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Sec. 16.1100. Short title; background; purpose; organization.

(@)  Short Title. This subtitle shall be known as the Adequate Public Facilities Act of Howard County.
(b) Background:

(1) Growth management process. Underlying this subtitle is the need to provide a growth management
process that will enable the County to provide adequate public roads, schools, and other facilities in a
timely manner and achieve general plan growth objectives and to provide information to other
agencies of the County and State, as well as to the public, so that they can plan accordingly. This
process is designed to provide predictability to all parties and to direct growth to areas where
adequate infrastructure exists or will exist.

(2) Basis of growth management process. The growth management process is based on the following
assumptions:

(i)  The general plan and zoning plan define land use and the distribution and pace of development.

(i)  The government has a responsibility to fund and construct adequate public facilities in a timely
and coordinated manner.

(iii) A growth management process will result in more predictable residential and commercial
development.

(iv) A commitment from government and the community to the growth management process is
fundamental to achieving adequate public facilities.

(3) Elements of the growth management process. This subtitle is one of five interconnected elements that
constitute the growth management process. Each element has a part to play in providing the
predictability required for planning and implementing adequate public facilities.

(i)  Establishing policy. The general plan, the zoning plan, and the standards in this subtitle constitute
the policy base for the growth management process. This common base is the platform from
which data are generated and planning documents written.

(i)  Capital planning. Capital improvement master plans define the necessary public school, road,
solid waste, and water and sewerage infrastructure which supports the land use and growth
policies established in the general plan. Capital improvement master plans will minimally contain
planning assumptions, standards of service, descriptions of additions and improvements,
justification and priorities for additions and improvements, and budget projections for each of
the next ten years. The plans will be reviewed and approved annually.

(iii)  Revenue allocation. Limited resources will require coordinated allocation of funds for roads,
schools and other facilities. The Planning Board, the County Executive, the County Council, and
participating agencies and departments will work together to review priorities and budget
projections included in the capital improvement master plans. The County Council will conduct a
public hearing and, through adoption of the capital budget and capital improvement program,
will approve the distribution of funds across capital improvement master plans.

The building excise tax (see title 20, subtitle 5 of the Howard County Code), enhances the
County's ability to provide adequate public road facilities.

(iv) Adequate public facilities. The general plan guides where and when growth occurs. The adequate
public facilities process and standards will manage growth so that facilities can be constructed in
a timely manner.
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a. Within one year of the enactment date of the general plan, as required by section 16.801
of this Code, an Adequate Public Facilities Act Review Committee shall be convened. The
Review Committee shall meet, conduct at least two public hearings, and, within one year of
its first meeting, submit a report with recommendations on the Adequate Public Facilities
Act to the County Executive and the County Council. The Committee shall be staffed by the
Department of Planning and Zoning.

b. Five years after the Review Committee has issued its recommendations, another Review
Committee shall be convened to evaluate the impact of the previous recommendations
which have been implemented and make any additional recommendations.

C. Each Review Committee shall be comprised of:
1.  Two appointees from each member of the County Council;
2 Three appointees from the County Executive; and
3. One appointee from the Board of Education; and
4 One appointee from the Howard County Public School System Superintendent.

(v)  Monitoring growth. The Department of Planning and Zoning will develop statistics and other
pertinent data which will be continually used to assess the growth management process so that
status reports can be prepared and adjustments recommended regarding the growth
management process.

(c) Purpose. The purpose of this subtitle is to provide a predictable planning environment for the provision of
adequate road facilities and adequate public schools facilities by requiring residential and nonresidential
projects to pass certain tests as a condition of subdivision or site development plan approval.

(d)  Organization and Contents of This subtitle:

(1) Definitions. The meanings of certain words and phrases used in this subtitle are found in section
16.1110, "Definitions," of this subtitle.

(2) Adequate road facilities means this subtitle requires residential and nonresidential projects to be
tested for adequate road facilities. Section 16.1101 deals with this test and its implementation.

(3) Housing unit allocation concept means the housing unit allocation concept underlies the tests for
adequate public facilities. Section 16.1102 deals with this concept.

(4) Adequate school facilities means this subtitle requires residential projects to be tested for adequate
public school facilities. Section 16.1103 deals with these tests.

(5) Housing unit allocation process means residential projects are granted housing unit allocations. Section
16.1104 deals with the process for granting these allocations.

(6) Processing plans, see: Section 16.1105 deals with the process by which the test for adequate road
facilities and the tests for adequate public school facilities are incorporated into the subdivision and
site development plan review and approval process.

(7)  Milestones. see: Section 16.1106 deals with milestones, an additional tool to provide a predictable
planning environment and assure that housing unit allocations are utilized.

(8) Exemptions means certain projects are exempted, partly or wholly, from the test for allocations and/or
the test for adequate road facilities and/or the tests for adequate school facilities. Section 16.1107 lists
the exemptions.
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(9) Development monitoring system means a development monitoring system provides information on the
County's employment and residential growth. Section 16.1108 mandates the creation of a
development monitoring system.

(10) Appeals, see: Section 16.1109 deals with appeals made in connection with this subtitle.
(C.B.7,1992; C.B. 39, 1995; C.B. 5, 2000; C.B. 50, 2000; C.B. 1, 2018, § 2)

Editor's note(s)—Former § 16.1100, which authorized the County to fix impact fees, was enacted by ch. 239 of the
1991 Laws of Maryland and was repealed by ch. 285 of the 1992 Laws of Maryland.
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Adequate Public Facilities Review
Task Force

Submitted to:
County Executive Allan H. Kittleman

April 1, 2016



April 1, 2016

The Honorable Allan H. Kittleman
Howard County Executive

3430 Courthouse Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

Dear County Executive Kittleman,

We are pleased to submit the final report of the Adequate Public Facilities Review Task
Force. The report provides a factual record of the task force’s activities from June 2015 through
March 2016.

Since the task force was composed of citizens as opposed to government experts, we
conducted a rather lengthy education process for several months. Experts in APFO and related
fields made presentations and answered our questions.

After the education process, we discussed and debated over 80 topics. More than 80
motions were made to recommend specific changes to APFO, but only 18 were passed.

To ensure that any recommended changes reflected a large majority of the group’s
opinions, we decided early on that a super majority of two-thirds of the voting membership
would be required for passage. With a membership of 23, that meant 16 votes. When a member
resigned, that brought the number required to 15,

Unfortunately, attendance became an issue and sometimes fell far short of full attendance
— at or just above the minimum of 15 voting members present required to pass a motion. This
was a source of frustration for the task force and limited our ability to make recommendations
for changes. We have included the list of all motions and the vote tally so you can see which
motions could possibly have passed if more members had attended. Those members who
actively participated in the review process were appreciative of the opportunity to share their
views and provide suggestions.

In addition to recommendations specific to the APFO legislation, we agreed on a number
of suggestions related to APFO that we felt would be in the best interest of the county, but
belong in other county regulations. These recommendations are included in the report for your
consideration.

As for future APFO committees, members felt strongly that future leaders take into
account the committee’s size (smaller may be better), timeline (establish a time commitment
expectation), and type of representation (committee should contain a greater proportion of
subject matter experts).

We hope you will move forward with our recommendations. If you need any further
information on the task force’s work or assistance in evaluating its recommendations, please let

us know.

Sincerely,
Bs By Casla
Diane Mikulis Cole Schnorf

Chair Vice Chair
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I. Executive Summary

The Need for Review

The 2015 Department of Planning and Zoning Transition Team Report recommended that County
Executive Kittleman review the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance to consider factors that have the
potential to influence growth in new ways. Projected population trends and the effect of recent policy

decisions also prompted a need for review.

Task Force’s Scope

The County Executive appointed 23 citizen members and two county employees representing the
Department of Planning and Zoning and the Howard County Public School System. All elements of the
law were open for assessment including the allocations test, school test, and roads test methodology. In
addition, he asked the task force to consider other public facilities tested in surrounding jurisdictions.

Content Areas

In total, the task force generated over 80 topics to debate, which it divided into eight categories.

Administrative Fiscal

Allocations test Schools test

Roads test New metrics
Downtown Columbia Non-APFO action items
Recommendations

The task force passed nearly 20 motions by a two-thirds majority. Notable recommendations to the
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance include:

e TBxemption of Moderate Income Housing Units and certain age-restricted units from the
allocations test;

o Renaming the Open/Closed Chart to the School Capacity Chart;

o Restructuring allocations within Established Communities and Growth and Revitalization
categories;

o A revised schools test that adjusts program capacity and developers’ wait time, and that imposes a
scaled public school facilities surcharge for developers and a new household fee dedicated to

public school construction;
o A requirement to convene a review committee at a minimum at the conclusion of every General

Plan cycle; and
e Exemption of Downtown Columbia from the 300 unit annual allocation limit for a single

elementary school district if the school region within which the school district resides is over 100

percent capacity.




0. A History of Howard County’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance

The Law’s Origins

The Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) is a land use policy first recommended in
Howard County, Maryland’s 1990 General Plan to manage the pace of growth. The Plan
suggested the enactment of legislation requiring adequate public facilities as a condition of
subdivision or land development approval. In response to this mandate, then County Executive,
Charles Ecker, established the Commission on Adequate Public Facilities. This Commission was
tasked with developing legislative recommendations that tied future development to the
adequacy of public facilities, namely schools and county roadways. The legislation, supported
by the County Executive and passed by the County Council on April 10, 1992, linked residential
construction to an elementary schools test, a school regions test, a roads test (both residential and
commercial), and a housing unit allocations test. The law also established the building excise tax

and dedicated it to road mitigation.

Revisions to the Law and Other Related Changes

In 2000, nearly a decade after APFO’s initial passage, then County Executive James Robey
appointed the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance Committee fo review the existing Ordinance
and update it to account for demographic and economic shifts that affected growth. The
committee identified two primary gaps in the law that again were accepted by the County
Executive and passed by the County Council. Incorporated into the Ordinance were anew
middle schools test and a lowering of the program capacity at which a school is deemed closed
from 120 percent to 115 percent. Other changes included:

e Added: No maore than 300 allocations shall be granted in one year in a single elementary
school district if the elementary school region within which the elementary school district

is located exceeds 100 percent of capacity;
o Amended: The study area for which the APFO road test applies shall increase from 1

mile to 1.5 miles from the entrance of the new project;

e Amended: The granting of housing unit allocations shall change from the elementary
school regions to the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) planning areas tied to
the 2000 General Plan;

e Added: The housing unit allocations chart shall contain a category for age-restricted
housing units; and,

e Amended: Referencesto ‘adequate public facilities’ shall expand in meaning from
‘schools’ and ‘roads’ to also ‘other facilities’.



As 0f 2015, though no formal task forces had been formed to review the Ordinance since 2000,
the County Executive and Council continued to alter the law as the landscape of the county
evolved. These changes largely followed general plan policies that included revitalization
efforts, reclassifications of county geography, and an acknowledgment that planning conform to
the needs of specific populations. For example, the County adopted a category for Moderate
Income Housing Units (MIHU) in 2006 to address growing demand for affordable housing (this
category was subsequently removed in 2013 with the adoption of PlanHoward 2030).

Though the 2000 General Plan contained a reduction in the number of available housing unit
allocations from approximately 2,500 units per year to 1,500 units per year, it included a new
housing unit allocation category for Route 1 because of the County’s desire to revitalize the
Route 1 corridor. Similarly, the County established a unique category for Downtown Columbia
upon passage of the Downtown Columbia Plan, a General Plan amendment. At the same time
APFO was amended to add housing unit allocations specific to Downtown Columbia, the APFO
roads test was amended to include an additional provision only applicable to Downtown
Columbia that suited its urban design.

In 2004 the Maryland General Assembly authorized Howard County to impose a public school
facilities surcharge on residential construction. Revenue collected under the surcharge may only

be used for renovations and debt service payments.

Howard County’s housing unit allocations categories deliberately reflect the county’s diverse
geography. The General Plan divides the allocations accordingly. These divisions, like the
targeting of investment in new areas of the county, undergo changes that are in part governed by
APFO. For example, in 2007 a new housing unit allocation category for green neighborhoods
was added, and as a way to place greater focus on the county’s Designated Places map,
allocations across certain categories were pooled. A new shared allocation pool was also added
upon adoption of PlanHoward 2030 where projects in both the Established Communitics and the
Growth and Revitalization areas could access the same allocations.



TII. The Need for Review in 2015

APFO was instituted to help the County adapt to the pressure that growth places on school and
roadway capacity. The 2015 DPZ Transition Team Report recommended that County Executive
Kittleman review APFO to consider factors that have the potential to influence growth in new
ways. Projected population trends and the effect of recent policy decisions also prompted a need
for review. In order to address citizen concerns over APFO’s effectiveness and its relevance to
present day realities, the County Executive assembled a diverse group of community members to
complete this task with the intent of balancing areas of expertise, opinions, and interest in order
to conduct a thorough review of the existing Ordinance.

Schools

Over the past 20 years, the number of households in Howard County has increased by 38 percent
while student population has increased 44 percent. These growth patterns have resulted in the
construction of ten elementary schools, six middle schools, and four high schools. The link
between student growth and the construction of new school facilities is growing in significance
given recent policy decisions that instituted all-day kindergarten and favored less redistricting
and smaller class sizes. The table below depicts household and student growth alongside school

counts between 1995 and 2015.

Howard County Population Growth and School Counts

Year ES | MS | HS Households % Growth | Students %
Growth
1995 31 14 8 80,774 37,323
2005 37 19 12 97,885 21% 47,795 28%
2015 41 20 12 111,707 14% 53,637 12%
Total Growth | 32% | 43% | 50% 38% 44%

Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning Population and Construction Report, Howard County
Public School System September 30 Official Enrollment Reports

Student enrollment at a number of county schools presently exceeds 115 percent of their board-
approved program capacity. That said, capacity utilization is not uniform throughout the county.
A majority of schools in the western portion of the county are under 115 percent program
capacity (including several under 100 percent), while overcapacity schools are most common in
the northern and eastern portions of the county.




The Howard County Public School System’s (HCPSS) complete Open/Closed Chart approved
by the County Council in 2015 provides school-specific capacity utilization detail for all
elementary and middle schools. It is included as Appendix R in this report.

Roads

Traffic patterns on county roadways have evolved as communities expanded, state highways
aged, and secondary roads increased in number. At the same time, citizen demand for non-
vehicular traffic has also grown. As portions of the county move closer toward an urban
environment, the County has recognized the need to begin laying the groundwork for a
transportation network that also meets the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and those that take
public transit and encourages use of these alternative means of transportation.



IV. Task Force Composition

The County Executive signed Executive Order 2015-05 on May 26, 2015 ! which officially
established the Adequate Public Facilities Review Task Force (“task force™). In it, he charged
the members with reviewing the current APF Ordinance and making recommendations as to
possible improvements. All elements of the law were open for assessment including the
allocations test, school test, and roads test methodology. In addition, he asked the task force to
consider other public facilities tested in surrounding jurisdictions. A list of the members and
affiliations are included in the table below.

APF Review Task Force Members Roster

Name Affiliation
Diane Mikulis (Chair) | Former Chair, Howard County Board of Education
Cole Schnorf (Vice Senior Vice President and Director of Development, Manekin
Chair) :
Reginald Avery Oakland Mills representative, Columbia Association/PTA. Council
Marianne Brackney Community Representative At-large
Steven Breeden Principal, SDC Group
Jeff Bronow* Division Chief of Research, Howard County Department of Planning,

and Zoning

Diane Butler

Zoning Chair, St. John’s Community Association

Richard Freas Retired Deputy Chiet, Howard County Department of Fire and Rescue
Services, Community Representative from District 3
Heidi Gaasch Community Representative from District 5

Joel Gallihue*

Manager of School Planning, Howard County Public School System

Anna Marie Gannon**

Howard County educator

Alice Giles

Member, Howard County League of Women Voters

Dave Grabowski

Former Chair, Howard County Recreation and Parks Advisory Board,
Community Representative from District 1

Bruce Harvey***

President and Co-Owner, Williamsburg Homes

Abby Hendrix

Community Representative from District 2

Stu Kohn

President, Howard County Citizens Association

Caryn Lasser

Community Representative from District 4

Brent Loveless

Community Representative At-large

Lisa Markovitz

President, the People’s Voice, LL.C

Christine O’ Connor

Chair, Howard County Board of Education

Paul Revelle Board of Directors, Bridges to Housing Stability/Housing Advocate
Patty Smallwood Real Estate Agent, The Smallwood Team

John Startt President, JST Builders

Sharonlee Vogel Former Chair, Howard County Transportation Board

Rick Wilson Principal, Folly Quarter Middle School

*Non-voting members

**+Resigned

##* Appointed by amended Executive Order 2015-8

"Exceutive Order 2015-8 amended Executive Order 2015-5 to include an additional member, Bruce Harvey
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V. Task Force Process

Meeting Contents

The APF Review Task Force met 22 times over the course of ten months. The initial meetings
focused on educating the members of the provisions within APFO and the metrics that inform
growth management. Subject matter experts from DPZ and HCPSS presented relevant data on
population growth and housing projections. Howard County Department of Public Works
informed members how public facilities are constructed, managed, maintained, and financed.
The planning efforts of the Howard County Departments of Fire and Rescue Services (DFRS),
Police, Recreation and Parks, and the Office of Transportation rounded out the discussion of
additional public facilities that fall under the County’s purview. These agencies served as
advisors throughout the course of the task force’s work, making routine appearances at task force
mectings and providing supplemental research as requested. All literature gathered and prepared
for the task force are included as an appendix.

The task force transitioned to a review of the APF Ordinance and the development of study
areas, which formed the basis of debate and establishment of recommendations. Originally, the
task force was to complete its work in early December. However, as the education phase of the
process was extended, it became necessary to also extend the task force’s completion schedule.
The County Executive filed an amended Executive Order 2015-12, which revised the report due
date to April 1, 2016. The table below provides details of each meeting.

Meeting Summary

Date Subject Presenter(s) Voting Member
Attendance
(Present-Absent)
June 4, 2015 History of APTO Joe Rutter 20-3
June 17, 2015 Overview of Howard County land | Jeff Bronow, 18-5
use and population — past, present | Department of Planning
and future; household projection and Zoning
methodology
July 1, 2015 APFO allocations and open/closed | Jeff Bronow, 17-6
school tests - how does APFO Department of Planning
work and its effect on development | and Zoning
pace, past and current status
July 15, 2015 The open/closed school chart; New | Joel Gallihue, Howard 22-1
school construction and the County Public School
redistricting process; Where is the | System
growth coming from? New vs.
existing housing
Roads Test Chad Edmondson, 19-4

July 29, 2015

Department of Planning
and Zoning; Mark




DelLuca, Department of

Public Works
August 26, 2015 Open discussion 20-3
September 9, 2015 Transportation; Recreation and John Powell and Chris 18-5
Parks Eatough, Office of
Transportation; John
Byrd, Department of
Recreation and Parks;
Mark DeLuca,
Department of Public
Works
September 24, 2015 | Review of APF Ordinance and 20-3
finalization of study areas list
October 14, 2015 Public safety Chief Gary Gardner, 15-8
Police Department;
Chief John Butler,
Department of Fire and
Rescue Services
October 28, 2015 Finalize review of APF Ordinance 19-4
November 4, 2015 Debate study areas and form 19-4
recommendations — Allocations
Test*
November 10, Debate study areas and form 22-0
L F=* recommendations — Allocations
Test
November 18, 2015 | Presentation regarding waiver Kent Sheubrooks, 20-2
process; Debate study areas and Department of Planning
form recommendations — Schools | and Zoning
Test
December 2, 2015 Debate study areas and form 18-4
recommendations — Roads Test
December 9, 2015 Debate study areas and form 20-2
recommendations — Schools Test
December 15,2015 | Debate study areas and form 20-2
recommendations — Schools Test,
Fiscal
December 16,2015 | Debate study areas and form 18-4
recommendations — Schoaols Test,
Fiscal
December 22, 2015 | Debate study areas and form 20-2
recommendations — New Metrics
January 13, 2016 Debate study areas and form Chief John Butler, 18-4
recommendations — New Metrics, | Department of Fire and
Administrative, Fiscal Rescue Services; Chris
Eatough, Office of
Transportation
January 27, 2016 Debate study areas and form 17-5
recommendations — Schools Test,
Downtown Columbia
18-4

February 10, 2016

Debate study areas and form

10




recommendations — Schools Test,
Allocations Test, Roads Test,
Administrative, Fiscal, New
Metrics, Downtown Columbia
March 9, 2016 Amend and approve APF Review
Task Force committee report
*See list of content areas in Section VI; non-APFO action items were debated and voted on throughout all meetings

#*Task Force voting membership dropped from 23 members to 22 members

17-4

Voting Procedure

Each member named in Executive Order 5-2015 and Executive Order 8-2015 was afforded a
vote on each motion brought before the body, unless a member was designated as non-voting.
No members were awarded proxies to vote in their stead. The task force decided that in order for
a motion to pass, two-thirds of the total voting members, as designated in EO 5-2015 and EO 8-
2015, must have voted in the affirmative. Through November 4, 2015, passage of a motion
required 16 members. Upon the resignation of one member, Anna Gannon, as of November 10,

2015, passage of a motion required 15 members,

An Account of the Meetings

Agendas and summaries were prepared for every meeting and distributed to members and the
public electronically beforehand. All meetings were recorded. Howard County established a
website to publicize the recordings of the meetings and accompanying documents. The link may
be found at https://www.howardcountymd.gov/About-HoCo/County-Executive/Adequate-

public-facilities-ordinance-task-force.

Citizen Input

The task force expressed an interest in soliciting public input on its work as well as the current
Ordinance. In response, the County created the apfo@howardcountymd.gov email account,
advertised by both the County and task force members. Citizens were encouraged to share their
thoughts with the task force through this account. Nine emails were received in total and are
included as Appendix E. All those who sent comments remained anonymous. All citizen
suggestions were shared with the task force members regularly for their consideration.

11




VI. Recommendations

Content Areas

In total, the task force generated over 80 topics to debate. These areas spawned from the
presentations delivered by county agencies and a review of relevant literature and data. The task

force then divided its study areas into eight categories.

e Administrative;

e Tiscal;

e Allocations test;

e Schools test;

e Roads test;

e New metrics;

e Downtown Columbia; and
e Non-APFO action items.

The key findings from each category as well as all passed motions that received a two-thirds
majority are presented below. All motions are included as Appendix B and contain the

members’ argument(s) against the motion,

Administrative

Discussions regarding administrative changes to APFO centered mainly on technical corrections
to definitions, dates, the order of sections, and better linking APFO to other county laws. The
task force recommended that any proposed APFO legislation stemming from its work shall
contain these updates. One significant recommendation required the formation of future APFO

task forces at specified times.

MOTION: Convene an APFO review committee at a minimum at the conclusion of every

General Plan cycle

VOTE: 15-0

QPPOSITION VIEW: N/A

12



MOTION: Change the definition of ‘minor’ using the definition included in the subdivision

regulations

VOTE: 16-1

OPPOSITION VIEW: Current definition in APFO is already consistent with subdivision

regulations definition

Fiscal

APFO currently relics upon two revenue streams to address mitigation, the building excise tax
and the public school facilities surcharge. The task force tackled such important issues as
dedicating a portion of the transfer tax to be used toward mitigation, the elimination of certain
fees-in-lieu, and more accurately tying new development fees to the cost of upgrading public
facilities. A review of the Maryland Department of Legislative Services’ analysis of impact fees
and excise taxes shed light on how Howard County’s fee rates compare to other Maryland
jurisdictions (see Appendix Q). Ultimately, the task force passed one significant amendment to
the county’s current fee structure for new development in conjunction with a change in school
program capacity (see Schools Test section below).

Allocations Test

Of all the content areas, motions related to allocations yielded the most consensus. Significant
recommendations included an exemption for MTHUs from the allocations test and alterations to
how units are distributed and shared among allocation categories.

