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District Council Resolution 62-2017 directed the Planning Board to initiate a minor amendment
to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment to make zoning
reclassifications of certain properties within the Master Plan boundaries, and to make amendments to the
approved County Growth Boundary. Council Resolution 62-2017 contains eight amendments, three
directing the Planning Board to realign the County Growth Boundary, and five directing the Planning
Board to rezone properties.
On November 2, 20 17, the Planning Board reviewed the three proposed minor amendments to the
County Growth Boundary. The Planning Board does not support the proposed minor amendments in CR62-2017 with one minor clarification on Amendments Four and Five. The Planning Board recommends
Amendment Four and Amendment Five be further evaluated as part of the Central Branch Avenue
Revitalization Sector Plan SMA already budgeted for FY l 8.
Enclosed is a copy of the Updated Teclmical Staff Report which contains the staff analysis of the
proposed minor amendments . The staff analysis also reviews the public testimony received at the joint
public hearing and includes the recommendations concerning the proposed minor amendments as
provided above.
Thank you for considering our recommendations. If the Planning Board can be of further
assistance to you regarding this matter, please contact me or call Michael Zamore, Project Leader, at 30 1952-3253.

smc~ ~
Elizabeth M. Hewlett
Chairman

The Honorable Derrick Leon Davis
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Attachment 1
AMENDMENTS TO THE 2013 APPROVED SUBREGION 5 MASTER
PLAN (CR-62-2017)
STAFF REPORT
The District Council, by Council Resolution CR-62-2017, adopted on July 18, 2017,
directed the Planning Board to initiate a Minor Amendment of the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (SMA) pursuant to the procedures described in Section 27-642 of
the Zoning Ordinance. CR-62-2017 proposes to change the zoning classification of more than 2,000 acres
of land within the master plan area boundaries, and amend the County's approved Growth Boundary to
re-designate certain properties identified by tax account and parcel information, from the Rural and
Agricultural Areas to the Established Communities policy areas. These growth policy are~s were
established in the Plan Prince George's 2035 Approved General Plan (Plan 2035), approved on May 6,
2014, the general plan for the physical development ofland in Prince George's County, and reaffirmed by
the 2017 Approved Prince George's County Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide Functional
Master Plan (RCP) approved on March 7, 2017, via CR-11-2017.
CR-62-2017 was adopted pursuant to Section 27-642 of the County Zoning Ordinance, which
provides for the Minor Amendment of Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans, and Development
District Overlay Zones. Section 27-642 does not provide for amendments to the County Zoning Map.
Provisions for the District Council to initiate comprehensive amendments to the Zoning Map, known as
Sectional Map Amendments, are found in Sections 27-220 through 27-228 , also identified as Part 3,
Division 4 of Subtitle 27. Accordingly, on September 21, 20 17, the Planning Board only initiated the
County Council's three proposed changes (1, 3 and 8) to the County's Growth Boundary, under Section
27-642.

BACKGROUND
l.

Location: Planning Subregion 5 covers approximately 74 square miles of land, equivalent to 15
percent of the total land area of Prince George's County. The master plan area includes land in south
and southwest Prince George' s County generally bounded by the Potomac River, Tinkers Creek, Joint
Base Andrews, Piscataway Creek, the CSX (Popes Creek) railroad line, Mattawoman Creek, and the
Charles County line. Planning Areas 81A, 81B, 83, 84, and 85 are included within the boundaries of
Subregion 5.

2.

Plan Approval: The Subregion 5 Master Plan was approved by CR-80-2013, on July 24, 2013. This
master plan amended the 2002 General Plan, and in its approval, the District Council made the
following two amendments to the 2002 General Plan - a revision to the boundaries of the Brandywine
Community Center (which the 2002 General Plan established as a possible future center), and a
reclassification of approximately 10 acres from the Rural Tier to the Developing Tier. There is no
relationship (in the plan text or maps) between the Subregion 5 Master Plan and the County's Growth
Boundary because the concept of a Growth Boundary did not exist as a policy designation within
Prince George's County at the time the Subregion 5 Master Plan was approved; the County's Growth
Boundary was established by Plan 2035 (2014).
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Plan 2035 states "All planning documents which were duly adopted and approved prior to the date of
adoption of Plan 2035 shall remain in full force and effect, except the designation of tiers, corridors,
and centers, [emphasis added] until those plans are revised or superseded by subsequently adopted
and approved plans." [270]
Accordingly, as of May 6, 2014, the former Rural Tier and Developing Tier, and the boundary
between them, ceased to exist. However, the future land use designations, and goals, policies, and
strategies for specific areas of Subregion 5 remain in effect.
Subregion 5 Master Plan Vision: The Subregion 5 Master Plan designates land in the Developing Tier
(currently, the Established Communities policy area) as residential low, residential medium, institutional,
and public and private open space. Commercial and industrial areas are distributed in relatively small
concentrations in Brandywine and Clinton. Future land use in the Rural Tier (currently the Agricultural
and Rural Areas policy area) is designated "Rural", reflecting the Cow1ty's goal to preserve agricultural
resources, rural character, and open space in those areas. Additionally, the 2013 Master Plan states the
following reasons for retaining the current boundaries of the Rural Tier and Developing Tier at page 65:
•

Thanks to significant development capacity in the Developing Tier, there is no compelling market
need to increase its size, or to provide additional development opportunity. Furthermore,
significant acreages of land in the Rural Tier are designated for low-density residential
development.

•

Moving land from the Rural Tier to the Developing Tier within the Matta woman Creek watershed
would have negative impacts on water quality in the creek and its tributaries. While development
of well and septic can also affect water quality, the impacts from higher density development,
including impervious surfaces and other associated impacts, would be greater.

•

The Subregion 5 Master Plan's recommended policy is to support redevelopment and infill
development in existing and planned development areas rather than greenfield development that
depletes natural resource lands.

3 . . Plan 2035 Vision: According to Plan 2035, Prince George's County has not always focused its
resources, policies, or development effectively. Plan 2035 addresses these issues by focusing on the
principles of sustainability, with a series of policies and strategies reflecting the importance of
balancing economic, social, and environmental impacts in land use decision making. The plan's core
policies include targeted and prioritized public investment of money and resources to realize
meaningful change at strategic locations.
4. Section 27-642. - The minor amendment process is governed by Sec. 27-642 of the County Zoning
Ordinance: Minor Amendment to Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans, and Development
District Overlay Zones. It reads as follows.

(a) Amendments of approved master, sector, functional plans and/or associated Development District
Overlay Zones may be initiated by Resolution of the District Council, or by the Planning Board
upon approval by Resolution of the District Council. At the time of initiation, a joint public hearing
date shall be scheduled to occur within 60 days, in accordance with the notice requirements set
forth in Sections 27-644(b)(2)(A) through Section 27-644(b)(2)(D) of this Subtitle.
(b)

The minor amendment process may be utilized to:

2

CR-62-2017, Proposed Minor Amendments to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan

(c)

(1)

advance the goals of an approved comprehensive plan, functional plan, or development
district plan; or

(2)

safeguard the public safety health and welfare of citizens and residents within the plan area
boundaries.

The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(1)

a geographic area which is not more than 50% of the underlying plan area, but not limited
to a single property or property owner;

(2)

limited to specific issues regarding public planning objectives; or

(3)

for the purpose of correcting errors in the text or maps in the applicable plan.

(4)

Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, the minor amendment process shall not
be utilized for any amendment which would require major transportation analysis and/or
modeling, revised water and sewer classifications, or any Adequate Public Facilities analysis.

(d)

The Resolution initiating a minor amendment shall set forth the purpose and scope of the
proposed amendment, and shall state the date of the joint public hearing on the proposed
amendment.

(e)

The Planning Board shall transmit a draft of the proposed amendment, a technical staff report
analyzing the amendment, and the Planning Board's recommendation on the Development District
Overlay Zone amendment and/or the Planning Board's adoption of the plan an1endment within 30
days of the date of the joint public hearing.

(f)

Within 90 days of receipt of the Planning Board's recommendation, the District Council shall
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove the proposed minor amendment.

. The proposed changes under review were intended to fall under Section 27-642(a), amendments of
approved master plans.

PROPOSED GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
These amendments are shown on Map 1.
The District Council initiated eight amendments to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment. Five of these amendments propose to change zoning. The Planning Board
determined that the Minor Plan Amendment process, as defined in Section 27-642, is not the correct
process to use to change zoning. Therefore, the Planning Board directed staff to evaluate the three
proposals in CR-62-2017 to change the County's Growth Boundary.
Amendment Number One
Amend the County's Growth Boundary to include approximately 23.18 acres of land known as Parcels 85
and 86, Tax Map 143, Tax Account Nos. 05-0282715 and 05-0282707 within the Established
Communities policy area.
Amendment Number Three
Amend the County's Growth Boundary to include approximately 122.4 acres of land, known as Parcel 77,
Tax Map 170, Tax Account No. 05-0276543 within the Established Communities policy area.
Amendment Number Eight
Amend the County's Growth Boundary to include approximately 961 acres of land, as described in
3
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Attachment 2 within the Established Communities policy area.
Note: For the purpose of discussing proposed changes to the County's Growth Boundary, this Staff
Report does not address the properties identified in Amendment 8 in CR-62-2017 that are already
designated in the Established Communities growth policy area. The excluded properties are the
undeveloped lots in the Country Club Estates subdivision and land in tax accounts 11-1152032, 111156447, and 11-3215068.
EVALUATION

Staff evaluated the proposed amendments of the County's Growth Boundary for conformance with Section
27-642, Amendments to Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans, and/or associated Development
District Overlay Zones, as follows:

I. Sections 27-642(c)(l) and 27-642(c)(3)
2.

Sections 27-642(b)(l) and 27-642(c)(2)
a. Confom1ance with the goals and policies of the 2014 Plan Prince George's 2035 Approved
General Plan relating to the Growth Boundary and Established Communities policy area.
b. Conformance with the goals and policies of the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan.

3 . Section 27-642(c)(4)
a. Transportation
b. Water and Sewer
c. Adequate Public Facilities

1.

Conformance with Sections 27-642(c)(l) and 27-642(c)(3)

Sec. 27-642 (c) The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(1) a geographic area which is not more than 50% of the underlying plan
area, but not limited to a single property or property owner;

(3)

for the purpose of correcting errors in the text or maps in the applicable
plan.

Comments: The proposed amendments are consistent with Sec. 27-642(c)(l) and (c)(3). They cover less
than 50% of the underlying plan area. Correcting "errors in the text or maps" in the Master Plan is not the
stated purpose of the proposed Minor Amendment. The current growth policy areas in the Master Plan
(Rural Tier and Developing Tier) are not alleged to be erroneous. There is not even a discussion of a
Growth Boundary in the Master Plan. Plan 2035, not the 2013 Master Plan, established the Growth
Boundary.
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2. Conformance with Sections 27-642(b)(l) and 27-642(c)(2)
Sec. 27-642 (b) The minor amendment process may be utilized to:
(1) advance the goals of an approved comprehensive plan, functional plan or
development district plan;
Sec. 27-642 (c) The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(2) limited to specific issues regarding public planning objectives;
Comment:
a. Conformance with the goals and policies of the 2014 Plan Prince George's 2035
Approved General Plan relating to the Growth Boundary.
The amendments direct the revision of the County's Growth Boundary to reclassify lands that are
currently in the Agricultural and Rural Areas policy area (outside the Growth Boundary), into the
Established Communities policy area (inside the Growth Boundary).
The County's Growth Boundary represents the boundary between the Established Communities and the
Rural and Agricultural Area. The Growth Boundary is a countywide policy designation that separates
areas designated by the County Council for residential, commercial, or industrial development and
eligible to receive public water and sewer, from areas that are designated mainly for rural and agricultural
development on individual well and septic systems; these areas draw a clear distinction between where
development is envisioned to occur (Established Communities and designated Centers) and where
preservation is envisioned to occur. The Prince George's County' s Growth Boundary was established in
May 2014 with the adoption of Council Resolution CR-26-2014 approving Plan 2035. Growth boundaries
generally seek to provide for, and focus growth in appropriate areas, illustrating where growth should or
should not generally occur. The Growth Boundary was established through a countywide process (Plan
2035) and adopted by the District Council as the County's growth policy in 2014. ln January 2017, the
District Council approved the 2017 Approved Prince George's County Resource Conservation Plan: A
Countywide Functional Master Plan (RCP), which states: Maintain the size and configuration of the
Rural and Agricultural Area in perpetuity and do not reduce the size for any reason. (RCP, Rural
Character Conservation Plan Policy 1.10, page 121). Staff finds that this is the applicable and definitive
County policy on the Growth Boundary.
By its very definition, a "Growth Boundary" delineates the area within a jurisdiction where growth should
occur. Where growth boundaries are successful , all growth occurs within the Growth Boundary before a
jurisdiction amends the boundary or permits growth outside of it.
Policy decisions as fundamental as where growth should occur and where preservation should occur
impact, and should consider, the entire County. The Subregion 5 Master Plan, as with all other master and
sector plans, addresses only portions of the County. In addition, the Subregion 5 Master Plan was
approved before the County Council adopted the concept of a Growth Boundary as a County policy area
designation. Prior practice notwithstanding, a future amendment of the General Plan, the RCP, or another
countywide functional master plan is the appropriate process to amend the Growth Boundary. Staff
concurs with RCP Policy 1.10 as described above and the District Council's finding in CR-11-2017
(approved in January of this year) that stated that the growth boundary is "well-established" and "longsettled." Staff further submits that changes to a County Growth Boundary established in 2014 are
premature in 2017, given vast amount of a) unbuilt, but permitted, residential units and b) undeveloped,
residentially-zoned land currently within the Established Communities.
5
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The minor amendment impacts an area of the County that is among the areas most in need of
preservation, due to its agricultural land use, rural nature, and environmental vulnerability. The two state
planning mandates for the PPA (Agricultural Stewardship Act of 2006, HB 2) and the Sustainable Growth
and Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 (SGA) tiers, require the county to designate areas to be
preserved for agricultural and forestry uses, and to be protected from major subdivisions requiring public
water and sewer service. The more intense type of development this Minor Amendment seeks to facilitate
in the PPA and in the Mattawoman Creek watershed is inconsistent with actions already taken as a result
of the County's compliance with state of Maryland requirements. Some of the proposed changes would
negatively impact the Agricultural Conservation Plan (part of the Resource Conservation Plan) objective
to preserve undeveloped land with.in the PP A.
Intensified residential and commercial land uses within the PPA would create a need for additional
infrastructure that has not been analyzed or planned. It would alter the character of the Rural and
Agricultural Area (RAA) by adding incompatible land uses, and put into jeopardy the state' s certification
of the County's agricultural preservation program, a threat to substantial future funding for agricultural
preservation. The state of Maryland (Department of Natural Resources) has weighed in on the
Mattawoman Creek watershed, which it has deemed is "at very high risk of impairment," stating that
"Mattawoman represents as near to ideal conditions as can be found in the northern Chesapeake Bay,
perhaps unattainable in the other systems, and should be protected from overdevelopment."
According to the established rural preservation visions and goals of the County's 2014 General Plan (Plan
2035), the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan, and the RCP, the Rural and Agricultural area (RAA)including the Priority Preservation Area (PPA)-is to be preserved, enhanced, and where appropriate,
restored for the purpose of protecting priority agricultural lands and ecosystems, quality open space, and a
vital agriculture-based economy. The PPA is an area designated by the Priority Preservation Area
Functional Master Plan, approved in July 2012, to meet the State requirement for a Priority Preservation
Plan. The Plan contains policies and strategies to reach the County goal of placing 24,769 acres under
protective easement by the year 2027. Public input received from these three planning efforts contributed
to establishing policies aimed at reducing the rate of land consumed by greenfield development,
minimizing development in areas of prime farm and forest acreage, and protecting water resources. The
proposed Subregion 5 minor amendment is inconsistent with those visions, goals, and policies of the
aforementioned comprehensive and functional plans.
This change to the Growth Boundary is inconsistent with Sec. 27-642(b)(l) of the Zoning Ordinance
because it contradicts, rather than advances, several Plan 2035 policies and strategies that include:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Policy 2 (page 112): "Limit the expansion of public water and sewer outside the Growth
Boundary in Rural and Agricultural Areas"
Strategy LU 1.1 (page 110): "To support areas best suited in the near term to become economic
engines and models for future development, encourage projected new residential and employment
growth to concentrate in the regional Transit Districts that are designated as Downtowns (see
Strategic Investment Program under Implementation section)"
Policy 7 (page I 14): "Limit future mixed-use land uses outside of the Regional Transit Districts
and Local Centers"
Policy 10(page116): " Retain Future Water and Sewer Service Areas in water and sewer
categories S5 and W5 until additional residential development capacity is needed to meet growth
projections"
Policy 11 (page 117): "Preserve and protect the Rural and Agricultural Areas to conserve
agricultural and forest resources"
Policy 1 (page 187): "Concentrate medium- to high-density housing development in regional
transit Districts and Local Centers with convenient access to jobs, schools, child care, shopping,
6
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•

recreation, and other services to meet projected demand and changing consumer preferences."
Policy 13 (page 218) "Preserve and enhance the County' s rural and agricultural character"

There are no Plan 2035 goals, policies, or strategies advanced by the proposed amendments .
The proposed amendments also stand in direct contradiction to the recently approved Resource
Conservation Plan (2017).

b. Conformance with the goals and policies of the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan
and Sectional Map Amendment.
This proposal to expand the County's Established Communities policy area is inconsistent with the
Subregion 5 Master Plan's land use policies that have designated these areas for " Rural" Future Land
U se. The removal of more than 1,000 acres of land from the rural policy areas would undermine the
vision of the Rural Tier which is the " protection of large amounts of land for woodland, wildlife habitat,
recreation and agricultural pursuits, and preservation of the rural character and vistas that now exist."
(Master Plan, page 9) The proposal also contradicts the public facilities and transportation
reconunendations in the master plan, which are derived from an analysis of anticipated future needs; these
calculations are based on the designated Future Land Use in the approved Master Plan (see discussion
below).
In addition, the proposed amendments of the County' s Growth Boundary are inconsistent with the
planning policies in the Subregion 5 Master Plan to preserve woodland, agriculture and rural character for
land in Amendments 1, 3 and 8. Re-designating these properties within a policy area (Established
Conununities) that assumes development at suburban residential and/or commercial densities would lead
to the conversion of natural resources to residential and conunercial development and the accompanying
infrastructure, contradicting the Master Plan's vision, policies and reconunendations for this area of
Subregion 5, which is the "protection of large amounts of land for woodland, wildlife habitat, recreation
and agriculture pursuits, and preservation of the rural character and vistas that now exist." (Master Plan,
p. 9)

3.

Conformance to Section 27-642(c)(4)
Sec. 27-642 (c) The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(4)

Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, the minor
amendment process shall not be utilized for any amendment which would
require major transportation analysis and/or modeling, revised water
and sewer classifications, or any Adequate Public Facilities analysis.

Comment:
The amendments cover a total of 27 properties containing 1,106 acres, that are currently outside the
Growth Boundary in an area largely zoned for rural and agricultural development and that would rely
upon individual well and septic systems. Reclassification to the Established Communities policy area
would place the subject properties inside the Growth Boundary, an area designated by the County Council
for residential, conunercial, or industrial development and eligible to receive public water and sewer. The
Subregion 5 Master Plan, the 2008 County Water and Sewer Plan, and Plan 2035 make reconunendations
for transportation, the environment, the provision of water and sewer services, and the adequacy of public
facilities based on the expectation that the subject properties would remain undeveloped, actively
preserved, or be developed with rural residential (at densities consistent with well and septic usage) or
7
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agricultural uses.

The proposed re-designation from the RAA to the Established Communities is not consistent with the
provisions of Section 27-642(c)(4) because the size of the proposed re-designation and the potential for
the intensity of development envisioned by Plan 2035 for Established Conm1Unities (and, in some cases,
reinforced by the District Council's concurrent proposed zoning changes) requires major transportation
analysis and modeling, an Adequate Public Facilities analysis, and subsequent revision of the water· and
sewer classifications for these properties since the reclassification would make the properties eligible for
public water and sewer, for which they are currently not eligible.
a.

Transportation

CR-62-2017 includes several "whereas" clauses containing findings or statements by the District Council
that attempt to establish a policy rationale for the proposed minor amendments. Several of these suggest
that a purpose of the proposed amendments is to increase residential development as a way to increase tax
or other revenues that can be dedicated to addressing transportation issues within Subregion 5. These are
best summarized by the following clause in CR-62-2017:

WHEREAS, in order to realize the plan vision, the District Council finds that new, responsibly planned
and implemented residential development hold potential for providing dedicated funding sources to
address this regi.onal transportation issue, and the use of coordinated priority fundingfees for new
development proj ects should be explored in order to create additional dollars to address the serious
transportation issues in the corridor; ... "

In general, residential development cannot provide dedicated funding sources to address regional
transportation issues. Any funding derived from a new development must bear a rational nexus to the
transportation demand created by that development. Such new development cannot be required to fund
projects to fully address the regional transportation challenges present in Subregion 5.
Additional residential development generates additional trips. If all development alleviated 100% of its
own traffic impact, there would be no congestion. To expect development to alleviate its own created
congestion, as well as congestion created by dozens of additional residential developments in Prince
George's and Charles Counties, is an ambitious and untested approach to transportation plamung that
would require additional analysis beyond the scope of this minor amendment. Tlus approach also raises
legal issues related to the proportionality of exactions which requires additional analysis.
When the County undertakes an area master plan, transportation impacts are identified through a thorough
analysis of the residential, commercial, and other buildout and strategies, including the need for specific
transportation facility improvements such as new or expanded roads. The 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan
nutigates rather than exacerbates the traffic congestion in the US 301/MD 5 corridors by intentionally and
strategically limiting development potential in the areas that are designated "Rural" on the Future Land
Use Map. Without public infrastructure funding, private contributions are usually not adequate to fund
public facility infrastructure, which suggests that even large amounts of new development such as that in
the areas under consideration in CR-62-2017, would not contribute the funds necessary to build the
improvements to relieve congestion along MD 5 and other roads in Brandywine and Clinton.
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Current County and State transportation plans are based on existing plans and are inadequate to relieve
the new, increased levels of traffic that would accompany the proposed growth and development pursuant
to a County Growth Boundary amendment. Without analysis of data that considers transportation patterns
based on specific buildout estimates regarding households, population, and jobs, staff cannot make any
detenninations or findings regarding the extent of the trips generated by the development that would
occur pursuant to the proposed Minor Amendments, or the street/road/highway segments negatively
impacted by those trips, except to state definitively that the proposed changes to the Growth Boundaries
would require major transportation analysis, rendering such proposals inconsistent with Section 27642(c)(4).

Note: The Subregion 5 Master Plan includes the following transportation strategy:
Pursue and establish a variety of dedicated funding sources and strategies to complete the recommended
2030 and buildout transportation network. (third bullet, Master Plan page 107)
Implementation of this policy requires that the County dedicate funds from a variety of sources to
construct transportation improvements. This Minor Amendment does not, and cannot, establish new
funding sources . Even if the existing County's Growth Boundary were changed as proposed in the
proposed Minor Amendments, the infrastructure needs within the areas newly designated in the
Established Communities would not be within Plan 2035 's " targeted growth areas" and road
improvements and other infrastructure needs would not be prioritized in the County's Capital
Improvement Program (CIP). Intensifying development on the proposed properties, which is the only
conceivable purpose for this amendment, will increase traffic demand. Given the location of the
properties and their distances from concentrations of jobs, it can be assumed that nearly all trips will be
by car; any development of the subject properties will increase the need for transportation infrastructure
in the Subregion. While new developments may be required to mitigate the transportation impacts
specific to their developments, the ability of new development to contribute to solving regional
transportation issues, such as congestion on US 301 , MD 5, MD 210, and other major commuter routes, is
extremely limited. While increased residential development may generate increased residential property
taxes, those taxes rarely pay the total costs incurred by such development, especially and pointedly
transportation improvements.
Therefore, this proposal cannot help to realize transportation policy goals.
b.

Revised Water and Sewer Classifications

The 2008 Water and Sewer Plan controls water and sewer category changes and requires that any water
and sewer category change must be consistent with the applicable land use plan before a change can
occur. The applicable land use plans are the Subregion 5 Master Plan and Plan 2035. The Subregion 5
Master Plan designates the Future Land Use for the area covered by the Minor Amendment as "Rural and
Agricultural" or "Residential Low", while Plan 2035 locates the properties associated with
Amendments 1, 3, and 8 outside the limit of planned water and sewer service.

