the Introduced bill contained Maps 6-2 and 6-3, (pages 70 and 72 of the
Introduced Bill, respectively). Map 6-2 identified Place Types. Map 6-3 established
“Growth Tiers.” Both maps, identify the “Proposed priority funding area/PSA”
boundary.

The third “source” document is a copy of “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14”, Maps
4-1, 5-1, and 8-1 in this amendment now have the Maple Lawn South and Hoddinott
properties in the PSA. Moreover, the legend for Maps 6-2 and 6-3 has been changed
to delete the word “Proposed” in the sentence “Proposed Priority Funding
Area/PSA.” By deletion of the word “Proposed,” the PSA boundary on Maps 6-2 and

1, This testimony is in the legislative history for the 2013 Comprehensive
Zoning Plan—CB 32-2013.




6-3 was changed to make the proposed PSA boundary which included the MLS and
Hoddinott properties, the actual PSA boundary.

The fourth “source” document is a copy of Enrolled Bill 26-2012. As can be seen on
pages 231 and 233, respectively and consistent with the passage of “Amendment 1
of Amendment 14", maps 4-1, 5-1 and 8-1 now have the MLS and Hoddinott
properties in the PSA. Also in accordance with “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14",
the word “Proposed” in the Legend for the Primary Funding Area and PSA Boundary
in Maps 6-2 and 6-3 has been deleted. This deletion makes the proposed boundary
containing the MLS and Hoddinott properties in the PSA, the actual boundary.

The fifth source information on the DVD is a “still frame” of the July 26, 2012 session
where the Council approved “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14.”

And the sixth “source” document is a video extraction of that same section of the
“Special Session” video where the Council approved “Amendment 1 of Amendment
14." This same night, the Council approved the Bill 26-2012.

2. The 2012 “Tier 1” Inclusion “Bait and Switch”

After “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14” was approved by the Council on July 26,
2012, the Council deleted Map 6-3, the “Growth Tier,” from the General Plan it was
adopting. As noted above, “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14” changed the
“Proposed” boundary for the PSA (boundary containing the MLS and Hoddinott
properties) for Maps 6-2 and 6-3 to the actual PSA boundary by deleting the word
“Proposed.”

In the fall of 2013, CB 37-2013 was introduced by the Council. This bill was to
establish “growth tiers” by adding Growth Tiers Map 6-3 back into the 2012 General
Plan. Maps 6-2 and 6-3 in the technical staff report shown to the Planning Board
were from the “Introduced” 2012 General Plan bill. They showed the MLS and
Hoddinott properties within the “Proposed” PSA boundary—but not in the actual
PSA as “Amendment 1 of Amendment 14” had approved.

Mysteriously, when the Planning Board recommendation got to the County Council,
recommending approval of maps showing MLS and Hoddinott properties in the
“Proposed” or future PSA boundary, a map switch happened again. Instead, of
approving the maps the Planning Board had recommended approving, as with the
adoption of the 2012 General Plan, the Council, deleted the word “Proposed” in the
Legend on Maps 6-2 and 6-3, thus making the “Proposed” PSA boundary the actual
Boundary having the MLS and Hoddinott properties in it. In so doing, the Council
placed these properties in the PSA and in fact in the Tier 1 growth tier contrary to
state law, without any public notice or opportunity to testify against this action ata
public hearing, and contrary to the recommendation of the Planning Board as to the
Maps and policy decisions it thought it was approving.




As you have seen, the Maple Lawn South and Hoddinott properties being entered-
along with many other properties-under this “Bait & Switch” tactic by the former

County Executive, the DPZ and the County Council, is against the Howard County
Charter- AND illegal.

AND, it is illegal to place Maple Lawn South, Hoddinott and the other properties into
the “Metropolitan District” because of the facts presented in this letter and with the
attendant documentation on the DVD.

Please reconsider your proposed actions to go forward in this matter with these
properties.

Thank you,

A Fulton landowner and resident for 46 years-next to
lager Parcel 113-the propgsed Maple Lawn South.