MOTION: Exempt MIHU units from allocations test; schools and roads test still applies;

exemption does not apply in Downtown Columbia; cap exemption at amount of required MIHUs

VOTE: 20-0

MINORITY VIEW: N/A

MOTION: Apply APFO tests at Environmental Concept Plan (ECP) stage rather than sketch

plan stage of subdivision regulations process

VOTE: 20-1

MINORITY VIEW: Density is not properly defined at ECP stage; timing is problematic; change

in process does not address infrastructure

13



MOTION: Remove the allowance of shared allocations across Established Communities and

Growth & Revitalization categories

VOTE: 18-1

MINORITY VIEW: Motion does not address from where incremental increase in units come for

high density rezoning areas

MOTION: Allow additional new allocations for properties rezoned to a higher density in
Established Communities to be taken from Growth and Revitalization planning area closest to

rezoned project as determined by DPZ, except from Downtown Columbia

VOTE: 184

MINORITY VIEW: The term 'close' is ill-defined; opposition to floating zone concept

Schools Test

The schools test discussion generated the task force’s most layered recommendation. It is
designed to address the concern many task force members expressed regarding school
overcrowding including the use of relocatables as alternate classroom sites. The motion
combines an adjustment to program capacity, developers® wait time, a scaled public school
facilities surcharge, and a new fee proposed on all households dedicated to public school
construction. A fiscal impact study of the motion has not yet been conducted, but would be a

beneficial analysis.
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MOTION:

(1) Change program capacity at which a school is deemed open to 110%;

(2) If projected enrollment lies between 110% and 115% of program capacity then developer can
move forward if it pays a public school facilities surcharge double the amount in current law; if
projected enrollment is over 115% and up to 120% of program capacity then developer can move
forward if it pays a public school facilities surcharge triple the amount in current law;

(3) The developer's wait time for the allocations and schools test combined shall not exceed 5
years contingent on the receipt of allocations within the 5 year time period; the last development
plan shall be allowed to be processed at the developer's risk;

(4) All existing Howard County dwelling units excluding MIHU and age-restricted dwelling
units shall pay an annual fee ($25 for apartment/condominium; $50 for townhouse; $75 for
single family detached) that is dedicated to public school capital budget;

(5) In an effort to identify efficiencies and better utilize existing space, HCPSS shall reduce its
capital budget request by 2% per year for the next 5 fiscal years excluding revenue from the

surcharge and the household fee in this motion

VOTE: 17-0-1
OPPOSITION VIEW: Fiscal projections not yet available

MOTION: Refer to 'Open/Closed Chart' as 'School Capacity Chart', use the term 'constrained'
for those schools above the threshold percentage, and 'adequate’ for those schools below the
threshold

VOTE: 19-0

MINORITY VIEW: N/A

Roads Test

The task force reviewed the provisions that regulate grade separations, critical lane volumes, and
traffic safety taking into account the fact needs vary whether assessing the Rural West or
Downtown Columbia. The task force also looked at altering the traffic study process required
for all new development. The County’s limited jurisdiction over state roads was one factor that
prevented the task force from passing significant changes to the Ordinance.
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MOTION: Amend the following provision: "A facility owned by Howard County or any
agency thereof where essential County Government services are provided, inetuding LIMITED
70 police services, fire prevention and suppression services, emergency medical services,
highway maintenance, detention facilities, water treatment and supply, sewage disposal and
treatment and solid waste disposal."

VOTE: 15-0-3

MINORITY VIEW: N/A

New Metrics

The task force contemplated the addition of many new tests beyond allocations, schools, and
roads. Members selected the types of public facilities based on behavior shifts, industry
dynamics, usage patterns, and perceived service gaps. They also formed ideas based on the
existence of such tests in other Maryland jurisdictions that carried with them varying degrees of
enforceability. New tests were proposed for public safety (including police, fire, and emergency
medical services), recreation and parks, solid waste, health (including hospital emergency
departments), energy, and connectivity. Despite recognition that each of these areas face
important planning-related challenges, in general it proved difficult to quantify an effective
mitigation strategy and correlate it exclusively to new development. Ultimately, one healthcare-
related change was passed, which would make it easier for residential healtheare facilities that
serve the aging population to operate in Howard County by allowing them to bypass the

allocations test.

MOTION: Exempt age-restricted projects that incorporate continuing care and/or intermediate
care services from the allocations test as these projects help our elderly population and reduce
the need for other medical facilities

VOTE: 16-2

OPPOSITION VIEW: May increase EMS demand

Downtown Columbia

The passage of the Downtown Columbia Plan envisioned an urban landscape unique in Howard
County. As a result, the laws that governed growth management did not fully comport. The
County amended APFO with provisions specific to Downtown Columbia to accommodate the
makeup of a successful urban environment. An additional amendment was added to this section
of the law that exempted Downtown Columbia from the standard allocation limit of 300 units per

school district.
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MOTION: Exempt Downtown Columbia from the 300 unit annual allocation limit for a single

elementary school district if the school region within which the school district resides is over

100% capacity

VOTE: 18-4

MINORITY VIEW: Restriction is already limited for four years; schools are regional, not

Downtown Columbia-specific

Non-APFO Action Items

The task force recognized early on that APFO is not a standalone document, but rather ties to
other zoning and infrastructure-related county laws. APFO’s connection to these laws offered
the task force an opportunity to recommend improvements and corrections that although not
within the Ordinance should be updated to better align with it. Amendments were therefore
passed for Howard County’s General Plan, the Subdivision Regulations, and the Design Manual.
Though not recommended as a change to any existing law, the task force passed a motion that
suggested the County review the zoning regulations that govern infill development as a means of
better managing environmental protections and growth.

MOTION: Include ECP in subdivision regulations

VOTE: 21-0
MINORITY VIEW: N/A

MOTION: Increase Established Communities annual allocation from 400 to 600, decrease
Growth and Revitalization annual allocation from 1,200 to 1,000 - contingent on elimination of
shared allocation pool

YOTE: 18-1
MINORITY VIEW: Motion does not follow PlanHoward 2030 recommendation

MOTION: Require the County to develop a plan of action to address DFRS® public water
supply/cistern needs in the western portion of the county

VOTE: 17-0

OPPOSITION VIEW: N/A
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MOTION: Raise CLV from 1500 to 1600 for Downtown Columbia in the Design Manual to be
consistent with APFO

VOTE: 16-2

OPPOSITION VIEW: The motion worsens traffic standards

MOTION: Request the County to review the feasibility of an energy test that contains a

mitigation requirement based on optimal cost-to-efficiency ratios

VYOTE: 17-0

OPPOSITION VIEW: N/A

MOTION: Support DPZ's process of reviewing infill regulations to include such things as
stormwater management and the density exchange program; urge that process is complete in

2016 fast track this motion if the County Council considers legislation on the subject prior to

submission of the APF Task Force report

VOTE: 15-1

OPPOSITION VIEW: Motion is too broad
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VII. Future Considerations

Regarding the Recommendations

The task force advises the County Executive consider forming an internal government
workgroup assigned with the responsibility of evaluating the fiscal impact of the
recommendations and the feasibility of implementing them. For those motions deemed fiscally
prudent and operationally practical, the task force advises the County Executive to incorporate
them into legislation and file it with the County Council for its adoption.

A number of motions did not pass but fell a few votes short of achieving the required two-thirds
majority per the Voting Procedure, sometimes due to low task force attendance. For these
motions, the task force advises they receive additional consideration in the form of research and

review among relevant county stakeholdets.

Finally, the task force approved a list of recommendations unrelated to APFO but worthy of
attention. The task force advises the County Executive to carry out those recommendations,
which include but are not limited to revising other parts of County law.

Regarding Future APFO Committees

The task force unanimously approved a motion recommending an APFO review committee at a
minimum at the end of every General Plan cycle. Should the County Executive propose and the
County Council adopt this motion, the task force offers guidance on future governance

structures.

Attendance challenges at meetings potentially compromised passage of a number of motions due
to the two-thirds majority requirement. The task force recommends that future committees set
voting thresholds based on attendance rather than membership to minimize the impact less

engaged members have on the process.

The task force urges future committees to be mindful of the role membership plays in its review
process. Both prior APFO committees were comprised of a greater number of subject matter
experts within county government. Their view of the Ordinance in general, how it is
administered, and the effect any changes would have on the county is different than the view of a
citizen committee, which is how this task force was constituted.

The task force received a greater level of education as a result, and voting results were more
mixed. The prior two committees preferred motions be approved by consensus with the first
committee requiring 100 percent member agreement. Though this task force loosened the
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approval process to a two-thirds majority, it still limited a number of motions from passing that

received a recognizable majority.

Finally, the task force recommends future leaders take into account the committee’s size,
timeline, and type of representation. These factors proved influential in the task force’s work,

discussions, and ultimate recommendations.
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VIII. Conclusion

The study areas generated by the task force spurred robust debate. Members® motions varied
from the elemental to the complex. The motions cast, the voting breakdown, and the rationale
behind the opposition reveal a great deal about the nature of the task force’s discussions.

Though resolution was reached on the study areas by way of voting, sound approaches to address
the study areas in more complete ways remain.

A full complement of materials is contained in the report’s appendix. This research played an
important role in focusing the task force’s work on the pertinent, present day factors surrounding
growth and provided members with a multitude of strategies and tools to better the County’s

ability to manage and plan for if.
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Open Meetings Act
Maryland Code, General Provisions Article, Title 3 (§§3-101-3-501)
Howard County Code §6.305

Applicability: The Act applies when a quorum of a public body meets.

o A quorum is a majority of members.

o A public body is at least 2 individuals and is created through several ways enumerated in the law,
such as the County Charter, law, resolution, or executive order.

o A meeting occurs when a quorum of a public body meets to consider or transact public business.
A meeting can be virtually, in person, over the phone, through group chats/text messages, or via
e-mail if messages are exchanged with a quorum of members if they occur close in time.

o Does not apply to a chance encounter, a social gathering, or any other occasion that is not
intended to circumvent the law. A social gathering can turn into a meeting if a quorum is present
and public business is discussed.

o When meeting, the general public is entitled to attend.

Notice: Reasonable advance notice is required and must include time/date/place of meeting and

whether any part of the meeting is expected to be closed. Copies of notices must be kept for 3 years.

Agenda:

o State law requires an agenda to be provided either when notice is posted, if the items of business
are known then, or as soon as practicable, but no later than 24 hours before the meeting. Howard
County law requires an agenda be provided at least 3 days before the meeting.

Minutes: State law require minutes to be prepared “as soon as practicable” after the meeting and to

include each item the public body considered, the action on each item taken, and each vote. Howard

County law requires minutes to be provided in at least 1 electronic medium.

Closed sessions: A public body may meet in closed session only for specific, enumerated reasons in

the law. These reasons are strictly construed in favor of open meetings.

o Most relevant to advisory boards and commission would be to consult with counsel to obtain
legal advice.

o The public body must vote in open session to go into closed session.

o There must be a written statement of the reason for closing the meeting, including legal citation
and a list of the topics to be discussed. This statement must be kept for 3 years and “to the extent
practicable”, the statement must be posted online.

Trainings: At least one individual who is an employee, an officer, or a member of the public body

must receive training on the requirements of the open meetings law.

o A public body may not meet in a closed session unless the public body has designated at least
one member of the public body to receive the training

o At least one trained individual must be present at each open meeting of the public body or the
public body must complete a Compliance Checklist. For this reason, we suggest more than one
member receive training. If only one member receives training and that member is not at the
meeting, then the public body must complete the checklist.

Helpful links:

o Attorney General OMA website:
https://www.marylandattorneygeneral.gov/Pages/OpenGov/OpenMeetings/default.aspx

o OMA training: https://www.igsr.umd.edu/VLC/OMA/class_oma_title.php
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Meetings

Adequate Public Facilities Review Committee Procedures for Consideration
Approved September 9, 2024

All meetings will follow Roberts Rules of Order. (robertsrules.org)

All members are expected to make every effort to attend all meetings. If a meeting is missed, the
member will have the opportunity to review the video and materials once they are posted on the
website. Those who know they have an unmovable conflict should notify the staff and the Chair
in advance.

During briefings, the presenter will determine how to handle questions - whether during the
briefing or at the end.

The Chair will lead all group discussions.

Members will be aware of the limited time in the meetings and will therefore express themselves
succinctly to allow time for others to share their thoughts and opinions.

Members shall respect the diverse points of view expressed by fellow members.

Only appointed members may speak during discussions unless recognized by the Chair.
(Members of the public are welcome to attend but are not members of the committee and are
not entitled to speak.)

While some members represent specific constituencies, all are expected to be open- minded and
keep the best interests of the county as a whole in mind.

Members who miss an excessive number of meetings may be asked to resign.

Communication outside meetings

e All committee members should check their email regularly and when a response is requested,
will make the best effort to provide one within 48 hours.

* Members voicing their opinions outside of the scheduled open meetings should make it clear that
they are only speaking for themselves and not for the committee. Only the Chair can speak for the
committee.

* All relevant documents as well as video recordings of each meeting will be posted to the committee
page on the county government web site.

* Requests for any documents to be emailed should be sent to the Chair and staff person of the
committee so that they can be fulfilled.

Decision Making

Vote Composition
a. Each member appointed will be afforded a vote on each motion brought before the body.
b. A member may not have a proxy vote in their stead.

Vote Procedure
a. The task force shall work towards consensus in producing its recommendations and report.




On issues where consensus or common ground cannot be found, differences of opinion shall
be documented in meeting summaries and as needed, in the task force's report.

b. After a motion has been proposed and seconded and a call for discussion the Chair shall call for
a vote. In order for the motion to pass a majority of committee members must vote in the
affirmative.

Final Report

« The Chair will submit one report to the County Executive.

« Thebody of the report will document all motions that passed. These motions shall serve as the
report’s recommendations.

+ All motions shall display the dissenting votes and a brief explanation of the dissenting motion.

* An appendix to the report shall be prepared, which will document all motions on which the

committee voted.
« Aswith the recommendations, all motions documented in the appendix shall display the dissenting

votes and a brief explanation of the dissenting opinion.
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Adequate Public Facilities Act Review Committee

Committee Meeting 1
August 28, 2024

e Welcome (5min)

e Introductions (10min)
o Staff
0 Participants

e Meetings (30min)
0 Open Meetings Act
= Refresher training
0 Expectations
=  Exercise

o0 Calendar Review
= Discuss twice a month on Wednesday
= Discuss 6-8pm timeframe
= Duration of Committee

BREAK (10min)

e Topics Covered through this process (10min)
0 HoCo by Design - APFO References
School Adequacy
Transportation Level of Service
Other public facilities not covered by APFO - Fire, EMS, Police, Public Works, Rec & Parks
Private services - Urgent Care and Emergency Departments

[e}NelNeNe]

* Presentation - Growth Management Framework for Howard County’s APFO (Presentation by Jeff Bronow 45min)

e Discussion (10min)

e Adjourn

e Next Meeting- TBD based on evening’s discussion because of Sept. 11th



Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance Taskforce

Meeting 1
August 28, 2024



Agenda

. Introductions (10min)
o0 Staff
0 Participants

° Meetings (30min)
0 Open Meetings Act
= Refresher training
0 Expectations
= Exercise

0 Calendar Review
= Discuss twice a month on Wednesday
= Discuss 6-8pm timeframe
= Duration of Committee

° Topics Covered through this process (10min)
0 HoCo by Design - APFO References
School Adequacy
Transportation Level of Service
Other public facilities not covered by APFO - Fire, EMS, Police, Public Works, Rec & Parks
Private services - Urgent Care and Emergency Departments

O O0O0oOo

* Presentation - Growth Management Framework for Howard County’s APFO (Presentation by Jeff Bronow 45min)

° Discussion (10min)




Expectations

Level Setting Discussion - for each person here Go around the room and tell us
in a few sentences:

e Why are you here?
* What are your core beliefs on this issue and where do they come from?
* What are you hoping to accomplish?

 Where is an area that you have mixed feelings or doubts about this issue?



Adequate Public Facilities Task Force

Timing

* “Within one year of the enactment of the general plan ... an Adequate Public Facilities Act Review Committee
shall be convened.” HCC § 16.1100(b)(3)(iv)(a).

* For HoCo By Design, Committee would start on or about October 19, 2024

e Duration - Maximum of 12 months to make recommendations to the County Council once they convene.



Adequate Public Facilities Task Force

Early Fall ‘24 Late Fall "24 Winter 25 Spring '25 Summer ‘25

Kick-Off meeting Substantive Develop Draft Host 2" Public Forward final

Appoint Members learning and Recommendations Hearing recommendations

debate of APFO to council for
Please share your Host First Public concepts consideration

names by mid-July Hearing Final deliberations

Summer ‘24




Adequate Public Facilities Task Force

Topics to cover Now through December
1st half of task force is focused on education.

* HoCo by Design — APFO References

e School Adequacy

e Transportation Level of Service

e Other public facilities not covered by APFO - Fire, EMS, Police, Public Works, Rec & Parks
* Private services — Urgent Care and Emergency Departments

e Best practices in APFO and what other jurisdictions are doing.



Growth Management Framework for
Howard County’s APFO

Jeff Bronow, Chief
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Growth Management Policy Overview
Historical change in population & land use
Development Monitoring System

Household and population projections



Growth Management Policy floward County

The General Plan sets the growth pace
Housing unit projections are in the General Plan

County & other agencies make use of projections
(HCPSS, Fire, Police, DPW, Rec & Parks, Library, Baltimore Metropolitan Council)

General Plan also sets other growth-related policies

(location, density, redevelopment, MIHU, preservation & open space, infill, . . .
mm) zoning and other regulations including APFO are implementation tools)



Growth Management Policy

Howard County’s first General Plan was adopted in 1960.

Followed by 1971, 1982, 1990, 2000, 2012, and 2023.

A
A

D

D

-0 first adopted in 1992 following the 1990 General Plan.

-O periodically updated since then. Last time was in 2018.



Growth Management Policy



Growth
Management
Policy




Growth
Management
Policy

(14
3 0o
Wi

oward County

Department of Planning & Zoning

INTRODUCTION

along its suburbanized boundary. This Greenbelt does not preclude
low intensity devel but will be a target of easement
acquisition, directed clustering, and fee simple acquisitions to protect
existing environmental and landscape resources in conjunction with
related programs such as greenway planni

In addition to the presentation of aiternative Land Use
Scenarios, the County produced a series of Issue Papers in the Fall of
1989 which dealt with the impacts of development on roads, schools,
agriculture, fiscal and budget resources, and sewer capacity. These
data-heavy products responded to the General Plan Guideline Task
Force's priorities for study.

The General Plan spells out five significant growth
management measures. In these, the County is to:

tabilize western Howard County.
Encourage the continuation of farming; Preserve the e
rural character

m Establish a more definitive suburban/rural demar-
cation.

Limit expansion of sewer service area; Establish a "mid-
County greenbelt."

m Take advantage of regional location for job growth
and corresponding housing opportunities.

Ensure adequate sites for non-residential development;
Advance housing programs to maximize housing
opportunities for all segments of the public.

m Establish public facilities level of service standards to
ensure that new growth does not contribute to future
facility deficiencies.

Utilize adequate public facility provisions in the existing
Planned Employment Center (PEC) zone for all non-
residential development.

= Commit to a strong capital budget to provide ade-
quate public facilities.

Pursue advance acquisition of public facility sites; Expand
the role and function of the County capital budget and five-
year capital program to expedite expenditure of

Excerpt from 1990 Howard
County General Plan

toward provision of public facilities; Ensure that new growth
pays its fair share towards public facilities whose need is
attributable to such development.

These growth management measures ensure that Howard
County, while still absorbing a significant amount of regional growth
over time, will remain a moderate density jurisdiction and will
provide for the type of housing necessary to support its job base

'y

Because of the effects of the Growth Management Act of 1
and of a proposed Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, this Plan
forecasts an annual average residential growth rate of about 2,500
units over the next 20 years. The Plan proposes that a Development
Monitoring System be put in place so that if residential growth
significantly exceeds the forecasts, which provide the basis for
calculating future infrastructure and services needs, measures to limit
growth will be taken.

The Plan is based on maintaining existing adopted levels of
service in infrastructure and services. Because of the probable
dwindling of State monies for roads and schools, this maintenance of
service levels will be costly, particularly since the County plans to
contribute selectively to State road building to accelerate essential
improvements. Fiscal analysis of the Plan shows that, as long as our
employment and residential growth can meet forecasted levels, the
net cost of new growth will be marginal over the Plan’s lifetime.

While the Plan does not set a timetable for implementation of impact
fees, it suggests that this equitable method of expanding the County’s
dget to handle the effects of new development will be needed.

are: Responsible Regionalism, which relates the County to its region
and develops policies relevant to this inescapable reality; Preservation
of the Rural West, which treats all the issues of the West as a whole;
Balanced Growth, which covers the gamut of land use and service
relationships to provide for a well-balanced Plan; Working with
Nature, which treats environmental issues from a wide variety of
perspectives; Community Enhancement, which focuses on how to
design better communities and enhance those that we have; and
Phased Growth, which deals with matters of growth management
and the Plan’s implementation. '

The next section of this Plan briefly explains how this
document is formatted so as to ease the reader’s passage.
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Policies and Actions

Howard County, to be consistent with the vision
of the 2020 Report* and to contribute to regional
growth management, will:

@l Planned Service Area Boundary \
Establish a permanent line on all appropriate maps
indicating the intention of the County to provide
water and sewer facilities and services in specific
areas and the intention to prohibit extension of these
services beyond the planned service boundary line;
this preserves Howard County’s western area as a
regional agricultural/open space or "wedge". (This

concept is further detailed in Chapter Four,
\ Preservation of the Rural West). )

* The Report of the Year 2020 Panel to the Chesapeake Executive
Council, December 1988.
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Historical Change in Population

& Land Use

Patterns are set by land use policy & implementing
regulations.

Pace of growth set by land use policy implemented
under APFO

Market also plays determining role.



What Drives Community Growth? ﬁﬁward County
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39.2% permanently
preserved
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Development Monitoring System Howard County

Required as part of APFO

DevelOpment tracked in real time s plans come in and development

occurs, not done in sporadic studies every few years)

Uses Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

Annual report issued (DMS report)

DMS report includes elements required per MD's
Smart, Green and Growing legislation

DMS is an important tool used for annual projections



Development Monitoring System ﬁoward County

Department o f Plannin g & Zoning

Projects are tracked through the
entire development process:

1) Undeveloped Land

2) Plansin Process

3) Recorded Unbuilt Lot
4) Issue Building Permits

5) Use & Occupancy Permit
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6oward County

Department of Planning & Zoning

Development Monitoring System

Development Activity Summary
Residential

Chart 1 Chart 2
Issued Use & Occupancy Permits by Unit Type New Housing Units
2019 to 2023 In 2023
| | | | | | l | |
Use & Occupancy
2023 363 301 584 1,24 Permits 363 301 584 1,248
2022 341 370 42 753 ildi
4 | Issusd Bl_JlIdlng 266 336 193 | 795
ermits
2021 345 361 265 971 7
Approved SDP's 224 246 883 1,353
2020 379 239 1,194 1,812 i
Units from
109|850 194
2019 405 330 396 1,131 Recorded Lots
I I I I
200 400 600 800 1,000 1,200 1,400 1,600 1,800 0 500 1,000
OSFD OSFA DOAPT O Single Family Detached OSingle Family Attached BOApartment/Condo
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Development Monitoring System Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

Development Activity Summary
Residential

Table 16
In-Process Residential Subdivision Plans, Projects With More than 40 Units, 12/31/23

Region File Number Plan Name Unit Type Units | TOTAL
Columbia SP-23-001 Erickson - Oxford Hills Age Restricted APT - 120 MIHU 1,200 1,200
Elkridge SP-21-001 Elms at Elkridge APT, SFA - 54 MIHU, 44 Age Restricted 357

S-23-002 Weinman Apartments APT, SFA - 39 MIHU 257
S-22-005 Dorsey Business Center APT - 38 MIHU 250
F-20-078 Elkridge Crossing Il, Sections 3 & 4 SFA - 8 MIHU 56
S-24-001 Elkridge Crossing Il, Remainig Units APT - 7 MIHU 48 968
Ellicott City S-86-013 Turf Valley - Remaining Phases SFA, APT 262
SP-16-013 Taylor Highlands - Phase 1 SFA, APT - 26 MIHU 252
F-22-033 Bethany Glen Age Restricted Adult Housing SFD, SFA 155 669
Rural West SP-17-010B Lyhus Property SFD - Age Restricted 55 55
Southeast S-23-004 10010 Junction Drive APT -- 98 MIHU 650
S-24-003 Paddock Pointe - Phase 2 SFD, SFA - 42 MIHU 260 910
TOTAL 3,802
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3430 Court House Drive e Ellicott City, MD 21043 ¢ 410-313-2350

APFO Committee Meeting 2
September 9, 2024

e Call to Order/Welcome (30 min)
0 Establishment of a Quorum
0 Review and Approval of Agenda
0 Review and Approval of Minutes
o Discussion of Chair and Vice-Chair
0 Rules and Procedures
e Presentation - Overview and History of APFO (Jeff Bronow- 45 min)
e HoCo by Design- APFO guidance (Mary Kendall -45 min)
e Discussion
e Questions

e Adjourn

e Next Meeting- September 25, 2024, 6-8pm



Howard County’s APFO - History and Overview

Jeff Bronow, Chief

Division of Research
Howard County DPZ September 9, 2024
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APFO first began in 1992 after 1990 General
Plan

1992 APFO Committee decision: institute a
road excise tax along with growth control
measures.

County will plan for and build new schools &
other infrastructure

School impact fees or excise taxes would not
be part of APFO.