If the amendments are approved, the Sewer Envelope must be realigned, and the properties affected by
the change must be placed in the appropriate water and sewer categories. Additionally, the Department of
Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement (OPIE) must be informed of any inconsistencies between the
Sewer Envelope and the Growth B oundary. The properties associated with Minor Amendment 1 and 8 are
in the 2012 Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act Tier N , while the property associated
with amendment 3 is in Tier Ill. Properties in Tiers III and N are on individual well and septic systems
and not eligible for public water and sewer service.
9
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Amending the Growth Boundary to include the properties identified as Amendments 1, 3 and 8 in the
Established Communities will require a realignment of the Sewer Envelope boundary which requires a
legislative amendment to the Water and Sewer Plan. This cannot be done through the minor plan
amendment process and also renders the proposed amendments inconsistent with Section 27-642(c)(4).
The 20 12 Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act requires each County within the State of
Maryland to designate septic Growth Tiers that limit the number of dwelling units built based on
available tier-specific septic or sewer service. Prince George's County designated its Growth Tiers using
the local priority preservation area designation and sewer boundaries. All properties within Minor
Amendments 1, 3 and 8 are located within Sustainable Growth Tiers III or IV (see Table 2). Residential
subdivisions within Tier ill shall be served by on-site septic disposal systems. Minor subdivisions within
Tier IV shall be served by on-site septic disposal systems, and major subdivisions served by on-site septic
disposal systems are not pemlitted in Tier IV. It should be noted that prior to the approval of the RCP,
the property referred to as Minor Amendment 3 was within Sustainable Growth Tier I. The approved RCP
made a technical correction to the Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act Map which
resulted in the subject property being moved to Sustainable Growth Tier III.
Table 2. Sustainable Growth Act Tiers
Sustainable Growth
Minor Amendment #
and Agricultural
Act
Tier #
IV
Minor Amendment 1
Ill
Minor Amendment 3
I
Minor Amendment 8
III
Minor Amendment 8
IV
Minor Amendment 8

c. Adequate Public Facilities

In addition to transportation and water/sewer impacts, the development of residential units at the densities
encouraged by policies for the Established Communities requires analysis of the impact of such
development on public school enrollment, the provision of police, fire and emergency medical services,
and the need for additional parks, libraries, and other necessary public facilities. The acreage proposed for
inclusion in the Established Communities could yield a significant number of new residential units, with
the attendant impact on transportation, water, sewer, and other public facilities and services. The impact
of increased residential growth on these facilities and services is evaluated as part of any area master plan;
such impacts were analyzed, and mitigating strategies approved, as part of the 2013 Subregion 5 Master
Plan, based on anticipated residential buildout at that time. Changes of the magnitude proposed are
inappropriate without the necessary analysis of public facility impact, and, therefore, are inconsistent with
Section 27-642(c)(4).
Also, in accordance with Section 24-122.01 of the County Code (Public facilities requirements), the
Planning Board may not approve a preliminary plan of subdivision if it finds that adequate public facilities
(e.g. schools, police, fire and EMS, water and sewer service, roads, etc.) do not exist or are not programmed
for the area within which the proposed subdivision is located. In such cases the Planning Board shall require
adequate public facilities, as provided in Section 24-122.0 I and in Division 4 of Subtitle 24.

10

CR-62-2017, Proposed Minor Amendments to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan

Although this is not a preliminary plan of subdivision application, amending the County's Growth
Boundary as proposed, will eventually result in the subdivision of land and creation of new development.
Minor Amendment l and Minor Amendment 8 will trigger an adequate public facilities (APF) analysis
because the properties are located outside the County's Sewer Envelope. Properties outside the Sewer
Envelope are outside the limit of planned water and sewer service which is the boundary beyond which
community water and sewer facilities will not be approved as provided in the 2008 Water and Sewer
Plan. Minor Amendment 3 is within the Sewer Envelope; however, it will trigger an APF review because
it is located in Sustainable Growth Act Tier ITI. Properties within Tier III as provided in the 20 12
Sustainable Growth and Agricultural Preservation Act, shall be served by on-site septic disposal systems
and not by public sewer.
This requirement for APF review also makes the minor amendment inconsistent with the provisions of
Section 27-642(c)(4). (Note that several properties including Parcel 8, identified as Tax Account No. 111156447 will not trigger an APF review because the properties are already inside the County Sewer
Envelope).
Minor Amendment I , Minor Amendment 3 and Minor Amendment 8, (except for the abovementioned
properties), are also outside the Growth Boundary and are located within the designated Rural and
Agricultural Areas of the Prince George's County Growth Policy Map as provided in Plan 2035 . A policy
of Plan 2035 is to prevent the expansion of public water and sewer outside the Growth Boundary in Rural
and Agricultural Areas.
SUMMARY
1. The proposed amendments are not consistent with Section 27-642 of the County Zoning Ordinance.
2. The proposed County's Growth Boundary changes are not consistent with and are contrary to, the
policies and recommendations of Plan 2035, the 2017 Approved Prince George 's County Resource
Consen,ation Plan: A Countywide Functional Master Plan , the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master
Plan, and the 2012 Approved Priority Presen1ation Area Functional Master Plan.
3. Recommendations for land use, public facilities (including water and sewer), environmental
preservation, and transportation improvements in the Subregion 5 planning area (in Plan 2035, the
2017 RCP, the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan, Approved Countywide Master Plan of
Transportation, and other master plans impacted by growth in the subject area), would be
compromised by the proposed amendment of the County's Growth Boundary.
4. The proposed significant transfer of acreage from the County's conservation and open space areas to
a development area is not accounted for in any of the County's official area and functional master
plans.
5. If the proposed re-designation was approved, the County would need to amend the Priority
Preservation Area Plan and apply to the state of Maryland for re-certification of the County's Priority
Preservation Areas. The resulting patchwork of preservation areas would jeopardize the state's recertification of the County's agricultural preservation program, a threat to substantial future funding
for agricultural preservation.
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CR-62-2017, Proposed Minor Amendments to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan

FINDINGS
1. Amendments of the County Zoning Map are beyond the scope of the minor plan amendment process
in Section 27-642 and cannot be approved via that process.
2. The Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan is not the appropriate plan through which to amend the
Growth Boundary as an amendment of the Plan 2035 Approved General Plan.
3. The proposed amendments to the County Growth Boundary, reclassifying properties from the Rural
and Agricultural Areas to the Established Conununities are inconsistent with Section 27-642(b) and
Section 27-642(c) as follows:
a.

The proposed amendments do not advance the goals of any approved comprehensive plan
or functional plan, including Plan 2035, the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan, the
2012 Adopted and Approved Priority Preservation Area Functional Master Plan, and the
2017 Approved Prince George's County Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide
Functional Master Plan. The proposed amendments have the opposite effect,
compromising the goals, policies, and strategies of these plans applicable to this area of
Prince George's County and the County' s Growth Policy areas .
b. The proposed amendments are not limited to specific issues regarding public planning
objectives. The proposed amendments trigger unaddressed impacts and do not advance
any public planning objectives.
c. The proposed amendments require major transportation analysis and modeling.
d. The proposed amendments require revised water and sewer classifications.
e. The proposed amendments require Adequate Public Facilities analysis.
Staff Recommendation: Decline to adopt the proposed Minor Amendments.
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CR-62-2017, Minor Amendment of the
2013 Approved Subregion 5 Mast er Plan
Propo$ed Changes to the Plan 2035
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Dr., Suite 4120
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
(301) 952-4501 • (301) 952-3444 fax

Elizabeth Hewlett, Chair
Prince George' s County Planning Board

TO:

Andree Green Checkley, Planning Director
Prince George's County Planning Department
FROM:

Debra S. Borden
Principal Counsel

DATE:

September 12, 2017

RE:

CR-62-2017
Subregion 5 Minor Sectional Map Amendment

CR-62-2017 was adopted by the District Council on July 18, 2017 ("CR-62"). CR-62 directs the initiation
of a Minor Master Plan Amendment pursuant to Section 27-642, and the initiation of a Minor Sectional
Map Amendment pursuant to the same section of the code. The problem is, a Minor Sectional Map
Amendment does not exist, and for the following reasons such a process cannot exist.
In Maryland there are three methods of re-zoning property. A comprehensive map amendment, a
piecemeal zoning map amendment su bject to the "change or mistake rule," and a zoning t ext amendment
which amends the text of the zoning ordinance. A comprehensive map amendment, authorized by Md.
Land Use Art. §22-104(a)(2), is a legislative function of the District Council.
As stated in Mayor & Council of Rockville v. Rylyns Enterprises, 372 Md. 514, 535 (2002) (citations
omitted):
"[t]he requirements which must be met for an act of zoning to qualify as proper comprehensive
zoning are that the legislative act of zoning must: 1) cover a substantial area; 2) be the product
of careful study and consideration; 3) control and direct the use of land and development
according to present and planned future conditions, consistent with the public interest; and, 4)
set forth and regulate all permitted land uses in all or substantially all of a given political
subdivision, though it need not zone or rezone all of the land in the jurisdiction."

Elizabeth Hewlett, Chair
Andree Green Checkley, Director
Page 2
September 12, 2017

As a legislative act, comprehensive zoning is not subject to a showing of evidence to support the choice
of particular zones for specific properties, and comprehensive re-zonings are exceedingly difficult to
challenge in court as they carry a strong presumption of correctness and validity. While specific requests
by property owners are often considered during comprehensive re-zonings, the method and extent of
consideration of individual requests is solely within the discretion of the legislative body, e.g. the Prince
George's County Council sitting as the District Council. 1
A piecemeal rezoning is a quasi-judicial (on-the-record) action under state law, subject to evidence of
either a change in the character of the neighborhood or a mistake in the prior comprehensive rezoning in
order for the District Council to approve a change in zoning for a particular property. The burden to prove
change or mistake is on the applicant or property owner. Because zoning necessarily impacts the
economic uses to which land may be put, and thus impacts the economic return to the property owner,
the requirement that there be uniformity within each zone throughout the County is an important
safeguard of the right to fair and equal treatment of the landowners at the hands of the local zoning
authority. The requirement of uniformity serves to protect the landowner from favoritism towards certain
landowners within a zone by the grant of less onerous restrictions than are applied to others within the
same zone elsewhere in the district, and also serves to prevent the use of zoning as a form of leverage by
the loca l govern ment seeking land concession, transfers, or other consideration in return for more
favorable zoning treatment. Rylyns Enterprises, 372 Md. 514,536 (citations omitted).
The only exception to the change or mistake rule is a floating zone, which must be authorized in the local
jurisdiction's Zoning Ordinance, and must contain required findings, development standa rds, and
locational standards. Dissatisfaction with the relative inflexibility of Euclidian zoning gave rise to the use
of floating zones, the use of which is authorized in Maryland by Md.Code (1957, 1998 Repl. Vol., 2002
Supp.), Article 66B, § 10.0l(a)(8). In the case of Eschinger v. Bus, 250 Md. 112, 118-119, 242 A.2d 502,
505-506 (1968), the Maryland Court of Appeals quoted Russell R. Reno, Non Euclidean Zoning: the Use of
the Floating Zone, 23 Md. L.Rev. 105, 107 (1963), as follows:

In recent years a new device in zoning has developed which provides the machinery for the
establishment of small tracts for use as a shopping center, a garden apartment or a light industry
in accordance with a comprehensive plan for the entire municipality, and at the same time leaves
the exact location of each tract to be determined in the future as demanded for a shopping center,
a garden apartment or a light industry develops in a specific area. This device is the creation of
special use districts for these various uses, which at the time are unlocated districts, but which
can be located by a petition of a property owner desiring to develop his specific tract for any of
these special uses. Such unloca ted special zoning districts are popularly referred to as 'floating
zones,' in that they float over the entire municipality until by application of a property owner one
of these special zones descends upon his land thereby reclassifying it for the special use."
(emphasis added). Quoted in, Rylyns Enterprises, 372 Md. 514, 539.

1

To the extent the local legislature has enacted rules concerning individual request during comprehensive rezonings, the legislative body is legally bound to follow its own rules and procedures.

Elizabeth Hewlett, Chair
Andree Green Checkley, Director
Page 3
September 12, 2017

The final method to rezone property in Maryland is the zoning text amendment. A zoning text amendment
is a change to the local jurisdiction' s Zoning Ordinance, and is also a legislative act which is authorized by
Md. Land Use Art. §22-104(a)( l). Text amendments are subject to the same procedural requirements of
any other legislative enactment, except they are not subject to executive veto since they are within the
sole province of the District Council.
In summary, the tools available to rezone property include comprehensive rezonin g, piecemeal rezoning
subject to the change/mistake rule, text amendment, and floating zones. The State, in granti ng local
zoning authority, tightly controls how that authority shall be exercised, and therefore rezoning methods
are exclusive and cannot be expanded without an act of the Maryland General Assembly . See Rylyns.
If the District Council intends CR-62 to initiate a comprehensive zoning map amendment, then an accurate
planning and geographic area must be identified, and the SMA process must be followed. If a piecemeal
map amendment is intended, then the property owners should file individual applications and conform
to the change or mistake standard, or apply for M XT as a floating zone. Each individ ual property owner
wou ld be required to establish, in a quasi-judicial hearing, that they meet the change or mistake standard,
or the findings for a floating zone.
The proposed process appears to be a hybrid of comprehensive re-zoning and a piecemeal process,
because while it has been initiated by the District Council, it is targeted to re-zone only specified
properties. This method of re-zoning is exactly what State law prohibits.
The proposed process
contemplated in CR-62 does not exist in the loca l ordinance and also does not exist in State law, therefore
it is disallowed by State law. The Planning Board literally has no legal process corresponding to CR-62
for either the Planning Board or planning staff to follow, with regard to the proposed re-zonings.

As there is no local process and it appears that CR-62 is inconsistent with the laws of this state, we advise
the Planning Board to recommend that the District Council amend CR-62 to correct geogra phic and
planning area errors detailed by planning staff and, if zoning map amendments are still proposed, to
initiate an SMA in accordance with Part 3, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Attachment 3
Staff Analysis of Testimony from the October 10, 2017 Joint Public Hearing regarding proposed
changes to the County Zoning Map for District Council worksession
Below is an analysis of the testimony received during the public comment period for the October 10, 2017 Joint Public Hearing on the amendment
of the 20 13 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (CR-62-2017). This analysis is organized around comments on the
CR-62-2017 proposal to change the zoning of land. A staff response to the issues raised is included.

Testimony in Opposition to CR-62-2017 Re-Zoning Proposal
Stan Fetter, Speaker}, Exhibit 31
Kamila Gray, Speaker 2
Mildred Krieme!meyer, Speaker 3
Tamara Davis-Brown, Speaker 7 Exhibit 9
Harry Kriemelmeyer, Speaker 8
Ma,y Forsht-Tucker, Speaker 9 Exhibit 10

Sarah Cavitt, Speaker 13 Exhibit 11
Henry S. Cole, PhD, Speaker 14, Exhibit 12
Adrienne Crowell, Speaker15, Exhibit 19
Judith Allen Leventhal, Speaker 20, Exhibit 15
Tommi Maki/a, Speaker 13
Kelly Canavan, Speaker14, Exhibit 16
Phillip Van Wittenburg, Speaker 15, Exhibit 21
Susan Chandler, Speaker 16
Claudia Raskin, Speaker 18, Exhibit 17

Jame/a Charles, Speaker 19
.Martha Ainsworth, Exhibit 30
Kevin Harper, Exhibit 34
Joanne Flynn, Speaker 20, Exhibit 35
Bradley Heard, Exhibit 36
Bonnie Bick, Speaker 21, Exhibit 37
Emily Canavan, Speaker 23,
Millicent Allenby, Exhibit 38
Steven Gershman, Exhibit 20
John Mitchell, Exhibit 22
Adrienne Crowell, Speaker 9, Exhibit 19
Muriel Greaves, Exhibit 23
Rev. Dr. Delman Coates, Ph.D., Exhibit 24
Ronald E. Small, Exhibit 25

Testimony Supporting CR-62-2017 Re-Zoning Proposal
Thomas Haller, Speaker 16, Exhibit 13
James J. Robinson, Exhibit 18
Matthew Tedesco, Speaker 17, Exhibits 32, 33
William Shipp, Speaker 17, Exhibit 26
Mel Franklin, Exhibit 27

Analysis of Testimony: Re-zoning Proposal
Following is Staff's analysis of oral and written testimony received at the public hearing of October 10, 20 17 and p1ior to the close of the public
record on October 20, 2017 on proposed Amendments 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7 in CR-62-20 17 proposing to re-zone land.
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·Spe3k.er7
Exhibit
Speaker 1
Exhibit 31
Stan Fetter,
Citizen

. 1

Staff Analysis/Discussion

Testim~my
-

c...'..:t...

Opposed. Expressed concerns that the requirements I Staff generally concurs with Mr. Fetter's
of the amendments are not met and that "2000+ testimony.
acres" is not minor. Mr. Fetter did not see how the
zoning could be justified given the lack of
infrastructure and transportation improvements. He
did not think that money from developers would fix
the area's transportation problems, as has been
proven time and again. Mr. Fetter provided
examples of transportation improvements he
claimed had failed in various parts of the County.
Location for rezoning is out of line with the General
Plan. Putting M-X-T along the banks of the
Mattawoman Creek, Accokeek Road, Floral Park
Road, miles from major transportation corridors
makes absolutely no sense and flies in the face of 30
years of preservation efforts.
Opposes amendment as it represents a new
methodology for an end-run around established
processes; astonishing in both scope and sheer gall.
CR-62 fails on legality: Minor Amendments cannot
be used where a change in water and sewer
categories would be required or where a traffic
study would be needed. Nothing more than a backdoor attempt to rezone a very specific collection of
properties to benefit one developer.

Speaker 2
Kamita Gray,
Citizen

Opposed. She promised to submit written Staff generally concurs with Ms. Gray's testimony
comments. Ms. Gray thought that when rezoning to and recommends denial of the proposed
the M-X-T Zone "there are inadequate standards and amendments.
there is no true definition." She thought it was
possible to get 80% residential rather than M-X-T,
which would make traffic worse in the area given
that the roads were only two-lane.

Speaker 3
Mildred
Kriemelmeyer,
Citizen

Opposed. Mrs. Mildred Kriemelmeyer noted that the I Staff generally concurs and recommends denial of
Chair read the applicable section of the Zoning the proposed amendments.
Ordinance and it clearly showed that CR-62 was
illegitimate. She did not support the idea of placing
M-X-T in the middle of a rural agricultural area. She
understood that the Walton Company had purchased
these properties, and that the amendment coincided
with all their properties, with a few exceptions.

Speaker 7
Exhibit 9
Tamara DavisBrown,
Citizen

Opposed. In reference to statements regarding I Staff generally concurs and recommends denial of
regional transpo1tation issues and the use of the proposed amendments.
coordinated priority funding fees for new
development projects in the preamble clause of CR62-2017, Ms. Davis Brown thought that the use of
development fees had been unsuccessful, allowing
more housing and unfettered development that only
made traffic worse. ("More houses mean more
traffic.")
Ms. Davis Brown also did not think the requirements
of Sec. 27-642(c)(4) had been met and that the
proposal was not a Minor Amendment but a major
rezoning of rural properties to a mixed-use zone, a
zone designed to be near metro stations and major
highways. She stated that in the rural and
agricultural areas there was no water and sewer.
Review the proposal's legality under the County
Zoning Ordinance regarding rezoning of land in

District 9.
Proposal goes beyond the scope of Section 27-642
of the County's Zoning Ordinance (to completely
rezone land) . She also noted that many of the
properties were owned by the Walton Corporation.
She disapproved of the resolution because 2,000
acres " is not a Minor Amendment."
Speaker 8
Harry
Kriemelmeyer,
Citizen
Speaker 9
Exhibit 10
Mary ForshtTucker,
Citizen

Opposed. Thought that CR-62-2017 fai led as a I No comment
Minor Amendment as described in Sec. 27642(c)( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance.

Opposed. Testimony focused on amendments 7 and Two of the three amendments would require
8. She stated that placing the M-X-T Zone in rural realignment of the water and sewer envelope. Staff
agricultural areas went against everything the generally concurs with the testimony and
County had advocated over the past decade.
recommends denial of the proposed amendments.
Ms. Forsht-Tucker did not believe CR-62-20 17 met
the amendment requirements as it is expressly stated
under Sec. 27-642(c)(4) that the process cannot be
used for any amendment requmng major
transportation, water and sewer, and public facilities
studies; it disallows triggering Adequacy of Public
Facilities evaluation; sewer category changes. CR62-201 7 bypasses the Zoning Hearing Examiner and
the Planning Department. She did not believe the
amendment process could be used to do this.
She stated further that the M-X-T Zone had few
restrictions and a study was essential. The M-X-T
Zone encourages a 24-hour functional environment,
near a major intersection or transit hub. She thought
that the proposal needed to be evaluated and it
should not be in the rural tier. She also challenged

the legality of changing zoning for 2,000+ acres of
land through a Minor Amendment.
Speaker 13
Exhibit 11
Sarah Cavitt,
Indian
Highway Area
Action
Council , Inc.

Opposed. Thought that CR-62-2017 would cause
more sprawl when the focus should be on
developing at the 15 Metro sites. She also thought
that CR-62-2017 was counterproductive to the
zoning rewrite. She questioned whether M-X-T
would work now when it had not worked in the past.
Her group supported other speakers and written
testimony in opposition, and challenged that
rezoning 2,000+ acres was minor.

Speaker 14
Exhibit 12
Henry S. Cole,
PhD,
Citizen

Opposed. Stated that M-X-T pemlitted anything and Staff shares Dr. Cole's concerns especially as
anything could be built in the Rural Tier. He was regards rural and agricultural preservation. The
concerned that Amendments 7 and 8 were not Subregion 5 Master Plan, Plan 2035 , the Rural
' minor' amendments. He noted that 15 of the Conservation Functional Master Plan and ot hers,
properties were in the Mattawoman Watershed and all promote the preservation of rural resow·ces.
was concerned about the environmental impacts,
especially as no studies had been completed. CR-6220 17 process is a sly way to avoid public scrutiny; it
precludes a full environmental impact analysis and
sets a dangerous precedent for the future. Proposed
rezoning may contradict restrictions for use of the
Minor Amendment process.

Speakerl5
Exhibit 19
Adrienne
Crowell,
Citizen

Mrs. Cavitt' s assumptions are supported by Plan
2035 which recommends that development such as
that possible under the M-X-T Zone should be
concentrated in designated Local Centers and
Transit Districts, not scattered throughout the
Established Communities.

Opposed. Stated that she lived close to the properties I No comment.
under amendments 4 and 5. She said M-X-T would
extend operating hours for businesses and increase
traffic in an area already dangerous for pedestrians.
Ms. Crowell was concerned about increasing the
number of liquor stores already in the area, implying
that rezoning would allow more. She also expressed
her concern that multifami ly development would
attract deviant behavior, overcrowding, and
overdeveloped properties with no supporting

infrastructure.
Speaker 16
Exhibit 13
Thomas Haller,
Attorney,
Gibbs and
Haller,
representing
Angela Chung

Speaker 17
Exhibit 33
Matthew
Tedesco,
Attorney,
representing
Piscataway
Clinton, LLC

Supported Amendment 2. Noted that the R-R Zone The property owner's position regarding
was more compatible with adjacent R-L zoned land; reclassification of the Growth Boundary was not
has frontage on a public road; water and sewer lines supported by the Planning Department or the
within the property are available for immediate Planning Board.
co1mection; the R-R Zone is more compatible with
adjacent (R-L-Zoned) land. Explained chronology Further, this property was placed in the Rural &
of past efforts to reclassify and rezone th.is property. Agricultural Area (RAA), outside the Growth
Reasons are cited for rezoning the property from the Boundary, by Plan 2035 . Plan 2035 stressed the
R-A to the R-R Zone include the proximity of the importance of preserving the Rural & Agricultural
property to the Piscataway Preserve development Area. In the 2017 Resource Conservation Plan
(R-L Zone, 10,000 - 14,000 square foot lots) (RCP), the Council went further and established
through which this property has public access, and the following policy: Maintain the size and
the exiting water and sewer lines that traverse it. configuration of the Rural and Agricultural Area
Expansion of growth boundary only limited to this in perpetuity and do not reduce the size for any
property as a tree bank, existing development and reason. RCP, Rural Character Conservation Plan
Policy l.10, page 121.
publicly owned land abut it.
Support , Amendment 4. Stated that the proposed
rezoning supports the goals and policies of the
Subregion 5 Master Plan and the Central Branch
Avenue Revitalization Sector Plan. Mr. Tedesco
stated that the M-X-T Zone was explicitly supported
by the Subregion 5 and the CBA plans and that the
amendment would facilitate growth through zoning,
to facilitate road improvements at the intersection of
Brandywine Road and MD 223. He was of the view
that there was a need to facilitate economic
development and utilize fees, to make
improvements. He thought that the M-X-T Zone
drove economic development in the County and that
it had adequate checks and balances through the
development review process. Concluding, he stated
that rezoning would facilitate development for road
improvements, increased employment2 and would

The Subregion 5 Master Plan does not explicitly
support the M-X-T Zone for these properties. The
CBA Sector Plan recommends Residential Mixed
Use for part of the subject prope1ty, but the
majority of the property is recommended for
Residential Low development.
Approximately 58 acres are proposed to be
developed; this testimony represents
approximately 35 acres of the 58 acres . The 2013
Sector Plan (CBA) recommendations 13 acres for
"Mixed-use Residential" in the location of land
presently zoned C-S-C (tax accounts 0975334 and
0975342) . The Future Land Use recommendations
for the remaining acreage in Amendment 4 is
Residential Low or Open Space. The M-X-T Zone
allows a greater variety of land uses than are

meet the County's development plans, and the vison
of the general plan and the Subregion 5 Plan. He
noted that the Central Branch A venue Plan had also
designated this area as residential mixed-use.

recommended for this location. 'Residential
Mixed-Use' is defined in the CBA plan as mixed
land use types within one zone where residential is
the dominant land use type. 'Residential Low'
areas have residential densities of up to 3 .5
dwelling units per acre. Private property
designated as 'Open Space' is intended to remain
open space. The Minor Amendment process is not
the appropriate vehicle to rezone property.

Supports rezoning from R-R to M-X-T for the
following reasons: implement the vision of the CBA
sector plan (p. 54) Clinton Commercial Core Focus
Area; reflect recommended land use concepts;
realize
the
recommended
transportation
improvements; better connect1v1ty; promote It should be noted that there was no testimony in
economic development; increase employment suppo1t of amendment 5, also within the CBA
opportunities; harmonize development and land use Sector Plan area.
policies;
contribute to paying for
road
improvements; ensure a mix of employment and
residential uses with an emphasis on either
residential or commercial; M-X-T can easily
respond to market trends and needs; add variety and
diversity of housing types.
Speaker 20
Exhibit 15
Judith Allen
Leventhal,
Citizen

Opposed. She did not believe that rezoning
thousands of acres to the M-X-T Zone was an
amendment. She contended that M-X-T, with its few
limits on density, was intended for Metro stations.
She was concerned that the proposed changes would
further clog unmaintained local roads and produce
severe environmental and safety concerns. She
called for more planning and study before such a
change could occur since the change was not
mandated by a court of special appeals, as she
believed someone else suggested. Rather, she
thought it would facilitate private landowners and
not tax-paying residents living in the area.