However, school excise tax (aka school
surcharge) began in FY 2005 & increased more
recently in FY 2021.
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Howard County’s APFO Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

Road Excise Tax Revenues

Fiscal Year Revenues | Fiscal YearE Revenues

1993 | $2,711,255 2009 $3,712,271 School Excise Tax Revenues

1994 | $4,904,981 2010 $5,634,708

1995 $5,207,584 2011 $4.681,589 Fiscal Year | Revenues |Fiscal Year; Revenues

1996 | $6,069,403 | 2012 $5,240,060 2005 195,946,543 | 2015 $6,883,467

1997 | $6.583 599 2013 $6.990.924 2006 $6,814,269 2016 $7,236,779

1998 | $8.278.872 2014 $7.088 747 2007 $6,371,054 2017 $5,944,674

1909 | $8,264,766| 2015 $7,369,817 2008 4,749,863 | 2018 $6,219,580

2000 | $8,321,436 2016 $8,468,658 2009 $3,796,822 2019 $5,650,869

2001 | $8,116,089 2017 $6,247,369 2010 $5,890,008 2020 $4,542,354

2002 | $6’ 179,035 2018 $7,360,91 6 2011 $4,875,886 2021 $9,409,794

003 | $5’914’638 2019 $7’328’571 2012 $5,660,948 2022 $16,000,509
SN »9£0, 2013 $6,584,040 2023 $18,411,198

2004 . $7,4263r2| 2020 $5,676,297 2014 1$6,765,059 | Total ==> $137,753,715

;882 2223;22; ;8;; iggg??; Source: Howard County Department of Finance

2007 | $6,736,887 2023 $4,448,908

2008 | $5,016,936 Total ==> $197,790,046

Source: Hovvard County Department of Finance



Howard County’s APFO

There are 3 tests associated with APFO: 1) Allocations, 2) Schools,
3) Roads

Allocations test is conducted at initial plan stage approval. For

comprehensive plans, test conducted at plan submission (R-A-15,
NT, PGCC, MXD)

School capacity utilization test conducted once plan has
allocations

For roads test, traffic study must be conducted, and impacts must
be mitigated by the developer (To be discussed at a future task force meeting.)



APFO Allocations Test

The annual number of allocations is based on the General Plan
1 allocation = 1 dwelling unit no matter type (SFD, SFA, or APT)

Allocations pace development so County government can plan
and provide for capital facilities

Each year the County Council adopts a new 10-year allocation
chart (based on General Plan growth chart)

Allocations are given out by geographic and other specialty pools
as indicated in the General Plan allocation chart




APFO Allocations Test Howard County

e Pl i

Allocations are given out upon initial plan approval for an
allocation year 3 years in the future

Allocations can be phased (forced or voluntarily)

Projects must meet plan submission milestone dates or
allocations are voided

Once all allocations are taken for an area each year, then plans go
into a waiting bin

Come out of the waiting bin on a first come, first serve basis
Rolling average is used to maintain General Plan growth targets




Table 10-1: Howard County APFO Allocations Chart - HoCo By Design |

Downtown Activity Other Rural West Total Affordable
APFO Year | Columbia(1) Centers Chracter foh oD e
and rental)
® 2026 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
AI Iocatlons 2027 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2028 333 600 363 100 1,400 340
Te st 2029 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2030 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2031 155 600 365 100 1,220 340
2032 155 600 365 100 1,220 340
2033 135 600 365 100 1,220 340
2034 155 600 365 100 1,220 340
2035 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2036 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2037 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2038 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2039 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2040 134 600 365 100 1,219 340
Total 3,219 9,000 5,475 1,500 19,194 5,100
Annual 215 600 365 100 1,280 340
Average
e (1) The allocations for Downtown Columbia align with the phasing chart in the approved and adopted 2010
oward Cou nty Downtown Columbia Plan.
Department of Planning & Zoning
Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning, 2023




Map 10-1: Howarp County APFO
ALLocAaTION MaP

Rural West
. Downtown Columbia
e _ B NOT TO SCALE

. Other Character Areas

Source: Howard County Departments of Technology and

s Panned Service Area Communication Services and Planning and Zoning, 2023
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APFO Allocations Test Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

Latest Allocation Chart Adopted by County Council on July 1, 2024

HOWARD COUNTY HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATION CHART
SUMMARY OF ALLOCATION AREAS

Allocation Chart

Region 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036
Activity Centers 628 627 | 627 | 600 | 600 600 | 600 | 600 600 600
Other Character Areas 432 432 | 43 365 | 365 365 | 365 365 365 365
Rural West 132 132 132| 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
Affordable Housing 454 453 | 453 | 340 | 340 340 | 340 | 340 340 340
Total 1,646 | 1,644 | 1,643 | 1,405 [1,405 | 1,405 | 1,405 | 1,405 | 1,405 | 1,405

DOWNTOWN COLUMBIA ALLOCATIONS BASED ON GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS®

Continuation of Phase Phase Remaining Phase
il 1] & v
2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036
Downtown Columbia 447 447 446 | 335 | 155 155 | 155 | 155 154 154 1,060

* Implementation of the residential component of the Downtown Columbia Plan extends beyond the horizon of this housing
unit allocations chart. It includes the rolling averages from previously adopted allocation charts to maintain the downtown
revitalization as adopted in the Downtown Columbia Plan.



APFO Allocations Test - History

Began in 1992 after 1990 General Plan with six school regions
After 2000 General Plan, moved to fixed planning areas - columbia,

Elkridge, Ellicott City, Rural West, Southeast, Senior East

n 2003 (2006 a
n 2006 (2009 a
n 2010 (2013 a
n 2013 (2016 a

Areas

ocation year) ac
ocation year) ac
ocation year) ac

ocation year) ac

Designated Place Types
n 2023 (2026 allocation year) adopted HoCo By Design Character

ded Route 1

ded Green Neighborhood
ded DT Columbia

opted PlanHoward 2030




Closed Status - At sometime before end of allocation year

Allocation Columbia Columbia
Year East West North Northeast  Southeast West
1995 Open Open Open Open Open Open
1996 Open Open Closed Closed Open Open
1997 Open Open Closed Closed Open Open
A P F o 1998 Open Open Closed Closed Open Open
1999 Open Open Closed Closed Open Open
2000 Open Open Closed Open Open Closed
® 2001 Open Open Closed Open Open Open
A o ca t I o n s 2002 Closed Open Closed Open Open Open
2003 Open Open Closed Open Open Open
GP 2000
T Adopted Columbia Elkridge Ellicott City Rural West Southeast Senior East Route 1 MIHU Green DT Columbia
e st 2003 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed NA NA NA NA
2004 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed NA NA NA NA
2005 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Open NA NA NA NA
2006 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Open Open NA NA NA
2007 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed Open NA NA NA
2008 Open Closed Closed Closed Closed Open Open NA NA NA
2009 Open Closed Open Closed Closed Open Closed Open NA NA
2010 Open Closed Open Open Closed Open Open Open Open NA
2011 Open Closed Open Open Open Open Open Open Open NA
2012 Open Closed Open Open Open Open Open Closed Open NA
2013 Open Closed Open Open Open Open Closed Closed Open Open
2014 Open Closed Open Open Open Open Closed Open Open Open
2015 Open Closed Open Open Open Open Closed Open Open Open
PlanHoward 2030| Established Growth & Shared ES
Adopted Communities Revitalization Rural West Green DT Columbia and G&R
2015 Closed Open Open Open Open NA
2016 Closed Part Closed (1) Open Open Open NA
2017 Closed Part Closed (1) Closed Open Open Closed
2018 Closed (2) Open Open Open Open Open
2019 Closed (2) Open Open Open Open Open
2020 Open Open Open Open Open Open
2021 Open Open Open Open Open NA
2022 Open Open Open Open Open NA
2023 Open Open Open Open Open NA
2024 Open Open Open Open Open NA
2025 Open Open Open Open Open NA
.... ‘.:; 2026 Open Open Open Open Open NA
HoCo By Design Activity Other Affordable
6owa rd cou nty Adopted Centers  Character Areas Rural West Housing DT Columbia
2026 Open Open Open Open Open
Department of Planning & Zoning (1) Elkridge and Southeast Planning Areas Closed for G & R

(2) Atter this area closed allocations were available in the Shared ES and G & R area, so essentially not closed.




BALANCED GROWTH

APFO
Allocations
Test

Map 5-13: Howard County
Elementary Schools
by Region
. Exizting Schools. mmmmmmm..
(inglydes Cedar | ane angd Gateway!
‘ Programmed with site

. Programmed wilthout site........

Mew schools which may be
required beyond the proposed
FY 1992-1996 Capital
Improvemant Program.....ccumamn 3

{indicates genéral location area,
not specific Hites )

1990

December 19688

General
Plan

Howard County
1990

Scheol regions are composites of individual school districts as described in ihe Board of Education s Capital Budget Doowment Gencral Plan
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APFO
Allocations
Test

General

RURAL RE SIDENTIAL
P I a n I:l AREA E FESDENTAL AREAS
RURAL CON SERVATION NEWTOWN
AREA RE SIDE NTIAL
STATE PARKS ENPLOYMENT AREAS
AND WSSC LANDS INCLUDING NEW TOWN
UTURE REGIONAL GREEN
STREAMS
PACE OR PRE SERVATION t_
ASEMENTS AND FLOODPLAN S
PPER PATUXENT HEADWATERS PLANNING AREA
V| RURAL LEGACY AREA BOUNDARY

CIMIC AND URBAN PLANNED SERVICE
CENTERS AREABOUNDARY

7
E XISTING AND PROPOSED 7
@ EXISTIRGAND PROPO /j WATER SERVICE ONLY
VILLAGE AND REDEVELOPNENT CORRIDORS
COMNUNITY CENTERS (ROUTE 1 & ROUTE 40}

Map 7-1

6owa rd Cou nty T@ fﬁ ' m X Policies Map

Source: Howard County DPZLand Use, July 1999

e —
Department of Planning & Zoning & Wanjend PropertyVievs Fal 1923 MILES 2000 - 2020
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APFO

Allocations
Test

Housing Unit

Allocations
History
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ﬁoward County

Department of Planning & Zoning

Adopted Allocations

Allocation Columbia Columbia
Year East West North Northeast | Southeast West Total
1995 24 96 343 883 527 843 2,716
1996 144 191 291 707 688 719 2,740
1997 31 153 318 520 1,021 850 2,893
1998 26 200 207 312 998 588 2,331
1999 44 208 130 362 1,295 526 2,565
2000 47 305 444 475 1,512 317 3,100
2001 47 489 227 493 1,948 651 3,855
2002 47 606 287 652 2,076 712 4,380
2003 30 815 234 724 2,340 876 5,019

Average 49 340 276 570 1,378 676 3,289

General Plan
2000 Adopted Columbia Elkridge Ellicott City { Rural West: Southeast |Senior Easti Route 1 MIHU Green DT Columbia| Total

2003 386 236 478 250 400 250 NA NA NA NA| 2,000
2004 499 83 259 244 198 249 NA NA NA NA| 1,532
2005 654 91 236 192 183 268 NA NA NA NA| 1,624
2006 612 112 321 198 183 285 250 NA NA NA| 1,961
2007 577 96 308 188 176 255 334 NA NA NA| 1,934
2008 518 81 309 225 150 220 339 NA NA NA| 1,842
2009 455 87 315 215 189 197 339 100 NA NA| 1,897
2010 478 115 309 190 239 189 232 102 100 NA| 1,954
2011 490 150 421 174 282 193 211 95 134 NA| 2,150
2012 571 140 508 161 387 247 203 87 178 NA| 2,482
2013 632 140 660 199 475 302 216 82 216 500 | 3,422
2014 694 140 750 321 507 355 218 87 254 617 | 3,943
2015 798 147 808 396 463 429 195 93 264 643 | 4,236

Average 566 124 437 227 295 265 254 92 191 587 2,383

PlanHoward 2030| Established Growth & Shared ES

Adopted Communitiesi Revitalization { Rural West Green DT Columbiai{ and G&R Total
2015 400 1,200 100 150 643 NA 2,493
2016 371 1,187 100 177 718 NA 2,553
2017 347 1,187 102 205 686 46 2,573
2018 334 1,187 128 257 640 269 2,815
2019 341 1,200 128 283 629 366 2,947
2020 350 1,200 135 300 477 559 3,021
2021 767 1,479 162 297 511 NA 3,216
2022 588 2,216 132 244 347 NA 3,527
2023 600 1,000 100 150 725 NA 2,575
2024 616 1,034 103 155 529 NA 2,437
2025 625 1,055 106 160 692 NA 2,638
2026 766 1,251 131 214 602 NA 2,964

Average 509 1,266 119 216 600 310 2,813

HoCo By Design Activity Other Affordable

Adopted Centers iCharacter Areasi Rural West{ Housing (DT Columbia Total

2026 600 365 100 340 335 1,740




School Capacity Test

This test is taken after allocations are received

There are 4 tests that a project must pass:

1) Elementary school district
2) Elementary school region
3) Middle school district

4) High School district

Must pass all 4 tests at the same time or go into a waiting bin
Can be held up for a maximum of 4 years

Each year the County Council adopts a new School Capacity chart

provided to them by the Board of Education. Failed projects are
retested with each new chart.



ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS - JUNE 2024 APFO School Capacity Chart

Capacity Utilization Rates with Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 Capital Budget Projects
Chart reflects May 2023 Projections and the Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 capacities.

Capaciy T027-28 2028-27 = 2030-31 2031-32 Z032-33 2033-38 2033-35 2035-38

!'Columboa ~Fas! T027 I~ Pro] 22 UM Proi o UM, Pro] . 7o UL Pro] 2% UM Pro] . 7% Prop . o2 UM Pro] . % Pro, % Pro] . 7 U,

Cradlerock ES 393 398 398 398 | 434 1050 C 413 1038 401 1008 402 1010 393 987 393 987 3%0 980 |7 972 83 942

Jeffers Hill ES 377 377 377 377 | 378 1003 378 1003 376 997 385 948 48 976 366 970 353 943 340 955 380 955

Phelps Luck ES 597 597 597 597 | 493 1141 C &73 1127 450 1089 C 449 1087 C 473 1127 700 1173 726 1214 C 755 1265 C 773 1255

Stevens Forest £5 380 0 380 380 | 307 808 313 824 02 795 %5 774 297 782 294 774 292 748 291 746 %0 743

Talbott Springs ES 430 450 450 450 | 394 808 |7 790 83 782 71 757 73 76 372 759 345 753 366 747 384 743

Thunder Hill ES 509 509 509 505 | 440 844 447 878 438 86 437 859 433 851 431 847 428 841 426 837 423 831

Region Tolals 2751 2751 2751 2751 | 2648 96.3 2611 94.9 2550 92.7 2519 91.6 2537 922 2556 92.9 2568 93.3 2585 94.0 2593 943

Columbia - West

Bryant Woods ES 289 289 289 289 | 381 1318 C 395 1347 358 C 407 1 407 415 424 432 1455 C 444

Clemens Crossing ES 521 521 521 521 | 543 1042 545 1048 552 C 55% 1 563 566 570 10 572 1058 C 573

Longfellow ES 512 512 512 512 | 473 924 487 951 484 484 945 481 477 : 447 912 440 898 453

Running Brook ES 449 449 445 449 | 403 898 433 944 452 477 1062 C 506 526 1171 540 120 545 1214 540

Swansfield E5 450 450 450 450 | 516 794 497 745 473 440 708 451 ! 442 48, 437 472 436 471 433

Region Tolals 2421 2421 2421 2421 | 2316 95.7 7358 974 2359 974 2387 98.6 2408 99.5 2426 100.2 2438 100.7 2445 101.0 2443
[Norheastern

Bellows Spring ES 726 726 726 726 | 771 1042 775 787 1084 C 769 1059 C 771 1062 768 758 1044 749 740 100.7
Deep Run ES 719 718 719 719 | 430 876 629 425 849 424 868 424 848 424 423 B4 423 424 869
Ducketts Lane ES 450 450 450 450 | 557 857 540 561 843 565 849 563 864 563 544  B4B 545 564 864
Elkridge ES 713 713 713 713 | 738 1035 756 748 1049 739 1034 732 1027 729 733 1028 729 732 1029
Hanover Hills E5 810 810 810 810 | 931 1145 C 934 927 1144 C 906 1119 C 900 111.1 850 869 1073 C 849 828 954
llchester ES 559 559 559 559 | 534 955 547 559 1000 574 1030 595 1064 614 436 C 453 474 C
Rockbumn 5 584 584 584 584 | 421 1043 C &2 623 1067 423 1067 422 1065 626 429 C 626 425 1070 C
\Veterans £3 799 799 79%  79% | 817 1023 832 831 1040 825 1033 820 1024 814 808 812 815 1019
Wateroo £5 403 403 403 403 | S31 88 511 501 83l 500 829 495 821 450 438 433 i 481 79.4
Worthington ES 424 424 424 424 | 341 804 343 347 818 362 854 375 884 373 ! 344 : 345 2. 330 743
Region Tolals 5587 6587 6587 6587 | 6471 98.2 8513 5509 98.8 5489 98.5 5497 98.6 §491 _ 98.5 %472 98.3 5438 977 5413 98.9
ern

Centennial Lane £5 403 403 403 403 | 487 672 1114 457 1050 C 6454 1085 C 435 1053 625 1034 817 410 407 1007 405 1003
Hollifield Station ES 732 732 732 732 | 737 728 99. 721 726 992 723 988 726 992 722 721 717 980 712 973
Manor Woods £5 481 481 481 81 | &7 691 1015 471 451 954 444 944 434 931 421 422 418 907 414 502
Northfield ES 700 700 700 700 | 747 731 1044 740 C 732 1044 732 1044 731 1044 72% ] 725 731 1044 729 104.1

5t Johns Lane ES 412 412 412 412 | 714 738 1204 735 C 734 1155 C 739 I 738 737 1204 737 737 1204 738

Waverly ES 783 788 783 783 | 816 825 1047 832 C 837 1062 C 843 I( 847 847 10 837 834 1053 831

Region Tolals 4116 4116 4116 4116 | 4372 1062 C 4385 1065 4356 1058 C 4334 1053 C 4316 1049 4301 1045 4273 103.8 4256 1034 4244 103.1 4229

eqas’ n

Atholton ES 424 424 424 424 | 452 432 432 1019 421 418 411

Bollman Bridge ES 409 4D% 405 4DF | 485 499 705 1158 C 712 717 728 B o
Forest Ridge 5 447 B4T 44T 447 | 454 746 770 1150 C 799 823 862 C
Gorman Crossing ES 735 735 735 735 | 414 411 408 827 415 410 404

Guilford ES 455 445 445 465 | 444 442 435 944 434 432 433

Hammend ES 453 453 453 453 | 739 776 784 12001 C 779 774 5 C 742 C
Laurel Woods ES 409 405 409 405 | &4 441 444 1057 C 444 444 C 645 C
Region Tolals 4142 4142 4142 4142 | 4269 4347 4382 1058 C 4406 2418 C 4445 C

estern

Bushy Park ES 732 732 732 732 | 420 847 428 858 430 B84 443 885 427 857 431 862 433 845 434 Bb4 436 BLS 638 872
Clarksville £5 543 543 543 543 | 547 1007 535 985 533 982 519 954 529 974 529 974 522 961 514 947 511 941 507 934
Dayton Oaks ES 719 718 718 719 | 714 993 495 972 691 941 472 935 478 943 683 950 &76 940 677 942 481 947 484 9511
Fulton ES 738 738 738 738 | 451 882 424 844 421 B4 554 808 605 820 605 820 406 821 595 804 592 802 588 797
Lisbon ES 527 527 527 527 | 440 835 426 808 432 820 433 831 441 837 444 B44 447 8438 443 850 447 8438 451 854
Painters Run ES 744 744 744 744 | BI3 1093 C 783 1052 738 952 727 977 722 970 724 573 727 977 724 973 721 949 719 944
Triadelphia Ridge ES 584 584 584 584 | £09 1043 598 1024 591 1012 577 988 563 964 551 943 537 920 526 901 516 884 509 872
West Friendship E3 414 414 414 414 | 384 879 71 894 3 889 71 854 aj2 899 374 503 376 508 38 918 383 925 389 540
Region Tolals 5001 5001 5001 5001 | 4758 951 4664 93.3 4504 92.1 4548 90.9 4537 90.7 4543 908 4524 90.5 4498 89.9 4187  89.7 4485  89.7
Countywide Tolals o018 20018 20018 o005 | 24bad 99.3 Tatar 999 Taron 98.8 Ta507  IB.6 T4701 987 DAl en 989 TAJ04 907 TAee7  90.6 TAg4] 78.5 24512 984 |

C: Constrained for future residential developmeni.



MIDDLE SCHOOLS - MAY 2024 APFO School Capacity Chart

Capacity Utilization Rates with Board of Education’s Requested FY 2025 Capital Budget Projects
Chart reflects May 2023 Projections and the Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 capacities.

Capaci 2027-28 2023-21 2029-30 2030-31_ 2031-32 2032-33 2033-34 2034-33 2035-36 2034-37
2027 2028 2029 2030 | Proj % Ufil Proj % Util. Proj % UHil. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Ufil. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util.
Bonnie Branch MS 701 701 701 701 | 695  99.1 731 1043 758  108.1 771 1100 € 757 108.0 742 1058 747  106.6 753 1074 758  108.1 765 109.1
|Burieigh Manor MS 779 779 779 779 | 819 105.1 812 104.2 814 104.5 811  104.1 823 105.6 800 1027 796 1022 779 100.0 774 994 761 977
Clarksville MS 643 643 643 643 667 103.7 694 107.9 718 111.7 € 732 113.8 €C 695 108.1 655 101.9 633 98.4 633 98.4 631 98.1 629 97.8
Dunloggin MS A 565 565 798 798 648 1147 € 653 115.6 € 645 80.8 656 82.2 648 81.2 654 82.0 652 81.7 661 82.8 661 82.8 657 823
Elkridge Landing M$S 779 779 779 779 | 772 99.] 756  97.0 759  97.4 749 94.1 766 983 759 97.4 753 96.7 749 964.1 748  96.0 749 96.1
Ellicott Mills MS 701 701 701 701 681 97.1 666 95.0 675 96.3 672 25.9 665 94.9 651 929 657 93.7 674 26.1 685 97.7 684 97.6
Folly Quarter MS 662 662 662 662 735 111.0 C 747 1128 € 739 111.6 € 735 111.0 € 730 1103 € 730 110.3 C 716 108.2 709 107.1 701 105.9 692  104.5
Glenwood MS 545 545 545 545 | 511 938 526  96.5 537 985 530 97.2 532  97.6 539 989 558 102.4 546  100.2 547  100.4 548 100.6
Hammond M$S 604 604 604 604 | 697 1154 € 708 1172 € 719 1190 € 682 1129 € 670 1109 € 679 1124 € 707 1171 € 724 1199 € 738 1222 € 737 1220
Harpers Choice MS 506 506 506 506 | 522 1032 521  103.0 534 105.5 514 101.6 514 101.6 500 988 499 9846 502 992 503  99.4 498  98.4
Lake Elkhorn MS 643 643 643 643 | 557 864 568 883 570  88.4 563  87.6 539  83.8 526  81.8 518  80.6 517 804 517  80.4 513 798
Lime Kiln MS 721 721 721 721 | 739 1025 745 1033 715 99.2 703 97.5 640  88.8 627 870 602 835 620  86.0 620 86.0 614 852
Mayfield Woods MS 798 798 798 798 804 100.8 804 100.8 815 102.1 825 103.4 815 102.1 809 101.4 799 100.1 804 100.8 806 101.0 804 1008
Mount View MS 798 798 798 798 | 875 109.6 874 109.5 879 1102 C 872 109.3 888 111.3 € 880 1103 C 874 1095 880 1103 C 888 1113 C 892 111.8
Murray Hill MS A 662 662 662 662 | 672 1015 658  99.4 660  99.7 642  97.0 646  97.6 643 97.1 644 973 642  70.2 640 69.9 640 699
Oakland Mils MS A 506 701 701 701 | 451  89.1 451 64.3 454 648 455 649 455  64.9 436 622 425 606 427 609 425  60.6 423 603
Patapsco MS A 643 643 443 643 | 750 1164 € 743 1156 € 770 1198 € 771 1199 € 778 1210 € 765 1190 C 746 915 768  91.8 772 922 771 921
Patuxent Valley MS 760 760 760 760 | 900 1184 € 875 1151 € 909 1196 € 904 1189 € 915 1204 C 930 1 C 948 1247 € 971 1278 € 993 1307 € 1010 1329
Thomas Viaduct MS A 740 740 740 740 874 118.1 € 901 121.8 € 905 1223 C 932 1259 C 917 123.9 € 907 226 C 891 1204 C 909 97.2 216 98.0 211 97.4
Wilde Lake MS 740 740 740 740 | 631 853 650 87.8 667  90.1 671 907 696  94.1 695  93.9 711 96.1 723 97.7 742 100.3 761 1028
Countywide Totals 13496 13691 13924 13924| 14000 103.7 14083 102.9 14242 102.3 14190 101.9 14089 101.2 13927 100.0 13896 98.4 13991 96.1 14065  96.6 14059  96.5
‘A’ includes additions as reflected in FY 2025 CIP for Grades 6-8
C: Constrained for future residential development.
HIGH SCHOOLS - MAY 2024 APFO School Capacity Chart
Capacity Utilization Rates with Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 Capital Budget Projects
Chart reflects May 2023 Projections and the Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 capacities.
Capacity 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31 2031-32 2032-39 2033-34 2034-35 2035-36 2036-37 ]
2027 2028 2029 2030 | Proj % UMl Pro] % Ufl.  Proj % Ufl.  Pro] % UMl Pro] % UNl.  Proj % UMl Pro] % Ufl.  Proj %Ufl.  Proj % UL Pro] % Ufl. |
Atholton HS 1530 1530 1530 1530 | 1453 950 1469  96.0 1480 96.7 1482 949 1492 97.5 1509 98.6 1509 98.6 1503 982 1499  98.0 1494  97.6
Centennial HS A 1360 1360 1360 1360 | 1393 1024 1403 103.2 1405 103.3 1414 1040 1412 103.8 1413 103.9 1406 103.4 1409 103.6 1409 103.6 1401 824
Glenelg HS 1420 1420 1420 1420 | 1371 96.5 1382 973 1399 985 1425 100.4 1450 102.1 1455 102.5 1460 102.8 1469 103.5 1456 102.5 1464 103.1
Guilford Park HS 1658 1658 1658 1658 | 1609 970 1658 100.0 1688 101.8 1737 1048 1747 1054 1760 106.2 1794 108.2 1778 107.2 1784 107.6 1789 107.9
Hammond H3 1445 1445 1445 1445 | 1332 922 1377 953 1353 93.6 1387 96.0 1406 97.3 1387 96.0 1418 98.1 1411 97.6 1422 984 1444 999
Howard HS 1400 1400 1400 1400 | 1312 93.7 1302 930 1307 934 1302 93.0 1295 925 1321 944 1322 944 1326 947 1319 942 1308 934
Long Reach HS 1488 1488 1488 1488 | 1331 894 1374 923 1395 938 1413 950 1403 943 1410 948 1427 959 1419 954 1413 950 1407 94.6
Marriotts Ridge HS 1615 1615 1615 1615 1821 1128 1805 111.8 1778 110.1 1813 1123 1788 110.7 1806 111.8 1807 111.9 1793 1110 1802 111.6 1792 111.0
MMt Hebron HS 1400 1400 1400 1400 | 1336 954 1386 99.0 1399 999 1450 103.6 1448 1034 1458 104.1 1477 105.5 1476 1054 1480 105.7 1473 1052
Oakland MillsHS A 1400 1400 1400 1400 | 1474 1053 1467 104.8 1481 1058 1501 107.2 1494 83.0 1527 848 1536 853 1512 840 1496 83.1 1475 81.9
Reservoir HS 1573 1573 1573 1573 | 1523 968 1609 102.3 1629 103.6 1649 1048 1689 107.4 1661 105.6 1650 104.9 1596 101.5 1570 99.8 1574 100.1
River Hill HS 1488 1488 1488 1488 | 1389 933 1430 96.1 1460 98.1 1468 98.7 1497 100.6 1509 101.4 1508 101.3 1479 994 1429 960 1394 937
Wilde Lake HS 1424 1424 1424 1424 | 1416 994 1413 99.2 1417 995 1422 999 1401 984 1438 101.0 1441 101.2 1425 100.1 1438 101.0 1430 100.4
Countywide Totals 19201 19201 19201 19201 18760 97.7 19075 99.3 19191 99.9 19463 1014 19522 99.6 19654 100.3 19755 100.8 19596 100.0 19517 99.6 19445 97.5

'A'includes additions as reflected in FY 2025 CIP for Grades 9-12




School Capacity Test

PROJECTS IN THE APFO SCHOOL CAPACITY BIN FOR 2026 ALLOCATION YEAR -- Last Updated August 8, 2024

..' .:..

ﬁoward County

Department of Planning & Zoning

School
Elementary Elementary Middle High Capacity Failure number so far. Will need to
File Number File Name District Region District District Test Allocations increase by 1 if fails 2025 test
1 |F-21-035 Fairmont Woods Rockburn Fail Northeast Pass |Elkridge Landing Pass Long Reach  Pass Fail 3 4th
2 |S-22-005 Dorsey Business Center, Parcel A |Hanover Hills Fail Northeast Pass |[Thomas Viaduct Pass Oakland Mills Pass Fail 212 4th
3 [F-22-062 Landing Enclave - West Rockburn Fail Northeast Pass |Elkridge Landing Pass Long Reach  Pass Fail 1 3rd
4 (F-22-063 Landing Enclave - East Rockburn Fail Northeast Pass |Elkridge Landing Pass Long Reach  Pass Fail 3 3rd
5 [S-22-008 Calla Property Rockburn Fail Northeast Pass |Elkridge Landing Pass Long Reach  Pass Fail 5 4th
6 |[F-23-038 Chirichella Property Manor Woods Fail North Fail Burleigh Manor Pass | Marriotts Ridge Pass Fail 1 2nd
7 |SP-22-001 Hebron Woods St John's Lane Fail North Fail Patapsco Fail Mt. Hebron Pass Fail 6 3rd
8 |[F-21-068 East Side Centennial Lane Fail North Fail Burleigh Manor Pass Centennial Pass Fail 1 4th
9 [F-23-053 8672 Old Frederick Road Hollifield Station Fail North Fail Patapsco Fail Mt. Hebron Pass Fail 2 2nd
10 [SP-23-002 Capstone Estates Hollifield Station Fail North Fail Patapsco Fail Mt. Hebron Pass Fail 4 3rd
11 [F-20-032 Nordau Subdivision Guilford Pass [Southeast Fail Patuxent Valley Fail Guilford Park  Pass Fail 2 4th
12 |F-24-015 Miller Property Groman Crossing Pass [Southeast Fail Hammond Fail Resenvoir Pass Fail 1 2nd
13 [S-22-004 Whiskey Bottom Estates Forest Ridge Pass [Southeast Fail Patuxent Valley Fail Hammond Pass Fail 3 4th
14 [S-23-004 10010 Junction Drive Bollman Bridge Fail Southeast Fail Patuxent Valley Fail Hammond Pass Fail 552 2nd
15 [F-21-070 Avoca Manor Phelps Luck Fail Columbia East Pass |Ellicott Mills Pass Howard Pass Fail 6 3rd
16 [F-23-002 Highland View Subdivision Phelps Luck Fail Columbia East Pass [Ellicott Mills Pass Howard Pass Fail 2 2nd
17 |F-24-033 Lavender Hill Estates Dayton Oaks Pass [West Pass |Folly Quarter Fail Glenelg Pass Fail 3 1st
TOTAL ====> 807
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MIDDLESCHoOOLS O 3 1 1 1 2 O o o o 2 1 2 4 4 4 3 6 3 6 5 6 5 3 6
Year ==> 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 (2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Bonnie Branch (0] 0] 0] 0] O 0] O O (0] 0] 0] 0] 0] O O (0] (0] 0] C (0] 0] 0] 0] 0]
Elkridge Landing (0] c 0O O o o o o o o c O O o O o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Ellicott Mills o 0O O o O o o o o o c O ©O C C C C C C C 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Mayfield Woods O 0O O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] 0] (0]
Thomas Viaduct (0] (0] C C (0] C C C C O C
Hammond 0O 0O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] C C (0] C C
Murray Hill 0O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o C C C 0] 0] C 0] 0
Patuxent Valley 0O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] (0] 0] (0] C C
Oakland Mills o O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Lake Elkhorn o 0O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Harper's Choice o 0 0O o o o o o o o o o o C C c O C 0] (0] (0] 0] C 0] 0]
Wilde Lake O O O o o o o o o o o o c O O o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] (0]
Burleigh Manor 0O 0O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o C 0] (0] (0] C (0] 0] (0]
Dunloggin (0] C @] 0] 0] 0] (0] (0] (0] (@] 0] C C C C C C C C C C @] (0] @] C
Patapsco (0] C C C C C 0] O (0] (0] @] 0] 0] 0] C c O (0] 0] C C C C C C
Clarksville 0O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Folly Quarter O O o O o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] C (0] 0] C
Glenwood O O O o o c 0 o o O o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Lime Kiln o 0 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0] (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]
Mount View O O O O O O o o o o o o o C O o o o 0 (@) C C C 0 0
|:::::::::::115(%)::::::::::|
HIGH SCHOOLS 6 5 5 4 0 0
Year ==> 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Howard C C C (0] 0] 0]

Long Reach C C C C 0] 0]

Hammond C 0] (0] (0] 0] 0]

Guilford Park (0] (0]

Oakland Mills (0] 0] (0] (0] (0] 0]

Wilde Lake (0] 0] 0] (0] 0] 0]

Centennial C C (0] (0] 0] 0]

Marriotts Ridge (0] C C C 0] @)

Mt Hebron C 0] C C 0] 0]

Atholton (0] 0] (0] o] 0] 0]

Glenelg (0] 0] (0] (0] 0] 0]

Resenoir C C C C 0] 0]

River Hill (0] 0 0 (@) 0 @)




Total Units on Hold

3,500
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2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Source: DPZ Research Division

Units on Hold in Howard County
Allocations and School Capacity Restrictions
Since Beginning of APFO
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| DAllocations B School Capacity |

Allocations & School Capacity Waiting Bin

Allocation School
Year Allocations Capacity Total
1995 0 0 0
1996 63 0 63
1997 832 62 894
1998 688 533 1,221
1999 869 0 869
2000 109 0 109
2001 74 51 125
2002 484 154 638
2003 360 0 360

GP 2000

Adopted
2003 461 75 536
2004 497 376 873
2005 654 706 1,360
2006 676 782 1,458
2007 994 966 1,960
2008 1,002 756 1,758
2009 2,925 363 3,288
2010 553 0 553
2011 261 0 261
2012 248 16 264
2013 211 850 1,061
2014 37 13 50
2015 12 133 145

PlanHoward 2030

Adopted
2015 17 151 168
2016 111 60 171
2017 485 182 667
2018 0 509 509
2019 0 851 851
2020 0 804 804
2021 0 662 662
2022 0 411 411
2023 0 533 533
2024 0 736 736
2025 0 706 706
2026 0 959 959

HoCo By Design \

Adopted

2026 | \o/ 967 | 967
Total Units Paused Since BeginnTﬁg of APFO => (24,526

<== About 51% of the total 47,832 units built since 1995 (through June 2024)




HCPSS Historical Enroliments
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HCPSS Historical Enroliments Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

HCPSS Enrollment Growth Compared to Howard County Population Growth

HCPSS K-12 Enrollment County Population

Year Growth Total % Increase Growth Total % Increase
2010 49,991 287,085

2011 498 50,489 1.0% 6,486 293,571 2.3%
2012 480 50,969 1.0% 5,627 299,198 1.9%
2013 712 51,681 1.4% 4,367 303,565 1.5%
2014 830 52,511 1.6% 3,399 306,964 1.1%
2015 1,123 53,634 2.1% 4,428 311,392 1.4%
2016 714 54,348 1.3% 4,164 315,556 1.3%
2017 1,137 55,485 2.1% 3,828 319,384 1.2%
2018 1,085 56,570 2.0% 3,486 322,870 1.1%
2019 938 57,508 1.7% 3,056 325,926 0.9%
2020 (1,229) 56,279 2.1% 6,391 332,317 2.0%
2021 (275) 56,004 -0.5% 3,012 335,329 0.9%
2022 221 56,225 0.4% 38 335,367 0.0%
2023 (111) 56,114 -0.2% 635 336,002 0.2%
Total 6,123 12.2% 48,917 17.0%

Source: HCPSS September 30th Official Enroliments
Census Bureau (2010 and 2020 Decennial Census,other years Annual Pop Est Program)



2023 Guijlford Park
%318 Hanover Hills
2014 Thomads Viaduct
2013 Ducketts Lane
2007 Vetera
2007 Bushy Park (Replacement)
2006 Dayton Oaks

2005 Marriotts Ridge
2003 Folly Quarter
2003 Bellows Spring
2002 ﬁese VOlIr
2001 Ellicott Mills (Replacement)
1338 B e Branch
onnie Bran
1998 Tnadé] hia RIS e
189 o Froscis 30 e
1997 E&ltliﬁ]’éld Station Schools Built
1996 Wilde Lake (Replacement H
1996 Long Feach( B ) Since APFO
1995 Elkidge 1 andin :
1994 Eiver H\'ﬁ/’ - g Began in 1992
anor Woods
1993 Mount View *
1993 Rocl_k urn (75 tOtaI)
1992 Burleigh Manor
1992 F?rest Ridge
1992 Elkridae
1991 Maytield Woods
1991 Po nﬁe s Run
1990 Waver
1990 Dee un
_}988 Bollman Bridge
1979 Clarksville :
1979 Clemens Cropsing
1977 Centenial
1976 Hammond
1976 Owen Brown
1976 Worthington
1976 Lisbon
1976 Dasher Green
1974 Jﬁffer 11I
1973 Oaklan ills
%8;% Bar Iers Choice
unloggin.
1973 Talbotgg rings
1973 Laurel Woods
1973 Centennial Lane
1972 Oakland Mills
1972 Patar[.')sc_o
1972 Swansfield
1972 Stevens FoLest
1972 Phelps Luc
1971 Hammon
1971 Hammond
1970 Thunder Hill
1970 Runnjng Brook
1970 chp fe\(ow
1969 Wilde'Lake
1969 Patuxent
1968 Northfield
1968 Bra/ant Woods
1967 Glenwood
1966 Atholt
1965 Mt. Heborn
1964 Wat rIo_(I)
19(?]4 Clarksville
1961 Atholton
1958 Glenelg
1954 St._fohn's Lane
1954 Guilford
5 : 1951 Howard
‘ 1925 West Frlgndshlq ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
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* Education Centers not shown (Applicationsand Research Lab, Cedar Land School and Homewood Center)




APFO Exemptions

Single lot exemption in the Rural West

Single lot for family member

Single lot for financial hardship

Mobile home replacement units
Redevelopment sites replacing existing units
No School Capacity Test for age-restricted units

Moderate Income Housing Units do not need allocations
(However, still must pass School Capacity Test)

Special affordable housing opportunities (by County Council
resolution)




Summary

APFO has worked to slow growth in areas of high
development activity.

New infrastructure can be planned and paid for
and built with a known 10-year growth pace.

APFO has granted relief and has given the HCPSS
time to plan, redistrict and build new schools (30
new school since 1992) and additions.

Pacing growth has also allowed for the planning
of other county infrastructure and services.



Issues and Considerations

If a particular school is closed to development, may have
helped, but not necessarily, due to: 1) high birth and yield rates,
2) turnover of existing housing.

Programmatic changes such as reduced class size, full day
kindergarten, and universal pre-K increases level of service and
should be taken into consideration when evaluating crowding.

APFO impacts new development only - can’t control existing
house turnover & programmatic changes.



Questions/Discussion

W
(%wa rd County
Department of Planning & Zoning




HoCo By Design General Plan
APFO Task Force Presentation



What is HoCo By Design?

HoCo By Design, the County’s award-winning general plan, provides a long-term vision
for how Howard County will develop and grow as it adjusts to evolving economic,
environmental, and social conditions over the next 20 years.

Plan Goals:

* Protect our Natural Environment

e Strengthen Economic Opportunities
* Expand Transportation Options

* Promote Diverse Housing Choices

* Prioritize Community Character

* Balance Growth and Conservation

What is HoCo By Design?




PlanHoward 2030 | HoCo By Design

 Three pillars of * Four-pronged aspirational approach

sustainability More Equitable: advancing equity-focused policies

More Predictable: targeting discrete areas for
transformation and providing direction for capital
Investment

More Sustainable: proposing development of
compact mixed-use activity centers; advancing
investment in environmental programs; ensuring a
fiscally balanced approach

More Achievable: presenting specific, measurable,

and realistic implementing actions

Building on PlanHoward 2030 with a New Approach



WHAT DOES THE GENERAL PLAN INFLUENCE?

Capital
Projects

Zon

Other County
Plans @

ROCOM
DESIGN

Every Voice, One Vision

Regulations

GENERAL PLAN



Challenges Identified during Planning

Each general plan responds to a unique set of challenges.

When HoCo By Design got underway in 2020, the County was already grappling with
challenges presented by:

Meeting the needs of a growing and diverse population

Continued high demand for commercial, residential and employment growth
Dwindling supply of undeveloped land

Lack of affordable housing options; overall cost of housing increasing

+ limited housing supply

Shift in weather patterns associated with climate change

Meeting public infrastructure needs, such as parks, schools, bike lanes,
sidewalks, other community facilities, etc.



Limited Supply, Growing Demand

Only 2% of land is undeveloped or unprotected, yet
demand remains strong for the next 20 years

Growth and Conservation Challenges




Future Land Use
Map (FLUM)

* Focuses growth
into redeveloped
“activity centers”
while also
emphasizing
preservation and
conservation of
natural resources

Future Land Use Map (FLUM)



« Simplified overview
showing areas
targeted for growth
and transformational
redevelopment

The General Plan Map




Redevelopment of Activity Centers Offers Opportunities

— Greener: Open space, stormwater management, reduce impervious surface
— Mix of Uses: Community gathering/recreational spaces, job opportunities

— Transit Infrastructure: Sidewalks, bike paths, connections to transit services
— Diverse: An array of housing types

Future Opportunity: Redevelopment of Activity Centers



What is Missing Middle Housing?

« Small- to medium-sized home choices at different price points
« Examples include duplex, fourplex, cottage courts and more

Future Opportunity: Missing Middle Housing



HoCo By Design - Chapter 10
Managing Growth



Housing Unit Allocations

Annual APFO allocations chart paces
new housing growth

The allocations proposed average
1,620/year (less than the 2,084/year in
PlanHoward 2030)

Geographic regions in the chart include:
Downtown Columbia, Activity Centers,
Other Character Areas, and the Rural
West

New set-aside of 340/year for Affordable
Housing

Gateway Master Plan — will determine
number and pacing of residential units
for Gateway

Housing Unit Allocations

Table 10-1: Howard County APFO Allocations Chart - HoCo By Design

Downtown

Activity

Rural West

Total

Affordable

Other

Year Columbia {1) Centers s lforH e
rental)

2026 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2027 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2028 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2029 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2030 335 600 365 100 1,400 340
2031 155 600 365 100 1,220 340
2032 1535 600 365 100 1,220 340
2033 155 600 365 100 1,220 340
2034 1535 600 365 100 1,220 340
2035 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2036 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2037 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2038 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2039 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
2040 154 600 365 100 1,219 340
Total 3,219 0,000 3,475 1,500 19,194 5.100
Annual 215 600 365 100 1,280 340
Average
(1} The allocations for Downtown Columbia align with the phasing chart in the approved and adoptaa U
Downtown Columbia Plan.
Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning, 2023

MG-1 g. Establish a working group (consisting of members appointed by the County Council and the
County Executive) that evaluates and recommends goals and criteria for the targeted incentive

program for affordable and accessible housing and the Affordable Housing set aside in the APFO
Allocations Chart.




Future Land Use
Map (FLUM)

* Focuses growth
into redeveloped
“activity centers”
while also
emphasizing
preservation and
conservation of
natural resources

Future Land Use Map (FLUM)




Rural West
. Downtown Columbla
Activity Centers

Other Character Areas

Planned Service Area

Mar 10-1: HowarD County APFO
ALLOCATION MAP

NOT TO SCALE

Source: Howard County Departments of Technology and
Communication Services and Planning and Zoning, 2023
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Managing Growth into the
Future

* This is an opportunity for a comprehensive
review and assessment of APFO

 The assessment should account for future land
uses shifting to infill and redevelopment

— Suburban greenfield development, the
predominant type of past growth, will be less
prevalent given limited land supply

— APFO was designed to manage suburban
greenfield development

— APFO needs to be updated to reflect the
County’s future — mixed-use activity centers,
missing middle housing, ADUs

Managing Growth into the Future




Managing Growth
Policies 1a - d



Policies and Actions

« Policy MG-1: Evaluate the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFQO), including current
and anticipated development patterns and challenges, to support the vision and policies
presented in HoCo By Design and in accordance with the law established for the review

of APFO.

— Action a: Research APFO models used in other Maryland and US jurisdictions that
account for infill development and redevelopment to pace future growth and transportation

patterns as anticipated in this General Plan.

— Action b: Assess applicability of APFO to Accessory Dwelling Units and develop
recommendations as applicable.

— Action c: Evaluate the necessity of a housing allocation chart including its goals,
design, appropriate place in the law.

— Action d: Seek to engage local and national experts who can advise on modern
best practices for managing growth and infrastructure.

Policies and Actions — Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions

Action a: Research models used in
other jurisdictions that account for
infill and redevelopment to pace future
growth and transportation patterns as
anticipated in HoCo By Design

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policy and Actions

Action b: Assess applicability of APFO to Accessory Dwelling
Units and develop recommendations as applicable

What are ADUs?

* "A smaller, independent residential dwelling unit located
on the same lot as a stand-alone (i.e., detached) single-
family home.” - APA

« ADUs take a variety of shapes and forms: attached,
garage, attic, basement and detached

Where are ADUs permitted in the County?
« Attached Accessory Apartments — permitted

» Detached Accessory Apartments — permitted conditionally
on temporary basis

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policy and Actions

Action b: Assess applicability of APFO to Accessory Dwelling Units and develop recommendations
as applicable

“Today, Howard County Zoning Regulations allow some * Policy DN-2:Allow attached and detached

forms of ADUs—accessory apartments and temporary accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on a variety of
accessory family dwellings—but there are various single-family attached and single-family detached
restrictions on where they are permitted. Detached lots that meet specific site development criteria in
accessory apartments are not permitted under the residential zoning districts.

Zoning Regulations, except as a temporary accessory * Action 3: Direct the Adequate Public

family dwelling. (DN-36)” Facilities Ordinance (APFO) task force to

develop recommendations as to the
applicability of APFO to accessory

“The Dynamic Neighborhoods chapter suggests that dwelling unit creation or construction.

the APFO task force assess the applicability of APFO to
accessory dwelling units and develop
recommendations as applicable. (MG-21)"

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions

Action c: Evaluate the necessity of a housing allocation chart,
including its goals, design, and appropriate place in the law

“In general, the number of “HoCo By Design recommends a comprehensive review
allocations granted has slowed in and assessment of APFO. Future land use patterns in
more recent years, and this slower Howard County will largely be realized through infill
pace is expected to occur in the development and redevelopment in activity centers,
years ahead given limited land and to a much lesser extent by suburban development
supply for new residential in greenfields. APFO was designed to manage growth
construction (MG-19).” in the latter, and now needs to be updated to reflect
the land use patterns of the County’s future. (MG-22)”

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Managing Growth
Schools



Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

* Policy MG-1, Action 1e: Schools

— Action e.i: Collect data for school demands in the Count
sufficient to evaluate existing conditions, emerging trends,
and future year needs. This analysis should include an
evaluation of the life cycle of new and existing
neighborhoods to better understand student growth.

— Action e.ii: Evaluate the extent to which new growth
generates revenues to pay for school infrastructure and
review of alternative financing methods.

— Action e.iii: Evaluate the school capacity test in APFO to
determine if intended outcomes are being achieved and
recommend changes to the framework and process to
better pace development with available school capacity.

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools
* Policy MG-1, Action 1e: Schools

— Action e.iv: Evaluate the timing and process of the
school capacity chart

— Action e.v: Evaluate student generation yield by
housing unit type to develop student generation
yield. Review results with comparable counties to
understand regional trends.

— Action e.vi: Explore unit type ratios or unit type
mixes that would support housing goals without
overburdening schools and propose appropriate
waiting periods in relation to unit type.

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.i: Collect data for school demands in the County
sufficient to evaluate existing conditions, emerging trends, and
future year needs. This analysis should include an evaluation of
the life cycle of new and existing neighborhoods to better
understand the origins of student growth.

« HCPSS Office of School Planning estimates enrollment
growth based on:

* Number of births in Howard County

* Five-year history of cohort survival (ratio of students
moving from one grade to the next in the same school)

* First-time sales of newly-constructed homes
 Resales of existing homes

* Apartment turnover

« Qut-of-district enrollment at regional programs

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.i: Collect data for school demands in the County
sufficient to evaluate existing conditions, emerging trends,
and future year needs. This analysis should include an
evaluation of the life cycle of new and existing
neighborhoods to better understand the origins of student
growth.

» DPZ provides new housing unit projections to
HCPSS, including:

* All recently approved plans not yet constructed
and plans under review — indicates near-term
housing growth

 Future development potential based on zoning
capacity — indicates long-term potential
(updates to the Zoning Regulations following
HoCo By Design will strengthen outer year
projections)

« HCPSS tracks turnover/resales of existing housing,
which also has a significant impact on enroliment

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions -
APFO and Schools

Action e.i: Collect data for school
demands in the County sufficient
to evaluate existing conditions,
emerging trends, and future year
needs. This analysis should include
an evaluation of the life cycle of
new and existing neighborhoods
to better understand the origins of
student growth.

“The task force should also evaluate existing conditions and
emerging trends for new student generation, whether it is due
primarily to new housing units or family turnover in existing
neighborhoods. Developing an understanding of
neighborhood lifecycles will allow for a better
assessment of student growth and housing. This
understanding should further inform how the APFO school
capacity test and associated chart could be changed to
optimize growth targets while also maintaining adequate
school capacity. (MG-21)”

“While APFO can manage enrollment growth from new
development by delaying the construction of new units, it
does not control student generation from housing turnover
that occurs naturally over time. (PS-12)”

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.ii: Evaluate the extent to which new growth generates revenues to pay for school
infrastructure and review alternative financing methodes.

« Construction of new schools, additions, and renovations funded
primarily by General Obligation bonds and the School Surcharge on
new homes (new development helps cover the cost of school
infrastructure needs)

« While GO bonds fund the majority (in FY23, ~$43 million), the school
surcharge is estimated to generate ~$30 million annually thru 2040

 Additionally, 25% of the transfer tax helps cover school land
acquisition and construction costs — currently ~$2.5 million/year

* As identified in HoCo By Design's fiscal analysis, new growth and its
associated fiscal benefits (especially those that come from the
transfer tax and school surcharge) will support the capital funding
needed to meet future enroliment demands and systemic renovation
or replacement

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.ii: Evaluate the extent to which new growth generates revenues to pay for
school infrastructure and review alternative financing methods.