Speaker 13
Tomm.i Makila2

Opposed. Thought that the process would not hold
water if it were to be challenged in the courts. He

Staff generally concurs with Ms. Leventhal 's
testimony and recommends denial of the proposed
amendments

I No comment

Citizen

advised the lawyers to look again at the proposal,
because the area bad major transportation challenges
and building more houses was not the solution. He
did not believe a planner could properly explain how
this was a solution. He also stated that the proposal
was not minor and that its impacts would be
significant. He expressed concern that the
amendments only benefited a few private business
interests and that was not the way to create policy.

Speaker 14
Exhibit 16
Kelly Canavan,
Accokeek,
Mattawoman
and Piscataway
Creek Council

Opposed. Voiced strong opposition to CR-62-2017.
She was concerned that it would destroy the rural
tier and quality of life. She also had concerns that
moving to M-X-T tlu·ough this process was illegal,
sketchy, and did not meet the Minor Amendment
rules listed in Sec. 27-642(c)(4). She claimed that
the proposal denied residents due process because
it did not aiiiculate purposes and projected impacts,
and focused too much on transportation
improvements though the j ustification defied logic.
She also considered some of the master plan
goals/vision quoted in the resolution as vague. She
concluded that Council appeared to be for
orchestrated favors for specific property owners at
the expense of residents. She thought the process
was rushed and minimized public input.

Speaker 15
Exhibit 2 1
Phillip Van
Wiltenburg,
Greater
Accokeek
Civic
Association

Staff generally concurs with Ms. Canavan's
testimony and recommends denial of the proposed
amendments.

Opposed. Expressed concerns that transportation in Staff generally concurs with Mr. Van Wiltenburg's
the area was an issue, rezoning to M-X-T was testimony and recommends denial of the proposed
worrisome, and that both the zone and the approval amendments.
process were poorly defined. He thought that there
were sometimes too many exemptions granted in the
development process under M-X-T. Regarding the
adequacy of schoo l facil ities under Sec. l 0192.0l(e) of the County Code, he was concerned
that the school surcharge was not adequate. He

complained about rece1vmg the notice with
insufficient time to respond.
The zoning change does not meet the criteria of 27213 for rezoning properties to M-X-T. Specifically,
it requires the zoning to be near a transportation hub,
which this is not. And M-X-T does not limit housing
density, and does not make sense in the rural tier.
The proposed rezoning goes beyond the scope of
County's Zoning Laws that allow for a Minor
Amendment - Sec. 27-642(c)(4). No analysis or
Adequate Public Faculties analysis has occurred to
determine impacts; most of the area does not have
water and sewer connection, which is already
overburdened. The roads, specifically MD-5, MD210, MD-223, MD-373, and side roads are already
overtaxed and will see increased congestion.
Accokeek is already feeling the impacts of
development
under 4-01063 . Development
continues to undermine the rural nature of the
surrounding area.
County Section 10-192.01.e. states "payment of the
schools facilities surcharge does not eliminate any
authority to apply any test concerning the adequacy
of school faci lities under the County's adequate
public facility ordinance."
The sewer system is already overburdened and has
had repeated pollution spills. As development
continues it destroy green space and trees, and
causes wildlife to suffer.

Speaker 16
Susan
Chandler,
Citizen
Speaker 17
Exhibit 26
William Shipp,
Attorney,
representing
Walton Group
Companies,
LLC,

Opposed. Testified against changing the zoning I No comment
through CR-62-2017. She liked the area's rural
character and did not like the increasing traffic.

Support. Testified in support of CR-62-2017. He
noted that the Walton Companies' vision did not
necessarily require rezoning to M-X-T; it could be
realized under a different zone. Mr. Shipp described
the type of development that would follow as "the
best in class communities" and one that would
provide economic vitality for the region. He said the
roads were a fact of life and that the problem has not
been solved because roads have not been a prioiity.
He thought that the development funding system
worked and would work in the region same as it did
in Westphalia. The development would be clustered
and would utilize the best environmental practices
because they were committed to protecting
Mattawoman Creek, and improving its quality.

The prope1ty owner's vision is inconsistent with
the goal, objectives, and recommendations for this
area in the County's current master plan, general
plan, and functional master plans. Should the
County wish to move forward, a project of this
magnitude would need to be addressed
comprehensively as a budgeted Planning
Department work program. Zoning is a plan
implementation tool, so there would first need to
be a plan that set forth the land use policies that the
zoning would implement.

The property owner envisions a development called
Tributary on the 1,000+ acres they own. They are
exploring a variety of zones to achieve a
"sustainably designed planned community that ...
also (provides) a key component of to the regional
transportation issues." They would like to work with
the staff and the community to find common ground.
Speaker 18
Exhibit 17
Claudia
Raskin,
Citizen

Opposed " in the strongest term." She thought that
counsel for the Walton Co. was missing the point in
that the issue was not about wanting responsible
development, but wanting no development at all.
She thought that development should focus around
Metro stations, not the rural tier. She was concerned
that her Councilmember had not convened a

Plan 2035 stresses the importance of concentrating
mixed-use development in its 26 designated Local
Centers and eight designated Regional Transit
Districts, rather than scattered throughout the
County.

citizen's group of the rural tier as they had promised.
She was concerned that her community was going to
be developed into residential communities when the
focus should be on open space, recreation, and
agricultural economic development, not housing.
She saw a need to move away from housing as the
main income stream for the County and instead
focus on promoting rural activities. She expressed
that the residents wanted to keep the area rural and
protect the County's air and water resources. She
said not everyone wants to live in a planned
community.
"The rezoning will sound the death toll for our
precious rural area, erode its character, and is
inconsistent with recent efforts to preserve our
agricultural history, rural recreation, and farms. The
change wi ll compromise the agritourism market that
has been growing in the area (wineries, recreation,
small fam1s)."
Speaker 19
Jamela Charles

Opposed. Rezoning to M-X-T zoning would I No comment.
increase traffic. She did not support residential
development, especially multifamily, which she
claims brings crin1e.

Exhibit 27
Mel Franklin,
Councilman,
Prince
George's
County Council

Include in the evaluation and consideration the 20 13 Agree. A work program is included in the
Approved Central Branch Avenue Corridor Planning Department' s FY-2018 budget to prepare
a Sectional Map Amendment to implement
Revitalization Sector Plan.
recommendations in the CBA Sector Plan.
Staff proposes a major amendment to the CBA
Sector Plan in its proposed FY-2019 budget: these
issues can best be addressed during that process.

Exhibit 30
Martha
Ainsworth,
Chair, Prince
George' s
County Sierra
Club Group

This is not a "minor" amendment and does not Agree. The amendment process is not the
satisfy the criteria for amendments in Zoning appropriate vehicle to rezone property.
Ordinance Sec. 27-642. Approval of this
amendment would undermine the credibility of the
county's zoning system and further erode the public
trust.

Exhibit 32
Matthew
Tedesco,
Attorney, Calm
Retreat, LLC;
AlliedBrandywine,
LLC

Supports the rezoning from R-R to M-X-T in
Amendment 6 for the following reasons: will
advance the goals of the master plan; will provide
funding to the Brandywine Road Club that will fund
road improvements that will reduce traffic
M-X-T
process
will
ensure
congestion;
development that is transit-supported and fits into
the fabric of the community.

Approximately 90 acres of the subject properties,
of which 60+/- acres is in the Brandywine Local
Center and with Future Land Use Mixed-Use. The
Subregion 5 Master Plan and the Master Plan of
Transportation (MPOT) recommend a new arterial
road through the Calm Retreat property (A-55,
Accokeek Rd.) The Subregion 5 plan designates
this property in the Edge area of the Brandywine
Community (Plan 2035, Local) Center. The Minor
Amendment process is not the appropriate vehicle
to rezone pr.operty.

Exhibit 33
Matthew
Tedesco,
Attorney,
PiscatawayClinton LLC

Supports rezoning from R-R to M-X-T for the
following reasons: implement the vision of the CBA
sector plan (p. 54) Clinton Commercial Core Focus
Area; reflect recommended land use concepts;
realize
the
recommended
transportation
improvements; better connectivity; promote
economic development; increase employment
opportunities; harmonize development and land use
policies; contribute to paying for road
improvements; ensl:ll"e a mix of employment and
residential uses with an emphasis on either
residential or commercial; M-X-T can easily
respond to market trends and needs; add variety and
diversity of housing types.

Approximately 58 acres may need to be assembled
to create a developable block; this testimony
represents approximately 35 acres. The 2013
Sector Plan (CBA) recommendations 13 acres for
"Mixed-use Residential" in the location of land
presently zoned C-S-C (tax accounts 0975334 and
0975342). The Future Land Use recommendations
for the remaining acreage in amendment 4 are
Residential Low or Open Space. The M-X-T Zone
allows a greater variety of land uses than are
recommended for this location. 'Residential
Mixed-Use' is defined in the CBA plan as mixed
land use types within one zone where residential is
the dominant land use type. 'Residential Low'
areas have residential densities of up to 3.5

dwelling units per acre. Private property
designated as 'Open Space' is intended to remain
open space. The Minor Amendment process is not
the appropriate vehicle to rezone property.
Exhibit 34
Kevin Harper,
Citizen

Regarding Amendment 4, the concept (from
loopnet.com listing) shows one-story, segmented
retail with surface parking, in oversupply in
Clinton, and green space is too small, unusable (no
paths, benches). Need a grander design. Parcels not
wide enough to accommodate recommended road
improvements on MD 223. Should discontinue
sprawl. Need smaller, close-by community parks,
and dog parks.

The online development concept (in the Exhibit)
for the Clinton Commercial Core is not the plan
concept. CBA Plan's vision is: "A greatly
enhanced and expanded Mary Surratt House and
Museum, and the popular B.K. Miller store, are a
destination for the region as well as local residents,
and contribute to a unique synergy with new
development along the corridor.
The Boys and Girls Club recreational fields and a
new recreational center provide programs and
activities for teens and young adults in a pedestrian
friendly environment." (p. 95) The plan's
development concept emphasizes boulevard-type
improvements for MD 223 and development
described as: "Urban townhouse development on
both sides of Woodyard Road is expected to
provide residential density to support the new
centers and serve as a transition between the high
intensity development and lower intensity
neighborhood commercial to the west.
The Old Branch Avenue and Woodyard Road
intersection becomes the crossroads for the historic
part of the corridor, with the four
quadrants revitalized and redeveloped with
residential, recreation, and retail uses. Automobile
and pedestrian circulation along
Woodyard Road is greatly improved by a new
multi-way boulevard that offers facilities for

pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile usage." (p. 96)
Re: open space:
• Provide a neighborhood green space that is
conveniently
located for the recommended town home
development.
• Ensure pedestrian and bicycle amenities such
benches, bus shelters, tables, sculpture, water
fountain, trash receptacles are provided in all
public open spaces/plazas.
- Install periphery sidewalk that connects the civic
open space to the surrounding sidewalk and trail
network. .. " (p. 103)
Speaker 20
Exhibit 35
Joanne Flynn,
V.P . Greater
Baden and
Aquasco Civic
Association

Opposed. She thought the focus should be on I The Minor Amendment process is not the
healthy communities and not grand projects such as appropriate vehicle to rezone property.
power plants and residential development. She did
not think anyone was representing the community's
interests, and thought the amendment process was
" bogus". She expressed concern that their
representatives did not support them during their
fights with the powerplants and other "bad
development". She was emphatic that the purpose of
saving the rural tier was not so that others could get
rich, but it should be saved to protect the rural
landscape. Appears to be an illegal use of the Minor
Amendment process. Residents were left out of the
process.

Exhibit 36
Bradley Heard,
Citizen

Opposed. CR-62 exceeds the scope of a Minor
Amendment in 27-642. "The resolution specifically
acknowledges that there are already "continuing
regional transportation challenges ... that continue
[to] stymie the potential for development' in the
subject area and that there is insufficient "funding
for infra_structure improvements ... to solve this

Agree. The Minor Amendment process is not the
appropriate vehicle to rezone prope1ty.

transportation conundrum that has a critical impact
on the quality of life for residents of the planning
area" (emphasis added). Yet, the resolution claims
that the significant up-zoning of territory that it
seeks to implement would require no major
transportation analysis or adequate public facilities
analysis ... laughable on its face." If the Council is
truly intent on comprehensively up-zoning territory
in an already-crowded, non-transit-accessible part
of the county, it must do so through the ordinary
master planning and sectional map amendment
process, which involves a great deal more public
notice-and comment opportunity and professional
analysis than is allowed through the "amendment "
process."
Speaker 21
Exhibit 37
Bonnie Bick,
Citizen
Mattawoman
Sierra Club
Campaign

Opposed. Would turn the rural tier into a patchwork. I No comment.
She reminded policymakers that for decades they
said that M-X-T would be around Metro stations.
She did not think it made sense to spend time on
such an amendment, reminding the Councilmember
that he had run against that type of development and
wondered whether his change of mind had anything
to do with Scottsdale, Arizona, where she said the
main property owner was based. She reminded the
Councilmember that the County's certified priority
preservation areas needed to be protected and
wondered how the state would react when the
County presented a "patchwork quilt" of the rural
tier. "This rezoning is also in Tier IV in the county's
"Septics Bill" map, inappropriate for M-X-T." She
concluded by reiterating that Mattawoman Creek
was one of the most productive creeks for fishing
and should be protected.

CR-62-2017 "does not fit the criteria for a "minor
rezoning" the large number of acres and the
altering growth boundaries is inconsistent with the
rules according to code. M-X-T requires
transpo11ation connection and sewer, these are not
available in the areas proposed for this rezoning."
Speaker 23
Emily
Canavan,
Citizen

Opposed. Stated that Minor Amendments could not I No comment.
include changes requiring studies on major
transportation as is stated in Sec. 27-642 (c)(4). Ms.
Canavan drew attention to the area's traffic issues
and poor transportation planning. She thought the
rezoning was illegal and would be problematic. She
did not think that the proposal was a Minor
Amendment as more than 2,000 acres would be
converted to the Established Communities which
would replace rural agriculture with high-density
development.

Exhibit 38
Millicent
Allenby,
Citizen

Opposed. States that this an illegal zoning process. I No comment.

Exhibit 20
Steven
Gershman,
Citizen

The proposed rezoning goes beyond the scope of I No comment.
what Sec. 27-642(c )(4) permits. The rationale and
impetus of the resolution are flawed.

Exhibit 22
John Mitchell,
Citizen

The "minor" changes are false and should be I No comment.
rejected . Corporations should not be considered
before human beings, which have to experience the
traffic congestion, noise pollution and inadequate
infrastructure that is stressed enough.

Speaker 9
Exhibit 19
Adrienne
Crowell

Extending operational how-s will increase traffic I No comment.
congestion on roads that are already crowded. Roads
are unkept, and dangerous to pedestrians,
particularly Shultz Road to Chris Mar Avenue.
Overall, transportation infrastructure is inadequate,
for example, bus transportation is only available
during the week, and there are no sidewalks along
Old Branch Avenue and Woodyard Road.
Changes will result in overcrowding and
overdevelopment of the Rural Tier. Residents
moved here specifically for a rural setting with
farms, trees, agriculture, parks, play areas, and a
quiet lifestyle, which will all be destroyed.
Overdevelopment causes air and water pollution,
and destroys open space/green space, trees, and
wildlife.

Exhibit 23
Muriel
Greaves,
Citizen

We already have major traffic problems on
Piscataway Road due to numerous developments
with more to come. Putting M-X-T zoning in the
middle of a rural and agricultural area is against
everything the County has advocated for decades.

I

Exhibit 24
Rev. Dr.
Delman
Coates, Ph.D.,
Mt. Ennon
Baptist Church

The rational and impetus of the resolution are flawed
as building houses will lead to increased traffic, not
decreased traffic. The proposal goes beyond the
regulations of27-642(c)(4), as a Minor Amendment
cannot necessitate an Adequate Public Facilities
analysis, and cannot be used for a single property
owner. Because M-X-T does not limit density, it
must have an Adequate Public Facilities Analysis.
Infrastructw-e in1provements should already be in
place to handle the proposed development. This
resolution sets a dangerous precedent that

I Generally agree. The Minor Amendment process is

Agree.

not the appropriate vehicle to rezone property.

developers can use to bypass the zoning process.
Overall, these changes require rigorous analysis.

Exhibit 25
Ronald E.
Small

Properties do not meet the criteria of 27-213 for
rezoning properties to M-X-T, which requires
zoning to be near a transportation hub, such as
transit station. It also requires connection to water
and sewer.
Referring to Amendments 6, 7, and 8, a study needs I No comment
to be conducted to address the inadequate egress
points into and out of Chaddsford community. Also,
you must analyze the ability of Law Enforcement to
support existing and future development.
There are issues with inadequate infrastructure,
specifically, the lack of pedestrian crossing to access
the Brandywine Shopping Center at the intersection
of Chadds Ford Drive and Timothy Branch needs to
be addressed, existing walking/bike trails need to be
incorporated into the existing community and
existing
commercial establishments,
future
transit/community based facilities, and proposed
transit stops to the east side of highway 30 l
(Brandywine Shopping Center) need to be relocated,
and the lack of properly marked pedestrian crossing
on Chadds Ford Drive need to be resolved.

Exhibit 18
James J .
Robinson,
Pastor

Supported Amendment 5. Stated that the rezoning I The Minor Amendment process is not the
will transform the area into a "vibrant, mixed-use appropriate vehicle to rezone property.
destination and promote compact development and
jobs that will support walkable and transit services
very similar to what we see going on in the Suitland
Maryland area." He said improvements to the
intersection of Piscataway Road/Old Branch
Avenue/Brandywine Road/Woodyard Road are
overdue.

Attachment 4
Staff Analysis of Testimony from the October 10, 2017 Joint Public Hearing regarding proposed
changes to the County's Growth Boundary for November 2, 2017 Planning Board worksession.
Below is an analysis of the testimony received during the public comment period for the October 10, 2017 Joint Public Hearing on the Minor
Amendment of the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment. This analysis is organized around comments on the
CR-62-2017 proposal to change the Plan 2035 Growth Policy Areas and boundaries by re-designating land that is currently in the Rural and
Agricultural Areas to the Established Communities growth policy area. A staff response to the issues raised is included .

Testimony in Opposition to CR-62-2017 Growth Policv Area Designation and Boundary Change Proposal
Stan Fetter, Speaker 1, Exhibit 31
Kamila Gray, Speaker 2
Mildred Kriemelmeyer, Speaker 3
Tamara Davis-Brown, Speaker 7, Exhibit 9
Harry Kriemelmeyer, Speaker 8
Mary Forsht-Tucker, Speaker 9, Exhibit JO
Sarah Cavitt, Speaker 13, Exhibit 11
Harry S. Cole, PhD, Speaker 14, Exhibit 12
Adrienne Crowell, Speaker 15, Exhibit 19
Judith Allen-Leventhal, Speaker 20, Exhibit 15
Tommi Maki/a, Speaker 21
Kelly Canavan, Speaker 22
Phillip Van Wiltenburg, Speaker 23, Exhibit 21
Susan Chandler, Speaker 24
Claudia Raskin, Speaker 26
1

Joanne Flynn, Speaker 28, Exhibit 35
Bonnie Bick, Speaker 29, Exhibit 37
Heather McKee Speaker 31
Emily Canavan, Speaker 32
Steven Gershman, Exhibit 20
Rev. Dr. Delman Coates, Ph.D., Exhibit 24
Martha Ainsworth, Exhibit 30
Bradley Heard, Exhibit 36

Testimony Supporting CR-62-2017 Growth Policy Area Designation and Boundarv Change Proposal
Thomas Haller, Speaker 16, Exhibit 13
Thomas Haller. Speaker 16. Exhibit 14
William Shipp, Speaker 25 Exhibit 26
L. Paul Jackson, II, Exhibit 28
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Part A. Analysis of Testimony: Proposed Changes to the Plan 2035 Growth Policy Areas, Growth Boundary
Following is Staff's analysis of oral and written testimony received at the public hearing of October I 0, 2017 and prior to the close of the public
record on October 20, 2017 on proposed CR-62-2017 Amendments I, 3 and 8 proposing to change the Growth Policy Area designations in
Subregion 5.

"Spealfeth

Exhibit
Speaker 1
Exhibit 31
Stan Fetter,
Citizen

Speaker 2
Kamita Gray,
Citizen
Speaker 3
Exhibit
Mildred
Kriemelmeyer

:Testimony . ·

<<i~' . .

· :·; ·

· I Staff Analysis/Discu~ioii

Opposed. Running water and sewer there would be I Staff generally concurs with Mr. Fetter's testimony and
hugely damaging and expensive. He did not think that recommends denial of the proposed minor amendments.
money from developers would fix the area's
transportation problems, as has been proven time and
again. Mr. Fetter provided examples of transportation
improvements he claimed had failed in various parts of
the County. Finally, he thought that the proposal violated
Plan 2035 policies regarding development and growth in
the County.
Opposed.

Opposed. Ms. Kriemelmeyer strongly opposed the
amendment, suggesting that it should be retracted. She
noted that the Chair read the applicable zoning ordinance
and it clearly showed that CR-62 was illegitimate. She
understood that the Walton Company had purchased these
properties, and that the amendment coincided with all
their properties, except for a few exceptions.

I Staff generally concurs with the testimony and
recommends denial of the proposed minor amendments.
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Speaker 7
Exhibit 9
Tamara Davis-Brown,
Citizen

Speaker 8
Exhibit
Harry Kriemelmeyer

Speaker 9
Exhibit 10
Mary Forsht-Tucker

Opposed. With reference to statements regarding regional I Staff generally concurs with the testimony and
transportation issues and the use of coordinated priority recommends denial of the proposed minor amendments.
funding fees for new development projects in the
preamble clause of CR-62-2017, Ms. Davis Brown
thought that the use of development fees had been
unsuccessful, allowing more housing and unfettered
development that only made traffic worse. ("More houses
mean more traffic"). She thought that CR-62-2017 was
ill-conceived. She claimed that developers do not pay for
road improvements they promise, as those who have been
to the area can see from the resulting traffic congestion.
Ms. Davis Brown also did not think the requirements of
Sec. 27-642(c)(4) had been met and that the proposal was
not a minor amendment. She thought that Growth
Boundary changes could not be made by a minor
amendment and that Amendments 1, 3 and 8 contradicted
Plan 2035. She stated that in the rural and agricultural
areas there is no public water and sewer. She also noted
that many of the properties were owned by the Walton
Companies. Finally, she disapproved of the resolution
because 2,000 acres is not a "minor" amendment.
Mr. Harry Kriemelmeyer thought that CR-62-2017 failed I See staff response to speaker #2 1
as a minor amendment as described in Sec. 27-642(c)(4)
of the County Zoning Ordinance and threw out all the
previous work to preserve the core of the Rural Tier. He
did not see how the proposal could proceed.
Opposed. She did not believe CR-62-2017 met the minor I Staff generally concurs with Ms. Forsht-Tucker and
amendment requirements as it is expressly stated under recommends denial of the proposal.
Sec. 27-642(c)(4) that the process cannot be used for any
amendment requiring major transportation, water and
sewer, and public facilities studies. Legality of using the
minor amendment process to change the Growth
Boundary is questionable. She also thought that changing
the (growth) boundary changed the water and sewer
classification., (allowing water and sewer) where it was
previously disallowed. She did not believe the minor
4

amendment process could be used to do this as it bypassed
the Planning Board and Zoning Hearing Examiner. She
thought that the proposal needed to be evaluated and it
should not be in the rural tier. She also challenged the
legality of changing zoning for 2,000+ acres of land
through a minor amendment.
Speaker 13
Exhibit 11
Sarah Cavitt, Indian
Head Highway Action
Council

Speaker 14
Exhibit 12
Harry S. Cole, PhD

Opposed. Mrs. Cavitt thought that CR-62-2017 would No comment
cause more sprawl when the focus should be on
developing at the 15 Metro sites. She also thought that
CR-62-2017 was counterproductive to the zoning rewrite.
Her group supported other speakers and written testimony
in opposition to the proposal, and challenged that
rezonin__g__b000+ acres was minor.
Staff generally concurs with Dr. Cole, especially regarding
Opposed. Dr. Cole was concerned that the
rural and agricultural preservation, and recommends denial
Councilmember for that district had not honored their
of the proposal.
pledge to create a task force to maximize opportunities
such as recreation, inns, greenhouses, and farmers'
markets, that were appropriate for the rural tier. He
expressed concerns that the area was subject to "death
by a thousand cuts" using a procedure [minor
amendment] he thought was illegal. He noted that 15 of
the propetties were in the Mattawoman Watershed and
was concerned about the enviromnental impacts,
especially as no studies had been completed. Dr. Cole
thought that Minor Amendment 8 changed the Growth
Boundary making the area eligible to receive public
water and sewer service, issues not addressed in CR-6220 17. Further, he wanted the rural areas to be considered
as the future bread basket for the entire metropolitan
area and a source of future employment income. CR-622017 process is a sly way to avoid public scrutiny; it
precludes a full environmental in1pact analysis and sets a
dangerous precedent for the future.