“Similar to the trend of less allocations being granted, the slowing number and amount of
units proposed in presubmission community meetings is also an indication that new
residential construction will continue to slow in the immediate years ahead. While this
slowdown will impact the amount of revenue generated for school infrastructure, it will
give HCPSS some time to build new capacity in the areas of the County where
needed.(MG-20)

“As indicated in the fiscal analysis conducted for HoCo By Design, it is estimated that School
Surcharge revenues will be $S30 million on an annual average basis through 2040........ The
fiscal analysis conducted for HoCo By Design indicates that the proposed growth could help
sustain transfer tax revenues [approximately $2.5 million/yr] for school construction." (PS-
21)

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions -
APFO and Schools

Action e.iii: Evaluate the school
capacity test in APFO to determine if
intended outcomes are being
achieved, and recommend changes to
the framework and process to better
pace development with available
school capacity.

“New residential development is generally “on hold”
in many areas of the County due to the APFO schools
test, a point discussed further in the Managing
Growth chapter. Development projects are retested
each year after the County Council adopts a new
school capacity chart, as provided by the BOE, and
may be “on hold” or delayed for a maximum of four
years. (PS-8)”

“A significant change to [APFO in 2018] included
lowering the capacity utilization percentages when
elementary districts and regions are closed to
development from 115% to 105% and middle school
districts from 115% to 110%, and adding a high school
district test at a 115% threshold. This change has had
an impact on proposed new residential development,
given the extent of the closed areas in the County.
(MG-17)”

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.iv: Evaluate the timing and process of the school capacity chart.

« Office of School Planning prepares and presents an annual
feasibility study to the Board of Education each June. The study
includes:

» A comprehensive review of school boundary options
» Student enroliment projections over the next 10 years
» Capital improvement plan

» The feasibility study and its capacity utilization calculations are
the basis for the following year’s APFO school capacity chart
which gets adopted in July and also informs the HCPSS capital
budget for the following fiscal year

* During the HoCo By Design process, Strategic Advisory Group
members and other stakeholders expressed an interest in re-
aligning the timing of the Feasibility Study and APFO
School Capacity chart so they both reflect the same
year (rather than the previous year’s Feasibility Study supporting
the current year APFO School Capacity Chart)

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.v: Evaluate student generation yield by housing type to develop student
generation yield. Review results with comparable counties to understand regional trends.

* Shift to smaller housing types proposed in HoCo By Design

» The Plan emphasizes growth in mixed-use activity centers,
which are generally expected to include smaller housing

types

» HoCo By Design also proposes opportunities for missing
middle housing and accessory dwelling units — smaller
housing types compared to traditional single-family
detached

* HoCo By Design recommends a higher proportion of multi-
family units than PlanHoward 2030; therefore, fewer new
students are expected in the school system compared to the
last 20 years

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.v: Evaluate student generation yield by housing type to develop student
generation yield. Review results with comparable counties to understand regional trends.

“Based on the official September 30, 2022 enrollment data, there are
only 41 students living in the 1,199 new housing units from the
Downtown Plan that are built and fully occupied. This is a standing
yield rate of 0.034 students per unit, which is less than 5% of the
yield rate for a typical new single-family detached home built in the
County and less than 9% of a new townhome yield rate. Countywide,
new apartment yields are about 14% of new single-family detached
yields and 26% of new townhome yields. (PS-16)”

“Countywide new construction yield
rates can vary widely from year to year
due to the type of units built and
location of construction. New single-
family detached units in some western
areas generate several times the students
(per unit) as apartments built in some
parts of Columbia and the Southeast.(PS-
13)”

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Schools

Action e.vi: Explore unit type ratios or unit type mixes that would support housing goals
without overburdening schools and propose appropriate waiting periods in relation to unit type.

“The task force should also explore regulations that consider various development types, locations, and intensities,
and incentive-based provisions to expedite capacity improvements. For example, the APFO review committee should
determine whether higher-density, mixed-use projects in activity centers, which may have low student yields,
should meet different standards or thresholds, and whether pay-based incentives should be established where
suburban-style developments could proceed if a higher school surcharge were paid. The task force should evaluate
how APFO may apply to detached accessory dwelling units.(MG-21)"

“The HoCo By Design Future Land Use Map (FLUM) is based on a housing projection model that estimates about 57%
will be rental and condominium apartments, 24% townhomes, and 19% single-family detached units. This projection
compares to 38% rental and condominium apartments, 29% townhomes, and 33% single-family detached units built
in the last 20 years. It is expected that this change in unit type mix into the future will yield relatively fewer new
students compared to the last 20 years.(PS-16)”

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Managing Growth
Transportation



Policies and Actions - APFO and
Transportation

* Policy MG-1, Action 1f: Transportation

— Action f.i: Evaluate and amend APFO standards
for transportation adequacy and develop
context-driven transportation adequacy
measures that align with the County's land use
and transportation safety vision.

— Action f.ii: Study and develop APFO standards
for specific geographic subareas.

— Action f.iii: Evaluate and amend APFO
standards to mitigate trips with investments
in bicycle, pedestrian and transit infrastructure,
road connectivity, and safety projects.

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Transportation

Action f.i: Evaluate and amend APFO standards for transportation adequacy and

develop context-driven transportation adequacy measures that align with the County's
land use and transportation safety vision.

* APFO currently does not include a
mechanism to mitigate the impact of small
development projects (those that generate
less than 5 peak hour trips)

« And, APFO only requires a project to
mitigate its direct impact on an intersection

« AFPO does not account for the larger
network benefit that could occur at
some other location further from the
development

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Transportation

Action f.ii: Study and develop APFO standards for specific geographic subareas.

* Some jurisdictions pool
funds over time to build more
substantial projects that have
an overall network benefit
and advance multi-modal
policy goals

* Transportation plan can
establish projects to be
funded by fees in a
specific subarea

“Some jurisdictions pool funds over time to build more
substantial projects that have an overall network benefit and
advance multi-modal policy goals. Through this alternate
approach, a local area transportation plan can establish
projects that will be funded by fees in a specific subarea—
offering greater flexibility and the ability to address the
transportation system as a whole. Baltimore City and Anne
Arundel, Montgomery, and Prince George’s Counties administer
various models of this approach, including fee-in-lieu programs
that are used to fund multi-modal improvements.(MG-16)"

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Policies and Actions - APFO and Transportation

Action f.iii: Evaluate and amend APFO standards to mitigate trips with investments in
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure, road connectivity, and safety projects.

« APFO requires a “roads test” for adequate road infrastructure for new
development

« The County requires mitigation measures when needed based on the test

* In accordance with the Complete Streets Policy, developers also submit
pedestrian access and bicycle level of stress studies

« However, APFO remains singularly focused on motor vehicle travel — and
mitigation measures resulting from APFO have not always considered the
Impacts to pedestrians and cyclists

Policies and Actions - Chapter 10, Managing Growth




Thank you!

Questions?



3430 Court House Drive e Ellicott City, MD 21043 ¢ 410-313-2350

APFO Committee Meeting 3
September 25, 2024

e (Call to Order/Welcome (Chair- 5 min)
0 Establishment of a Quorum
0 Review and Approval of Agenda
0 Review and Approval of Minutes
e Schools
0 School Feasibility Study (Tim Roger-45min)
=  How projections are calculated, process for managing growth (redistricting, new construction,
additions), Development of school capacity chart
0 Student Yield Study (Jeff Bronow-45 min)

Discussion (15 min)

Questions (10 min)

e Adjourn

Next Meeting- October 9, 2024 6-8pm



APFO Committee: Projection Background

Tim Rogers,

Manager Office of School Planning

September 25, 2024



Year One
January

June

July

November

Year Two
January

April

Annual Planning Cycle



Cohort Survival Methodology

historic cohort survival ratios

+Live births

+Apartment turnover

+New construction

+Regional Program Enroliment
+Resale of existing housing



Enrollment Projection Steps

Prior Year Apartment New
Enroliment Turnover Construction

Cohort Survival Resale Yields Out of District

_ Preschool aged
Births :
move-ins




Projection Flow Chart



Detailed Projection
Flow Chart

HCPSS - 2023 Feasibility Study 6



Enrollment Tren

Countywide Total Actual Enroliment and First Year Projections
60,000
2097 -2309
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54,000
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Recent Projections for 2024 and Beyond
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Projection Accuracy

Middle - Grades 6-8 Error Rate™
Year Actual Proj Diff™ %
2014 12276 12336 60 0. 5%
2015 12715 12734 19 0.1%
2016 12897 12957 60 0.5%
2017 13180 13079 +101 0.8%
2018 13427 13449 22 0.2%
2019 13815 13821 -6 0.0%
2020 13682 14008 326 2. 4%
2021 13297 13897 600 4 50%
2022 13167 13253 -85 0.7%
2023 13137 13294 157 1.2%
High - Grades 9-12 Error Rate®
Year Actual Proj D™ A
2014 16438 16527 89 0.5%
2015 16574 16611 a7 0.2%
2016 16768 16824 55 0.3%
2017 17233 17235 2 0.0%
2018 17724 17766 -42 0.2%
2019 18132 18078 +54 0.3%
2020 18188 18429 241 1.3%
2021 18273 18723 -450 2 50%
2022 18357 18657 -300 1.6%
2023 18377 18420 -43 0.2%




Tier 1
Tier2
Pre-School

4 year olds 3 year olds
SY24-25 % SY24-25 %
Estimate Estimate

1498 70% 748 65%
196 9% 0

437 21% 408 35%
2131 1156

Pre-Kindergarten

Collaborative effort

Hybrid method

Based on projected Kindergarten
Income and participation
assumptions

Geographic eligibility estimate
Continuing work



School Capacities

 LRC based on # of K-12 teaching
stations xstaffing ratio

« Board-approved formulas

« Updated for program changes or
renovation

« Special Ed, PK supportspaces
not counted

« Used forlocal planning

« SRC used for state funding
determinations

HCPSS - 2024 Feasibility Study 10



Feasibility Study

The Feasibility Studyis an annual planning

document that:
* Provides a newenrollment
projection

 Proposes adjustments and
additions to the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) and
Long-Range Master Plan

« Considers strategies for the 2023-
2034 planning period (e.g.,
relocatables, boundary
adjustments, new or adjusted
capital projects)

« Follows Policy6010

11



Feasibility Study

Presented June 2024

Informs Capital planning priorities for FY26
(process began in August ‘24, ends May ‘25)

12



ES Capacity Chart

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS - JUNE 2024 APFO School Capacity Chart

Capacity Utilization Rates with Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 Capital Budget Projects
rt reflects May 2023 Projections and the Board of Education's Requested FY 2025 capacities.

Capacity. 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31 203132 2032-33 2033-34 2034-35 2035-36 2036-37

Columbia - East 2027 2028 2029 2030 | Proj 9% Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util. Proj % Util.

Cradlerock ES 308 398 398 398 | 434 1090 cf| 413 1038 401 100.8 402 101.0 303 987 393 987 390 980 387 972 383 96.2 383 96.2

Jeffers Hill ES 377 377 377 377 || 378 1003 378 100.3 376 99.7 365 96.8 368  97.6 366 97.1 363 96.3 360 955 360 955 358 95.0

Phelps Luck ES 597 597 597 597 | 693 1161 Cfj 673 1127 C 650 1089 C 649 1087 C 673 1127 C 700 1173 C 726 1216 C 755 1265 C 773 1295 C 781 1308 C

Stevens Forest ES 380 380 380 380 | 307 808 313 824 302 795 295 776 207 782 294 774 292 7658 291 766 290 763 289 76.1

Talbott Springs ES 490 490 490 490 | 396 808 387 790 383 782 371 757 373 761 372 759 369 753 366 747 364 743 364 743

Thunder Hill ES 509 509 509 509 N 440  86.4 447 878 438 86.1 437 859 433 85.1 431 847 428 841 426 83.7 423 831 423 831

Region Totals 2751 2751 2751 2751 | 2648 96.3 2611 94.9 2550 92.7 2519 91.6 2537 92.2 2556 92.9 2568 93.3 2585 94.0 2593 94.3 2598 94.4

Columbia - West

Bryant Woods ES 289 289 289 289 | 381 1318 Cfj 395 1367 C 398 1377 C 407 1408 C 407 1408 C 415 1436 C 424 1467 C 432 1495 C 444 1536 C 455 1574 C Test Year 2027-28

Ciemens Crossing ES 521 521 521 521 || 543 104.2 546  104.8 552 1060 C 559 1073 C 563 1081 C 566 1086 C 570 1094 C 572 1098 C 573 1100 C 573 1100 C

Longfellow ES 512 512 512 512 | 473 924 487 951 484 945 484 945 481 939 477 932 467 912 460  89.8 453 885 449  87.7

Running Brook ES 449 449 449 449 | 403 898 433 96.4 452 100.7 477 1062 C 506 1127 C 526 1171 C 540 1203 C 545 1214 C 540 1203 C 534 1189 C

swansfield ES 650 650 650 650 | 516  79.4 497 765 473 7238 460 70.8 451 69.4 442 68.0 437 672 436 67.1 433 66.6 432 66.5

Region Totals 2421 2421 2421 2421 2316 95.7 2358 97.4 2359 97.4 2387 98.6 2408 99.5 2426 100.2 2438 100.7 2445 101.0 2443 100.9 2443 100.9 “ . ”

— No. of ES “constrained” = 15

Bellows Spring ES 726 726 726 726 | 771 1062 Cj 779 1073 C 787 1084 C 769 1059 C 771 1062 C 768 1058 C 758 104.4 749 1032 740 1019 731 1007 . “« . ”
Deep Run ES 719 719 719 719 | 630 87.6 629 875 625  86.9 624  86.8 624  86.8 624  86.8 623  86.6 623  86.6 624  86.8 625  86.9 N f ES R t d —
Ducketts Lane ES 650 650 650 650 | 557 857 560  86.2 561  86.3 565  86.9 563  86.6 563  86.6 564  86.8 565  86.9 564  86.8 563  86.6 O- 0 eglonS COI’IS ralne -
Elkridge ES 713 713 713 713 | 738 1035 756 1060 C 748 1049 739 1036 732 1027 729 1022 733 1028 729 1022 732 102.7 734 1029 L.

Hanover Hills ES 810 810 810 810 | 931 1149 Cl|f 934 1153 C 927 1144 C 906 1119 C 900 1111 C 890 1099 C 869 1073 C 849 104.8 828  102.2 805  99.4

lichester ES 559 559 559 559 | 534 955 547 979 559  100.0 576  103.0 595 1064 C 614 1098 C 636 1138 C 653 1168 C 674 1206 C 691 1236 C 3 addl ti Onal el ementar y SChOOIS are
Rockburn ES 584 584 584 584 | 621 1063 C| 622 1065 C 623 1067 C 623 1067 C 622 1065 C 626 1072 C 629 1077 C 626 1072 C 625 107.0 C 625 1070 C . .
Veterans ES 799 799 799 799 | 817 102.3 832 104.1 831  104.0 825 103.3 820 102.6 814  101.9 808  101.1 812 101.6 815  102.0 814 101.9 constri a[ned because Of the constr alned
Waterloo ES 603 603 603 603 | 531 881 511 847 501  83.1 500 829 495 821 490 813 488 80.9 483 80.1 481 79.8 479 794

Worthington ES 424 424 424 424 J| 341 80.4 343 80.9 347 818 362 85.4 375 884 373 88.0 364 85.8 349 823 330 77.8 315 743 H

Region Totals 6587 6587 6587 6587 § 6471 98.2 6513 98.9 6509 98.8 6489 98.5 6497 98.6 6491 98.5 6472 98.3 6438 97.7 6413 97.4 6382 96.9 r eql on, f ora tOtal Of 18 el ementar y
Norerm schools

Centennial Lane ES 603 603 603 603 | 687 1139 Cf 672 1114 C 657 1090 C 654 1085 C 635 1053 C 625 103.6 617  102.3 610 101.2 607  100.7 605 100.3

Hollifield Station ES 732 732 732 732 | 737 1007 728 995 721 985 726 99.2 723 988 726 99.2 722 986 721 985 717 980 712 973

Manor Woods ES 681 681 681 681 ] 671 985 691 1015 671 985 651  95.6 644 946 634 931 621 912 622 913 618  90.7 614  90.2

Northfield ES 700 700 700 700 | 747 1067 Cf 731 104.4 740 1057 C 732 1046 732 104.6 731 1044 729 1041 729 104.1 731 1044 729 104.1

St Johns Lane ES 612 612 612 612 | 714 1167 Cjj 738 1206 C 735 1201 C 734 1199 C 739 1208 C 738 1206 C 737 1204 C 737 1204 C 737 1204 C 738 1206 C U .

Waverly ES 788 788 788 788 || 816 103.6 825  104.7 832 1056 C 837 1062 C 843 1070 C 847 1075 C 847 1075 C 837 1062 C 834 1058 C 831 1055 C C y I t y h I

Region Totals 4116 4116 4116 4116 || 4372 1062 Cfj 4385 1065 C 4356 1058 C 4334 1053 C 4316 104.9 4301 1045 4273 1038 4256 103.4 4244 103.1 4229 102.7 IS an e emen ar SC 00 or
[Southeastern I t h I 1 th t 1
Atholton ES 424 424 424 424 | 452 1066 Cf| 443 1045 432 1019 432 101.9 421 993 418 986 416 98.1 411 96.9 409 965 406 958 e emen ary SC Oo reglon a IS
Bollman Bridge ES 609 609 609 609 | 685 1125 C| 686 1126 C 699 1148 C 705 1158 C 712 1169 C 717 1177 C 724 1189 C 728 1195 C 727 1194 C 726 1192 C

Forest Ridge ES 647 647 647 647 | 694 107.3 Cf 724 1119 C 746 1153 C 770 1190 C 799 1235 C 823 1272 C 843 1303 C 862 1332 C 868 1342 C 868 1342 C >_105(y t tl t

Gorman Crossing ES 735 735 735 735 | 614 835 616 838 611 831 608 827 615  83.7 610  83.0 607  82.6 604 822 605  82.3 606  82.4 - 0 Ca paC| y Utl |Za |0n

Guilford ES 465 465 465 465 | 444 955 443 953 442 95.1 439 944 436 938 432 929 432 929 433 931 442 951 446 959

Hammond ES 653 653 653 653 | 739 1132 Cfj 751 1150 C 776 1188 C 784 1201 C 779 1193 C 774 1185 C 763 1168 C 762 1167 C 768 1176 C 780 1194 C

Laurel Woods ES 609 609 609 609 | 641 1053 CJ| 643 1056 C 641 1053 C 644 1057 C 644 1057 C 644 1057 C 644 1057 C 645 1059 C 642 1054 C 643 1056 C

Region Totals 4142 4142 4142 4142 || 4269 103.1 4306 104.0 4347 104.9 4382 1058 C 4406 1064 C 4418 106.7 C 4429 1069 C 4445 107.3 C 4461 107.7 C 4475 1080 C

[Western

Bushy Park ES 732 732 732 732 | 620 847 628  85.8 630 86.1 648 885 627  85.7 631  86.2 633 865 634  86.6 636  86.9 638 87.2

Clarksville ES 543 543 543 543 | 547 100.7 535 985 533  98.2 519 956 529  97.4 529 974 522 96.1 514 947 511 94.1 507  93.4

Dayton Oaks ES 719 719 719 719 | 714 99.3 699 972 691  96.1 672 935 678 943 683  95.0 676  94.0 677 942 681  94.7 684  95.1

Fulton ES 738 738 738 738 || 651 882 624 846 621 841 596  80.8 605  82.0 605  82.0 606  82.1 595  80.6 592 80.2 588 797

Lisbon ES 527 527 527 527 || 440 835 426 80.8 432 820 438 831 441 837 446 84.6 447 848 448 850 447 848 451 856

Pointers Run ES 744 744 744 744 | 813 1093 Cfj 783 1052 C 738 992 727 977 722 97.0 724 973 727 97.7 724 973 721 96.9 719 96.6

Triadelphia Ridge ES 584 584 584 584 | 609 1043 598  102.4 591  101.2 577 9838 563  96.4 551 943 537 92,0 526 90.1 516 884 509  87.2

West Friendship ES 414 414 414 414 | 364 879 371 896 368 88.9 371 896 372 89.9 374 903 376 90.8 380 9138 383 925 389 94.0

Region Totals 5001 5001 5001 5001 § 4758 95.1 4664 933 4604 92.1 4548 90.9 4537 90.7 4543 90.8 4524 90.5 4498 89.9 4487 89.7 4485 89.7

Countywide Totals 25018 25018 25018 25018 24834 99.3 24837 99.3 24725 98.8 24659 98.6 24701 98.7 24735 98.9 24704 98.7 24667 98.6 24641 98.5 24612 98.4

C: Constrained for future residential development. 1 3



14



Pupil Yield Analysis for APFO Committee

Jeff Bronow, Chief

Division of Research
Howard County DPZ September 25, 2024




Pupil Yield
Analysis

o e
(%wa rd County
Department of Planning & Zoning

DPZ received 10 years of historical student data
from HCPSS - from 2013 to 2023

Purpose to address HoCo By Design Policy MG-1,
Action 1e to look at student yields in depth

We combined the student data with land use,
property assessment, and housing survey data to
gather further details about student yield trends.




Pupil Yield Analysis Howard County

Enrollment trends over time, including by Planning Area & school
type & housing unit type

Student yield trends over time, including by Planning Area &
school type & housing unit type

Multifamily yields by apartment style—garden, mid rise & high
rise, by bedrooms, by year built, and by monthly rent.

SED and SFA yields by year built, by Planning Area, by assessed
value, and by last year sold.




Enrolilment Trends



HCPSS Students by Planning Area
Enroliment 5013 to 2073
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HCPSS Students by School Type
2013 to 2023
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Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ. Years reflect school year end date.
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Enroliment Trends Howard County
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HCPSS Students by School Type by Planning Area
In 2023
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Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ. Year reflects school year end date.
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Enroliment Trends Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type
2013 to 2023
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Share of Students & Units by Dwelling Type, 2013 Share of Students & Units by Dwelling Type, 2023
Howard County Howard County
100% 100%
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0, 0 0,
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Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ (Does not include age-restricted units.) Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ (Does not include age-restricted units.)




HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Howard County
2%
15%

24% 59%

\ mSFD ®WSFA ®WAPT wMH

Source: HCPSS Office of Schoal Planning, DPZ

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Columbia

24%

45%

31%

| ESFD mSFA ®APT » MH

Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Elkridge

9%

16%
46%

29%

\ BSFD ESFA ®WAPT #MH

Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Ellicott City

15%
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65%

ESFD mSFA ®APT & MH

Source: HCPSS Offfce of Schoeol Planning, DPZ

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Rural West

100%

mSFD WSFA MAPT & MH |

Source: HCPSS Office of Schaol Flanning, DPZ

HCPSS Students by Housing Unit Type in 2023
Southeast
2%
13%

53%
31%

BSFD mSFA ®mAPT = MH

Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ
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HCPSS Students by School Type & Housing Unit Type

In 2023
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HCPSS Students by School Type & Housing Unit Type

In 2023
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Student Yield Trends Howard County
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Average HCPSS Student Yields (All Housing Units)
Countywide -2013 to 2023
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Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ (includes Grades pre-K thru 12, does not include age-restricted housing)
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Student Yield Trends (4‘!!!!352&3&?%

Average HCPSS Student Yields (By Housing Unit Type)
Countywide - 2013 to 2023
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Average HCPSS Student Yields (All Housing Units)
By Planning Area - 2013 to 2023
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Multifamily Yields - A Deeper Dive




Multifamily
Yields
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Multifamily Yields Howard County

Number of Apartment Units in Howard County HCPSS Student Yields by Multifamily Housing Type
Housing Commission Survey In 2023
25,000 .
22,800 (100%) 040
0.35
20,000 [ |
17,592 (77%) 0.30
15,000 |- Housing Survey-includes | B 025
about 80% of all multifamily 0.20
10000 |oomeemeeee units.in Howard County.__| B |
’ 0.15
4,632 (20%) 0.10
N O e LSS, B
0.05
0 — 0.00
Garden High Rise - Elevator ~ Mid Rise-Elevator All Types Garden High Rise - Elevator ~ Mid Rise-Elevator All Types
Source: Howard County Housing Commission 2021 Housing Survey Source: HCPSS Office of School Planning, Howard County Housing Commission 2021 Housing Survey

* Garden apartments are walkup non-elevator buildings, typically two or three stories, but sometimes up to four stories.
* Mid-rise apartments are elevator-served up to eight stories.
* High-rise apartments are elevator-served nine stories and above.
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Multifamily Yields Howard County

Mid and High Rise Apartments Student Yields in 2023
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Multifamily Yields Howard County

Mid and High Rise Apartments Average Bedrooms per Unit
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Mid and High Rise Apartments Average Monthly Rent in 2021
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SFD and SFA Yields - A Deeper Dive



SFD & SFA
Yields
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Average HCPSS Student Yields for SFDs By Year Built
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Sources: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ, MD State Department of Assessments and Taxation.(Includes Grades pre-K thru 12, does not include age-restricted housing)




SFD & SFA SFD Homes by Year Built and HCPSS Students

in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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Average HCPSS Student Yields for SFAs By Year Built
in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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SFA Homes by Year Built and HCPSS Students
in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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Average HCPSS Student Yields for SFDs By Assessed Value
in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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Sources: HCPSS Office of School Planning, DPZ, MD State Department of Assessments and Taxation.(Includes Grades pre-K thru 12, does not include age-restricted housing)




SFD Homes by Assessed Value and HCPSS Students
® .
Ylelds in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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Average HCPSS Student Yields for SFAs By Assessed Value
in Howard County - 2023 School Year
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SFD & SFA SFA Homes by Assessed Value and HCPSS Students
. in Howard County - 2023 School Year
Yields
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SFD and SFA Yields Howard County
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HCPSS’s Latest Ten-Year Enrolilment Projections




Latest
Enroliment

Projection

Source: HCPSS
2024 Projection
Report - April 2023
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Summary of Major Findings

tment of Pl ing & Zoning

e Howard County Public School enroliment peaked in the 2019/2020 school year and has declined
since then beginning with and following the COVID pandemic. Average yields were 0.505 pupils
per housing in 2019/2020, decreasing to 0.482 in 2022/2023, a 4.6% decrease.

e Most pupils live in single family detached homes (59%), followed by townhomes (24%),
apartments units (15%), and then mobile homes (2%), as of the school year ending 2023.

o Fifty-two percent of existing homes in Howard County are single family detached, 22% are
townhomes, 24% are apartment units, and 2% are mobile homes (as of 2023).

e Average Yyields for the 2022/23 school year were 0.54 for single family detached homes, 0.51 for
townhomes, and 0.31 for apartments.

e Average Yyields are highest in the Ellicott City Planning Area, followed by Elkridge, the Rural
West, the Southeast, and then the Columbia Planning Areas, respectively.



e

Summary of Major Findings Howard County

Department of Planning & Zoning

e Slightly more than two-thirds of all single family detached homes and townhomes do not have any
school children living in them. Of the approximately one-third that do, an average of 1.71 and 1.65
students per unit live in single family detached homes and townhomes, respectively.

e For multifamily units, garden apartments have the highest yields at 0.38 pupils per unit, followed by
mid-rise and high-rise elevator apartments at 0.16 and 0.17 pupils per unit.

e Yields decrease as multifamily rents increase, and more recently built apartment units also tend to
have smaller yields. For example, the recently built mid-rise elevator apartment buildings in
Downtown Columbia have very small average yields ranging between 0.01 and 0.06 pupils per unit.

e Based on current land use and zoning, about 60% of all future units to be built in Howard County will
be multifamily apartment units. Currently, about 26% of all units are apartments. So, it can be
anticipated that future yields from new housing will be less than past trends.

e For single family detached homes and townhomes, yields generally increase as assessed values
Increase, and average Yields peak in homes last sold seven and eight years prior for single family
detached and townhome units, respectively, following a bell curve around the peaks.
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3430 Court House Drive e Ellicott City, MD 21043 ¢ 410-313-2350

APFO Committee Meeting 4
October 9, 2024

Call to Order/Welcome (10 min)

0 Establishment of a Quorum

0 Review and Approval of Agenda

0 Review and Approval of Minutes
Transportation (Chad Edmondson, David Cookson and Kris Jagarapu) (50 min)
DPW (Water and Sewer, Stormwater, Solid Waste) (Yosef Kebede) (40 min)
Discussion (10 min)
Questions

Adjourn

Next Meeting- October 23, 2024 6-8pm

Public Hearing November 6, 2024



Transportation

Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance Review Committee

October 9, 2024



Agenda

Historical Context
Current Process

Complete Streets Policy &
General Plan Integration

4. Land Use and Transportation
Regulations Advisory Group
Recommendations

5. Next Steps



The Team

David Cookson

. Deputy Administrator/Long Range and Regional Transportation Planning
. Howard County Office of Transportation

Kris Jagarapu

Chief, Bureau of Highways
. Howard County Department of Public Works

Chad Edmondson

. Chief, Development Engineering Division
. Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning

Chris Eatough

Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
. Howard County Office of Transportation



What are we talking about tonight?

Transportation Adequacy/Transportation

Concurrency: Planning principle that requires

transportation infrastructure to be adequate to support
new development projects

Key Components
e Standards

* Fees to fund transportation
improvements to meet standards

* Transportation mitigations to meet
standards



Historical Context

Kris Jagarapu
Chief, Bureau of Highways
Howard County Department of Public Works




APFO Roads Historical Context

e APFO recommended in the 1990 General Plan
e Commission on Adequate Public Facilities established

e Legislation passed linking residential construction to an elementary schools test, a school regions test, a roads test
(both residential and commercial), and a housing units test

e Law also established the building excise tax and dedicated it to road mitigation

e Existing Ordinance updated to account for demographic and economic shifts that affected growth
e Study area for APFO road test increased from 1 mile to 1.5 miles from the entrance of a new project

e Passage of the Downtown Columbia Plan
e APFO roads test amended to include an additional provision only applicable to Downtown Columbia
e Sec. 16.1101. title changed from Adequate Road Facilities to Adequate Transportation Facilities

e Task force reviewed provisions that regulate grade separations, critical lane volumes, and traffic safety
e Considered altering the traffic study process required for all new development
e Only minor changes were made to the Roads Test due in part to limited jurisdiction over state roads




Relevant Changes Since 2015

* Howard County Design Manual Volume llI

* Substantial updates were made following the 2019
adoption of the Complete Street policy

* Previously entitled Roads and Bridges, now entitled
Complete Streets and Bridges

* Adopted by Council Resolution No. 17-2022 in
February 2022

e Council Resolution No. 17-2022 includes the following
Whereas clause:

 ...revisions to Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and
Subdivision and land Use Regulations must reflect a
complete streets approach throughout the County that
would support and encourage walking, bicycling, transit use,
and accessibility for all users as per the County’s Complete
Streets Policy (CR 120-2019)”



Relevant Changes Since 2015

* Howard County Design Manual Volume Il updates

* Chapter 4, Adequate Transportation Facilities Test Evaluation Requirements
and Chapter 5, Multimodal Traffic Studies include the guidance necessary to
implement APFO regulations

* The background traffic growth rate documented in Chapter 4 changed from
3% per year compounded for years 1-3 and 6% compounded beyond year 3
(for comprehensive or phased projects) to 2% per year compounded

* Use of higher than necessary growth rates may result in unnecessarily
wide roads, which reduce safety for pedestrians and bicyclists and create
additional impervious surface



-

Current Process-
Adequate Public
Facilities Ordinance -
Roads Test

Chad Edmondson
Chief, Development Engineering Division
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning




Road Test Purpose

* Promote public safety

* Allow time for roads to
keep pace with
development

e Use data to determine
road capacity



Roads Test for New Development

e Critical Lane Volume Method

* Determine intersection “LEVEL OF SERVICE” impact area for proposed
development (1.5 miles in Planned Service Area - 2.0 miles outside)

* Major Collector or higher intersections studied in PSA

* Minor collector or higher outside PSA - study submitted with the first
plan

* Number of intersections studied based on development size

e Scoping meeting required



Impacted Intersections

Net Peak Hour Trips | Intersections in Each Direction
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Level of Service

* LOS ranges from A (free flow) to F (jam conditions)
0 Acceptable LOS “D” for county roads
O Acceptable LOS “E” for state roads

* Congested intersections include LOS ratings of “E” or “F”
* LOS “E” = Critical Lane Volume from 1,450 to 1,600 vehicles per hour

* LOS “F” = Critical Lane Volume greater than 1,600
(v/c range greater than 1.00 or 100% of capacity or greater)

* Perfect intersection clears 100% of waiting platoon of cars with each
signal phase and cycle — no leftover cars



Traffic Volumes Counted

* Traffic counts taken 7-9 am and 4-6 pm during school year; good for
one year

 Site generated traffic (projected from ITE manual)
* Background traffic from approved studies not yet constructed

* Future growth projection - 2% for 3 years or projected buildout date



Trip Assignment
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Lane Use Summary
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When this happens mitigation is required




Mitigation

* Construct lane improvements - mitigate LOS to acceptable levels

* Plans included in F or SDP and bonded as p/o a Developer Agreement

* If improvements can tie to existing capital project - fee may be
accepted to offset County’s cost for required improvements

« Fee pays portion of mitigation based on the over-capacity trips
generated



LIELCEVVEVE

* APFO helped to provide new road infrastructure

* Failing the Roads Test does not slow development as long as
mitigation is possible

* Only establishes standards for automobile level of service



Complete Streets
Policy & General Plan
Integration

David Cookson

Deputy Administrator/Long Range and Regional Transportation
Planning
Howard County Office of Transportation



Howard County Complete Streets Policy

 Passed by Council Resolution 120-2019 on 10/7/19

* Policy vision:

0 To ensure that Howard County is a place for individuals of all backgrounds to
live and travel freely, safely, and comfortably, public and private roadways in
Howard County shall be safe and convenient for residents of all ages and
abilities who travel by foot, bicycle, public transportation or automobile,
ensuring sustainable communities countywide.

* Policy scope:

O Every transportation project, whether new or retrofit, capital improvement,
or subdivision and land development.



Howard County Complete Streets Policy

 Section 4. Conflicting or Competing Needs

0 Where there are conflicting needs among users and/or modes, safety shall be
the highest priority; particularly safety for the most vulnerable street users.

O Motor vehicle speed, flow, and driver convenience shall not be prioritized
over safety for vulnerable street users. Reducing excessive motor vehicle
speeds on streets where vulnerable road users are likely will be considered a
net benefit to the community.

O To the extent that current code allows, when space is a limiting factor and
where vulnerable users are likely, allocating space to a mode that is not
currently accommodated shall be prioritized over providing additional space
to a mode that is already accommodated.



Complete Streets Policy Implementation

v’ Design Manual Volume lll, Complete Streets and Bridges — setting
standards/guidelines for capital and private projects (substantive edits to
Chapters 1-3)

v Design Manual Volume IV, Standard Specifications and Details for
Construction

v’ Community Engagement Plan — promoting equitable and accessible
decision-making processes that affect complete streets design

v Performance measures and reporting — transparency and accountability
to track / ensure progress and adjust course when needed



https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/HC%20CEP%2011.11.21.pdf
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/transportation/complete-streets-implementation

Complete Streets Policy Implementation

v Design Manual Volume lll, Complete Streets and Bridges — setting

standards/guide
Chapters 1-3)

Ines for capita

and private projects (substantive edits to

v Design Manual Volume 1V, Standard Specifications and Details for

Construction

v’ Community Engagement Plan — promoting equitable and accessible

decision-making processes that affect complete streets design
v Performance measures and reporting — transparency and accountability

to track / ensure progress and adjust course when needed

J Land-use-related regulations — align these policies and regulations to
support the above and enhance holistic achievement of complete streets
throughout Howard County


https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/public-works/resource/howard-county-design-manual-volume-iii
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/HC%20CEP%2011.11.21.pdf
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/transportation/complete-streets-implementation

Transportation Topics, Policies & Actions

Transportation Topics, Policies and Actions

Maintaining the Safety and the
Transportation System Transportation System
Mobility and Access Delivering Projects

Future of the Transportation = Transportation Investment
System Priorities

Managing Growth



Transportation Topics, Policies & Actions

Managing Growth-1: Evaluate the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
(APFO), including current and anticipated development patterns and
challenges, to support the vision and policies presented in HoCo By
Design and in accordance with the law established for the review of
APFO.

* Evaluate and amend APFO standards for transportation adequacy
and develop context driven transportation adequacy measures that
align with the County’s land use and transportation safety vision.

* Study and develop APFO standards for specific geographic subareas.

* Evaluate and amend APFO standards to mitigate trips with
investments in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure, road
connectivity, and safety projects.

Managing

Growth




Transportation Topics, Policies & Actions

CIM-2: Design and operate an equitable transportation system that
prevents and mitigates the most severe types of crashes for
motorists, transit riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

* Prioritize and fund measures outlined in the Strategic Road
Safety Plan using a safe system approach to focus education,
enforcement, and engineering efforts and investments.

* Advance the Complete Streets Policy by updating the
Subdivision and Land Development Regulations to provide
accommodations and favor land use and development that
improves safety, particularly for pedestrians and bicyclists who
are the most vulnerable roadway users.

Safety and the

Transportation
System




Transportation Topics, Policies & Actions

CIM-3: Make the transportation system equitable, close mobility
gaps, and improve access to jobs, housing, health care, education,
and social services.

CIM-5: Deliver transportation system improvements that support
efforts to reduce reliance on automobile trips, improve air quality,
and give people cost-effective and sustainable choices on how they
get to work, home, school, and play.

CIM 6: Focus on improvements to the transportation system that Mobility and
improve travel reliability. Access




Land Use and Transportation Regulations
Advisory Group (LUTRAG)
Recommendations

Chris Eatough
Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

Howard County Office of Transportation



LUTRAG Role

* Members:

O Provided expertise and input from your perspective and that of broader
community / stakeholder interests

O Actively contributed at monthly meetings and through other means (e.g.,
respond to questionnaire)

0 Worked together to create a recommended framework and action plan for
enhancing Land Use/Zoning/APFO regs to present to the APFO committee

* Deliverable
* A consensus-based framework and recommended action plan



LUTRAG Staff Workgroup

* Staff Workgroup met to compile all the issues that regularly come up
during the site plan review and subdivision process

* This list was cross referenced with responses from the LUTRAG survey
and outstanding comments from the Complete Streets
Implementation Team

* The resulting list of issues were grouped into four categories:
* Frontage Improvements
* Intersection Improvements
* Connectivity Improvements
e Other Transportation Elements



LUTRAG Issues

* Addressing any one of these issues may require changes to multiple
regulatory documents, including:
e Subdivision Regulations
* Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
e Zoning Code
* Design Manual Chapters 4 or 5

e Staff have identified the related section(s) of regulatory document
that may need to be altered

* These findings have been summarized in a memo dated August 6,
2024 documenting the findings and feedback from the LUTRAG

e LUTRAG Recommendations: LUTRAG Memo



https://www.howardcountymd.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/LUTRAG%20Recommendation%20Memorandum-FINAL.pdf

LUTRAG Recommendations

Issues and recommendations are documented in the Land
Use and Transportation Regulations Advisory Group
Recommendations dated August 6, 2024

* Issue Number: 1-16

* Category: Frontage, Intersection, Connectivity, or Other

* Issue: Sentence describing the identified issue

* Proposed Solution: Sentence describing the proposed solution

* Background: An explanation of why this issue is impacting
compliance with the Complete Streets policy

* Implementation Notes: A high-level overview of potential next
steps to address the issue

* Regulatory Impacts: Notes whether a formal change to Howard
County Code or the Design Manual is necessary to address the
issue, listing regulation(s) that need to be updated.

* Relevant Regulations/Lead Implementation Agency: Lists the
relevant regulations. Just because a code provision is listed does
not necessarily mean it needs to be modified.



LUTRAG Identified Issues

This chart is a summary of the issues and proposed solutions identified by LUTRAG relevant to the transportation element of
APFO. More detail in the full LUTRAG recommendations here: https://www.howardcountymd.gov/transportation/lutr-updates

# llsee | ProposedSolution

6 Fees from Fee in Lieu are not easily trackable or utilized for Improve management of fees from Fee in Lieu.
proximate projects.

7 Current APFO requirements omits local intersections Current APFO requirements omits local intersections
(signalized and non-signalized) from the evaluation (signalized and non-signalized) from the evaluation
process. process.

8 APFO studies and mitigations are currently solely based on  APFO studies and mitigations should include all modes
LOS for motor vehicles. and emphasize safety.

9 APFO method for forecasting future traffic does not reliably Update the methodology for forecasting future traffic
predict all changes in travel behavior, sometimes resulting  growth in APFO and the Design Manual to provide a
in unnecessary road widening. logical process with accurate results.

10  APFO method unfairly places burden of capacity expansion Under evaluation.
on the “last one in” rather than distributing the burden
based on traffic contribution.


https://www.howardcountymd.gov/transportation/lutr-updates

Proposed Next Steps

e Feedback from APFO Committee Members

* Guided by HoCo By Design, next steps will be to:

Evaluate, “... context-driven transportation adequacy measures
that align with the County's land use and transportation safety
vision

Study, “..Geographic subareas.”

Evaluate, "...Mitigation investments in bicycle, pedestrian and
transit infrastructure, road connectivity, and safety projects”

Research models used in other jurisdictions-Case Studies

e LUTRAG Recommendations



Case Studies

 Montgomery County, MD | Growth and Infrastructure Policy

* City of Vallejo, CA | In-Lieu Fee for VMT Reduction

* City of San Diego, CA | Active Transportation In-Lieu Fee, VMT-based
 Culver City, CA | Mobility Impact Fee

e Pasco County, FL | Mobility Fee

* City of Bellevue, WA | Multimodal Transportation Concurrency —
System Completeness

* City of Seattle, WA | Multimodal Transportation Concurrency —
Mode-share Threshold



Questions?



APFO Committee Meeting
No.4

October 9, 2024

Department of Public Works
(Water & Sewer, Stormwater, and Solid Waste)



Introduction and Background

Overview of Services and Capital Planning Process

Water and Sewer Master Planning

Water and Sewer New Project Planning

Stormwater Capacity Planning

Solid Waste Capacity Planning




DPW Governance Structure

Safety and
Learning &
Development

Chief of Performance
& Innovation

John Seefried

Director
Yosef Kebede

Chief of Engagement
and Communications

Kedrick Mclintye
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Ernie Bridges

Highways Bureau
Chief
Kris Jagarapu

Facilities Bureau Chief
Sharon Walsh

Engineering Bureau
Chief

Daniel Davis
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Alison Ford
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Environmental
Services Bureau Chief

Mark DeLuca



Services Overview and Capital Budgeting

Yosef Kebede, P.E. — Director, Department of Public Works




Planned Service
Areas for Water
and Sewer



Drinking Water System

Patuxent Water Filtration Plant



Water Pressure Zones




Sanitary

Sewer
System




Stormwater System

Stormwater Quantity
Facility

Storm Drain Inlets 30,220

Storm Drain 42,961
Manholes

Major Outfalls 577
Miles of Storm 832
Drain Pipes

Best Management 15,544
Practices



Solid Waste
Management

Food Scrap Collection Areas




Capital Budgeting Process

Stakeholder Stakeholder Stakeholder
T Input Input Input
Identify Needs )}———————» ———>priortiation "< Goncurrenca’
Stakeholders
Residential & Commercial Customers
Administration
County Council
Regulators

County Staff

Stakeholder
Input

. 'S

Stakeholder
Input

Project
Execution



Water and Sewer Master Planning

Alison Ford, P.E. — Chief of the Bureau of Utilities




Water and Sewer Master Plan

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
requires that jurisdictions develop and update
Water and Sewer Master Plans (MP) once every
three years

DPW responsible for preparing and updating
Howard County’s MP

MP developed alongside the County’s General
Plan (GP)

Major Amendments done approximately every 5
years

Interim Amendments done based on annual
reviews

Draft Major Amendment in process; delayed to
coincide w/ General Plan (2023)



Available Water Supply and Use

Current 2040
Source Contracted Planned
Average Daily Use Allotment Av Projected Average| Contracted
(MGD) (MGD) g Daily Use (MGD) | Allotment Avg

(MGD)
Baltimore City 22.1 38.5 26.3 38.5
WSSC 3.0 3.0 3.6 10.0
Total 25.1 41.5 29.9 48.5




Howard County Wastewater Capacity and Use

Current 2040
Proiected Planned
Treatment Plant Average Daily | Contracted Averaj s Dail Contracted
Use (MGD) | Capacity MGD Use %MGD)y Capacity
(MGD)
Patapsco 8.2 12.4 9.7 12.4
Little Patuxent 21.0 29.0 24.6 29.0
Total 29.2 41.4 34.3 41.4




Water and Sewer New Project Planning

Daniel Davis, P.E. — Chief of the Bureau of Engineering




Water Main Break History




Water/Sewer New Project Planning

Authorization:

The Water and Sewer Design Manual is Volume Il of four
volumes of the Howard County Design Manual authorized
and required to be promulgated under Howard County
Subdivision and Land Development Regulations as
formulated in Council Bill Number 41, enacted November 24,
1975.

Purpose of the Manual.:

The Water and Sewer Design Manual is intended to provide a
summary of information, procedures, criteria and practices
which are applicable to the undertaking of public water and
sewer projects within Howard County. The procedural
aspects presented represent current County practices, which
to some degree may be considered fluid as these standards
are in continuous evolution, subject to both administrative
and legislative action at federal, state and local government
levels. The design criteria and engineering practices set forth
in the manual shall be considered firm requirements for the
development of water and wastewater projects for Howard
County.

Currently undergoing update process



Capital Project Planning

Capital Projects:

v' Capital Projects may begin in several ways. Residents may petition the County to undertake projects or to advance projects
previously contemplated. Petitions for water or sewer service are received by the DPW, reviewed by the DPW staff and
endorsed with its recommendations, then forwarded to the Director of the DPW. The DPW may originate projects to alleviate
existing or projected problems in the overall operation of the systems. The Howard County Health Department may propose
water and sewer projects, which come to its attention through its responsibility in maintaining the public health and welfare.
The County Council may request of the County Executive to create a Capital Project. Regardless of who or what the
originating cause is for a Capital Project, the County Executive is charged with the responsibility of annually preparing a
budget of Capital Projects for adoption by the County Council.

v' The DPW staff accomplishes most of the preliminary work associated with the identification of Capital Projects. However,
after the adoption and funding of Capital Projects are approved, it is normal practice for the County to engage the services of
consulting engineers (Designers) to provide the detailed engineering for water and sewer projects. Selection of a Designer is
made in accordance with County regulations and policies.

v" The Designer will begin the project by preparing a concise report of the project describing the purpose and extent of the work,
providing a preliminary cost estimate and other items of an engineering nature as specified in DMV Il, Chapter 2, “Engineering
Reports.” Review and approval routines as described in this manual will be followed. When engaged in a Capital Project,
either water or sewer, the Designer’s point of contact is with the DPW. The DPW will designate a Project Manager from its staff
who will assume responsibility for monitoring the project, coordinating details and reviewing reports, plans, specifications
and other data to ensure that the engineering work satisfies the project requirements.



Developer Project Planning

Developer Projects:

v When a Developer is to provide public water and sewer services to a proposed development, the Developer must submit to
the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ), a request in writing for consideration.

v If system capacity is in question, the Developer may be required to employ an engineer to determine the system capacity and
the improvements required to provide system capacity. The Developer shall be financially responsible for the design and
construction of all necessary improvements to the public water and sewer system required as a result of his development.

v" Generally, the downstream interceptor sewers 12-inches and larger in diameter and major water facilities as shown on the
Master Plan outside of the development area shall be the responsibility of the County. The Developer shall be responsible for
the adequacy of the proposed public water and sewer systems within their development. The Developer shall also ensure that
there is no adverse impact on the existing public water and sewer system as a result of their development. The capacity of
downstream collector sewers shall be reviewed by the Developer to ensure adequate capacity to accept the additional
wastewater flows from the development. Adequate internal and external looping of the public water system for pressure and
redundancy requirements shall be provided.

v" Upon the receipt and approval of the engineering report and the preliminary water and sewer plan, the engineering design of
construction plans is authorized.

v' Allimprovements to collector sewers, interceptor sewers, wastewater pumping stations, force mains, and treatment facilities
required to convey and treat wastewater from the development must be in service prior to any units from that development
connecting to the public sewer system. [“Adequate Facilities Rule”]



Engineering Reports

Engineering Reports:

The requirement for an engineering report is applicable to Developer and Capital Projects alike
whenever water or sewer system extensions or improvements are being considered for construction.
The report shall be prepared by a professional engineer, experienced in water and sewer systems, who
is licensed to perform such services in the State of Maryland. Refer to DMV |l, Chapter 2 for engineering
report requirements.

Engineering Report Purpose:

The engineering reportis intended to be a concise presentation of all relevant project facts together
with a proposal for satisfying the needs of the project. The report shall be addressed to the Director of
the Department of Public Works and delivered to the designated Project Manager. The report shall be
presented in an organized manner so that the Director, his staff, County officials and other interested
agencies may quickly identify and comprehend all aspects of the project including, but not limited to,
the purpose, scope, cost and scheduling of the project. The Designer is expected to present a
discussion of background information, design criteria, alternate solutions, cost comparisons and
recommendations, which are fully consistent with applicable County, State and Federal regulations
and practices.




Stormwater and Solid Waste Planning

Mark DelLuca, P.E. — Chief of the Bureau of Environmental Services




Stormwater Capacity Planning (Mark D.)

* Stormwater Management facilities designed to address impervious surface created by new development is regulated by the
Maryland Department of the Environment, adopted into our local code and addressed at the time of Site Development Plan
review by the Development Engineering Division within Planning and Zoning. The type, effectiveness and placement of these
Best Management Practices are evaluated at that time.

* After construction and acceptance, the facilities are taken into the county inventory and inspected for compliance on a triennial
basis as required under the MDE mandated MS4 permit. The total number of facilities in service this year and planned for the
next two years are shown below.

+ 2024 (Actual) 15,544
2025 (Estimated) 16,844
* 2026 (Projected) 17,993

* The facilities are inspected by Stormwater Management Division staff and DPW consultants. The average increase of constructed
facilities in the county as a result of new housing or commercial development is approximately 7.6 percent each year. The
inspection and compliance effort is funded by the Watershed Protection and Restoration Fee which is assessed each year on
county property owners. Because it is regulated within the design approval process and fee based for monitoring and
compliance, impact on Adequate Public Facilities is indirect.



Solid Waste Services Capacity Planning

* The Bureau of Environmental Services uses data provided by the Department of Planning and Zoning to estimate population growth.

Howard County Population Projections (2025-2040)

Household Group Quarters .
Year . Total Population
Population Population
2025 340,762 3,077 343,839
2030 357,195 3,077 360,272
2035 367,726 3,077 370,803
2040 374,848 3,077 377,925

* New households are subject to the annual Trash Fee which compensates County for the cost of curbside services and the use of the
Recycling Convenience Center at Alpha Ridge Landfill. There are systemic improvements that will be necessary in the next few years such
as Green House Gas Reduction measures, renovated scale house, and renovated administrative offices. This will be funded primarily by
the Environmental Service fee

* The current amount of annual residential waste generated per capita is approximately 0.57 tons per year. This includes all recycling and
organic material. The per capita amount is used to plan future capacity. The Trash Fee is inclusive of collection and disposition of the
material and may increase over time to reflect future costs at the same level of service. Master Plan updated every 10 years. Progress
reports issued every 3 years to update per capita rates of waste generation.

* Since 1999, Howard County has contracted with Waste Management, Inc to export nearly all waste to their landfill facility located in King
George, Virginia. Currently, the landfill at King George has capacity to accept our waste beyond our planning horizon of 2040. This is
monitored and updated every three years.

* Because it is fee based, there is no direct impact caused by growth on Public Facilities. However, to ensure Adequate Public Facilities for
these services, roads must be designed with the proper width and turnaround capability to allow for collection vehicles to access
households. Also, county zoning must continue to allow for material sorting and recycling facilities as well as organic processing facilities
under M-1 and M-2 designations



Thank you



HOWARD COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES

Ms. Danielle Goodwin
Ms. Becca Scharf
Deputy Chief Sean Alliger



HOWARD COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES

« Combination system ~ 800 career and operational volunteer providers
» 14 Fire Stations across Howard County

» Responsibilities (39,330 total responses in 2023)
* Fire Suppression and Rescue
« Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
» Code Enforcement and Fire Investigation
 All Hazards Department
« HAZMAT Incidents
« Technical Rescue

 Lead responsibility for county-wide emergency management planning, preparedness and response.

« Our mission is to maintain a safe environment and high quality of life in Howard County by educating,
protecting, and serving our citizens, members, and visitors.




What’s New?

DFRS has opened two new stations since 2016’s
APFO process:

— Station 12 in Waterloo near Route 1 and Route
175 (2022)

— Station 14 in the Merriweather District (2019)
Two stations have moved into new buildings

— Station 1 (Elkridge) — moved one-mile up
Montgomery Road

— Station 4 (Lisbon) — moved out of dated facility to
a station less than .25 mile away.

Increased staffing at Stations 3 (West Friendship)
and 4

Added one daytime (7am to 7pm) peak-load
ambulance

— Second by the end of the calendar year 2024.




Apparatus Types
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2023 Incident Density

Incidents per Square Mile
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2023 Incident Density

Incidents per Square Mile
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2023 Incident Growth by Box Area
Difference from 2010 to End of 2023

Legend

Howard County Boundary
Number of Incidents
I 1- 50 (440 Box Areas)
| 51-100 (26 Box Areas)
101 - 250 (32 Box Areas)
|| 251-554 (6 Box Areas)
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Fire and EMS Incidents vs. Howard County Population
2010 through 2023*

450,000

40,000

,000

0,000

FIRE AND EMS INCIDENTS
NOILLYTNdOd ALNNOD QHVYMOH

Between 2000 - 2023

Between 2010 - 2023

2014 2015

33,050 | 34,656

* 2020 and 2021 during covid, most Fire and EMS departments experienced a decline in incident volume due to quarantine

G
W e
e A A,

- &
B g pesC®

oward County T

A R Y L A N D




Fire and EMS Incidents per 1,000 Howard County Residents*

INCIDENTS PER 1,000 RESIDENTS

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2018 2019 2021 2022
YEAR

* 2020 and 2021 during covid, most Fire and EMS departments experienced a decline in incident volume due to quarantine
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Factors Impacting Incident Volume and Fire/EMS Service Delivery

Aging Population

Other

(Environmental,
mutual aid, Employment

Hospital wait
times, etc.)

Inflow and Outflow Residential
of traffic Population

County
Development




Howard County Population Pyramid

2010 Howard County Population Pyramid 2023 Howard County Population Pyramid
80 and over 80 and over
70-79 years old 70-79 years old
60-69 years old 60-69 years old
50-59 years old 50-59 years old

40-49 years old 40-49 years old
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AGE COHORT

30-39 years old 30-39 years old

20-29 years old 20-29 years old

10-19 years old 10-19 years old

0-9 years old 0-9 years old

20.0% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 20.0% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0%
PERCENT OF POPULATION PERCENT OF POPULATION

™ % Male = % Female ™ % Male ™ % Female




Population Increase in Howard County, MD

Age Cohort Difference Total Increase Cohort Change

80,723 87,255
161,724 174,365
44,638 74,381

287,085 336,001




EMS Incidents and Transpo

Annual EMS Incidents Comparison by Age Group Annual Transports Comparison by Age Group
2014-2023 2014 - 2023
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TRANSPORTS COUNT

0%

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 e H B4 0 L 1 | | Lt 1 H b1 8 B 0 8
Under 55 47.66% | 47.72% | 47.93% | 46.07% | 44.25% | 43.52% | 42.84% | 42.58% | 41.75% | 41.77% | 2014 2015 AN Y 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
55and Over| 52.34% | 52.28% | 52.07% | 53.93% | 55.75% | 56.48% | 57.16% | 57.42% | 58.25% | 58.23%

Under 55 55 and Over




HCDFRS Serves All Individuals who
Live, Work, and Play in Howard County

* Between 2010 and 2023, the County’s potential
daytime population increased by 23%.

* Daytime population are those residents
working in Howard County, non-residents
employed in Howard County, and residents who
do not work but live in Howard County. This
does not include visitors or those traveling
through Howard County.

EMS Transport Billing
Residents vs. Non-Residents

7,111, 36%
12,642, 64%

Howard County Residents Non-Howard County Residents

Source: FY2023 Medical Billing
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Outflow of Workers

Outflow Jobs
Howard County, MD*

180,000
160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000

80,000

60,000

101,429
103,917
104,560
106,365
103,790
104,875

108,518
110,078
112,123

40,000

20,000

0

107,557

108,033

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
YEAR

Living in the Selection Area but Employed Outside

2020

Living and Employed in the Selection Area

2021

Almost 50% of Howard County residents travel 10 to 24
miles to their place of employment.

38% of residents travel under 10 miles.
14% travel more than 24 miles away.

Residents traveling outside of Howard County to work,
nearly 48% travel to (respectively):

Montgomery County, MD

Baltimore City, MD

Baltimore County, MD

Anne Arundel County, MD

An additional 14% of residents travel to:
* Prince Georges County, MD
* Washington D.C.

Employed Residents of Howard County tend to travel in
the Baltimore-Columbia-Towson area for employment.



Inflow of Workers

Over 75% of those who work in Howard County, live in
other counties across Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia,
and further

Inflow Jobs
Howard County, MD*

200,000 Only 24% of workers in 2021 live and work in Howard
180,000 County.

160,000
64% of workers commute from (respectively):

Baltimore County, MD
Anne Arundel County, MD
Montgomery County, MD
Prince George's County, MD
Baltimore City, MD
Carroll County, MD
Frederick County, MD
Hartford County, MD

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Washington D.C.
YEAR

140,000
120,000
100,000

80,000
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Jobs in Howard County, MD Filled by Non-Residents ™ Jobs in Howard County, MD Filled by Residents O Majority of the 1 3,000 additional workers (2010'2 02 1)
came from Montgomery County, MD, Prince George'’s
County, MD, and Anne Arundel County, MD.




? Questions ?

 The Department appreciates the time we had
with you tonight.

e Please let us know if you need anything else
for your work.

e Sean Alliger

— Deputy Chief, Support Services Command
e fd1773@howardcountymd.gov
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HowARD COUNTY POLICE

About Us

* The Howard County Police Department was founded in 1952.
* Provide services for an area of 251 square miles

« HCPD is comprised of full-time Sworn Officers, Animal Control Officers, Civilian Administrative
Personnel, Auxiliary Officers, Volunteers, and Interns

* The mission of HCPD is to provide a sense of safety and security for everyone by protecting life and
property, reducing the opportunity for crime and disorder, enforcing criminal and traffic laws,
assisting victims and promoting positive community engagement and effective partnerships.

* The Howard County Police Department holds several accreditation certifications throughout the
agency. The police department is internationally accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for
Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc. (CALEA) since July 28, 1990.



HowARD COUNTY POLICE

Leadership

Command Staff



Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO)

Purpose

* |s a growth management process that enables the County to provide adequate public roads,
schools, and other facilities (in this case, police services) in a timely manner and achieve

general plan growth objectives.
* Ensure a high quality of public facilities and services.



Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO)

Variables to Consider

* Number of officers * Residential vs Commercial areas

* Officers dedicated to Patrol * Temporal shiftsin calls

* Population & Density * Geographical shifts in calls

* Geographical Coverage area * Crime Fluctuations (spikes)

e Shifting Neighborhood e Shifting Community
Demographics Expectations/Needs

* Beat/Patrol Configuration * Hiring Trends



Measuring Success

Defined Measures for Success
1. Responsetimesto 911 calls (HoCo By Design)

2. Maintain the property and violent crime rate under the state-wide average (Howard County Approved Budget
FY24)

Ensuring Future Police Services
Ensure adequate funding through the County’s General Fund
Continue to leverage technology and emerging hardware/software (PlanHoward2030)

Consider the need/benefit for a third patrol district (HoCo by Design)

o d -

Flexibility of the department to shift resources as the need of the community arises and new
standards in policing become enacted.



HCPD Goals & Objectives

Fiscal Year 2024

1.

Enhance agency responsiveness by making full use of the recently approved patrol strength increase and
reducing response times to priority one calls for service.

Continue implementation of all provisions of newly passed and updated police reform legislation.

Build upon community engagement by pursuing strong partnerships with a wide variety of community
organizations.

Invest in improved training of personnel in all areas of the Department.

Continue focusing on competitively recruiting, training, and retaining the highest-caliber candidates
possible.

Strengthen the Department's technological capabilities by evaluating current system suitability and any
upgrade or replacement needs.

Emphasize officer moral and mental health, with recognition that officer wellness is closely related to job
performance and attrition.

Conduct a comprehensive review of HCPD's fleet assets with a view toward fuel savings, decreased carbon
emissions, and less downtime/ maintenance costs.



Organizational Chart



PATROL DISTRICTS

The Northern and Southern Patrol Districts are divided into four
platoons each. Officers respond to calls for service, enforce traffic
and criminal laws and address community needs.

The Patrol Division is the most visible and recognized function of law
enforcement today. Day to day, community members rely on the
officer on patrol more than any other aspect of law enforcement.
Patrol officers are most accessible in times of crisis or when
immediate assistance is needed. The Patrol function is the
cornerstone of all policing and can promote perceptions of safety
and reduce citizen fears concerning local neighborhood crime.



Component Breakdown

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Community Policing Model: the community is a partner with the police department in the
process to fight crime. Community policing uses community partnerships, collaborative
problem-solving strategies in order to make Howard County a safe place to live and work.

Community Outreach and Pathway Section (COPS:) Officers are partnered with specific
communities, developing relationships with the neighborhood residents, businesses, and
faith organizations, and addressing neighborhood concerns. COPS officers patrol the 190+
miles of pathways and trails in Howard County.

Crisis Intervention (CIT): Mental health has been at the forefront of law enforcement
concerns for many years and a focus for HCPD. There has been an increased emphasis on
potential school shootings, mass casualty incidents, officer-involved shootings, and officer
and civilian injuries involving a person with mental illness. One in four people live with mental
illness, and one in 17 live with a serious mental illness such as schizophrenia, bipolar
disorder, or major depression.



Component Breakdown

YOUTH DIVISION

School Resource Officer (SRO): build positive relationships with students and
staff while providing a safe school environment and deterrence to crime. SROs
ensure protection ot students and staff and provide positive support for students
through mentoring.

SROs receive specialized trainin throu%h the Marz/)land Center for School Safety
and the National Association of School Resource Officers, in addition to the
extensive tr?mmg all HCPD officers receive, which far exceeds the state
requirements.

Thﬁre ilS an SRO assigned to each High School in Howard County - total of 14
schools.



Component Breakdown

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS

This command is comprised of 14 sections that investigate a variety of serious criminal incidents. The
work often involves interviewing victims & witnesses, providing the victim with resources, recovering on
scene evidence, covert surveillance, obtaining evidence through Search Warrants, and more.



Component Breakdown
SPECIAL OPERATIONS

Includes the Emergency Response Division which works to support Patrol
and the community for specialized (and critical incidents).

Includes the Traffic Management Division which is comprised of the Crash
Reconstruction Section, Traffic Enforcement Section, School Crossing
Guard Section, and more. *The division of Crash and Traffic Enforcement
Sections was implemented in 2022 to respond to community concerns.

OPERATIONAL SUPPORT

Includes the Technical Support& Intelligence Sections, Forensic Division,
and the Property & Evidence Section.




Beat Map by Patrol District



Beat Map (2024



Previous Beat Map (Used until 2019



Call Volume Assessments

2500

Call Volume by Beat

2000

1500

2024 Calls

1000 2023 Calls
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Call Volume Assessments

Assessment of equity of call volume with Beat Configuration

2023 Calls 2024 Calls

B Adam mBaker mCharlie mDavid mEdward ™ Frank B Adam mBaker HECharlie mDavid mEdward ™ Frank



Call Volume Assessments

Assessment of equity of call volume between Patrol Districts.

2023 Calls 2024 Calls

mEND mSD mEND mSD

L\ B




Call Volume Assessments

Location Type
Abandoned/Condemned Structure
Air/Bus/Train Terminal
Amusement Park
Arena/Stadium/Fairgrounds/Coliseum
ATM Separate from Bank
Auto Dealership New/Used
Bank/Savings and Loan
Bar/Nightclub
Camp/Campground
Church/Synagogue/Temple/Mosque
Commercial/Office Building
Community Center
Construction Site
Convenience Store
Cyberspace
Daycare Facility
Department/Discount Store
Dock/Wharf/Freight/Modal Terminal
Drug Store/Doctor's Office/Hospital
Farm Facility
Field/Woods

24

31
20
104
210
44

15
325
36
91
242
209
13
572

132

30

11

14
22
111
205
42

13
342
40
49
241
222
12
642

165

29

Location Type
Gambling Facility/Casino/Race Track
Government/Public Building
Grocery/Supermarket
Highway/Road/Alley/Street/Sidewalk
Hotel/Motel/Etc.
Industrial Site
Jail/Prison/Penitentiary/Corrections
Facility
Lake/Waterway/Beach
Liquor Store
Military Installation
Other/Unknown
Park/Playground
Parking/Drop Lot/Garage
Rental Storage Facility
Residence/Home
Rest Area
Restaurant
School/College
School - College/University
School - Elementary/Secondary
Service/Gas Station
Shelter - Mission/Homeless
Shopping Mall
Specialty Store

2023

124
313
564
221

15

85

535
127
1924
15
3027

209
19
225

134

284
254

2024

88
280
683
195

21

94

448
132
2110
10
2933

169
20
265

93

267
312



Crash Data

Northern District (Beats with the 2 highest Rates in past 12 months).

Beat: BS Beat: C3



Crash Data

Southern District (Beats with the 2 highest Rates in past 12 months).

Beat: F2 Beat: E2



Crime Stats



Response Times

GOAL: Respond to Priority 1 calls within 8 mins 14 secs, 80% of the time during the year

Trend Analysis

In 2018, the Department adopted the goal of responding to at least 80 percent of its Priority 1 calls in less than 8 minutes
and 14 seconds. There are a variety of factors that affect the response time for calls for service, including complexity of the

call, number of competing calls, traffic, weather, number of patrol officers working, and size of the patrol area (beat
configuration).



Response Times

GOAL: Respond to Priority 1 calls within 8 mins 14 secs, 80% of the time during the year

Strategies

Patrol beat configurations recommended following the 2018 external and internal comprehensive study.
Monitor the impact of beat configuration on response times to adjust resources and beat areas as needed.

Add additional patrol officers each year to keep up with population growth and catch up to the national average of 2.4 officers
per 1,000 population.

Monitor and quickly address vacancies to minimize patrol staffing deficiencies.

Continue to provide the highest training to all Police Department employees in regards to call taking, processing, and police
response.

Equip all personnel with the latest technology to maximize performance and safe response.

Closely monitor and address vacancies and staffing levels as appropriate to workload within the 911 Communications Center.



Response Times

GOAL: Respond to Priority 1 calls within 8 mins 14 secs, 80% of the time during the year

Definition

Current metrics used to average the total response times are: time to answer, gather essential details, process, dispatch, and (safely)
travel to an emergency scene. Priority 1 calls warrant officers responding with lights and sirens. This includes all “In-Progress” calls, such
as shootings; domestic incidents; violent/sexual assaults; breaking and entering; bank robberies; carjacking; suicide attempts; or any
major catastrophes. In these situations, officers are dispatched immediately, even while dispatchers work to gather additional details.

2024 Average Response Times - Priority 1 Calls
10.00
9.00
8.00
7.00
6.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00

1.00

0.00

24 Q1 24Q2



TN ETIETIED

Authorized Sworn Positions

Authorized Civilian Positions 238 240 236
Authorized Contingent Positions 70 74 97
Auxiliary Officers (Volunteers) 11 9 9

Added Civilian Positions:

2022

Admin Analyst | - BWC (1)
Police Serv. Sup. Tech 11 (2)

Police Serv. Sup Supv lll in Forensic
Sci. Div. (1)

2023

None

2024

None

Added Contingent Positions:

2022

Animal Control (1)

2023

Vehicle Theft Specialist (1)
Education & Training (1)
Animal Control (2)

2024

Crossing Guards (20)
Payroll Specialist (1)
Victim Assistance (1)

Cold Case Investigator (1)



Staffing - Onboarding

Sworn Officers Hired:  Hiring Process: Onboarding (new officers): Onboarding (lateral officers):
2023: 34 1. Submit an application 1. Accept hiring offer 1. Accept hiring offer
2024: 20 2. Complete a History 2. Complete HCPD Police Academy 2. Complete Lateral Academy
Questionnaire (32 weeks) (6 weeks)
3. Written & Physical Test 3. Complete Field Training [4 phases] 3. Complete Field Training
) (14 weeks) (4 weeks)
4. Interview
. 4. Assigned to the Patrol Division 4. Assigned to the Patrol Division
5. Polygraph examination
) . Must complete 18-month 5. Must complete 12-month
6. Medical & Psychological Exam probationary period prior to apply probationary period prior to apply
7. Background Investigation for other Divisions/Specialties for other Divisions/Specialties
* Process takes about 3to 6 months Tralr;ing process takes about 11 * Training process takes about 10 weeks
months

New Officer Equipment Needs: Uniforms, Badge, Duty Belt, Ballistic Vest, Firearm, Radio, Computer (MDT), marked
Vehicle.




Staffing vs Population Growth

SWORN POPULATION SWORN PER
OFFICERS 1,000 POP

. This table assumes that Howard County’s average yearly population growth from 2012-2023
m 445 299223 1.49 of 1.06% will continue.

| 2014 | 445 303590 1.47

m 457 306989 1.49 ° Assuming the projected population growth, in order to maintain the current Howard County
m 472 311417 1.52 ratio of 1.51 officers per 1,000 residents, the sworn officer increases in red would need to
| 2017 | 472 315581 1.50 oceur.

m 473 319407 1.48 e  With noincrease to sworn staffing, the ratio of sworn officers to 1,000 residents would drop
| 2019 | 473 322895 146 to 1.4 by 2030 and 1.3 by 2034.

| 2020 | 479 325951 1.47

| 2021 | 480 328200 1.46

| 2022 | 481 334529 1.44

| 2023 | 485 335366 1.44

| 2024 | 509 336001 1.51

| 2025 | 514 339563 1.51

| 2026 | 520 343162 1.51

| 2027 | 525 346799 1.51

| 2028 | 531 350476 1.51

| 2029 | 537 354191 1.51

| 2030 | 542 357945 1.51

| 2031 | 548 361739 1.51

| 2032 | 554 365574 1.51

| 2033 | 560 369449 1.51

| 2034 | 566 373365 1.51



Staffing vs Population Growth

HoCo POPULATION AND SWORN OFFICERS PROJECTED INCREASE AT CURRENT RATES
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Current Locations

Visible Footprint

* Northern District (Ellicott City)
* Southern District (Fulton)

* Oracle Building (Columbia)

* Qutreach Building (Columbia)

* Public Safety Training Center
(Marriottsville)

* Ligon Building (Communications)

Police Satellite Offices

Harpers Choice Police Office (Beat: D1)
Long Reach Police Office (Beat: E2)
Owen Brown Police Office (Beat E4)
Oakland Mills Police Office (Beat: E5)
North Laurel Police Office (Beat: F4)
Elkridge Police Office (Beat: C2)
Glenwood Police Office (Beat: A2)
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Proposed Construction/Expansion

* Third Patrol District — Explore the benefits and need for an
additional police station (HoCo By Design)

* Status: Need Assessment and Pre-Planning

* Animal Control — Expansion to existing structure.
* Status: Feasibility Study completed



Capital Equipment - Drones

Year Pilots Platforms Operational Flights

2021 24 7 140
2022 40 15 187
2023 40 19 266
2024 51 19 206

Highlights

« 2022:the Department expanded the program into the Traffic Section and the Tactical Section. Additional platforms
were purchased to supplement patrol and more substantial platforms were being researched for indoor flights for the
Tactical Section.

* 2023: The Tactical Section selected a drone platform for indoor use. The Department began to replace the Mavic 2
with the Mavic 3.

* 2024: Two large pilot classes were hosted to bolster the patrol pilot numbers due to transfers and retirements.
Additionally, a pilot class was hosted to increase the number of pilots in the Tactical Section and the Traffic Section.
The Traffic Section is planning on replacing their sole Phantom 4 with two Mavic 3s.



Operating Budget Highlights

General Fund - 2024 General Fund - 2023 General Fund - 2022

» Total: $145,086,624 * Total: $136,494,954 * Total: $125,933,189

* Increase of 6.3% from 2023 * Increase of 8.4% from 2022 * Increase of 5% from 2021

* Anincrease of $8.6 million in e S$1.2 million to expand the Body * Nearly $1.0 million in PAYGO funds
Police budget to support staff and Worn Camera program to include to implement the new Body Worn
service needs. This all sworn personnel in the Police Camera program that will cover
includes$175,000 for digital Department and Sheriff’s Office. 300 HCPD officers and77 Sheriff

evidence storage. deputies.

* $3.7 million to create 24 new
patrol officers to keep up with
population growth.

* 580,000 for a licensed mental
health provider for bi-annual
mental health screenings for all
police officers.



Conclusion

* Current system: working in tandem with County Administration
during planning and allocation of funds from the General
Operating Fund

* Meeting HCPD Goals and Performance Measures



MARYLAND HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION:
HOWARD COUNTY APFO PRESENTATION

October 23, 2024

Maryland
Hospital Association



MHA MISSION

l o | Maryland Hospital Association

Advancing health care and the health of all Marylanders

MHA serves Maryland's hospitals and health systems
through collective action to shape policies, practices,
financing and performance to advance health care
and the health of all Marylanders.



60+ MEMBERS



CARING FOR COMMUNITIES ACROSS THE STATE



HOSPITAL CAPACITY



HOSPITAL CAPACITY OVERSIGHT

Maryland Health Care Commission (MHCC)

 Independent regulatory agency whose mission is to plan for health system
needs, promote informed decision making, increase accountability, and improve
access

« Oversees Certificate of Need (CON) process that requires hospitals to obtain
state approval before expanding capacity or services

Pe - e el - ..o L - TT - ———C PR I P I-jttom in quality
Health Services Cost Review Commission (HSCRC)
« Independent state agency responsible for regulating hospital rates and ensuring
the financial stability of hospitals

« Sets hospital global budget
« To expand capacity, must get approval to be reimbursed for additional services




TOTAL COST OF CARE MODEL

The Maryland Total Cost of Care Model is an innovative healthcare
payment approach designed to improve the efficiency and quality of
care while controlling costs for Medicare beneficiaries.

Structure: A global budget system, allowing hospitals to receive a
fixed annual budget rather than being paid per service, encouraging
them to prioritize preventive care and manage chronic conditions
effectively.

Goal: Aims to reduce unnecessary hospitalizations and improve
overall health outcomes in the community.