5

Speaker 15
Exhibit 19
Adrienne Crowell

Speaker 16
Exhibit 13
Thomas Haller,
Attorney,
Haller and Gibbs,
representing Angela
Chung
(Amendment 1)

Speaker 20
Exhibit 15
Judith Allen
Leventhal,

Opposed. Moved to area to get away from crowding and No comment
likes the rural feel. Now suffer congested roads that need
improving. Too many homes, not enough recreation
centers, schools are too far. Small town will become
urban nightmare. She noted that residents had moved to
the area for its rnral character.
Supported. Stated his client 's properties abutted the The property owner's position regarding reclassification of
Growth B oundary and had frontage on a public road, with the Growth Boundary was not supported by the Planning
water and sewer lines running through the property that Department or the Planning Board.
could provide immediate connection. Further, he noted
that the Rural-Residential (R-R) Zone was more Further, this property was placed in the Rural &
compatible with adjacent R-L zoned land. Mr. Haller Agricultural Areas (RAA), outside the Growth Boundary,
claimed the owner believed CR-62-2017 could correct a by Plan 2035 which stressed the importance of preserving
mistake in the Growth Boundary. Mr. Haller claimed that the Rural & Agricultural Area. In the 201 7 Resource
his earlier effort to amend the growth boundary using the Conservation Plan (RCP), the Council went further and
Resource Conservation Plan had been supported by both established the following policy: Maintain the size and
the Planning Department and the Planning Board but not configuration of the Rural and Agricultural Area in
the District Council, which determined that the minor perpetuity and do not reduce the size for any
amendment process was the appropriate method to amend reason. (RCP, Rural Character Conservation Plan Policy
1. 10, page 121 ). Staff believes Plan 2035 should be the
the growth boundary.
Supported. Mr. Haller, claimed that the owner received guiding document for all decisions related to the Growth
written confirmation from M NCPPC that the Growth Boundary, including SGA tier and water/sewer
Boundary co1:1ld be altered as part of the RCP approval categories. Staff therefore recommends against moving the
process and req1:1ested a change in the Grov,rth BoundarJ. Thomas Chung property into the Growth Boundary.
M NCPPC's approval of the RC P included a
recommendation to change the Growth Boundary Nthough the property has W4/S 4 category stat1:1s, these
(PGCPB 16 44), Co1:1nty Council did not s1:1pport this determiaations were superseded by the 2014 Plan 2035 ,
recommendation and the 2017 RCP placed the property and the 2017 RCP. Staff recommends tlie water and sewer
category revert from 4 back to 6 and the sewer envelope be
in SGA Tier III.
realigned when the Water and Sewer Plan is next 1:1pdated.
Opposed. She was concerned that the proposed changes
would further clog unmaintained local roads and produce
severe environmental and safety concerns. She called for
more planning and study before such a change could

Staff generally concurs and recommends denial of the
proposed minor amendments.
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Citizen

Speaker 21
Tommi Makila,
Citizen

Speaker 22
Kelly Canavan,
representing the
Accokeek,
Mattawoman and
Piscataway Creek
Council
Speaker 23
Exhibit 21
Phillip Van
Wittenburg,
representing the
Greater Accokeek
Civic Association
Speaker 24
Susan Chandler,
Citizen

occur. Rather, she thought it would benefit private
landowners and not tax-paying residents living in the
area.
Opposed. Process would not hold water if it were to be Staff generally concurs and recommends denial of the
challenged in the courts. Advised the lawyers to look proposed minor amendments.
again at the proposal because the area had major
transportation challenges and building more houses was
not the solution. He did not believe a planner could
properly explain how this was a solution. He also stated
that the proposal was not minor and that its impacts would
be significant. There should be significant outreach and
education about what is being planned. H e expressed
concern that the amendments only benefited a few private
business interests and that was not the way to create
policy.
Opposed. Voiced strong opposition, was concerned that
it would destroy the rural tier and quality of life. She
also considered some of the master plan goals/vision
quoted in the resolution as vague. Finally, she thought
that Council appeared to be for orchestrated favors for
specific property owners at the expense of residents. She
thought the process was rushed and minimized public
input.
Opposed. Testified that transportation congestion was an
issue and the approval process was poorly defined.
Regarding the adequacy of school facilities under Sec. l 0192.01E of the County Code, he was concerned that the
school surcharge was not adequate. In conclusion, he
complained about receiving the notice with insufficient
time to respond.
Opposed. Testified that she likes the area's rural character
and did not like the increasing traffic.

The proposed amendment of the County Growth Boundary
would impact the rural character of the area by making
properties that are not now eligible for water and sewer
service, eligible. Staff recommends denial of the proposed
amendment.

No comment.

No comment.
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Speaker 25
Exhibit 26
William Shipp,
Attorney,
O'Malley, Miles,
Nylen and Gilmore,
Walton Group
Companies, P.A.

Speaker 26
Claudia Raskin,
Farmer

Speaker 28
Exhibit 35
Joanne Flynn, Vice
President, Greater
Baden, Aquasco
Citizen's Association

Supported. Described the landowners' v1s10n of the
development as "the best in class communities" and one
that would provide economic vitality for the region. He
thought that the roads were a fact of life and that the
problem did not get solved because roads have not been a
priority for the County. He thought that the development
funding system worked and would work in the region
same as it did in Westphalia. The development would be
clustered and would utilize the best environmental
practices because they were committed to protecting
Mattawoman Creek, and improving its quality.
Opposed "in the strongest term." Thought that counsel
for the Walton Co. was missing the point in that the
issue was not about wanting responsible development,
but wanting no development at all. She thought that
development should focus around Metro stations, not the
rural tier. She was concerned that her Councilmember
had not convened a citizen's group of the rural tier as
they had promised. She was concerned that her
community was going to be developed into residential
communities when the focus should be on open space,
recreation, and agricultural economic development, not
housing. She saw a need to move away from housing as
the main income stream for the County and instead focus
on promoting rural activities. She expressed that the
residents
wanted to keep the area rural and protect
the County's air and water resources. She claimed that
not everyone wanted to live in a planned community.

The state of Maryland (DNR) has weighed in on the
Mattawoman Creek watershed, which it has deemed is at
very high risk of impairment, stating that: Mattawoman
represents as near to ideal conditions as can be found in the
northern Chesapeake Bay, perhaps unattainable in the other
systems, and should be protected ...

I Staff is concerned that the county land use policies do not
align with the landowner's vision for this area.

Plan 2035 stresses the importance of concentrating mixeduse development in its 26 designated Local Centers and
eight designated Regional Transit Districts, rather than
scattered throughout the County. Plan 2035 defines the
properties in amendments 1, 3, and 8 as best suited for lowdensity residential development on well and septic,
agricultural activity, and forest preservation.

Opposed. Agrees with others. Concerned with the Agree, in general.
integrity of rural areas and the proper implementation of
the County's policies and plans. Her association has
spent years defending and supporting Smart Growth,
especially the protection, progress and perpetuation of our
rural and agricultural areas. Much of the land in CR-62 is
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Speaker 29
Exhibit 37
Bonnie Bick,
Mattwoman Sierra
Club Campaign

in Tier 4, the Priority Preservation Area, where farming
and conservation are encouraged and intended to remain.
State and County easement programs are working in these
areas to protect properties. The proposal flies in the face
of good planning, common sense. Thinks the focus should
be on healthy communities and not grand projects such as
powerplants and residential development. She did not
think anyone was representing the community's interests,
and that the minor amendment process was "bogus." She
expressed concern that their representatives did not
support them during their fights with the powerplants and
other "bad development." She was emphatic that the
purpose of saving the rural tier was not so that others
could get rich, when it should be saved to protect the rural
landscape.
Opposed. " Sierra Club, has had an active campaign to
protect Mattawoman Watershed for more than 25 years.
CR-62-2017 would have a negative impact on
Mattawoman Creek. "Smart Growth no(t) only proposes
to reinvest in areas with transportation but also to save
and protect the rural areas of the county." The resulting
fragmentation of the Rural Agricultural Area (the Rural
Tier) would have an unacceptable lasting negative impact
for all of Prince Georges County. Charles County revised
and redesigned their Comprehensive Plan to protect
Mattawoman Creek. They have down-zoned much of the
Mattawoman to protect the water quality and hence, the
fish spawning capacity of the Mattawoman - which is
famous as one of the most productive fish nursery's in the
Chesapeake Bay. Prince George's County has a
responsibility to do the same." She reminded
policymakers that for decades they said that the County's
certified Priority Preservation Areas needed to be
protected and wondered how the state would react when
the County presented a "patchwork quilt" of the mral tier.
"Converting this area much of which is within a county

Changing the Growth Policy Areas in the PPA and in the
Mattawoman Creek Watershed is inconsistent with actions
already taken as a result of the County's compliance with
State planning mandates for the PPA and the SGA Act, and
could put in jeopardy the State's certification of the
County's agricultural preservation program - a threat to
substantial future funding for agricultural preservation.

9

Priority Preservation Area would also be counterproductive ... " She concluded by reiterating that
Mattawoman Creek was one of the most productive
creeks for fishing and should be protected.
Speaker 31
Heather McKee

Opposed. Stated she wanted to live in a small town with
rural character. When she moved in to this area she
assumed that it would not be developed because of the
wetlands and creeks that the state had spent billions to
protect to clean up the Bay. She thought the County was
now attempting to destroy that progress and she claimed
that 1,200 housing units had already been approved in
Brandywine and there were plans to remove nearly 3,000
acres of trees and only save 30 acres, and two new
powerplants were being built. So, the trees were needed
for air quality. She reminded the Councilmembers that
their predecessors supported the rw-al tier and that there
was a need to continue to save it for the future.

Speaker 32
Emily Canavan

Opposed. Drew attention to the area's traffic issues and I No comment
poor transportation planning. She did not think that the
proposal was a minor amendment as more than 2,000
acres would be converted to the Established Communities
which would replace rural agriculture with high-density
development.

Exhibit 28
L. Paul Jackson, ll, of
Shipley and Home,
P.A., representing
Robin Dale Land,
LLC
Exhibit 20
Steven Gershman,
Citizen

Preservation of rural character and resources is in keeping
with the policies of Plan 2035 and other County plans that
seek to protect agricultural resources and rural character.
The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan, Plan 2035,
the 2012 Adopted and Approved Priority Preservation Area
Functional Master Plan, and the 201 7 Approved Prince
George's County Resource Conservation Plan, all contain
policies and strategies to protect the County's rural areas.
This proposal does not implement existing County land use
policies.

Letter dated October 20, 2017 received from Mr. Jackson I See staff comments for Speaker# 16
claims that per the District Council, the property is not
affected by the Subregion 5 Minor Amendment and is not
listed in CR-62-2017. However, he claims his client's
position is that the property is affected by the proposal
since it is inaccurately listed as not being within the
Growth Boundary.
Opposed. Growth Boundary changes cannot be made by I Staff concurs that this substantial change should not be
Minor Amendment.
made by Minor Amendment.
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Exhibit 24
Rev. Dr. Delman
Coates, Ph.D. ,
Mt. Ennon Baptist
Church

Opposed. Growth Boundary changes cannot be made by
Minor Amendment.

Staff concurs that this substantial change should not be
made by Minor Amendment.

Exhibit 30
Martha Ainsworth,
Chair, Prince
George's County
Sierra Club Group

Opposed. CR-62 makes a mockery of policies and
strategies in Plan 2035, which directs the majority of
growth in the County to Regional Transit Centers.
Intensely developing this part of the Mattawoman
watershed will irreparably harm the quality of that
resource. Will unequivocally harm the environment and
quality of life. Most of the land proposed for rezoning
and Established Communities is designated as Priority
Preservation Areas. Audacious to suggest that creating
high density development will in RAA, far from mass
transit, will force facing long-standing transit issues.
Creating more congestion is not the approach. Bad policy.

Agree, in general. However, 1,9 15 acres are proposed for
rezoning and of that 1, l 06 are in the Rural and Agricultural
Areas (RAA). Most of the RAA is designated as Priority
Preservation Area, though not all. Development will impair
Mattawoman Creek, as it is at a ' tipping point.'

Exhibit 36
Bradley Heard,
Citizen
Speaker 16
Exhibit 14
Thomas Haller,
Attorney,
Haller and Gibbs,
representing Karen T.
Thomas
(Amendment 3)

Opposed. This proposal would confound many General Agree.
Plan growth policies and strategies and worsen the
county's destructive pattern of exurban sprawl
development.
Supported. Mr. Haller claimed that his client had This property was placed in the Rural & Agricultural Areas
participated in the approval process for the RCP and (RAA), outside the Growth Boundary, by Plan 2035 which
requested a change in the Growth Boundary then. He stressed the importance of preserving the Rural &
claimed further, that the owner received written Agricultural Area. In the 201 7 Resource Conservation
confirmation from M-NCPPC that the Growth Boundary P lan (RCP), the Council went further and established the
could be altered as part of the RCP approval process. following policy: Maintain the size and configuration of
According to him, M-NCPPC's approval of the RCP the Rural and Agricultural Area in perpetuity and do not
included a recommendation to change the Growth reduce the size for any reason. (RCP, Rural Character
Boundary (PGCPB 16-144, Page 5). Mr. Haller states Conservation Plan Policy 1.10, page l 21). Staff believes
County Council did not support this reconunendation and Plan 2035 should be the guiding document for all decisions
detennined that the minor amendment process was a more related to the Growth Boundary, including SGA tier and
appropriate process to change the Growth Boundary.
water/sewer categories. Staff therefore recommends
airninst movin!! the Thomas oronertv into the Growth
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Mr. Haller's testimony included a short history of the
subject QroQerty being moved from the Rural Tier to the
DeveloQing Tier in 2009 and reverting back to the Rural
Tier when that Qian was ove1turned by the Courts.

Boundary.
Although the QroQerty has W4/S4 category status, this
conflicts with the 2014 Plan 2035, and the 2017
RCP. Staff recommends the water and sewer category
revert from 4 back to 6 and the sewer enveloQe be
realigned when the Water and Sewer Plan is next UQdated.
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RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, on July 24, 2013, the District Council adopted CR-80-2013 and CR-81-2013,
thereby approving the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment set
forth the vision, goals, policies and strategies to facilitate a development pattern consistent with these
elements of a plan; and
WHEREAS, the area of the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment includes land in south and southwest Prince George's County, generally bounded by the
Potomac River, Tinkers Creek, Joint Base Andrews, Piscataway Creek, the CSX (Popes Creek) railroad
line, Mattawoman Creek and the Charles County line; and
WHEREAS, on October 10, 2017, the District Council adopted CR-62-2017, a Minor
Amendment process, to amend planning policy areas and enact zoning changes. The planning policy
changes proposed in the Minor Amendment would re-designate land in the Plan 2035 designated Rural
and Agricultural Areas to the Established Communities and enlarge areas within the growth boundary as
follows:

AMENDMENT NUMBER ONE:
Amend the County Growth Boundary to re-designate from the Rural and Agricultural Areas to
the Established Communities area approximately 23 .3 2 acres of land known as Parcels 85 and 86, Tax
Map 143, Tax Account Nos. 05-0282715 and 05-0282707.

AMENDMENT NUMBER THREE:
Amend the County Growth Boundary to re-designate from the Rural and Agricultural Areas to
the Established Communities area approximately 122.4 acres of land, known as Parcel 77, Tax Map 170,
Tax Account No. 05-0276543.

AMENDMENT NUMBER EIGHT:
Amend the County Growth Boundary to re-designate from the Rural and Agricultural Areas to
the Established Communities area approximately 960 acres identified on page 8 of Attachment 2 of the
Staff Report.
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission , in conjunction with the Prince George's Cmi nty Council, pursuant to Section
27-644 of the Zoning Ordinance of Prince George's County, held a duly adve1tised public hearing on
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these proposed amendments of the 20 I 3 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment on October 10, 2017; and
WHEREAS, on November 2, 2017, the Planning Board held a public work session on these
amendments to examine the testimony presented at the October 10, 2017 joint public hearing and received
before the close of the record on October 20, 2017; and
WHEREAS, a staff report has been prepared that analyzes the proposed amendments to the 20 I3
Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board determined not to amend, as proposed,
the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment in response to public
testimony and staff recommendations; and
WHEREAS, the Prince George' s County Planning Board declines to adopt the proposed Minor
Amendments and this shall be transmitted to the Prince George 's County District Council; and
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that in accordance with Section 27-642(e) of the
Zoning Ordinance of Prince George's County, Planning Board hereby transmits this resolution, a Staff
Report, and an analysis of the public hearing testimony within JO days of the date of the joint public
hearing; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Prince George's County Planning Board finds that the
proposed Minor Amendment, as heretofore described, are not in conformance with the principles of
orderly comprehensive land use planning and staged development, being inconsistent with the 2013
Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment and consideration having been given
to the applicable County Laws, Plans, and Policies.
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution, as revised, adopted by the
Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission on the motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with
Commissioners Washington, Geraldo, Hewlett and Doerner voting in favor of the motion, with
Commissioner Bailey absent, at its regular meeting held on Thursday, November 2, 2017.
Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 2 nd day of November 20 17.

Elizabeth M. Hewlett
Chairman

By Jessica Jones
Planning Board Administrator

THE PRINCE GEORGE'S
COUNTY GOVERNMENT

TO:

Michael Zamore, M-NCPPC

RE:

Minor Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan & SMA - (CR-62-2017)
- Exhibits for the Record

D Per Our Conversation
D For Your Information
D For Your Comments
D For Your Approval
D For Your Signature
D For Your Calendar
D For Your Action
cg] For Your Files

D Please Handle
D Please Advise
D Agenda Item
D Schedule For Committee

D Please Reply
D Set-up Meeting with

_ _ _ __

for

---------0 Please Note & Return
D Please Supply More Details
D Per Your Request
D Please Prepare Reply for _ _ __
Signature of _ _ _ _ _ __

D See Me
D Xerox & Distribute to - - - - D Mail Log Item
D Note Changes & Re-draft

REMARKS:
Attached , is the following information related to the joint public hearing for the above
referenced plan, which was held on October 10, 2017:
•
•
•
•

Council Minutes
Exhibit List
Copies of exhibits
Transcript (previously provided)
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL
2017 Legislative Session
Resolution No.

CR-62-2017

Proposed by

Council Member Franklin

Introduced by

Council Members Franklin, Lehman, Harrison, Davis and Patterson

Co-Sponsors
Date of Introduction

July 18; 2017

RESOLUTION

I
2

A RESOLUTION concerning
The 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment

3

For the purpose of initiating a minor amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and

4

Sectional Map Amendment concerning the zoning classification of certain parcels of land within

5

the master plan area boundaries, and making certain amendments to the approved Growth

6

Boundary, as an amendment to the current general plan for the physical development of land in

7

the County, Plan Prince George's 2035, as to certain parcels ofland within the master plan area

8

boundaries in order to realize certain transportation policy goals and related development

9

strategies set forth in current within applicable comprehensive planning and zoning proposals

10
11

approved in the 2013 Subregion 5Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment.
WHEREAS, pursuant to the authority conferred by the ~aryland General Assembly upon

12

this local legislative body via the Regional District Act ("RDA"), more specifically, within Titles

13

21 and 22, Land Use Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, the County Council of Prince

14

George's County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that portion of the Maryland-

15

Washington Regional District in Prince George's County ("District Council"), approved the

16

2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment via adoption of Council

17

Resolution 80-2013 ("CR-80-2013") and Council Resolution 81-2013 ("CR-81-2013 "),

18

respectively, on July 24, 2013; and

19

WHEREAS, in accordance with its local zoning procedures, the District Council

20

approved certain comprehensive land use and development policies for the physical development

21

ofland within the plan area boundaries via its adoption of CR-80-2013 on July 24, 2013; and
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WHEREAS, as expressly authorized within the local zoning laws, the District Council

2

concurrently approved certain specific zoning proposals to realize the development policy vision

3

within a Sectional Map Amendment ("SMA") for the geographic area of the County included

4

within the plan boundaries via adoption of CR-81-2013, on July 24, 2013; and
WHEREAS, prior to its July 24, 2013, approval of the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan

5
6

and Sectional Map Amendment, on April 2, 2013, the District Council considered and approved

7

certain land use and development policies as to certain land dually sited within the Central

8

Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan and a portion of the Subregion 5 master plan

9

area; and

10

WHEREAS, the District Council considered, in making the final decision on April 2,

11

2013, to approve the Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan, the record of

12

joint public hearing testimony as to the land use development policies for the physical

13

development ofland therein, specifically certain properties in the vicinity of Old Branch Avenue

14

and Woodyard Road, that is dually sited within the area boundaries of the Subregion 5 Master

15

Plan and Sectional Map Amendment; and
WHEREAS, in approving the 2013 Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization

16
17

Sector Plan, the District Council specifically calls for redevelopment, transportation

18

improvements, and strategic public investments that promote economic development and better

19

connectivity within the plan area; and
WHEREAS, the District Council also approved, within the 2013 Central Branch Avenue

20
21

Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan, certain land use goals, specifically, to concentrate

22

neighborhood-serving retail, repurpose under-performing commercial centers, increase

23

employment opportunities, reduce traffic congestion, and improve transportation connectivity;

24

and

25

WHEREAS, despite the comprehensive development policy approved on April 2, 2013,

26

by the District Council, the Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan did not

27

include a concurrent Sectional Map Amendment, in accordance with the local zoning procedures,

28

to approve detailed zoning proposals for purposes of realizing the sector plan policy vision; and

29

WHEREAS, notwithstanding overlapping area plan designations as to certain properties

30

dually-situated within the Subregion 5 Master Plan and Central Branch Avenue Corridor

31

Revitalization Sector Plan areas, the District Council hereby finds that there is a need to

2
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harmonize the development and land use policies within the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and

2

SMA with those of the 20 I 3 Central Branch Avenue Revitalization Corridor Sector PIan for

3

ce1tain properties in the general vicinity of Old Branch Road/Woodyard Road, as identified

4

herein; and

5

WHEREAS, the District Council finds that a minor amendment process is appropriate in

6

order to align the land use for specified land located in the plan area with current County

7

development policies, in order to realize the Subregion 5 plan vision, particularly those relevant

8

to transportation improvements in the Brandywine and Clinton areas of the County; and

9

WHEREAS, the District Council finds that, in order to realize the master plan vision, the

IO

planning and design principles approved within the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional

11

Map Amendment must promote integration of new communities with the surrounding built and

12

natural environment; and

13

WHEREAS, in the more rural locations within the master plan area, proposed

14

communities should utilize flexible design standards to emphasize the protection of large

15

amounts of land for woodland, wildlife habitat, recreation, agricultural pursuits, as well as to

16

promote the preservation of the rural character and vistas; and elements of conservation or

17

agricultural subdivisions should be employed to provide a transition from surrounding large lot

18

and rural character to more dense pods of residential development; and

19

WHEREAS, comprehensive land use and development plans should emphasize

20

pedestrian connectivity and walkability, with a mixture of housing choices linked by trails and

21

sidewalk connections, as well as residential uses ·with housing types appropriate for a diverse

22

mix of residents, of various age and experiences designed to promote an intergenerational

23

character; with passive and active recreational activities and aesthetically designed local

24

commercial centers that may be included at appropriate size and scale, progressing to more

25

intense commercial development that is focused on the US 301 corridor; and

26

WHEREAS, the District Council further finds that, as recounted in the 2013

27

comprehensive plan and recounted in prior master plans, there are continuing regional

28

transportation challenges along the US 301 and MD 5 corridors, resulting from commuter traffic

29

moving both into and returning from Charles County, that continue stymie the potential for

30

development in the southern area of the County within the master plan area boundaries; and

3

CR-62-2017 (DR-I)
1

WHEREAS, given the demand on State funding for infrastructure improvements, the

2

Council acknowledges that it has been difficult to obtain the necessary emphasis necessary to

3

solve this transportation conundrum that has a critical impact on the quality of life for residents

4

of the planning area; and

5

WHEREAS, in order to realize the plan vision, the District Council finds that new,

6

responsibly planned and implemented residential development hold potential for providing

7

dedicated funding sources to address this regional transportation issue, and the use of

8

coordinated priority funding fees for new development projects should be explored in order to

9

create additional dollars to address the serious transportation issues in the corridor; and

10

WHEREAS, emphasis should be placed on cost effective and efficient improvements to

11

the main transportation spines with a direction to maintain the rural character of secondary roads

12

as much as possible except where necessary improvements are required for public safety or

13

capacity; and

14

WHEREAS, it is the additional finding of the Council that land design techniques

15

emphasizing sustainability and best-in-class, green building techniques should be employed for

16

stormwater management, site design, roadway sections, and building construction, and particular

17

emphasis must be placed on buffering and protecting the Mattawoman stream valley with

18

appropriate open space buffers and educational trail opportunities, and development should be

19

allowed to use the underutilized public sewer system to remove the proliferation of use of septic

20

systems; and

21

WHEREAS, while the Council concedes that sand and gravel mining has long been a

22

staple of life in the planning area, and while that industry remains a recognized important

23

resource recovery activity, the District Council also finds that sand and gravel mining operations

24

bring certain challenges with dust, noise and truck traffic, and careful, appropriately planned

25

residential communities with supporting commercial services can serve as a viable alternative to

26

resource recovery operations in the planning area; and

27

28
29

WHEREAS, Section 27-642 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth procedural requirements
authorizing the initiation and consideration of minor amendments to approved plans; and
WHEREAS, tl1e District Council additionally finds that the minor amendments proposed

30

herein fall well within the authorized by the provisions of Section 27-642, as the foregoing

31

amendments: (1) advance the goals of an approved development district plan; (2) involve no

4
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more than 50% of the underlying plan area, but are not limited to a single property or property

2

owner; and (3) do not constitute amendments which would require major transportation analysis

3

and/or modeling, revised water and sewer classifications, or any Adequate Public Facilities

4

analysis.

5

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Prince George's

6

County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that part of the Maryland-Washington

7

Regional District in Prince George's County, Maryland, that, in accordance with Section 27-642

8

of the Zoning Ordinance, the District Council hereby directs the Prince George's County

9

Planning Board of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission to initiate a

10

minor amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, as

11

follows:

12

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER ONE:

13

Amend the County Grov-.rth Boundary to include approximately 23.32 acres of land,

14

known· as Parcels 85 and 86, Tax Map 143, Tax Account Nos. 05-0282715 and 05-0282707.

15
16

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER TWO:
Amend the zoning classification for approximately 23.32 acres ofland, known as Parcels

17

85 and 86, Tax Map 143, Tax Account Nos. 05-0282715 and 05-0282707, from the R-A to the

18

R-R Zone.

19

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER THREE:

20

Amend the County Growth Bom1dary to include approximately 122.4 acres of land,

21
22
23

known as Parcel 77, Tax Map 170, Tax Account No. 05-0276543.

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER FOUR:
Amend the zoning classification for property located in the southwest quadrant of the

24

intersection of Piscataway Road and Brandywine Road, from the C-S-C, C-0, and R-80 Zones,

25

respectively, to the M -X-T Zone, as follows:

26

Lot 2 Tax Account Nos. 0975334, 0975342; Parcel 225 Tax Account No. 0906164;

27

Parcel 212 Tax Account No. 0906172; Parcel 213 Tax Account No. 0906180; Parcel 226 Tax

28

Account No. 0906198; Parcel 85 Tax Account No. 0906214; Parcel 59 Tax Account No.

29

0975276; Parcel 47 Tax Account No . 0912592; Parcel 46 Tax Account No. 0906156; Parcel 48

30

Tax Account No. 0864934; Lot 1 Tax Account No. 0912980; Parcel 56 Tax Account No.

31

0912972; Parcel 57 Tax Account No. 0915991; Lots 1-3 Tax Account No. 0911578 ; Parcel 58

5
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Tax Account No. 0852731; Parcel 26 Tax Account No. 0888776; Parcel 83 Tax Account No.

2

0975300 ;Parcel 60 Tax Account No. 0874289; and Parcel 61 Tax Account No. 0883843.

3

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER FIVE:

4

Amend the zoning classification for property located on the east side of Old Branch

5

Avenue, approximately 1,100 feet north of its intersection with Piscataway Road/Woodyard

6

Road (MD 223) and north side of Woodyard Road (MD 223) from the C-S-C, C-0, R-55, and R-

7

80 Zones, respectively, to the M-X-T Zone, as fo11ows:

8
9

Parcel 37 Tax Account No. 0975268; Parcel 198 Tax Account No. 0983858; Parcel 149
Tax Account No. 0980540; Parcel 191 Tax Account Nos. 0872051 and 3245958; Parcel 187 Tax

10

Account No. 0872044; Parcel 151 Tax Account No. 0980557; and Lot 1 Tax Account No.

11

0872077.

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER SIX:

12

13

Amend the zoning classification for property located on the west side of MD 5/US 301,

14

approximately 1,900 feet north of its intersection with Chadds Ford Drive from the R-R to the

15

M-X-T Zone, as follows:

16
17
18

Parcel 21, Tax Account No. 1182377; and Parcel 23, Tax Account Nos. 1180801 and
1180793.

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER SEVEN:

19

Amend the zoning classification for property located in the 20601 and 20613 areas within

20

the plan boundaries, for purposes of realizing the master plan vision for sustainable communities

21

within the master plan boundaries, more specifically, from the R-A, R-R, R-E, R-T, and C-M

22

Zones, respectively, to M-X-T Zone, as follows:

23

Parcel 36, Tax Account Nos. 05-0298752 and 05-0298745; Parcel 59, Tax Account No.

24

05-0298810; Parcel 28, Tax Account No. 05-0341834; Lot 4, Block A Tax Account No. 05-

25

0341842; Lot 5, Block A, Tax Account No. 05-0341859; Lot 9, Block A, Tax Account No. 05-

26

0341867; Lot 1, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341875; Lot 2, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

27

0341883; Lot 3, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341891 ; Lot 4, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

28

0341909; Lot 5, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341917; Lot 6, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

29

0341925; Lot 7, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341933 ; Block C, Tax Account No. 05-

30

0341941; Lot 4, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-0341974; Lot 5, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-

31

0341982; Lot 6, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-0341909; Parcel 6, Tax Account No. 11-

6
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1133958;Lots61-66, TaxAccountNo. ll-1137025;Lots45-47, TaxAccountNos.11-1137017

2

and 11-1189091; Parcel 143, Tax Account No. 11-1140235; Parcel 18, Tax Account No. 11-

3

115072l;Parcel 110, TaxAccountNo. ll-1150739;Parcel 10, TaxAccountNo. 11-1152032;

4

Parcel 8, Tax Account No. 11-1156447; Parcel 157, Tax Account No. 11-1161199; Parcel 45,

5

Tax Accow1t No. 11-1161330; Parcel 37, Tax Account No. 11-1174572; Parcel 24, Tax Account

6

No. 11-1181114; Parcel 110, Tax Account No. 11-1182534; Lots 61-66, Tax Account No. 11-

7

1189109; Parcel 66, Tax Account No. 11-1189125; Lot 44, Tax Account No. 11-1189141; Parcel

8

7, TaxAccountNo. 11-1189158;Parcel86, TaxAccountNo. ll-1189190;Lot43, TaxAccount

9

No . 11-1189323; Parcel B, Tax Account No. 11-3215068; Parcel 236, Tax Account No. 11-

10

5528410; and such real property known as ' Country Club Estates', specifically, Parcel 35, Lot 1,

11

Block A ; Lots 2-5, Block B; Outlot A, Block C; Lots 1-8, Block C; Lot 11 , Block D; Lots 1-3,

12

Block E; Lots 1-3, Block F; Lots 11-17, Block G; Lots 1-6, Block H; and Outlot A, Block K.

13
14

MINOR AMENDMENT NUMBER EIGHT:
Amend the Amend the County Growth Boundary to include certain property located in

15

the 20601 and 20613 areas, for purposes ofrealizing the master plan vision for sustainable

16

communities within the master plan boundaries, as follows:

17

Parcel 36, Tax Account Nos. 05-0298752 and 05-0298745; Parcel 59, Tax Account No.

18

05-029881 O; Parcel 28, Tax Account No. 05-0341834; Lot 4, Block A Tax Account No. 05-

19

0341842; Lot 5, Block A, Tax Account No. 05-0341859; Lot 9, Block A, Tax Account No. 05-

20

0341867; Lot 1, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341875; Lot 2, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

21

0341883; Lot 3, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341891; Lot 4, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

22

0341909; Lot 5, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341917; Lot 6, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-

23

0341925; Lot 7, Block B, Tax Account No. 05-0341933; Block C, Tax Account No. 05-

24

0341941 ; Lot 4, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-0341974; Lot 5, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-

25

0341982; Lot 6, Block D, Tax Account No. 05-0341909; Parcel 6, Tax Account No. 11-

26

1133958;Lots61-66, TaxAccountNo. ll -1137025;Lots45-47, TaxAccountNos. 11-1137017

27

and 11-1189091; Parcel 143, Tax Account No. 11-1140235; Parcel 18, Tax Account No. 11-

28

1150721 ; Parcel llO, Tax Account No. 11-1150739; Parcel 10, Tax Account No. 11-1152032;

29

Parcel 8, Tax Account No. ll_-11 56447; Parcel 157, Tax Account No. 11-1161199; Parcel 45 ,

30

TaxAccountNo. ll-1161330;Parcel37, TaxAccountNo. 11-1174572;Parcel24, Tax Account

31

No. ll-1181114;Parcel 110, TaxAccountNo. ll-1182534;Lots61-66, TaxAccountNo. 11-

7

CR-62-2017 (DR-1)
1

1189109; Parcel 66, Tax Account No. 11-1189125; Lot 44, Tax Account No. 11-1189141; Parcel

2

7, Tax Account No. 11-1189158; Parcel 86, Tax Account No. 11-1189190; Lot 43, Tax Account

3

No. 11-1189323; Parcel B, Tax Account No. 11-3215068; Parcel 236, Tax Account No. 11-

4

552841 O; and such real property known as 'Country Club Estates', specifically, Parcel 35, Lot 1,

5

Block A; Lots 2-5, Block B; Outlot A, Block C; Lots 1-8, Block C; Lot 11, Block D; Lots 1-3,

6

Block E; Lots 1-3, Block F; Lots 11-17, Block G; Lots 1-6, Block H; and Outlot A, Block K.

7

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, pursuant to Section 27-642 of the County Zoning

8

Ordinance, the County Council of Prince George's County, Maryland, sitting as the District

9

Council, and the Prince George's County Planning Board of the Maryland-National Capital Park

10

and Planning Commission shall conduct a joint public hearing to receive testimony and public

11

comments concerning the foregoing proposed minor amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master

12

Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, and said joint public hearing will be held on Tuesday,

13

October 10, 2017, in accordance with prescriptions of the local zoning laws.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk of the Council shall transmit a copy of

14
15

this Resolution to the Prince George's County Planning Board of the Maryland-National Capital

16

Park and Planning Commission in accordance with the procedural requirements of Section 27-

17

642 of the County Zoning Ordinance.
Adopted this 18th day of July, 2017.
COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S
COUNTY, MARYLAND, SITTING AS THE
DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PART OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHIN'GTON REGIONAL
DISTRICT IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY,
MARYLAND

BY<::

LJ6rrrf)--r---

Derrick Leon Davis
Chairman
ATTEST:

Redi C. Floyd
Clerk of the Council
8
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Draft No.:

1

Proposer(s):

Franklin

Spoosor(s):
Item Title:

Drafter:

Public Hearing Date:

Franklin, Lehman, Harrison, Davis and Patterson
A RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 2013 SUBREGION 5 MASTER PLAN
AND SECTIONAL MAP AMENDMENT for the purpose of initiating a minor
amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
concerning the zoning classification of certain parcels of land within the master
plan area boundaries, and making certain amendments to the approved Growth
Boundary, as an amendment to the current general plan for t!ie physical
development of land in the County, Plan Prince George's 2035, as to certain parcels
of land within the master plan area boundaries in order to realize certain
transportation policy goals and related development strategies set forth in current
within applicable comprehensive planning and zoning proposals approved in the
2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment.
Karen T. Zavakos, Zoning and Legislative Counsel
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Action Text:
This Resolution was introduced
07/18/2017

County Council

rules suspended

Action Text:
A motion was made by Council Member Franklin, seconded by Council Member
Patterson, that the Council Rules of Procedure be suspended. The motion carried
by the following vote:
Aye: 8 Davis, Franklin, Harrison, Lehman, Patterson, Taveras, Toles and
Turner
Absent: 1 Glares
07/18/2017

County Council

adopted
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Action Text:
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Harrison, that this Resolution be adopted. The motion carried by the following vote:
Aye: 8 Davis, Franklin, Harrison, Lehman, Patterson, Taveras, Toles and
Turner
Absent: 1 Glaros

AFFECTED CODE SECTIONS:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION/FISCAL IMPACT:
Section 27-642 of the Zoning Ordinance provides procedures by which the District Council may
approve initiation and consideration of certain minor amendments to approved comprehensive plans in
the County. Accordingly, this Resolution will direct initiation of a minor amendment to the 2013
Subregion 5 Master P Zan and Sectional Map Amendment and direct that a joint public hearing be held
on the proposed minor amendments on October 10, 2017, in accordance with the prescriptions of the
local zoning laws.

Document(s): R2016062, CR-62-2017 AIS
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Prince George's County Council
Meeting Minutes - Final

County Administration Building
.14741 Governor Oden Bowie
Drive
Upper Marlboro, Maryland
20772-3050

County Council
Derrick Leon Davis, District 6, Chairman
Mel Franklin, District 9
Dannielle M. G/aros, District 3, Vice Chairwoman
Andrea C. Harrison, District 5
Mary A. Lehman, District 1
Obie Patterson, District 8
Deni L. Taveras, District 2
Karen R. Toles, District 7
Todd M. Turner, District 4
Robert J. Williams, Jr., Council Administrator
Tuesday, October 10, 2017

7:00 PM

Council Hearing Room

RECONVENE

The meeting was reconvened by Chairman Davis at at 7:09 p.m. with eight
members present.
Present:
8 - Chairman Derrick Davis
Vice Chair Dannielle Glaros
Council Member Mel Franklin
Council Member Andrea Harrison
Council Member Mary Lehman
Council Member Obie Patterson
Council Member Deni Taveras
Council Member Todd Twner
Council Member Karen Toles
Absent:

The following Planning Board Commisioners were present:
Elizabeth M Hewlett, Chair
Dorothy F. Bailey, Vice-Chair
William Doerner
Also present:
Prince George's County Cou11cil

Pag~J

Meeting Minutes - Final

County Council

October 10, 2017

Robert J Williams, Jr. Council Administrator
William M Hunt, Jr., Deputy Council Administrator
Redis C. Floyd, Clerk oft he Council
Donna J Brown, Deputy Clerk of the Council
Karen Zavakos, Legislative Officer
PUBLIC HEARING:_-{COUNCIL HEARING ROOM)
JT 10102017

Draft 1

JOINT PUBLIC HEARING OF THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
COUNCIL SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL AND THE PRINCE
GEORGE'S COUNTY PLANNING BOARD OF THE
MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
PROPOSED MINOR AMENDMENT TO THE 2013 SUBREGION 5 MASTER
PLAN AND SECTIONAL MAP AMENDMENT (CR-62-2017)
On July 18, 2017, the District Council adopted Council Resolution (CR 62-2017)
directfog the Prince George's Planning Board to initiate and prepare a minor
amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
and directing that a joint public hearing be conducted in order to receive public
comments concerning each of the minor amendments proposed therein.

Attachment(s):

Oct 10 20 17 JT PH PPT

Pursuant to proper notice, the public hearing was convened. Michael
Zamore, M-NCPPC Community Planning Division, provided an overview
and facilitated a PowerPoint presentation on the proposed minor amendment
under consideration. The following persons provided verbal testimony:
I . Stan Fetter, Individual
2. Peter Gallerizzo, Individual (not in attendance)
3. Maureen Gill, Individual (not in attendance)
4. Kamila Gray, BTB Coalition, Brandywine I TB Southern Region
Neighborhood
Coalition (BTB Coalition)
5. Donna Young, Individual (not in attendance)
6. Mildred Kriemelmeyer, f ndividual
z. Tamara Davis Brown, Greater Piscataway Alliznce
8. Harry Kriemelmeyer, Jr., Individual
9. Mary Forsht-Tucker, Individual
10. Cynthia Pearson, Individual (not in attendance)
11. Pam Dodson, Mary Catherine Estates Civic Association (not in
attendance)
12. Muriel Greaves, Mary Catherine Estates Civic Association (not in
Pri11ce George's Cou11ty Cou11clf

Poge2

County Council

Meeting Minutes - Final

October 10, 2017

attendance)
I 3. Sarah Cavitt, Indian Head Highway Area Action Council (IHHAAC)
I 4. Henry Cole, Ph.D, Patuxent Waterkeeper, Clean Air Prince George's
15. Adrienne Crowell, Individual
16. Tom Haller, Representing Clients Karen Thomas and Angela Chung
17. Matthew Tedesco, Piscataway Clinton, LLC
18. Laurie Snow, Individual (not in attendance)
19. Stanford Malcolm, Individual (declined to speak)
20. Judith Allen-Leventhal, Individual
21. Tommi Makita, individual
22. Kelly Canavan, Accokeek Mattawoman Piscataway Creeks Council
(AMP Creeks
Council)
23. Phillip VanWiltenburg, Greater Accokeek Civic Association
24. Susan Chandler
25. Bill Shipp
26. Claudia Raskin
2 7. Jamela Charles
28. Joanne Flynn
29. Bonnie Bick
30. Jacqueline Brown (declined to speak)
3 I . Heather McKee
32. Emily Canavan
All persons wishing to speak having done so, the public hearing was
declared held. Council Member Franklin thanked the community for
participating and read a statement regarding the proposal.
This Joint Public Hearing was held
ADJOURN

The meeting was adjourned at 8:49 p.m.

Prince George's Cou11ry Cou11cil

Pnge3

County Council

Meeting Minutes - Final

Prepared by:

Donna J. Brown, Deputy Clerk of the Council

Submitted by:

Rectis C. Floyd, Clerk of the Council

Prince George's County Cou11cll
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October 10, 2017
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Exhibit Item Description

Received From

Date

No.
l.

2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional
Map Amendment (by reference)

M-NCPPC

10/6/2017

2.

2014 Plan Prince George's 2035 Approved General Plan
(Plan 2035) (by reference)

M-NCPPC

10/6/2017

"~-

Map 1. Growth Policy Areas

M-NCPPC

10/6/2017

4.

Map 2. CR-62-2017 Proposed Amendments l, 3, 8

M-NCPPC

10/6/20 17

5.

Map 3. CR-62-20 I7 Proposed Amendments 2, 4, 5, 6, 7

M-NCPPC

10/6/2017

6.

Map 4. CR-62-20 l 7 Proposed Amendments I to 8

M-NCPPC

10/6/2017

7.

Letter dated September 7, 20 J7
To: Planner
Re: SMA Changes A6, Item 12 (Overview)

Joseph Lee

9/7/2017

8.

Letter dated September 20, 2017
To: Community Planning Divis ion
Re: Minor Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (CR-62-20 l 7)

Raymond A. Chicca

9/28/2017

9.

Letter dated October 8, 2017
To: County Council and Planning Board
Re: CR-62-2017
(Speaker number seven)

Tamara Davis Brown

10/10/2017

10.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number nine)
Re: CR-62-20 17 (Amendments #7 & #8)

Mary Forsht-Tucker

10/10/2017

I l.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number thirteen)

Sarah Cavitt
Indian Head Highway
Area Action Council, Inc.
(IHHAAC, rNC)

I0/10/2017

12.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number fourteen)

Henry S. Cole, Ph.D.

10/10/2017

Rev. (10/23/2017 I 0:08 AM)
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Exhibit
No.
13.

Item Description

Received From

Date

Letter dated October 10, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-20 I 7; Minor Amendments Number One and
Two, Chung
(Speaker number sixteen)

Thomas H. Haller
Gibbs and Haller

10/10/2017

14.

Letter dated October I 0, 20 I 7
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-2017; Minor Amendment Number Three,
Thomas
(Speaker number sixteen)

Thomas H. Haller
Gibbs and Haller

10/10/2017

15.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number twenty)

Judith Allen-Leventhal

10/ 10/2017

16.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number twenty-two)

Kelly Canavan
AMP Creeks Council

10/10/20 17

17.

Statement prepared for the Joint Public Hearing
(Speaker number twenty-six)

Claudia Raskin

10/10/2017

18.

Letter dated October I 0, 2017
To: Planning Board
Re: Minor Amendment to the 2013 approved Subregion
5 Master Plan and Section Map Amendment

James J. Robinson
Tree of Life Christian
Ministries

10/10/20 17

19.

Letter
Re: 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment along Old Branch Avenue

Adrienne Crowell

I0/16/2017

20.

Letter dated October 12, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Opposition to CR-62-2017 MXT (MNCPPC Mixed
Use Property Proposal)

Steven B. Gershman
Sherwood Forest

10/16/2017

21.

Letter dated May 12, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-2017

Phi lip Van Wittenburg,
President Greater
Accokeek Civic
Association

I 0/17/2017

22.

Letter dated October 13, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Opposition to CR-62-20 l 7

John T. Mitchell

10/18/2017

Rev. (10/23/2017 10:08 AM)
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Received From

Date

Letter dated October 18, 20 l 7 Via E-mail
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-2017

Muriel Greaves

10/18/2017

No.
23.

(Awaiting original)

24.

Letter dated October 14, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-2017

Rev. Dr. Delman Coates,
Ph.D., Senior Pastor
Mt. Ennon Baptist Church

10/19/2017

25.

Letter dated October 14, 2017
To: Planning Board
Re: Response to Prince George's County (PGC) CR-622017 Minor Amendment to the 2013 Approved
Subregion 5 Sector Plan and Sectional Map, Chaddsford
Community

Ronald E. Small

10/20/2017

26.

William M. Shipp
Letter dated October 19, 2 0 I 7
O'Malley,
Miles, Nylen &
To: Clerk of the Council
Gilmore,
P.A.
Re: Minor Amendment to Subregion 5 Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment, Minor Amendments No. 7 &
8, Walton Group and Companies

27.

Letter dated October 20, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Subregion V Master Plan Minor Amendment
Comments

The Honorable Mel
Franklin
Council Member, District
9

I 0/20/2017

28.

Letter dated October 20, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Written Statement for the Record, Joint Public
Hearing-October .10, 2017; Proposed Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Subregion S Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment (CR-62-20 17), Robin Dale

L. Paul Jackson, II
Shipley & Home, P.A.

10/20/20 17

29.

Letter dated October 18, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re:CR-62-2017

Stacey Crowell

10/20/2017

30.

Letter dated October 20, 201 7
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Sierra Club opposition to Amendment of the
Subregion S Master Plan

Martha Ainsworth, Chair
Prince George's Sierra
Club Group

10/20/2017

Rev. (10/23/20 17 10:08 AM)
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Received From

Date

Letter
To: County Council Chainnan
Re:CR-62-2017

Stan Fetter

10/20/2017

32.

Letter dated October 20, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Written Testimony in Support of Proposed Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment, Minor Amendment No. 6,
Allied-Brandywine, LLC and Calm Retreat, LLC

Matthew C. Tedesco
McNamee Hosea

10/20/2017

33.

Letter dated October 20, 2017
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Written Testimony in Support of Proposed Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment, Minor Amendment No. 4,
Piscataway Clinton, LLC

Matthew C. Tedesco
McNamee Hosea

10/20/2017

34.

Letter dated October 19, 2017
To: County Council and Planning Board
Re: CR-62-2017-1 Minor Amendment comment

Kevin Harper

10/20/2017

35.

Letter dated October 20, 201 7
To: Clerk of the Council and Planning Board
Re: CR-62-2017

Joanne Flynn, Vice
President
Greater Baden Aquasco
Citizen's Association
(GBACA)

10/20/20 17

36.

Letter dated October 20, 2017 Via &-mail
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: CR-62-17 (" Minor Amendment'' to Subregion 5
Plan)

Bradley E. Heard

10/20/2017

Bonnie Bick
Mattawoman Sierra Club
Campaign

10/20/2017

Millicent Allenby

I 0/20/2017

(Awaiting o ri gina l)

37.

Letter dated October 18, 2017 Via E-mai I
To: Clerk of the Council
Re: Opposition to CR-62-2017
(.-\wa itin g o ri gin:11)

38.

Letter dated October 18, 2017 Via E-mail
To: Council Member Turner
Re: CR-62-2017
( _.\ 1\·ai t in ~ o r igin:tl )

Rev. ( 10/23/2017 10:08 AM)
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Prince George's County
2035 Approved General Plan
Growth Policy Areas

Legend

D

2013 Approved Subregion 5
Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
Primary Road

Plan 2035 Growth Policy Areas
Plan 2035 Growth Boundary

Established Communities
Plan 2035 classifies existing residential neighborhoods and
commercial areas served by public water and sewer outside
of the Regional Transit Districts and Local Centers,
as Established Communities. Established Communities are most
appropriate for context-sensitive infill and low- to medium density
development. Plan 2035 recommends maintaining and enhancing
existing public services (police and fire/EMS), facilities
(such as libraries, schools, parks, and open space), and
infrastructure In these areas (such as sidewalks) to ensure that
the needs of existing residents are met.

-

Rural and Agricultural Areas

Our Rural Areas are home to low-density residential communities
served by well and septic, significant natural resources, and important
historic scenic roads and viewsheds. Plan 2035 recommends Rural Areas
remain low-density residential or support park and open space land use
and focuses new investment on maintaining existing infrastructure and
stabilizing small-scale neighborhood-oriented commercial activities that
support the areas' rural lifestyle and character.
Plan 2035 defines Agricultural Areas as areas suitable for agricultural
activities and forestry preservation.
Plan 2035 recommends contlnuing to protect these areas
in order to preserve the agricultural sector and the land
base on which it depends.
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Change from R-A Zone to R-R Zone
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Change from R-R Zone to M-X-T Zone

7

Change from R-A, R-R, R-E, R-T,
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From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

•

Joseph Lee josephjlee@yahoo com ~
CA-62-2-17
September 7, 2017 at 9:50 AM
wendy.irminger@ ppd mncppc org

Dear Ms. lrminger:

I received your 1 Sept 2017 CR-62-2-17 letter. My property is included in ' SMA Changes A6' (please see attached file,
"Sub 5 SMA,' Item 12 (Overview) page). Written documentation for A6, however, does NOT reference my property. It
references the property in "Item 12' page, "West of Livingston Road at its intersection with Bernice Lane:
Accordingly, I'm uncertain as to whether the proposed A6 zoning changes (from R-A to 0-S in my case) is being proposed
for my property OR if it had been enacted in 2013, which predates my purchase. In either case, I will hand deliver an
original affidavit and a copy of this email, as an addendum, this afternoon to suggest that 0-S zoning may be
inappropriate for my home and that of three of my adjacent neighbors, whose property are also included in A6, because
they are all on lots smaller than 5 acres.
In the above referenced ' Item 12 (Overview)" page, please find the lots numbered 1-5 in blue. My notes are commented
in blue on this page and are included below for the sake of clarity:
·
I own #1, part of #2 and #3. My house is on 3.74 acres on parts of both #1 and #2 - tax ID: 039750. (A
neighbor's house is on the remainder of #2, which is smaller than 2 ac.) I own the remainder of #1 - tax ID:
0297770, 5.9 acres. And, I own 113 - tax ID: 0276113, 6.4 acres.
#4 has two two houses on two lots (both smaller than 4ac), owned by unrelated people
If the several houses on #5 were excluded from A6 zoning change because none are on 5ac minimum lot size, A6
Boundary should exclude part of #1 all of #2 and all of #4 as these lots are also smaller than Sac. I would ask,
however, that A6 be redraw
g the bottom of #1 and left of #4 so as to not look like a gerrymandered map.

e

Accolawn Rd
cokeek, MD 20607
C: 202.288.5298

Sub 5 SMA.pdf

RECEIVED
3EP - 7 20\7
CLERK Of THECOi.JNCil
Pl'-iNCEGEC~GE'S COUNTY MARYWi(;

Item 12 (Overview)
Legend: Proposed Zoning

t::J SMA Change A6

B

Jolnt Pubfic Hearing Testimony

-

New SMA Request

C-A (Ancillary Commercial)

_ _ R-A (Residential-Agricultural)
-

R-E (Residential-Estate)

-

R-0-S (Reserved Open Space)

[~-j

R-R (Rural Residential)

~ however.

that A6 be

'y look like a gerryrnan

COMMISSIONERS

Where Water Matters -- :· ·
14501 Sweitzer Lane

•

Thomasina V. Rogers, Chair
T. Eloise Foster, Vice Chair
Fausto R. Bayonet
Omar M. Boulware
Howard A. Denis
Chris Lawson

• l

Laurel, Maryland 20707-5901

September 20, 2017

Mr. Scott Rowe, Acting Division Chief
Community Planning Division
Prince George's County Planning Department
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

GENERAL MANAGER
Carla A. Reid

RECEIVED
SEP 2 8 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNTY MARYLAND

RE: Minor Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
(CR-62-2017)
Dear Mr. Rowe:
This letter is in response to your notice of September I, 2017, regarding the subject minor
amendment. We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed amendment.
The subject properties identified in CR-62-2017 are located within WSSC's Piscataway and
Mattawoman sewer basins. Specific capacity evaluations will be performed by WSSC 's Planning
Division and Development Services Division when detailed information is provided as various parcels
and properties are submitted for development review. The extent of any impact to sewer system capacity,
whether of a localized nature or requiring a capital improvement programmed (CIP) project, will be
determined by WSSC at that time.