CURRENT EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT
FOCUSED WORK ACROSS THE STATE



GENERAL ASSEMBLY HOSPITAL THROUGHPUT
WORK GROUP

Requested by Chairs of House Health and Government Operations
and Senate Finance committees

Comprised of General Assembly members, hospital leaders,
providers, allied health stakeholders, and public advocates

Convened July 2023 — January 2024

Tasked with analyzing:

— Health care workforce

— Health system capacity

— Post-acute care options

— Changes in acuity over time in hospitalizations and ED visits



EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT
DRAMATIC IMPROVEMENT EFFORT (EDDIE)

e EDDIE is an HSCRC quality improvement initiative that began in
June 2023 with two components:

Quality Improvement Commission Reporting

* Rapid cycle QI initiatives to meet * Public reporting of monthly data
hospital set goals related to ED
throughput/length of stay

» Learning collaborative

» Convened by MHA

 Led by HSCRC and MIEMSS



MARYLAND ED WAIT TIME REDUCTION
COMMISSION

House Bill 1143 (2024) established the Maryland Emergency
Department Wait Time Reduction Commission

The Commission will develop strategies and initiatives to address
factors throughout the health care system that contribute to increased
emergency department wait times

The Commission includes diverse representation including MDH,
MIEMSS, MHA, hospital administrators and clinical experts, policy
advocates, and behavioral health professionals

Link to Commission website here



JOHNS HOPKINS
HOWARD COUNTY MEDICAL CENTER



HOWARD COUNTY MEDICAL CENTER

Founded in 1973
Member of Johns Hopkins Medicine

Specializes in women & children’s services, surgery, cardiology, oncology,
orthopedics, gerontology, psychiatry, emergency services, and community
health education

232 Licensed beds
Patient Care Provided (FY 2023)

- 75k emergency room visits
- 28k outpatient services
- 20k patients admitted or observed

- 8k surgeries
- 2.5k babies delivered



HOWARD COUNTY MEDICAL CENTER

Streamlining the discharge process
for patients who have completed
treatment by opening a discharge
lounge

Added additional outpatient

capacit
Behavioral Healtﬂ'l)Jnit oalening in
December will increase beds available for
this service from 6 to 24

Planning for new observation unit for
patients who need short-term treatment
or are still under evaluation



QUESTIONS?



Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance Taskforce

Meeting #6
November 13, 2024



Agenda e (Call to Order/Welcome (10 min)
e Establishment of a Quorum
 Review and Approval of Agenda
 Review and Approval of Minutes
 Recap of Public Hearing (60 min)
* Additional future topics or research (30 min)
« 2025 Calendar Discussion (30 min)
* Discussion
e (Questions
 Adjourn

* Next Meeting- November 20, 2024



Recap of Public Hearing

APFO Public Hearing #1

Attendees, 26

Written comments

received, 96 Speakers, 21



Recap of Public Hearing

APFO Public Hearing #1
Comments

®m Lowering or
protecting current
school adequacy

®m Changing APFO to
adjust for allowing
more affordable

housing
Fire/EMS Adequacy

Test




Review Public Hearing Testimony

 Housing Comments
 Schools Comments
* Fire/EMS Comments



Future Topics

 What other jurisdictions are doing- Presentation from Montgomery County

e Recommendations from the Affordable Housing Task Force

 State Rate Capacity and State School Funding

 Excise Taxes and Impact Fees

 Builder fees across MD jurisdictions

 APFO wait times and things that are measured across other jurisdictions
« AA Baltimore, Frederick, PG and MoCo

e (Other Considerations



2025 Calendar

 Are Wednesdays still good?
 [sthe 6-8:30pm still a good time slot?
 |severy 2 weeks still agreeable?

 Tentative Dates:
e January 8 & 22
* Februaryb & 19
e March 12 & 26
 April 3 & 17 (Public Hearing #2)



 Any additional questions or discussion?

 Next Meeting- November 20, 2024



Affordable Housing Working Group

APFO Recommendations
November 20, 2024



Overall Scope of Work

As described in HoCo by Design in the Dynamic Neighborhoods and Managing Growth Chapters:
DN-6 Action 4. ...evaluate the feasibility of a targeted incentive program for affordable and accessible housing, including:

a. The creation of a definition of affordable and accessible housing, including physical factors such as unit type, size, or physical
accessibility design criteria; and/or income factors through tools such as deed restrictions.

b. A zoning overlay targeting locations for affordable and accessible housing where there is limited existing supply of affordable
and accessible units.

c. Incentives related to development, such as density bonuses or relief to setback or other development standards.

d. Incentives related to the development process, such as the creation of a specific housing allocation pool for affordable and/or
accessible units, exemptions from school requirements in the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, allowing affordable
housing allocations to roll over from year to year, releasing allocations from their requirement to be either for ownership or
rental after three years, or other means of reducing other regulatory barriers.

e. Incentives related to homeownership opportunities.

MG-1 Action 1 (g): ... evaluate and recommend goals and criteria for the targeted incentive program for affordable and accessible
housing and the Affordable Housing set aside in the APFO Allocations Chart.

Affordable Housing Working Group




Workgroup Members

The Workgroup Consisted of 13 Appointed members by the County Executive and County Council

County Executive Appointments:

* Ned Howe

« Timothy J. Goetzinger
» Justin Kennell

« Grace Morris

 Jacquline West-Spencer

County Council Appointments:

» Cedric Brown

» Tom Evans

» Paul Revelle

» Taneeka Richardson, MPH

» Kathryn Valentine

Non-Voting Members:

+ Kelly Cimino

» Peter Engel

Affordable Housing Working Group




Timeline and Meeting Schedule

Kickoff Meeting - July 15, 2024
Meeting # 1 - September 30, 2024: Data and Findings of Past Planning Efforts

o Defining what Affordable and Accessible housing means in HoCo
» Income and Household Size

» Programs, Housing Typologies, and Physical Features

Meeting #2 - October 21, 2024:

o Strategies for increasing production of affordable units - lessons learned from work of group

members

Development Incentives and realistic industry solution for utilization of affordable housing set
aside

Affordable Housing Working Group




Timeline and Meeting Schedule

Meeting #3 - November 4, 2024
o Review findings and discussion points thus far
o0 Incentives related to homeownership opportunities.

o Goals and criteria for establishing an incentive program in Howard County

Meeting #4 - November 18, 2024

o Finalization of APFO recommendations

Affordable Housing Working Group




Final Recommendations



APFO Recommendations:

Theme 1:

Recommendations for Overall Unmet Demand for Housing (Limited Supply of Housing)

Themes/Challenges Tools/Ideas
Theme 1: Overall Unmet Demand for Housing (Limited Supply of Housing)
There is an unmet demand for housing at most 1. Provide options for affordable housing throughout the county,
income levels, causing competing demand for rather than only providing zoning incentives in specific locations.

housing between different income brackets and
further reducing the availability for housing
affordable to those making 60-120% of AMI in the
county. Increasing the supply of housing overall 3. Allow increased density or housing types in the rural west.
would help to reduce market pressure and
competing demands, thereby providing more
opportunities for workforce housing.

2. Expand the types of housing allowed throughout the county,
including manufactured and modular homes.

4. Develop tools to encourage smaller affordable home types in the
rural west through age restricted adult housing and changes to
zoning requirements.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 2

Recommendations for a Lengthy Development Process

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 2: Lengthy Development Process
The development review process in Howard County [ 1. Develop a floating zone whereby increased density and other

has significantly lengthened in recent years, taking incentives are provided by-right, given certain criteria are met in
up to 5 years for projects. This is due to factors such the development proposal.
as multiple iterations of site planning, APFO 2. Expand the amount and types of development allowed by right

challenges, and school waiting bins. The addition of
ECP and DAP, while beneficial, has also contributed
to the extended timeline. Development process
lack predictability. Additional time required for
development contributes to higher prices for
housing units.

(without discretionary review or approvals)

3. Reduce the number of iterations required for site planning or
streamlining the approval process for certain types of projects.

4. Implement a fast-track development review process for
affordable housing projects that meet specific criteria.

5. Adjust the timing of the APFO waiting bins.

6. Remove ARAH from conditional use requirements (similar to POR

zone) .

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 2 Continued...

Recommendations for a Lengthy Development Process

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 2: Lengthy Development Process

The development review process in Howard County | 7. Reduce the road classification requirement for Age Restricted
has significantly lengthened in recent years, taking Adult Housing.

up to 5 years for projects. This is due to factors such | 8 pevelop a pattern book or design guidelines with pre-approved
as multiple iterations of site planning, APFO
challenges, and school waiting bins. The addition of
ECP and DAP, while beneficial, has also contributed
to the extended timeline. Development process
lack predictability. Additional time required for
development contributes to higher prices for
housing units.

designs for missing middle housing types that account for more
affordable building materials.

9. Exempt smaller unit sizes from the APFO schools test, given the
reduced student yield.

10. Remove the APFO Allocations chart to reduce potential hurdles
for development.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 2 Continued...

Recommendations for a Lengthy Development Process

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 2: Lengthy Development Process
The development review process in Howard County [ 11. Provide expedited and simpler review, in combination with form-
has significantly lengthened in recent years, taking based codes, pattern books, and clear guidelines, to smaller and

up to 5 years for projects. This is due to factors such minority owned developers to simplify the development process
as multiple iterations of site planning, APFO

challenges, and school waiting bins. The addition of
ECP and DAP, while beneficial, has also contributed
to the extended timeline. Development process
lack predictability. Additional time required for
development contributes to higher prices for
housing units.

and encourage greater innovation around affordable housing
development.

12. Continue to exempt Accessory Dwelling Units from APFO
criteria. Ensure detached Accessory Dwelling Units are also
exempt from APFO criteria.

13. Provide expedited review processes or other incentives for
projects that provide more than the required percentage of
MIHUs.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 2 Continued...

Recommendations for a Lengthy Development Process

Themes/Challenges Tools/Ideas
Theme 2: Lengthy Development Process

The development review process in Howard County | 14. Allow Environmental Concept Plans and Sketch Plans to be

has significantly lengthened in recent years, taking reviewed simultaneously.
up to 5 years for projects. This is due to factors such | 15 streamline the Village Center redevelopment process.
as multiple iterations of site planning, APFO 16. Clarify and streamline the development process for the New

challenges, and school waiting bins. The addition of
ECP and DAP, while beneficial, has also contributed
to the extended timeline. Development process
lack predictability. Additional time required for
development contributes to higher prices for
housing units.

Town zoning district.
17. Exempt Affordable Housing, Accessible Housing, and Minor
Subdivisions from APFO school adequacy requirements.

18. Adjust school capacity requirements to revert to the 2018
adequacy standards.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 3:

Recommendations for Development Cost and Land Availability

Themes/Challenges Tools/Ideas
Theme 3: Development Costs and Land Availability
The high cost of development and limited 1. Implement strategies such as government land acquisition and
availability of affordable land are major barriers to disposition.
affordable housing development. The land that is 2. Implement a right of first refusal policy that prioritizes purchase
left for development is often more difficult to build of county owned land for affordable housing development

on, further increasing costs and challenges. Limited 3.
land supply, combined with limited areas available
for smaller scale housing types, has led to
concentration of affordable housing in certain areas
of the county, particularly in the eastern portion of
the county.

Provide government owned land for subsidized affordable

housing development, subsidized through both land cost and

downpayment assistance.

4. Develop partnerships with non-profit organizations, or the
creation of land trusts (Baltimore City model).

5. Offer incentives to developers, such as reduced permitting fees

or no APFO requirements.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 3 Continued...

Recommendations for Development Cost and Land Availability

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 3: Development Costs and Land Availability
The high cost of development and limited 6. Review traffic count changes since the pandemic. If
availability of affordable land are major barriers to telecommuting and hybrid work practices have reduced traffic

affordable housing development. The land that is
left for development is often more difficult to build
on, further increasing costs and challenges. Limited
land supply, combined with limited areas available
for smaller scale housing types, has led to
concentration of affordable housing in certain areas
of the county, particularly in the eastern portion of
the county.

counts as compared to prior to the pandemic, explore amending

the roads test to match the lower traffic volumes seen given the
rise in remote work.

7. Provide incentives throughout the county, rather than in targeted
locations, to avoid concentration of affordable housing.

8. Implement a shot clock, or maximum length of review time before
independent review of projects are permitted.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 4:

Recommendations for Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 4: Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing
Current affordable housing programs are not 1. Lower the 80% AMI requirement or refining income categories to
providing housing needed for low-income better address the needs of low-income residents.

individuals. Inclusionary housing programs are
primarily only working for households with
moderate incomes due to Howard County’s higher
AMI when compared to the rest of the State.

2.  Amend zoning regulations to allow for greater density in areas
with existing affordable housing, or require higher MIHU
percentages, while ensuring that displacement is mitigated. Build
program off potential pilot projects.

0 Assess methods to encourage affordable housing in the New
Town (NT) zoning district without displace the existing
naturally occurring affordable housing.

3. Implement density bonuses for MIHU provisions beyond the
required amount.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 4 Continued...

Recommendations for Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 4: Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing
Current affordable housing programs are not 4. Implement programs that provide a sliding scale requirement for
providing housing needed for low-income housing that meets different AMI brackets, such as 15% of units at
individuals. Inclusionary housing programs are 50% AMI rather than 20% of units at 60% AMI

primarily only working for households with
moderate incomes due to Howard County’s higher
AMI when compared to the rest of the State.

5. In activity centers, implement full spectrum housing programs to
ensure housing is developed for a greater range of AMI brackets,
similar to the program implemented in Downtown Columbia.

6. Ensure income brackets used for affordable for-sale housing
consider the costs of home maintenance in addition to purchase
price.

7. Establish clear, predictable processes for subsidy and incentive
programs.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 4 Continued...

Recommendations for Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 4: Unmet Demand for Low-Income Housing
Current affordable housing programs are not 8. Incentivize nonprofit and/or faith-based developments through
providing housing needed for low-income the expansion of the R-SI (Residential: Senior — Institutional)
individuals. Inclusionary housing programs are district or change faith-based housing from a conditional use to a
primarily only working for households with permitted use in the zoning regulations.

moderate incomes due to Howard County’s higher

9. Expand the radius for nonprofit and faith-based housing programs
AMI when compared to the rest of the State.

near rail stations beyond .75 miles.

10. Combine expansion of development and process incentives;
financing; and programs and partnerships with covenant
restrictions on AMI to ensure incentives lead to real affordable
housing opportunities.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 5:

Recommendations for Public Perception

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 5: Public Perception
Negative public perception of affordable housing, | 1. Engage in community outreach and education programs to raise

often fueled by NIMBY attitudes, can hinder awareness about the benefits of affordable housing and dispel
development efforts. This can manifest in misconceptions.

opposition to zoning changes, increased density, or

proximity to public transit. 2. Examine the relationship between low-income families in Howard

County and their reliance on public transit. Consider whether
there is a need to locate affordable housing closer to transit for
low-income families when living in a car-dependent area.

3. Develop design guidelines for missing middle homes specific to
neighborhood types or locations to set expectations and ensure
neighborhood compatibility

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 6:

Recommendations for Lack of Financial Resources

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 6: Lack of Financial Resources
Insufficient funding at the state, local, and federal 1. Advocate for increased government funding for affordable

levels limits the ability to support affordable housing, including APFO related infrastructure financing
housing development. This includes limited housing programs.
trust fund dollars and unpredictable financing 2. Explore public-private partnerships.

mechanisms. 3. Develop innovative financing mechanisms (Maryland Mortgage

Program)

4. Develop revolving bond fund financing, similar to programs in
Montgomery County, operated by both the county and nonprofit
groups.

5. Adjust transfer taxes and/or recordation fees based on value of
property, whereby fees are lower for lower value properties and
higher for higher value properties.

Affordable Housing Working Group




APFO Recommendations:

Theme 7;

Recommendations for Accessibility and Inclusion for Elderly and Disabled

Themes/Challenges Tools/ldeas
Theme 7: Accessibility and Inclusion for Elderly and Disabled
Ensuring that affordable housing units are 1. Update building codes and zoning regulations to require
accessible to people with disabilities, including accessibility features in all new affordable housing developments.
those with mental impairments, is a challenge that | > Encourage more age restricted townhome and condo
requires careful planning and design. This includes developments.

factors such as “visitability” requirements, unit size, 3
and accessibility features.

Change major collector requirement for age restricted housing.
Exempt accessible units from APFO requirements.

5. Create a separate percentage requirement for housing for
persons with disabilities, in addition to affordable housing.

Affordable Housing Working Group




Affordable Housing
Work Group Representative



APFO Recommendations (All Themes)

6. Adjust school capacity requirements to revert to
the 2018 adequacy standards.

=

Adjust the timing of the APFO waiting bins.

Exempt smaller unit sizes from the APFO schools test, given
the reduced student yield.

Remove the APFO Allocations chart to reduce potential
hurdles for development.

Continue to exempt Accessory Dwelling Units from APFO
criteria. Ensure detached Accessory Dwelling Units are also
exempt from APFO criteria.

Exempt Affordable Housing, Accessible Housing, and Minor
Subdivisions from APFO school adequacy requirements.

7.

Offer incentives to developers, such as reduced permitting
fees or no APFO requirements.

Review traffic count changes since the pandemic. If
telecommuting and hybrid work practices have reduced
traffic counts as compared to prior to the pandemic, explore
amending the roads test to match the lower traffic volumes
seen given the rise in remote work.

Advocate for increased government funding for affordable
housing, including APFO related infrastructure financing
programs.

10. Exempt accessible units from APFO requirements.

Affordable Housing Working Group




AHWG Next Steps

* Prepare all matrix recommendations to forward to the APFO committee, the County Executive and County
Council per the Executive order by December deadline.

* When the APFO recommendations are being discussed by the APFO committee the AHWG members will be
available to respond to questions or review materials sent from the APFO committee to the AHWG.

e Will be available to support the APFO committee on actions that further the AHWG recommendations at Council

meetings.

e The AHWG is active until October of 2025.

Affordable Housing Working Group




Montgomery Planning

g 2024 Growth and Infrastructure Policy
Howard County APFO Committee




Overview

* Montgomery Planning initiates an update of the County’s Growth
and Infrastructure Policy (GIP) every 4 years

* County Code directs the Planning Board to transmit a draft of the
GIP to the County Council by August 1, and for the County Council
to adopt the policy by November 15

* New policy adopted on November 12, 2024, and goes into effect
on January 1, 2025

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



What is the Growth and Infrastructure Policy?

* The Growth and Infrastructure Policy (GIP) directs the
Planning Board’s administration of adequate public
facility requirements

* The County’s Adequate Public Facilities (APF)
requirement states:

* “The [Planning] Board may only approve a preliminary plan
when it finds that public facilities will be adequate to support
and service the subdivision.”

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



Policy Reflects County’s Growth Context and Goals

* When the growth policy was initially
adopted, much of the land in the
County was undeveloped and the
focus was on expanding our
infrastructure to accommodate
growth.

* Today were working within the
existing footprint to make our
infrastructure work better for
everyone.

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



County Priorities

* Racial Equity and Social Justice
* Economic Competitiveness

* Environmental Resilience

* Compact Growth

* Housing for All

» Safety

e Good Governance

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



How Does the
Policy Work?

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



How Does the GIP Work?

* Guides the assessment of the adequacy of public facilities
during the regulatory or development review process

» Sets the standards for adequacy, criteria for evaluation,
and requirements for mitigation

* Making an adequacy determination involves both
predicting future demand from private development and
assessing the condition of existing public infrastructure

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



Implementation Guidelines

* The Council-adopted GIP establishes the
broad rules for defining adequacy

* The GIP is then implemented through
subject-specific guidelines approved by
the Planning Board:

* Local Area Transportation Review (LATR)
Guidelines

 Annual School Test Guidelines

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024




Transportation
Element

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



Off-Site Improvements

* Only addresses off-site
transportation facilities.

* Applicants evaluate conditions,
identify deficiencies, and develop
list of mitigations.

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024

O

. On-site and frontage
Improvements

B Off-site improvements

10



Recent Changes

2016
* Introduced pedestrian and bicycle adequacy tests
2020

* Eliminated motor vehicle system adequacy test in Red Policy Areas, the county’s urban, transit-oriented areas

» Strengthened pedestrian and bicycle adequacy tests

2022

* Introduced the proportionality guide to limit amount of non-motorized mitigation

2024

* Exempted Orange Policy Area downtowns from motor vehicle adequacy

* Transportation test exemptions for bioscience, small daycares, deeply affordable housing

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Transportation Policy Areas

* Red: Metro station policy areas and
Purple Line station policy areas

* Orange: Corridor-Focused Growth Areas

* Yellow: Lower-density residential
neighborhoods with community serving
commercial areas

* Green: Agricultural Reserve and Country
areas

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Non-Motor Vehicle Adequacy

Net New Peak-Hour Pedestrian

Bus Transit

L I S
Vehicle Trips P Comfort
30-64* 125’ 250’ 250’ 400’
65-124 200’ 400’ 400’ 750’
125-224 250’ 500’ 500’ 900"
225 or more 300’ 600’ 600’ 1000

* Minimum for daycares is 50 trips.

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024

500’

1000’

1300’

1500’
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Motor Vehicle Adequacy

* Applies to Orange, Yellow and Green Policy Areas, excluding planned
downtowns

* Intersection Level of Service standards
* Orange Policy areas: Highway Capacity Manual
* Yellow Policy areas: Critical Lane Volume

* Green Policy areas: Critical Lane Volume

e Defines minimum number of intersections in each direction to be
evaluated

* Improvements not required if they degrade safety

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Mitigating Inadequacies

* Pedestrian, bicycle, and bus transit deficiencies are prioritized.

* Reduce vehicular demand or through traffic operational changes,
unless the mitigation would reduce safety.

* Required mitigation is limited by Proportionality Guide to ensure
requirements are proportional to the size of the project.

* Mitigation typically involves constructing or installing
transportation infrastructure.

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Case Study

Wisteria Business Park - LIDL Germantown

* 30,000-square-foot LIDL grocery
store, replacing an office.

* Preliminary Plan and Site Plans
approved by the Planning Board in
July 2022

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Case Study: Wisteria Business Park - LIDL Germantown

Policy area and trip generation dictate
* Applicable adequacy tests
» Geographic scope of study area
* Maximum length of improvements

 Standards for adequacy

Policy Area Trip Generation
Orange 136 /417 (AM/PM)

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Pedestrian Adequacy

* Pedestrian Level of Comfort (PLOC)

5,195 linear feet not to standard (PLOC-2 or better)

 [lluminance

 ADA Compliance

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024

18




Pedestrian Adequacy

* Pedestrian Level of Comfort (PLOC)

5,195 linear feet not to standard (PLOC-2 or better)

 [lluminance

3,900 linear feet not to streetlight standard

 ADA Compliance

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Pedestrian Adequacy

* Pedestrian Level of Comfort (PLOC)

5,195 linear feet not to standard (PLOC-2 or better)

 [lluminance

3,900 linear feet not to streetlight standard

 ADA Compliance

80 feet of missing sidewalk, 1 curb ramp

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Bicycle Adequacy Test

* Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (BLTS)

1,965 linear feet do not meet adequacy
(BLTS-2 or better)

" Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Bus Transit

* One bus shelter lacking

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Motor Vehicle Tests

« Established study area
* Studied thirteen intersections

e Used the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
Methodology

* Allintersections will operate under the
congestion limit.

Motor vehicle adequacy met
without improvements

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Proportionality Guide

* Ensures that required off-site transportation improvements are
reasonable as they relate to a project’s impact.

* Provides a procedure for calculating a recommended maximum cost
of improvements that a development applicant must construct or
fund to address deficiencies identified in pedestrian, bicycle, and
bus transit system adequacy tests only.

* Proportionality Guide: $123,375

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Prioritized Mitigation: Off-Site Improvements

» 8-foot wide sidepath along the Walter Johnson Road
10-foot wide sidepath of Wisteria Drive

e 10-foot wide sidepath along Germantown Road

e 10 ft-wide bikeable crossing of Walter Johnson Road
at the western leg of the Walter Johnson Road /
Wisteria Drive intersection

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Transportation
Outcomes

18 plans with LATR mitigation conditions
June 2021-July 2024

Off-site mitigation totals (conditioned):
e $7.13Min constructed improvements
* $3.14 M in payments

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024

8,220 feet of Sidepaths & Sidewalks
3,800 feet of Protected Bike Lanes
5 Streetlights

6 Crosswalks
31 Curb Ramps
3 Protected Intersections

5 Bus Shelters

3 Traffic Signals
1 Turn Lane

26



Schools Element
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Share of Enrollment Growth from New Development

® New SFD
® New SFA
m New MFL
m New MFH

® Existing Homes (including tear-
down rebuilds)

2010 -2015

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024
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Utilization Premium Payment
Rates and Application

= Assessed in addition to school impact tax for residential units proposed in school
service areas found to be overutilized by the Annual School Test.

= The following factors are applied to school impact tax rates.

Payment Factor
School Level

Elementary School - 167:% 33%% 50%
Middle School - 10% 20% 30%
High School - 13%% 26%:% 40%
Total - 40% 80% 120%

I " Growth and Infrastructure Policy 2024



Sheet1

		School Level		Payment Factor

				No UPP		Tier 1		Tier 2		Tier 3

		Elementary School		-		16⅔%		33⅓%		50%

		Middle School		-		10%		20%		30%

		High School		-		13⅓%		26⅔%		40%

		Total		-		40%		80%		120%






School Impact Areas

* Infill: High housing growth predominantly in
the form of multi-family units that generate
relatively few students on a per-unit basis.

* Turnover: Low housing gro