If you or your staff have further questions or require more information, please contact
Mr. Thomas Hilton, Planning Division Manager at Tom.Hilton@wsscwater.com or phone at 301-2068815 or you can contact me at Ray.Chicca@wsscwater.com or phone at 301-206-8086.
Since*rely _

7- .[.. _~·~ .

.----;
~

I

"-'

~aymond A. Chicca, P.E.
Development Services Division Manager
cc:

Tom Hilton, WSSC, Planning Division
Wendy frminger, M-NCPPC, Community Planning Division

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
301 -206-WSSC (9772)

• 301-206-8000 •

1-800-828-6439

• TTY: 301-206-8345

• www.wsscwater.com

Speaker Number

7

12012 Bork Drive
Clinton, MD 20735

October 8, 2017
Prince George's County District Council
MNCPPC Prince George's County Planning Board
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
2 nd Floor
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

RECEIVED
OCT 1 0 20'7
CLER\( OF 1t\E ~~'ttANO

RE: CR 62-2017

PR\tlCE oEQRGE'S COON

Dear District Council and Planning Board:
Thank you for the opportunity address the resolution that was introduced on July 18, 2017.
Perhaps because it was just before the County Council's summer break and the fact that no public
speakers were present to speak on the resolution, but I am baffled as to why this resolution was
introduced and seconded by members of the Council, whose district are not at all impacted by the
resolution, instead of the councilman for District 9, whose district is solely impacted by this resolution.
I am also curious as to why no one on the Council questioned whether what was being proposed
was legally permissible under the County's zoning laws. Without much research, it is clear that the
proposal is a complete re-zoning of land in District 9. Perhaps, the County Council was led to believe
that it was compelled to pass CR-62-2017 because it was ordered to do so by a recent Court of Special
Appeals of Maryland case involving 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan/SMA zoning matters in District 9,
Frank Bazzarre et al v. Prince George's County Council sitting as the District Counci/. 1 Residents of
District 9 were led to believe this assertion as wel l when they called the District 9 office inquiring about
the resolution and when the Councilman's office specifically told residents at a recent District V CAC
Coffee Club meeting that CR-62-2017 "only dealt with a court case and nothing else."
Regardless of the rationale, we now have the opportunity to set the record straight and demonstrate
why the District Council and the Planning Board should jointly disapprove this resolution for the
following five (5) reasons:
1. The rationale and impetus of the resolution are flawed .
2. The Bazzarre case does not require the District Council to approve CR-62-2017.
3. The proposed rezoning goes beyond the scope of what Section 27-642 of the County's zoning
laws permit for a Minor Amendment.
a. Growth Boundary changes cannot be made by a Minor Amendment.
b. Areas proposed to be rezoned for MXT do not meet the qualifications for this zoning change.
c. MXT requires zoning to be near a transportation hub.
d. MXT requires water and sewer connection.
e. Minor Amendments cannot be used for properties where there is a single landowner.
4. MXT zoning bas no limitations on density and therefore must have an Adequate Public Facilities
Analysis, which a Minor Amendment by its very nature avoids.
5. Approval of CR 62-2017 sets a dangerous precedent of unfettered development throughout the
County with no analysis of impact on the quality of life of current residents.
1 Consolidated

Case Nos. 1016, 1017, 1019, 1023, 1024, 1061 , 1062 and 1426 (May 13, 2017).

1

First, the impetus of proposed zoning changes is flawed. The 16th preamble clause is quite telling:
"WHEREAS, in order to realize the plan vision, the District Council find that new, responsibly planned
and implemented residential development hold potential for providing dedicated funding sources to
address this regional transportation issue, and the use of coordinated priority fimdingfees for new
development proj_~cts should be explored in order to create additional dollars to address the serious
transportation iss-uel in (lij, c;grridor." In plain language, build more houses and housing units to alleviate
the traffic congestion in Districr9:' This resolution was clearly written by a developer and its land use
attorneys (probably \Yalton, but more on this company later). No one using sound judgment would make
this argument especially if you review the associated maps for CR-62-2017, which by the way were not
made available until recent public inquiry, and were probably not available to the District Council before
or on July 18, 2017. If you b_u,i_Id, more houses, and particularly high-density housing units (apartments)
as MXT zoningallcfws, you attfjis~,agp increase more traffic to area. This will only exacerbate the traffic
congestion not reduce it. Even if a ·developer was willing to make major infrastructure improvements to
needed areas in "downtown Clinton," the sheer volume of added density permitted under MXT would
overtax the roads immediately upon construction and grand openjng.
Nooe of the eight (8) Amendments for re-zoning are in areas where traffic congestion is an issue with the
exception of proposed Amendments Nos. 4 & 5 that are properties of State Senator Miller, BK Miller,
Vestry of Clinton Parish, et. al. and are all near Woodyard Road and land-locked due in part to the
presence of historic Surratts House. However, this part of Clinton is not near a transportation hub so
MXT in these areas are legally impermissible according the County' s own zoning laws.

Second, the Bazzarre case does not require the District Council and the Planning Board to
approve CR-62-2017. Whether the Council was duped to believing it so, that case primarily involved the
then-District Council's to failure to adhere to State Public Ethics Law and the filing of required Affidavits
and the fallout of action taken by the District Council after these ethics laws were not followed. The
Bazzarre Court specifically held the following:
"Part 8. Our Holdings
We dismiss the Clagetts' appeal of the injunctive relief action and the declaratory judgment action as
moot.
We reverse the judgments of the circuit court entered in the judicial review proceedings. The circuit court
should remand the proceedings as to the Clagetts, Christmas Farm, ERCO, MCQ Auto, and Robin Dale to
the District Council with instructions for the Council to assign zoning and/or master plan classifications to
the properties based upon the unredacted record that was before the Council in 2009. The only additions
to the record shall be appellants' updated affidavits as required by GP § 5-835, disclosures of any ex parte
communications as required by GP § 5-836, and any other documents necessary to comply with Part V of
the Maryland Public Ethics Law.
We reverse the circuit court's judgment entered in the Piscataway case, and remand it to the circuit court
for entry of a judgment reversing the District Council' s 2013 action in downzoning the Piscataway
property.

Our lzoldi11gs are restricted to the properties subject to this appeal." (emphasis added)2

2

Due to the nature in which CR-62-20 17 was written, one had to examine the tax records to detennine the property owners of the
parcels involved, a tedious task. It is possible that during the time the Bazzarre was being appealed, the property could have been

2

None of these parties or properties in Bazzarre involve the eight (8) proposed zoning
amendments listed in CR-62-2017, and there is no nexus between that decision and what the District 9
Councilman is proposing. The zoning proposal in the resolution is a complete rewrite of zoning for
specific areas in District 9 that is incongruent with current land use. For example, Amendments 7 & 8
compromise of approximately 2,000 acres in the currently zoned rural and agricultural areas of the
County. These areas are not near major transportation hubs or transit areas. They lack water and sewer
connection yet this vast amount of land is now being proposed to be rezoned as MXT, which will include
commercial development, apartments, single-family homes and townhornes with no limitation on density.
Third, none of the proposed zoning changes meet the legal definition of Minor Amendment.
Section 27-642 of the County's zoning ordinance states:
Sec. 27-642. - Minor Amendment to an Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans, and Development
District Overlay Zones.
(a) Minor amendments of approved master, sector, functional plans and/or associated Development
District Overlay Zones may be initiated by Resolution of the District Council, or by the Planning
Board upon approval by Resolution of the District Council. At the time of initiation, a joint public
hearing date shall be scheduled to occur within 60 days, in accordance with the notice requirements
set forth in Sections .. - -6-4-!(b)(2)(A) through St-: ri 0n ~ • -6-1-!(b)(2)(D) of this Subtitle.
(b) The minor amendment process may be utilized to:
( l) advance the goals of an approved comprehensive plan, functional plan, or development
district plan; or
(2) safeguard the public safety health and welfare of citizens and residents within the plan area
boundaries.
( c) The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(1) a geographic area which is not more than 50% of the underlying plan area, but not
limited to a single property or property owner;
(2) limite-d to specific issues regarding public planning objectives; or
(3) for the purpose of correcting errors in the text or maps in the applicable plan.
(4) Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, tire minor amendment process shall
not be utilized/or any amendment which would require major transportation analysis and/or
modeling, revised water and sewer classifications, or any Adequate Public Facilities analysis.
(d) The Resolution initiating a minor amendment shall set forth the purpose and scope of the
proposed amendment, and shall state the date of the joint public hearing on the proposed
amendment.
(e) The Planning Board shall transmit a draft of the proposed amendment, a technical staff report
analyzing the amendment, and the Planning Board's recommendation on the Development District
Overlay Zone amendment and/or the Planning Board's adoption o f the plan amendment within 30
days of the date of the joint public hearing.
(t) Within 90 days of receipt of the Planning Board's recommendation, the District Council shall
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove the proposed minor amendment.

sold to a third party. As discussed in detail below, it is also possible that Walton lntemational, a Canadian company with
subsidiaries in the U.S., including Maryland for its landholdings in the Westphalia project, pieced together parcels that are
subswned in one of the consolidated cases. It is difficult to decipher, which is all the more reason disapprove the resolution for
improper notice and lack of clarity of the particular parcels involved as some tax records were not available. Any zoning changes
directed by the Court, must be based on the unredacted record of 2009, however, not any new proposals sought by the District
Council in CR 62-2017.

3

CR-62-2017 proposes the following zoning eight (8) changes:
I. Growth Boundary: change from Rural and Agricultural Area to Established Communities
2. Zoning: change from R-A Zone to R-R Zone
3. Growth Boundary Change from Rural & Agricultural Area to Established Communities
4. Zoning: change from C-S-C, C-O, and R-80 zones to M-X-T Zone
5. Zoning: change from C-S-C, C-O, R-55, and R-80 zones to M-X-T Zone
6. Zoning: change from R-R Zone to M-X-T Zone
7. Zoning: change from R-A, R-R, R-E, R-T, and C-M zones to M-X-T Zone
8. Growth Boundary: change from Rural and Agricultural Area to Established Communities
Proposed Amendment Nos. 1, 3 and 8 change the Growth Boundary in contradiction of the 2035
General Plan which violates subsection (b) of the Minor Amendment regulation. These proposed
Amendments also require major transportation analysis and/or modeling, revised water and sewer
classificatio11s, and any Adequate Public Facilities analysis in violatiou of sub!;ection (c)(4) of the
Miuor Amendment regulation.
Amendment Nos. 4, 5, and 6 also change the Growth Boundary and are not in alignment with the 2013
Central Branch Avenue Revitalization Corridor Sector Piao, which also violates subsection (b) of the
Minor Amendment regulation.
According to the tax records, Amendment Nos. 1 and 2 have a single landowner, Angela Chung and
thus violates subsection (c)(l) of the Minor Amendment regulation. It is noteworthy that the vast
majority of the land in Amendments Nos 7 and 8 have been purchased by Walton International and its
Maryland subsidiary, well over 1,900 acres of rural and agricultural land.
Fourth, as the District Council and Planning Board are aware, MXT zoning has no limitation on density.
It was created to attract mixed use development around and near the County's Metro stations. This zoning
designation contemplates commercial, apartments, condos and other high-density housing units. By its
nature, MXT development must be near a transportation hub or major highway. It must have other
infrastructure improvements already in place to handle the proposed development. Minor Amendments are
not intended to go through the rigorous analysis needed for MXT zoning. It presupposes that current land
use is sufficient and only technical corrections consistent with existing plans are necessary.
Fifth, approving CR-62-20 l7 sets a dangerous precedent not only in District 9 but throughout the County.
ft signals to developers that they can bypass the zoning process by simply getting a District Council member
to sponsor a resolution and veil it such that affected community members are unaware of a behemoth
development project on the horizon. The resolution ignores the zoning process and usurps the authority of
the County's Planning Board, staff and zoning hearing examiner. It erodes public trust.

Full disclosure of what Councilman Franklin is trying achieve by this resolution is paramount before the
public hearing so residents can properly voice their concerns and address any and all issues. The public
hearing is not the time to obtain accurate infonnation for·the first time. It is the deliberation time where the
4

District Council and Planning Board jointly will hear the issues from all sides. This goes back to rationale
for this resolution that I discussed in the third (3 rd) paragraph of this letter. Rather, Councilman Franklin
urges his constituents to attend the public bearing to "obtain accurate information.":
From : F~an%!in , Mc 1 [:--l~nnir_lml c'. co.0<.j .fT't~.t1s :
Sent: 1,'iednc2sd:3y Seotember 20, 20 17 3:33 A>1
To: Yahocg roups ; district\/coff2edub-o·,vr.er E. ', 3bqcqrouos.ccrn
Cc: Carolyn Lowe
Subject: Re: Fw: CR-62-20 17 and Subregi•J() 5

I encourage you to attend the joint public hearing on October 10 to obtain accurate information. I have
just become aware of the e-mail below and other similar information being circulated in the
community. The information is highly confused and contains erroneous information. The proposed minor
amendment being heard on October 10 is completely unrelated to any litigation or court
decision. Additionally, the affidavit process mentioned below has nothing to do with the ability of
the general public to participate in the hearing process. Affidavits are required by state and county
ethics law to be filed by any developers/applicants requesting zoning intensification of their land, not by
residents simply participating in the public hearing or public input process. While I cannot discuss the
merits of the proposed minor amendment outside of the public hearing process, I caution you against
following unsubstantiated guidance about the public input process.

Council Member

Prince George's Coun ty Council, District 9
County Admi nistration Bldg.

l.
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Moreover, the County is currently under a Zoning Rewrite that will make the zoning process
more streamlined for developers and retire arcane zoning regulations and classifications that no longer fit
today's zoning paradigm. However, it should still allow for public comment and review to ensure that
current residents' quality of life is not unduly burdened.
I recognize that the Planning Board and the District Council has a Herculean effort to fix and
transform past z.oning blunders that allowed urban sprawl and more traffic problems that have left our
local roads congested. I do agree that the District Council and County Council should take on these
issues in a cost-effective manner such as public-private partnership, but CR-62-2017 goes well beyond
that an in effort completely rezone land not suitable for mixed use or residential use.
The County must invest the tax dollars collected and bond money borrowed to improve our aging
infrastructure. Voters have bi-annually approved bond bill referendums for schools, libraries, roads, etc.
yet our capital improvement, particularly in District 9, remain in much of the same condition as when I
moved to the County in 1988 with some exceptions. I urge the County/District Council to focus on these
improvements and transit-oriented development (as we so often hear) rather than creating more urban
sprawl that CR-62-2017 promotes.
5

Fi1tally, I want to address the issue of proper notice of this resolution. My notice is dated
September 1, 2017, which was a Friday before the Labor holiday weekend. Even assuming that letter was
sent to the post office the same day, I am certain that processing did not occur until after the holiday. I
received my notice on Saturday, September 9, 2017, a day after the required filing deadline for Affidavits
as required by Maryland Public Ethics Laws. This is the same pattern and practice that bas been used by
MNCPPC staff to shut out public comment. The Affidavit filing process affects all interested property
owners, not just Walton or other developers, (such Angela Chung) who are may have wanted to rezone
their property in a manner different from what CR-62-2017 proposes. Proper notice giving other affected
landowners the right to timely file an Affidavit was woefully lacking if my receipt date was any
indication of how the Planning staff handled the notice in this instance.
Considering these comments, I urge the MNCPPC Planning Board and the District Council to
please vote to disapprove CR-62-2017.
Original copies of these comments will be filed in person at Tuesday's public hearing for formal
inclusion in the record of this matter. Thank you for your consideration.
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RECEIVED
OCT 1 0 2017
CLERK OF TIIE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNTY MARYLAND

Mary Forsht-Tucker
11804 Mary Catherine Dr.
Clinton, MD 20735
301-292-2480
maryft64@gmail.com

CR-62-2017 (Amendments #7 & #8)

Speaker Number

9

Putting the M-X-T zone in the middle of a Rural & Agricultural Area is against everything the
County has advocated for decades.
1.

CR-62-2017 uses the Minor Amendment regulation (Sec 27-642) (see text of the
regulation on page 2 below) in a way that the regulation itself expressly disallows.
Section (c)(4) of the Minor Amendment regulation reads," ... the minor amendment
process shall not be utilized for any amendment which would require major
transportation analysis and/or modeling, revised water and sewer classifications, or any
Adequate Public Facilities analysis"
Changing the Growth Boundary (see definition/description on page 3 below)
changes the water and sewer classification to allow public water and sewer in
an area where it was previously not allowed. Section (c)(4) of the Minor
Amendment regulation expressly disallows using it for revising water and sewer
classifications.
Analysis for Adequate Public Facilities is an absolute must--school capacity and
fire and police response, as well as transportation to make sure all these are
adequate for whatever is being built. This is especially critical since an awful
can be built on 2,000 acres (that's what the acreage in #7 of the CR adds up to).
Moreover, there is no cap on density in the M-X-T zone (see definition on page
3) and the allowed uses range from residential to retail to industrial. Section
(c)(4) of the Minor Amendment regulation expressly says it cannot be used for
any amendment that requires Adequate Public Facilities or major transportation
analysis.

tJt

2.

When re-zoning is processed as a Minor Amendment, it bypasses the Zoning Hearing
Examiner and Planning. A 2,000-acre M-X-T needs to go through the Zoning Hearing
Examiner and the Planning Board as a proposed development project before proposing
its merger into the Master Plan/SMA and the General Plan and a Joint Public Hearing.
Whatever Walton is proposing needs to be evaluated before any M-X-T is approvedespecially 2,000 acres worth-no matter what its location, but its location shouldn't be
in the middle of Rural/Agricultural Area.

3. The legality of using the Minor Amendment process to change the County's Growth
Boundary prescribed by the General Plan is questionable.

1

Mary Forsht-Tucker
11804 Mary Catherine Dr.
Clinton, MD 20735
301-292-2480
maryft64@gmail.com
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Sec. 27-642. - Minor Amendment to an Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans. and
Development District Overlay Zones.

· - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - ---- - -(a) Minor amendments of approved master, sector, functional plans and/or associated
Development District Overlay Zones may be initiated by Resolution of the District Council, or
by the Planning Board upon approval by Resolution of the District Council. At the time of
initiation, a joint public hearing date shall be scheduled to occur within 60 days, in accordance
with the notice requirements set forth in Sections 2 7-644(b)(2)(A) through Section 27 644(b)(2)(D) of this Subtitle.
- - - - - - - ---

·· - - -- - - - -- -·- - -

(b) The minor amendment process may be utilized to:
(1) advance the goals of an approved comprehensive plan, functional plan, or development
district plan; or
(2) safeguard the public safety health and welfare of citizens and residents within the plan
area boundaries.
(c) The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
(1) a geographic area which is not more than 50% of the underlying plan area, but not
limited to a single property or property owner;
(2) limited to specific issues regarding public planning objectives; or
(3) for the purpose of correcting errors in the text or maps in the applicable plan.
(4) Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, the minor amendment process shall
not be utilized for any amendment which would require major transportation analysis and/or
_o delin , revisedwat-el" and se ef classifications or an Ade uate Public Facilities anajyfils~
(d) The Resolution initiating a minor amendment shall set forth the purpose and scope of the
proposed amendment, and shall state the date of the joint public hearing on the proposed
amendment.
(e) The Planning Board shall transmit a draft of the proposed amendment, a technical staff report
analyzing the amendment, and the Planning Board's recommendation on the Development District
Overlay Zone amendment and/or the Planning Board's adoption of the plan amendment within 30
days of the date of the joint public hearing.
(f) Within 90 days of receipt of the Planning Board's recommendc1tion, the District Council shall
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove the proposed minor amendment.
(CB-35-2015)

2

Mary Forsht-Tucker
11804 Mary Catherine Dr.
Clinton, MD 20735
301-292-2480
maryft64@gmail.com

Growth Boundary: The growth boundary is important because it designates the areas that are eligible to
receive public water and service and impacts where we grow and develop. Rural and Agriculture Areas
are not eligible for public water and sewer service. (from Plan 2035 Prince George' s General Plan)
M-X-T: Mixed Use - Transportation Oriented - Provides for a variety of residential, commercial, and
employment uses; mandates at least two out of the following three use categories: (1) Retail businesses;
(2) Office/ Research/Industrial; (3) Dwellings, hotel/motel; encourages a 24-hour functional
environment; must be located near a major intersection or a major transit stop or station and will
provide adequate transportation facilities for the anticipat ed traffic or at a location for which the
applicable Master Plan recommends mixed uses similar to those permitted in the M -X-T Zone.
Lot size and dwelling types - No Restrictions
Maximum floor area ratio
- 0.4 without optional method;
- 8.0 with optiona l method (provision of amenities)

Note, See Sec. 27-547 for Uses permitted in M-X-T zone.

3
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The Indian Head Highway Area Action Council, Inc.
(11llIAAC, INC.)
A Federation of South County Civict Citizen & Neighborhood Associations
P. 0. Box 44013
Fort Washington, MD 20749
Web Site: \V\\"\v.ihhaac.org Email: ihhaac. bo::ird a.f!l11ail.com
(30 l )839-4 76-1- (Land line-Please leave a message)
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Joint Public Hearing on CR-062-2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

We oppose this resolution for the following reasons:

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY MARYLAND

(1)

It is just more sprawl. We should be concentrating on our metro sites.

(2)

We have a zoning rewrite in the offing and this is counterproductive.

(3)

M-X-T hasn't worked for us in the past.

(4)

Why NOW? Do we wonder why just as we are going into an election year?

(5)

We support the written submission of Tamara Davis-Brown.

(6)

Legally defined or not. .. no one can honestly say with a straight face that rezoning
80 properties and over 2200 acres can be called "minor."

President

RECE IVED
Speak er Numb er
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OCT 1 0 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUHTY MARYi.AND

and
Comments on· the Proposed Minor Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan
Sectional Map Amendment

Presentation of Henry S. Cole, Ph.D. October 10, 2017

ental
I am Dr. Henry Cole, I reside at 11229 Mattapo ni Road in Croom, MD. I am environm
1 I appear in strong
scie ntist and President of the consulting firm Henry S. Cole and Associates.
Council
oppositi on to resolutio n CR-62-2017, the so-called minor amendments introduced
Member Mel Franklin on July 18, 2017.

and Blocks
1. The amendments collectively cover 1935 acres (based on state tax records of Parcels
the
change
would
8
covered in the amendments. The largest parcels affected, those in 7 and
Oriented
zoning mostly from areas zone for various rural uses to Mixed Use, Transportation
areas.
(M-X-T). Note the large green area on the map, designated as rural and agricultural

ent uses;
Consider that M-X-T zoning allows "a variety of residential, commercial, and employm

mandates at least two out of the following three use categories: (1) Retail businesses; (2) Office/
Research/ Industrial; (3) Dwellings, hotel/motel; encourages a 24-hour functional environment;
must be located near a major intersection or a major transit stop or station and will provide
adequate transportation facilities for the anticipated traffic or at a location for which the
applicable Master Plan recomm ends mixed uses similar to those permitted in the M-X-TZone.
d the
In other words, the sky is the limit. Perhaps those members of council who endorse
headlong
rushing
resolution cou ld provide us a bit more informat ion on what to expect before
into major intru sion of urban sprawl into a predomi nantly rural area.

are zoned as
2. Once again, we are whittling away areas that were part of the Rural Tier (now
rural and agricultu ral) without considering its environm ental impact.
power plant
The record in District 9 during M r. Franklin 's t wo terms is not encouraging. Two
impact the rural
strongly supporte d by Mr. Franklin wi ll operate within a mile of one another will
and the new
tier with emissions. Their impacts will overlap those of the Ceda r Creek Power plant
the areas'
power plant just over t he line in Charles Co. Thei r emissions will adversely affect
watersheds.

1

https://henryscoleinc.wordpress.com/20 17 /03/18/envi ronmenta I-sciences/

But now we have minor amendments 7 and 8 which ·lie largely within the watershed of the
Mattawoman Creek which is an extremely valuable recreational river and a _
critical tributary of
the Chesapeake Bay. Of the parcels outline in blue in county's pdf map (attached), most (15) are
in the Mattawoman watershed, using MERLIN's measuring tool, they sum to over 1700 acres.
Development under M-X-T (mixed use, transportation oriented) zoning allows a mix of
commercial, residential, industrial and transportation uses likely to increase the area covered by
impermeable su rfaces. Th is will add polluted runoff to the watershed and increase the frequency
and severity of high water events in flood prone areas of the watershed. A 2012 report issued by
state agencies and Charles County reports a serous loss of forest land with a continued decline in
the health of the fish comm unity. It concludes, that the impervious cover in the watershed is
presently at the tipping point" and "continued development can only be expected to have
adverse impacts on habitat value and water quality within the Mattawoman Creek watershed
and the Creek is expected to continue its decline as growth continues over the next 20 years ." 2
The use of the minor amendment process is simply a sly way to avoid public scrutiny. It
precludes a full analysis of environmental impacts of potentially massive developments in our
rural/agricultural areas. It sets a dangerous precedent for the future. Will it be used again and
again to grease the skids for further erosion of our rural areas? Are we witnessing death by a
thousand cuts in the form of minor amendments? And what about the parcels in the eastern
green-shaded, area in a Priority Preservation Area, about which there is no mention in the draft
ordinance.

3. Amendments 7, 8 and call for predominantly rural and agricultural areas to be rezoned as M-XT. M-X-T zones "The M-X-T zone "must be located near a major intersection or a major transit
stop or station and will provide adequate transportation facilities for the anticipated traffi c. ,,

However, this proposed rezoning appears to contradict the restriction for use of the minor
amendment process specified in Code Sec. 27-642
(4) Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, the minor amendment process shall not
be utilized for an y amendment which would require major transportation analysis and/or
modelin g, revised water and sewer classifications, or any Adequate Public Facilities analysis. (Sec.
27-642. - Minor Amendment to an Approved Master, Sector, Functional Plans, and Development
Dis tric t Overlay Zones.)

2 The

case for Protection of the Watershed Resources of Martawoman Creek (2012), by M attawoman Ecosystem Management

lnteragency Task Force/

y, the cu rren t upda te of the Comprehensive Plan may well represent the last opportunity th e County wi ll ha ve to
establish permanent protection of the Mattawoman's resources and ecological fun ctions."

This subsection appears to preclude the use of the minor amendment process for an area slated
to be a transportation oriented zone. The restriction also precludes the areas requiring revised
water and sewer classifications or any Adequate Public Facilities analysis. Yet Minor Amendment
8 would shift the "growth boundary" which makes its areas eligible to receive pubic water and
sewer service according to Prince George,s Count{s General Plan for 2035.
However, these issues are not addressed in the resolution . Surely the Counsel needs t o discuss
this issue.

4. An alternative view of our rural areas: During Mr. Franklin's first term, a handful of rural tier
advocates including myself, tal ked to the councilman about the wonderful and potential for
economic development appropriate for our rural areas-opportunities such as expanding the
area's enormous potential for enterprises including recreation, local food produ ction and
markets, country inns, equestrian facilities, nurseries, wineries, greenhouses, composting
facilities, etc. He pledged to put t ogeth er a t ask force to explore these assets; however, to my
knowledge, but neglected to do so .
We also need to be mindful of an uncertain future. The climate but also the state of t he global
economy is changing in w ays that we can' t really anticipate. Will w e be able to get affordable
foo d from Californi a, suffering from prolonged drought and recurrent wildfire? Or from other
countri es. We need to think of our rural areas as the future bread basket for the entire
metropolitan area, and a source of future employment and income.
Thank you for your consideration .
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EDWARD C. GIBBS,JR.

THOMAS H. HALLER

Ct.ERK OF THE COUNCIL

~RI~ GtORG£'S COUNTY WiRYlAND
October 10, 2017
Ms. Redis Floyd
Clerk of the District Council
County Administration Building, 2nd Fl.
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
Re:

CR-62-2017; Minor Amendments Number One and Two

Dear Ms. Floyd:
I represent Angela Chung, the owner of 23.32± acres of land
in the R-A Zone (Residential - Agricultural) depicted as Parcels
85 and 86 on Tax Map 143, Grid B-4 (the "Subject Property"). The
Subject Property is depicted on Exhibit "A" attached hereto . The
Subject Property is the subject of Minor Amendment Number One and
Minor Amendment Number Two in CR-6 2-2017. Minor Amendment Number
One proposes an amendment to the County Growth Boundary, while
Minor Amendment Number Two proposes to rezone the Subject
Property from the R-A Zone to the R-R Zone.
On September 6,
20 17, an Individual Applicant Affidavit was submitted on behalf
of Ms. Chung.
Ms. Chung supports the approval of Minor Amendments One and
Two.
In 2016, the County processed and approved the Resource
Conservation Plan.
Ms. Chung participated in that proces s, and
request ed a change in the Growth Boundary.
In fact, Ms. Chung
conferred the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning
Commission and was told that t he Growth Boundary could be altered
as part of that process.
Notwithstanding, the Prince George's
County Council determined that a Growth Boundary amendment should
be approved pursuant to the minor amendment process as authorized
by the Prince George's County Code pursuant to Section 27-642 .
As such, Ms. Chung's request was included with other minor
amendments.
In addition to the change in Growth Boundary

Ms. Redis Floyd
October 10, 2017
originally sought by Ms. Chung, Minor Amendment Number Two also
includes a change in zoning category.
As noted below, both
a mendments are appropriate and should be approved.
The Subject Property is currently designated as being
outside the Growth Boundary and is zoned R-A.
There are,
however, circumstances which are unique to the Subject Property
which support a change in the Growth Boundary and the zoning
category.
More specifically, the Subject Property is loc ated
adjacent to a development known as Piscataway Preserve, an 878
acre residential development in the R-L zone.
In fact,
Piscataway Preserve surrounds the Subject Property along the
eastern, northern and western property lines . Along the southern
boundary of the Subject Property is an extensive stream valley.
Until very recently, the sole legal access to the Subject
Property has been an easement which was created in 1915 and which
provided access to Danville Road.
This easement extended from
the Subject Property through the Piscataway Preserve property .
The Piscataway Preserve property is located within the
Growth Boundary .
The Piscataway Preserve project has received
numerous development approvals, including _ a Comprehensive Design
Plan , Preliminary Plan of Subdivision and Specific Design Plans.
The property has been subdivided into lots ranging from onequarter acre to one-half acre. Physical development of Piscataway
Preserve began approximately 10 years ago, and the phase of the
project abutting t he Subject Property is now being developed.
This development has had a transformative impact on the Subject
Property for several reasons.
As noted above, the lots in the Piscataway Preserve project
which abut the Subject Property are between one-quarter and one half acre in size , and are served by public streets built to a
suburban, not rural, standards . Due to the fact that the Subject
Property is land locked, but for the easement created in 1915,
the Piscataway Preserve property has now dedicated two streets to
public use, Herbin House Road and Markie Way , which provide
access to the Subject Property.
As a result the Chung Property
now has public street access through the Piscataway Preserve
subdivision.
In exchange for provid ing access to the abutting
public streets, Ms. Chung rel eased her rights to the private
easement.
A c opy of the release is attached hereto as Exhibit
"B''.

In addition to access, in order to develop the portion of
the
Piscataway Preserve property which a buts
the Sub ject
Property, a sewer line must be extended t hro ugh the Subject

Ms. Redis Floyd
October 10, 2017
Property from an existing sewer line in the stream valley.
Ms.
Chung has recently granted a sewer easement to the Washington
Suburban Sanitary Commission to allow the sewer line to be
constructed through her property.
A copy of the sewer easement
is a ttached hereto as Exhibit "C·. In addition to the sewer line
which will run through the Subject Property, water lines are
being constructed in Herbin House Road and Markie Way and will
stub into the Subjec t Property.
As a result, the Subject
Property now has frontage on a public road built to suburban
standards as well as water and sewer lines within the property
available f or immediate connection.
Despite the extent of the development abutting the Subject
Property, and the publi c facilities now serving the Subject
Property,
the Subject Property remains outside the Growth
Boundary. Such designation prevents the property from connecting
to the water and sewer lines which now serve it.
Since 2002,
properties o u tside the designated Growth Boundary have been
prevented from connecting to water and sewer facilities even if
those facilities extended through the property. In this case, it
would force the owner to develop the property with we lls and
septic systems .
As referenced above, the Subject Property is
abutted to the south by an extensive stream valley, the same
stream valley in which the public sewer is located.
Since part
of the purpose of the Sustainable Growth Act was to limit septic
systems in sensitive environmental areas, it makes little sense
to force the Subject Property to ut ilize private septic systems
when a
sewer line extends through the property,
and the
property's only access is through streets in a residential
subdivision which access the same sewer line.
Further , it makes
little sense to require the property to be developed with two
acre lot when all of the lots abutting the Subject Property are
platted at 10, 000 square feet to a half acre in size. Given the
nature of the surrounding development, which is within the Growth
Boundary, and isolation of the Subject Property due to the
extensive stream valley, the Subject Property should be included
in the Growth Boundary and permitted to connect to the public
facilities which extend through it and abut it, and be rezoned t o
the R-R zone to allow lot sizes which are compatible with the
surrounding subdivision.
Based upon the above, the proposed amendment advances the
goals of the approved comprehensive plan, safeguards the public
health and welfare of the plan area and advances public planning
objectives for the following reasons:

Ms. Redis Floyd
October 10, ~017
•

•

•

•

•
•

The Subject Property abuts growth boundary line. Sole
access through existing subdivis ion within growth
boundary (Herbin House Road and Markie Way);
Except for adjacent subdivis ion, property abutted by
publicly owned land and approved tree bank. Expansio n
of growth boundary limited solely to this property ;
The Subject Property is too small to sustain profitab le
agricult ural or forestry use, and such use is
incompa tible with surround ing developm ent;
Sewer lines extend through the Subject Property and
water will abut the Subject Property in public
roadways . Any future connecti on to public water and
sewer ill not require the extensio n of public
facilitie s;
The connecti on to public sewer is more environm entally
sustaina ble;
The R-R Zone is more compatib le with adjacent
developm ent, which is zoned R-L with small (10,00014,000 square foot) lots ;

In conclusi on, the proposed minor amendmen ts correct what
the owner believes is an error in the growth boundary and allows
property to develop with compatib le lot sizes to adjacent
developm ent. Therefor e, Ms . Chung requests that the District
Council support Minor Amendme nts One and Two.
Very truly yours,

Thomas H. Haller
Enclosur e
cc:

Derrick L. Davis, Chair of the District Council
Elizabeth M. Hewle tt , Chair of the Planning Board
Angela G. Chung
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the owner ofthe property located in Prince George's County in the State ofMaryland
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Grantor, and the WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION, a bi-county agency
and public corporation ofthe State ofMaryland, organized and existing under the Im.vs ojthe
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said State, Grantee.
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Wifnessetlt: That in consideration ofthe sum of One Dollar ($1.00) to it in hand paid
by the Grantee, the receipt ofwhich is hereby acknowledged, the said Grantor does hereby
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granl and convey unto the said Grantee, its successors and assigns, an exclusive easement
and right ofway hereinafter described for the installation, construction, reconsf:Uclion,
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maintenance, repair, operation, and inspection of a water main, sanitary sewer and
·'r:i,..£ippu1{Jenances thereto, including service connections within said easement and right ofway,
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ofingress and egress along and over said right ofway, for any and all
tojeiier with the right
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o_f,fl{f]z purposes thereto; the said right ofway and easement being fully described as follows:
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SEE ATTACHED SCHEDULE "A"
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~ To ltave and to hold said easement and right ofway, to the exclusion ofall others, for
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· above
· connectwns
· 1ud.mg servtce
·
· sewer and appurtenances thereto,
· sanitary
.:! mam,
me
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des'iflibed or mentioned and hereby intended to be granted and conveyed, together with the

advantages thereto belonging or apper/aining unto and
rights, privileges, .appurtenanc
. es and
to the only proper use, benefit and behoofforever ofthe said Washington Suburban Sanitruy
Commission (Commission), its successor and assigns.
And the Grantor,for itself, its successors and assigns, covenants and agrees wzth the
Grantee, its successors and assigns, as follows:

0

UJ
(.9

UJ
(.)

z

~

a.

Exhibit "B"
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FIRST: that it will obtain the written consent ofthe Grantee before ii grants an
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easement or right ofway within the above described easement and right ofway, erects, places
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or permits to be erected or placed any building, structure {including but not limited to fencing
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and pavement), underground cables and channels, or landscaping {not including a lawn), or
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collectively referred to as "encroachments''). The repair and maintenance of any
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encroachments consented to by the Grantee and installed by Grantor shall be the sole
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before it.fills or excavates within the above described easement and right ofway (hereinafter

responsibility ofGrantor and Grantee shall have no responsibility for them. Grantor shall
bear the sole cost ofremoving any encroachments that are constructed, located or installed
within the easement and right ofway without the consent ofGrantee or which are constructed
in a location not approved by Grantee or moved from the location approved by Grantee in its
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consent. In the event Grantor fails to remove any encroachment to which Grantee has not
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consented within a reasonable time after notice from Grantee, Grantee shall have the right,
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but no obligation, to remove such encroachment at the sole cost ofGrantor. In such event,
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Grantee shall not be liable for damage caused to any such encroachment and shall have no
obligation to restore such encroachment to its original or any other location within the
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easement and right ofway or otherwise.
SECOND: that the Grantee, its successors and assigns, shall at all times have right of

ingress and egress without prior notification over said easement and right ofway for the
purpose of installing, constructing, reconstructing, maintaining, repairing, operating and
inspecting the water and sewer lines and appurtenances thereto, including service
connections within said easement and right of way, said ingress and egress to be along the
line herein designated and along such other lines as the Grantor may designate. And that
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Grantee shall have the right to cut or remove shrubs, trees,fencing,fill, encroachments or
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any impediment whatsoever located within the easement and right ofway, whether installed
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or constructed with or without Grantee's consent, in order to install, construe/, reconstruct,
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maintain, repair, operate or inspect its pipes and appurtenances.
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THIRD: that this easement and right of way shall have priority over any subsequently
recorded easements or rights of way, including but not limited to public utility easements or
·easements granted to private companies or persons, and, by accepting the grant ofsuch a
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subordinate easement, any such public utility or private company or person agrees to
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indemnify and hold harmless Grantee, its employees, agents and contractors, and Grantor,
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from any and all claims, demands, suits, losses, liabilities, damages or payments, including
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reasonable attorney 's fees, arising out of the repair, maintenance, inspection, or
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reconstruction ofGrantee 's water and sewer lines and appurtenances thereto, including
service connections, by any such utility company, private company or person, or by the
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presence ofencroachments within the easement and right ofway pursuant to such
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subordinate easement.

FOURTH: Grantor agrees to execute any permit application that may be required by
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a local,federa/ or State unit for work Grantee musl accomplish in the easement and right of
way.

FIFTH: Grantor agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the Grantee, its

employees, agents and contractors from any and all claims, demands, suits, losses, liabilities,
damages or payments, including reasonable attorney's fees, arising out ofthe repair,
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maintenance, inspection, or reconstruction ofGrantee's water and sewer lines and

·ro>

appurtenances thereto, including service connections, within the easement and right ofway,
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caused by any damage to the water and sewer lines and appurtenances thereto, including
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service connections, caused by Grantor, by any person or entity directly engaged by Grantor to
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act on Grantor's behalf, or by the presence ofencroachments constructed or installed by
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Grantor within the easement and right ofway without Grantee's prior written consent as
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provided in the first paragraph above. Notwithstanding the language above, Grantee is not

o,
Cf)

2

m
N
N
0

ci..
a:5
C')

precludedfrom requiring Grantor to execute a separate hold harmless agreement.
SIXTH: that it will warrant specially the" easement and right ofway hereby granted

and will execute such further assurances thereofas may be requisite.
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SEVENTH: that it has the right to grant the easement and right ofway.

EIGHTH: that disturbances ofthe easement and right ofway by Grantee for the
purpose ofperforming its work shall be reasonably restored by Grantee, except for those
encroachments installed or constructed by Grantor without Grantee's written consent as set
forth in the first and second paragraphs contained hereinabove.
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WITNESS My Hand and Official Seal.
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STATE OF\.ftv.,H

:

COUNTY OF

:

f;.,vu,, ~ 'J

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _jJ:._~y of ~,..,_,L
, 2016,
before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public, in anc/.for theCo ty aforesaid, personally
· appeared Carla A. Reid who acknowledged herselfto be the General Manager/CEO ofthe
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, being authorized to do so, executed the
foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained.
WITNESS My Hand and Official Seal.
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WSSC Chief Engineer

I hereby certify that I am an attorney duly admitted to practice before the Court ofSpecial
Appeals ofMaryland and that the instrument was prepared under my supervision.

m~,~,
Claudia Koenig
Associate Counsel
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Parcel I.D. - 05-0282707
05-0282715

SCHEDULE "A"

DESCRIPTION OF A W.S.S.C. EASEMENT AND RIGHT-OF-WAY

.ANGELA G. CHUNG, OWNER
17222 SE 43 rd STREET

BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98006
TO

WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION (W.S.S.C.)
14501 SWEITZER LANE
LAUREL, MARYLAND 20707
BEING a ship or parcel ofland hereinafter described as situate, lying and being in the
Piscataway Election District No. 5 of Prince George's County, Maryland, said strip or parcel also
running in, through, over and across part oftl'le property conveyed by Jeffery H. Chung and
Angela G. Chung to Angela G. Chung, by two (2.) Quitclaim Deeds dated July 23, 2004 and
recorded among the Land Records of Prince George's County, Maryland in Liber 20434 at
Folios 073 & 077, and being more particularly described in the meridian as established by the
Maryland State Grid as defined by the North American datum of1983 (NAD83), as follows in
Plat Datum (The Preserve at Piscataway - SJH 243/12):
BEGINNING for the same at a point lying on 1st or South 02°15' West, 1,441.5 foot
(S 05°35'56" E, 1,438.28', as now surveyed) line of said conveyance to Angela G. Chung, as
recorded in Liber 20434 at Folio 077, 215.92 feet northwesterly from a cedar post found at the
southeasterly end thereof; thence running with and along a part of said 1sl Deed line, as now
surveyed
·
·
1. South 05°35'56" East, 30.00 feet to a point; thence leaving the aforesaid

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Isl

Deed line and running in through, over and across said conveyance to Angela G.
Chung, with the following six (6) courses and distances
South 85°21'32" West, 161.63 feet to a point; thence
South 60°36'58" West, 35. 76 feet to a point; thence
South 80°06'19" West, 176.21 feet to a point; thence
North 89°50'25" West, 180.24 feet to a point; thence
North 69°49'09" West, 202.28 feet to a point; thence
th
North 61 °48'28" West, 209.67 feet to a point lying on the 6 or North 32°22'
West, t 79.59 foot line of said conveyance to Angela G. Chung, as recorded in

S:\Survey Drawings\! 0009\MB\WSSC\I 0009 WSSC 1543 F_ CHUNG SEWER.doc
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Liber 20434 at Folio 073, 124.43 feet northwesterly from an iron pipe found at
the southeasterly end thereof; thence running with and along a part of said 6th
Deed line, as now surveyed
8. North 39°30'10" West, 50.63 feet to a point; thence leaving the aforesaid 6th
Deed line and running in through, over and across said conveyance to Angela G.
Chung, with the following seven (7) courses and distances
9. South 84°35'32" East, 2.02 feet to a point; thence
10. South 61 °48'28" East~ 2S3.25 feet to a point; thence
11. South 69°49'09" East, 197.35 feet to a point; thence
12. South 89°50'25" East, 174.95 feet to a point; thence
13. North 80°06'19" East, 171.02 feet to a point; thence
14. North 60°36'58" East, 60.61 feet to a point; thence
15. North 85°21 '32" East, 143.82 feet to the point of beginning, containing 21,231
square feet or 0.4874 of an acre of land, and as shown on Schedule ''B",
W.S.S.C. Sketch #C-2778.

AND ALSO:
The right of Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission to use two (2) additional strips
of land, the first being ten ( I 0) feet wide, lying southerly of the second thru seventh lines of the
above described strip of land and adjacent, contiguous and parallel thereto and the second being
ten (10) feet wide, lying westerly and southerly of the ninth through fifteenth lines of the above
described strip of land and adjacent, contiguous and parallel thereto, as shown on the attached
Exhibit "B", during the period of the original construction only of said sewer within the above
described easement and right-of-way for all purposes pertinent thereto, including the right to trim
or cut down trees, during period of original construction only.

The licensee below was in responsible charge over the preparation of this metes and
bounds description and the surveying work reflected in it, all in compliance with requirements set
forth in COMAR Title 09, Subtitle 13, Chapter 06, Regulation .12.
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For: Gutschick, Little & Weber, P.A.
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William E. Grueninger, ITI
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Professional Land Surveyor
MD Reg. No. 21542 (Exp. / Renewal Date: 12/21/2017)
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CONTRACT NO: 13-DA-5631- F
SKETCH NO(S): C-2778

RIGHT OF WAY
bb

FROM

LOCALITY: PISCATAWAY
LOCATION : SEWER TRUNKLINE .
PARCEL 85 & 86.

ANGELA G. CHUNG,

w
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TO
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSIO N

Return to
WASHINGT ON. SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSI ON
LAND·SERV ICES UNIT
14501 SWEITZER LANE, LAUREL, MD 20707
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RELEASE AND ABANDONMENT OF EASEMENT
,-...:

THIS RELEASE AND ABANDONMENT OF EASEMENT '("Release") is made
this 21 day of
Mt,.~
, 2016, by ANGELA G. CHUNG ("Chung").
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RECITALS:
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A.
Chung is the owner of certain real property located in Prince George's
County, Maryland, such property being more particularly described on Exhibit "A"
attached hereto and incorporated herein (the "Chung Property");
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B.
NVR MS Cavalier·Preserve, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company
(''NVR/MS") is the owner of certain real property located adjacent to the Chung Property
(the "Preserve Property");
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C.
By instrument dated September 8, 1915 and recorded tr\ the Land Records
of Prince George's County, Maryland at Liber 115, folio 0269~the then-current .owner of
the Preserve Property granted a right of way easement on, over and across_the P.reserve
Property (the "Easement"); and
· ·
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D.
Chung has agreed to abandon any and all interest in and to the Easement,
and is entering into this Release to evidence her release and abandonment of the
Easement.
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of Ten Dollars ($10), and other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are acknowledged, Chung
hereby incorporates by reference the recitals set forth above, and hereby abandons,
releases and quitclaims unto NVR/MS all of her right, title and interest in and to the
Emment."°
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Witness the hand and seal of Chung on the day and year first above written.

WI1NESS:

CHUNG:
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STATEOF
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COUNTY OF __
-.+,,--"'--''--1-~---

*
*

to wit:

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 2-7 day of
fYlct Y
, 2016,
before me, a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, pe'tsonally appeared
Angela G. Chung, known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to be the person whose name is
subscribed to the foregoing and annexed instnnnent and acknowledged that said
individual executed the same for the purposes therein contained.

My Commission Expires:
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EXHIBIT A
Description of

Angela G. Chung Property
Piscataway Election District No. 5
Prince George's County, Maryland
All of those lots or parcels of land located in Prince George's County, Maryland, and more
particularly described as follows :
Parcel 85 -Tax ID #05-0282715
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Beginning for the same at fence post found on the southerly side of a gravel road leading to the
Danville County Road at the northwest corner of a prior conveyance of 11.51 acres more particularly
described in Liber 15189 folio 281, one of the Land Records of Prince George's County, Maryland.
and thence running with the eastern line of said prior conveyance to wit: (t) South 19 degrees 18
minutes East 380.16 feet to a pipe driven off the original stake found (2) South 40 degrees 48
minutes West 461.62 feet to a pipe driven off the original stake found (3) South I degrees 07 minutes
West 553.81 feet to a pipe driven over and original stake found thence leaving the lines of the
aforesaid prior conveyance and with the fence line, an outline of the entire tract of the grantor, as
claimed by the granter a line of occupation (4) North 76 degrees 32 minutes West 333.41 feet to a
pipe placed, thence with the division lines now being established (5) North 11 degrees 26 minutes
East l 39.73 feet to a pipe set (6) North 32 degree 22 minutes West 179.59 feet (7) North 25 degrees
46 minutes East 487.74 feet to a pipe set by a 4 inch Persimmon tree (8) North 3 degrees 29 minutes
East 241.65 feet to a pipe set by the gate post, thence along the southerly side of the aforementioned
gravel road (9) North 54 degrees 19 minutes East 165 .23 feet to a pipe set by a fence post ( I 0) North
70 degrees 55 minutes East 332.78 feet to the place of beginning containing 11.80 acres, more or
less, as surveyed by W. Banks, County surveyor on March 11 , 1955.
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Parcel 86-Tax ID #05-0282707
Beginning for the same at a stone (to be planted) at the Northeast comer of the whole tract, and
running with one of the lines of the Plantation Farms, South 2 degrees 15' West, 1441.5 feet to a
stake, thence North 11 degrees 15' East 553 feet to a stake, then North 40 degrees 48' East 461 feet
to a stake, thence North 19 degrees 20' West 38 1.6 feet to a post on the south side of a private road,
and along the same North 71 degrees 15' East 304 feet to the place of beginning, containing eleven
and fifty one hundredths (11.51) acres.
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Being all that land conveyed to Angela G. Chung by Deed dated July 23, 2004 and recorded among
the Land Records of Prince George's County, Maryland in Liber 20434 at Folio 73 and by Deed
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dated July 23, 2004 and recorded among said Land Records in Liber 20434 at Folio 77.
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GIBBS AND HALLER
1300 CARAWAY COURT, SUITE 102
LARGO, MARYLAN D 20774

RECE IVED

(301) 306-0033
PAX (301) 306-0037

OCi l O2017

glbbsh~ller.c om
EDWARD C. GlBBS,JR.

CLERK OFTHE COUNCl
PRINCE oeoR~'Scoum liWMNI)

THOMAS H. HALLER

Octobe r 10, 2017
Ms. Redis Floyd
Clerk of the Distric t Counci l
County Admin istratio n Buildin g, 2nd Fl.
Upper Marlbo ro, Marylan d 20772
Re:

CR-62-2 017; Minor Amendm ents Number Three

Dear Ms . Floyd:
I represe nt Karen T. Thomas, the owner of a 122. 4± acre
parcel of land in ·the R-A Zone (Reside ntial - Agricu ltural)
depicte d as Parcel 77 on Tax Map 160, Grid E- 3 (the "Prope rty").
The Subjec t Propert y is the subject of Minor
(Exhib it A) .
Amendm ent Number three in CR-62-2 017 . Minor Amendm ent Number
On
Three propose s an amendm ent to the County Growth Bounda ry.
an Individ ual Applica nt Affida vit was
2017,
Septem ber 6,
submitt ed on behalf of Ms. Thomas.
Ms. Thomas suppor ts the approva l of Minor Amendm ent Three.
the County process ed and approve d the Resourc e
In 2016,
Conser vation Plan . Ms . Thomas partici pated in that process , and
In fact, Ms. Thomas
request ed a change in the Growth Bounda ry.
nd-Nati onal Capital
Maryla
the
from
obtaine d written confirm ation
Park and Plannin g Commis sion that the Growth Bounda ry could be
altered as part of that process , and in its Resolu ti on adoptin g
the Resourc e Conser vation Plan, the Plannin g Board recomme nded
that the Grown Bounda ry be changed for the Subjec t Propert y
A copy of the Plannin g Board
(PGCPB No. 16 - 44, Page 5) .
Notwith standin g,
Exhibit "B" .
as
hereto
Resolu tion is attache d
that a Growth
ned
determi
the Prince George 's County Counci l
Bounda ry amendm ent should be approve d pursuan t to the minor
amendm ent process as authori zed· by the Prince George 's County
As such, Ms . Thomas ' request
Code pursua nt to Section 27-642.

Ms. Redis Floyd
October 10, 2017
has been inc luded in CR-62 - 2017
a long with other minor
amendments. As noted below, the requested amendment to the Growth
Bounda~y is appropriate and should be approved.
In 2004, my client purchased three parcels of proper ty,
including the Subject Property.
Two o f the parcels (Parcel 75
and 76 on Tax Map 160) have frontage on Bernice Lane, have
immediate access to public water and sewer, and had been placed
in the Developing Tier by the 2002 General Plan.
The Property,
although it abuts Parcels 75 and 76 and gains its sole access
through these properties to Bernice Lane, was placed in the Rural
Tier.
(Exhibit "C")
In 2009, the Subregion 5 Ma·ster Plan ( "2009 Master Plan"),
modified the tier designation for the Property and placed the
Property in t he Developing Tier. On October 26, 2010, the County
Council approved a request of my client to advance the Property
into Category 4, which would allow the Property to be subdivided
and served with publ i c water and sewer.
The Subject Property
remains in Water and Sewer Category 4 today, as shown on Exhibit
"D" attached hereto.
The public water and sewer lines along
Bernice Lane terminate at Parcel 75 whi c h my client owns and is
adjacent to the Property.
In
2012,
the
District
Council
subsequently
enacted
legislation to implement the Sustainable Growth Act ("2012 SGA"),
as mandated by the Maryland General Assembly .
The Property
received a tier designation in the 2012 SGA that was consistent
with the 2009 Master Plan tier designation. Specifically, since
my client's property was placed in the Developing Tier by the
2009 Master Plan, it was designated as Tier 1 in the 2012 SGA .
Tier 1 allows for public water and sewer. In October 2012,
however, the 2009 Master Plan was voided by a n Order of the
Circuit Court, causing the Property to rev ert back in the Rural
Tier. When the Subregion 5 Master Plan was re-approved in 2013,
the Property was not included wi thin the Developing Tier, as it
had been in 2009.
It is important to note that when the Circuit Court voided
the 2009 Master Plan, it instructed the District Council to reapprove the plan and to "give great weight to certain proper ties
that have received approval in other resolutions and actions of
the Council based upon the 2009 resolution and Master Plan.
To
change these already approved properties would be a grave
injustice." (October 26, 2012 Order of the Circuit Court) As

Ms. Redis Floyd
Octobe r 10, 2017
noted above, the County Council had receive d approva l of a water
and sewer categor y change and an SGA tier designa tion based upon
the 2009 Master Plan. Notwith standin g the clear directi on of the
Court, the proper ty was placed back into the Rural Tier in 2013.
Subseq uently, when the Distric t Counci l approve d Plan 2035 in
2014, it simply retaine d the line establi shed by the 2013
Subregi on 5 Master Plan and did not include the Propert y within
the Growth Bounda ry .
When the Resourc e Conser vation Plan was propose d, one· of the
goals was to ensure that the various environ mental designa tions
(Growth Bounda ry, SGA Tier Design ation and Water and Sewer
Ms. Thomas viewed the Resourc e
Catego ries) were all aligned .
Conser vation Plan as the approp riate mechan ism to place Parcel 77
within the Growth Bounda ry consist ent wi th the Subjec t Proper ty's
water and sewer categor y designa tion and its SGA designa tion.
The Plannin g Board agreed that the Resourc e Conser vation Plan
Howeve r,
should be amended to correct these incons istenci es .
was
hange
c
a
such
believe
not
since the Distric t Counci l did
y
Propert
t
approp riate at that time, it did not include the Subjec
within the Growth Bounda ry, and als o placed it in SGA Tier 3.
The design ation of the Subjec t Proper ty in Sustain able
Growth Tier 3 is particu larly problem atic and i nconsi stent with
Such a designa tion places my
County environ mental policie s.
client in a positio n where develop ment could only occur with
commun ity or shared on-site septic facilit ies,
individ ual,
This is difficu lt as Prince
instead of public water and sewer.
George 's County has not adopted any regulat ions for the use of
commun ity septic systems . With less than 2% of the County and 5%
of the Rural Tier placed in SGA Tier 3, there is little incenti ve
the County to develop regulat ions to facilit ate the
for
This places an undue
establi shment of commun ity septic systems .
burden and potent ial restric tion on my client which is comple tely
out of her control . Further , the Propert y is well suited to the
is
which
techniq ue,
the Conser vation Subdiv ision
of
use
ntial
encoura ged by the Master Plan for proper ties in the "Reside
low- transit ion area". Howeve r, locatin g individ ual sept i c fields
may preven t the most suitabl e placeme nt of lots driven solely by
where positiv e percola tion tests are found .
Forcing the Subjec t Propert y to remain in SGA Tier 3 by not
includi ng it within the Growth Bounda ry would be incons istent
The purpose of the SGA is to l i mit
with the intent of the SGA.
the spread o f septic systems on large-l ot residen t ia l dev el opment

Ms. Redis Floyd
October 10, 2017
Property is in Water and Sewer Category 4. Connection
to existing public sewer is more environmentally
sustainable than requiring individual or community
septic systems;
In conclusion, the proposed minor amendment allows the
Subject Property to be served by p ublic water and sewer
consistent with the rest of the land under common ovmership. The
change in Growth Boundary restores the designation that was given
to the Subject Property in 2009 and allows fo r a more sustainable
design by allowing future lots to be clustered. All of these
results advance the goals of the comprehensive plan, safeguard
the public health and welfare of the area and advance public
planning objectives. Therefore , Ms. Thomas requests that the
District Council support Minor Amendment Three.

Very truly yours,

Enclosures
cc:

Derrick L. Davis, Chair of the District Council
Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Chair of the Planning Board

Karen T. Thomas

N

Thomas Property
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TI1omas Property
Parcel 77, Tax Map 160
Tax Account No. 05-0276543

Data provided by Prince George's County Planning Department
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RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission, in conjunction with the Prince George's County Council, pursuant to Section
27-644 of the Zoning Ordinance of Prince George's County, held a duly advertised public bearing on
Preliminary Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide Functional Master Plan on September 27, 2016;
~

.

WHEREAS, the Preliminary Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide Functional Master
Plan is proposed to update the Approved Countywide Green lnfrastnicture Plan and to update and replace
the Adopted and Approved Priority Preservation Area Fimctional Master Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Preliminwy Resource Conservation Plan: A Coimtywide Functional Master
Plan is proposed to amend the Approved Master Plan for Langley Park-College Park-Greenbelt and
Vicinity and Adopted Sectional Map Amendment for Planning Areas 65, 66, and 67 [October 1989 and
May 1990]; Approved Master Plan and Adopted Sectional Map Amendment/or Largo-Lottsford
(Planning Area 73) [July 1990]; Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor MelwoodWestphalia (Planning Areas 77 and 78) [March 1994]; Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment/or Bladensburg-New Carrollton and Vicinity (Planning Area 69) [May 1994]; Approved
Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for Planning Area 68 [May 1994]; Approved Sector Plan
and Sectional Map Amendmentfor the Addison Road Metro Town Center and Vicinity [October 2000];
Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor the Heights and Vicinity (Planning Area 76A)
[November 2000]; Town ofBrentwood Mixed-Use Town Center Zone Development Plan [2000];
Approved Anacostia Trails Heritage Area Management Plan: A Functional Master Plan/or Heritage
Tourism [September 200 I]; Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for the Greenbelt
Metro Area [October 2001 ]; Approved Town ofRiverdale Park Mixed-Use Town Center Zone
Development Plan [January 2004]; Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment/or Morgan
Boulevard and Largo Town Center Metro Areas [May 2004]; Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map
Amendmentfor the Prince George 's County Gateway Arts District [November 2004); Approved Sector
Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor the Tuxedo Road/Arbor Street/Cheverly lvfetro Area [April
2005]; Approved Master Plan for Bowie and Vicinity and Sectional Map Amendment for Planning Areas
71A, 71B, 74A, 74B. [February 2006]; Approved Suit/and Mixed-Use Town Center Zone Development
Plan [February 2006]; Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for the East Glenn Dale
Area/or portions of Planning Area 70 [March 2006]; Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment/or the Henson Creek- South Potomac Planning Area [April 2006]; Approved Transit District
Development Plan and Transit District Overlay Zoning Map Amendmentfor the West Hyattsville Transit
District Overlay Zone [July 2006]; Approved Westphalia Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
[February 2007); Approved Bladensburg Town Center Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment.[June
2007]; Approved Public Safety Facilities Master Plan [March 2008); Approved Capitol Heights Transit
District Development Plan and Transit District Overlay Zoning Map Amendment [July 2008); Approved
Branch Avenue Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [September 2008); Approved
Landover Gateway Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [May 2009]; Approved 'Port Towns Sector
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [October 2009]; Approved Countywide Master Plan\'(/
Transportation [November 2009]; Approved Marlboro Pike Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
[November 2009]; Approved Takoma/Langley Crossroads Sector Plan [November 2009]; Approved

Exhibit "B"
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Water Resources Functional Master Plan [January 2010]; Approved Bowie State MARC Station Sector
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [January 2010); Glenn Dale-Seabrook-Lanham and Vicinity
Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, (March 20 l OJ; Approved New Car,:g__/]!9.r! Tr{msit
District Development Plan and Transit District Overlay Zoning Map Amendment [May 2010]; Approved
Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [June 2010]; Approved Subregion 4
Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [June 2010); Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendmentfor Subregion I (Planning Areas 60, 61, 62, and 64) [June 2010]; Approved Historic Sites
and Districts Plan [June 20 l OJ; Central Annapolis Road Approved Sector Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment [October 2010]; Approved City ofMount Rainier Mixed-Use Town Center Zone Development
Plan [November 2010]; The Approved Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment [March 2013); Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment [July 2013]; Approved Largo Town Center Sector Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment [December 2013]; Approved Subregion 6 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
[December 2013]; Approved Eastover/Forest Heights/Glassmanor Sector Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment (SMA) [February 2014]; Approved Landover Metro Area and MD 202 Corridor Sector Plan
and Sectional Map Amendment [May 2014]; Approved Southern Green Line Station Area Sector Plan
and Sectional Map Amendment (February 2014]; Plan Prince G(!orge 's 2035 Approved General Plan
[May 2014); The Approved College Park-Riverdale Park Transit District Development Plan [March
2015]; Approved Prince George's Plaza Transit District Development Plan and Proposed Transit
District Overlay Zoning Map Amendment [September 2015); The Approved Central Branch Avenue
Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan [2013]; and
WHEREAS, the planning area of Preliminary Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide
Functional Master Plan is generally comprised of the properties bounded by Howard County to the north,
Anne Arundel and Calvert Counties to the east, Charles County to the south, and Montgomery County
and the District of Columbia to the west; and
WHEREAS, the pwpose of Preliminary Resource Conservation Plan is to provide broad
countywide strategies and recommendations as a tool to guide future development activity and
preservation, and to provide a foundation to achieve its stated goals; and
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2016 the Planning Board held a public worksession on Prelimina1y
Resource Conservation Plan: A Cowztywide Functional Master Plan to examine the transcript analysis of
testimony presented at the September 27, 2016 joint public hearing and exhibits received before the close
of the record on October 12, 2016; and
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board on the motion of Commissioner Bailey
seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, voted 4-0 with Commissioners Bailey, Geraldo, Hewlett, and
Doerner voting in favor of the motion (Commissioner Washington temporarily absent) to admit five items
of late testimony received after October 12, 2016 into the public record during the December 1, 2016
worksession; and
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board on the motion of Commissioner
Geraldo seconded by Commissioner Bailey, voted 4-0 with Commissioners Bailey, Geraldo, Hewlett, and
Doerner voting in favor of the motion (Commissioner Washington temporarily absent) to accept the staff
recommendation to keep the Sacred Heart (Whitemarsh) properties inside the growth boundary and
change from SGA Tier III to Tier II; and
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board on the motion of Commissioner
Underline indicates new language

indieates deleted te~ct

PGCPB No. 16-144
Page 3

Commissioners- Bailey, Geraldo, Hewlett, and
Geraldo seconded by Commissioner Bailey, voted 4-0 with
ington temporarily absent) to keep the Melvin
Doerner voting in favor of the motion (Commissioner Wash
and
property outside the growth boundary and in SGA Tier IV;
on the motion of Commissioner
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board
Commissioners Bailey, Geraldo, Hewlett, and
Geraldo seconded by Commissioner Bailey, voted 4-0 with
ington temporarily absent) to keep the Chung
Doerner voting in favor of the motion (Com.missioner Wash
and
property outside the growth boundary and in SGA Tier IV;
on the motion of Commissioner
WHEREAS, the Princ e George's County Planning Board
Commissioners Bailey, Geraldo, and Hewlett
Geraldo seconded by Commissioner Bailey, voted 3-1 with
st the motion (Commissioner Washington
voting in favor of and Commissioner Doerner voting again
the growth boundary and to retain in SGA Tier I;
temporarily absent) to move the Thomas property inside
and
on the motion of Commissioner
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board
Commissioners Bailey, Geraldo, and Hewlett
Geraldo seconded by Commissioner Bailey, voted 3-1 with
st the motion (Commissioner Washington
voting in favor of and Commissioner Doerner voting again
the growth boundary and to retain in SGA
temporarily absent) to move the Robin Dale property inside
Tier I; and
determined to amend said Preliminary
WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board
r Plan, in response to said public
Resource Conservation Plan: A Countywide Functional Maste
it the plan with further amendments,
testimony, and to adopt the functi onal master plan and transm
hearing record, as follows:
extensions, deleti ons, and additions in response to the public
SECTION I: OVERVIEW

On page 4, under "Which elements update existing plans

•

and how?" amend the text to state:

l. An update to the 2005 Approved Countywide Green

Infrastructure Plan and expanding

the definition of Green Infrastructure.
ry resources that also updates and
2. A new functional master plan for agriculture and forest
n Area Functional Master
replaces the 2012 Adopted and Approved Priority Preservatio
aries except for technical
bound
Plan (PPA) polices and strategies and maintains the PPA
corrections.
3. An update to the state-mandated map showing septic tiers.
4. An update to the Plan 2035 growth boundary.
and viewshed conservation that
4-~. A new functional master plan for rural character
usly approved plans and
consolidates the recommendations from numerous previo
prepared studies.
S-5i. An update to the boundaries of the Anacostia Trails Heritage Area.
•

Department of Planning and the
On page 7, amend the first bullet to state: "The Mary land
have jointly certified Prince George's
Maryland Agricultural Land Prese rvation Foundation hft-S
County's preservation program ... "

Underline indicates new language
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COUNTYWIDE FUNCTIONAL MASTER
SECTION Il: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN: A

PLAN
•

•

•

•

"Greenbelt National Park" with
Replace all references to "Piscataway National Park" and
with added clarifying langu age as needed
"Piscataway Park" and "Greenbelt Park," respectively,
to identify the parks as being National.
re" amend the text on the last line to state:
On page 20, under "Conservation of Green Infrastructu
y resources, and human: researees are
" ... broad--conservation of natural resources, and energ
included."
last sentence of the first paragraph to
On page 23, under "Measurable Objectives" amend the
rable objectives to two pelicy areas
state: "The 2017 GI Plan narrows the focus of its measu
rable benefits to human health- water
three objectives that provide the most tangible and measu
ing the built environment."
quality1 &Bd forest and tree canopy coverage, and green
9. Piscataway National Park and Mount
On page 35, under "Mapping Special Conservation Areas
the last sentence:
Vernon Viewshed" remove the last paragraph except for
presen•e the view ef the
Piscataway Natienal Park was established main lr ta
ee iB Vifginia. The park is
Mary land share ef the Petem ae RiYer frem Moun t Vern
along the Petom ae Rinr
e~·er 4,699 acres in size aad it stretehes fer six miles
ferests, fields, and wetlands
eoastline from Piseataway Creek te Marshall Hall. The
rnriet y ef sird species. The
ef Piscataway National Park preYide habit at fer a wide
high. SeYeral warb ler
ially
numb er effer est nesting eeetr epiea l migrants is espec
to hal>itat
h'e
sensit
species that regularly nest in Piscataway Park are
ingten, D.C. regioa.
Wash
the
in
fragmentation, aed haYe beeeme ieereasiagly rare
the Potemae anEJ its
of
y
qualit
Fe rest fragm eatat iea outside the park aad the water
the park should
nding
surrou
nt
opme
trisut aries are eeneeres fer this SCA. Devel
Potomac.
the
of
y
qualit
water
the
continue to protect the viewshed and protect
•

•

•

•

e" amend the last sentence to
On page 44, under "Planting Trees Where They Will Surviv
Road Code and associated
and
al,
state: "The current Zoning Ordinance, Landscape Manu
l in mind ... "
mode
h
growt
ban
Stand ards were originally written with a subur
raph in the right-hand column of
On page 47, amend the second sentence of the third parag
state: " ... Because Prince
to
ts"
Threa
"Table 2. Possible Solutions to Climate Change
y from the Patuxent and
suppl
water
ng
George's County obtains most of its public drinki
Potomac Rivers ... "
ordinances and/o r stand ards to
On page 50, amend Policy 2.2 to state: "Revise applicable
vious surfaces; reduce
imper
allow the use of flexible design standards to minimize
linkages through planting and/or
new
ish
fragmentation of existing forests and habitats; establ
restoration; and minimize ecological impacts."
gies to reduce impervious surfaces by
On page 54, amend Policy 5.10 to state: "Identify strate
inating with County agencies.
amending the County Code and/or Standards and coord
ts, use of shared drive aisles
emen
requir
g
Include in this discussion the reduction of parkin

Underline indicates new language
indieates Eleleted te*f
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and driveways, and the sizes of roadways."
iew and amend the County Code and Road
On page 58, amend Policy 11 .3 to state: "Rev
roadway light ing meets the guidelines for
Code and/or Standards to ensure that new
s,
, provides lighting in the appropriate spectrum
mini mization of light spill-over and sky glow
t
stree
ered
light sources such as LED or solar-pow
and relies wherever poss ible on low-energy
lights."
CTIONAL
VATION PLAN: A COUNTYWIDE FUN
SECTIO N III: AGRICULTURE CONSER
MASTER PLAN
as
Amend the Growth Boundary to move the Thom
• On page 85, Map 7. 3. Thomas Property:
ral
amend the Sustaioable Growth and Agricultu
Property inside the Growth Boundary, and
Tier m
~ and caption as follows: lQ17 SC!-.. Tim
Preservation Act tier from "Tier III" to "
I).
ent
chm
within growth boundary (see Atta
2017 Resource Conservation Plan: Property
e the Robin
erty: Amend the Growth Boundary to mov
• On page 85, Map 7. 4. Robin Dale Prop
cultural
y and amend the Sustainable Growth and Agri
Dale Property inside the Growth Boundar
: Tier
Tier
r I" and remove the caption "2017 SCI..
Preservation Act tier from "Tier III" to "Tie
darv"
boun
th
servation Plan: Property within grow
Ill" to replace with "2017 Resource Con
(see Attachment 1).
ainable
as follows: "Technical Corrections to the Sust
• On page 85, amend the title of Map 7
rge's
Geo
Map and Growth Boundarv for Prince
Growth and Agr icultural Preservation Act
County (Continued)" (see Attachment l).
growth
Gree n Infrastructure Network" amend the
• On page 28, "Map 1. 2017 Countyw ide
n in
show
as
Thomas and Robin Dale properties
boundary to reflect the amendments to the
Attachment 1 (see Attachment 2).
reflect the
ation Areas" amend the growth boundary to
• On page 32, "Map 2. Special Conserv
Attachment
(see
l
properties as show n in Attachment
amendments to the Thomas and Robin Dale
•

3).

•

reflect the
n Ratings" amend the growth boundary to
On page 39, "Map 3. Watershed Conditio
Attachment
(see
1
properties as shown in Attachment
amendments to the Thomas and Robi n Dale
4).

to state: "This
the second sentence in the third paragraph
On page 69, unde r "Background" amend
ter Plan."
Mas
l
Preservation Area (PPA) Functiona
plan updates and r~places the 2012 Prio rity
boundarv
paragraph to state: "Ne ethe r Two gr owth
• On page 70, amend the text in the first
osed as part of this plan."
c h a n g e s ~ are being prop
ementation
Priority Preservation Area Plan Strategy Impl
• On page 70, unde r "Analysis of20 12
has
paragraph to state: "Prince George's County
To-date" amend the last sentence in the first
d
ylan
Mar
preservation program through the
received certi ficat ion of its agricultu ral land
dation
Mary land Agricultural Land Preservation Foun
Dep artm ent of Planning <MDP) and the

•

Underline indicates new language
indieales deleted te)(t
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right-to-farm legislation."
(MALPF), and has strengthened the existing
"Lan d Use Article."
On pages 72 and 97, replace "Article 66B" with

•

e
set of bullets to state: "The certification of Princ
On page 73, amend the sentence after the first
Land
ral
eultu
Agri
ary 2014 by the Maryland
Geor ge's Coun ty's agriculture program in Febru
jointly reflects the Coun ty's commitment to
PF~
MAL
:PreserYation Foundation ( MDP and
sary element or our economy.
agriculture as a viable, long- term, and neces

•

Preservation Foundation" amend the third
On page 78, under "Mar yland Agricultural Land
of
n has worked in every county, helping the State
sentence to state: "Since 1977, the Foundatio
on
acres
00
300.0
of
00 just unde r the miles tone
Maryland to preserve in perpetuity o,•er 290,0
try."
than any other state in the coun
more than 2,000 farms, more agricultural land
fi rst
ugh State Programs and Legislation" amend the
On page 81, under "Lan d Conservation Thro
ess
progr
the
been in place for a limited time, but
sentence to state: "The 2012 PPA Plan has only
the
by
am
the agricultural conservation progr
has been significant given the certification of
Foua datio e MDP and MAL PF joint ly in 201~
tion
Mary land Agri eultu ral Land Pres erva
in recent years ."
and other legislation that has been approved
ge's
to the Priority Preservation Area for Prince Geor
On page 82, "Map 4. Technical Corrections
Dale
n
Robi
and
t the amendments to the Thomas
County" amend the growth boundary to reflec
legend replace " MaFyJand Depa rtme nt of
the
in
properties as shown in Attachment l, and
Natu ral Reso urces ." (see Attachment 5).
:Plan ning " with "Ma rvlan d Deon rtme nt of

•

•

•

the
on Area for Prince George's County" amend
On page 83, "Map 5. 2017 Priority Preservati
n in
show
as
rties
prope
to the Thomas and Robin Dale
growth boundary to reflec t the amendments
d
rylan
"Ma
with
"
ning
Plan
rylan d DeflllFtm ent of
Attachment l, and in the legend replace "Ma
hment 6).
Dep arhn ent of Natu ral Reso urce s." (see Attac

•

s: "Technical Corrections to the Sustainable
On page 84, amend the title of Map 6 as follow
and Grow th Boun dary for Prince Geor ge's
Grow th and Agricultural Preservation Act Map
Tiers to reflect the amendments to the Thomas
County," amend the grow th boundary and SGA
hment 1, and amend the text to state: "This map
and Robin Dale properties as show n in Attac
e
established in compliance with the Sustainabl
highlights five technical corrections to the tiers
are
and
dary
boun
th
grow
the
) Act in 2012 or to
Grow th and Agricultural Preservation (SGA
se corrections (1 1 2, and 5) result from changes
:J:the
of
e
Thre
.
page
desc ribed on the facin g
er plans of Sub reg io~ 6,a-nd-a-f:e
made in Plan Prince Geor ge's 2035 or the mast
t of
f! FOposed teelrnieel e0He cti0n s ere the resul
d eseri lled oe the feein g f)age. None of the
the
are
4)
and
(3
s
ction
corre
the
of
tion Pinn Two
~~ pa ratio n of the Reso uree Cons erva
7.)
Attachment
result of the 20 12 SGA T ier changes." (See
•

•

d
th and Agricultural Preservatio n Act Map " amen
On page 86, "Map 8.20 17 Sustainable Grow
Dale
n
Robi
and
as
Thom
the
to
ts
t the amendmen
the growth boundary and SGA Tiers to reflec
hment 8).
Attac
(see
1
t
hmen
Attac
in
n
properties as show
w a broad spectrum of new uses, inclu ding agriOn page 91, amend Policy 5.1 as follows: "Allo
ulture
as long as those uses continue to focus on agric
tourism, on agricultural and fo reste d lands,

Underline indicates new language
mdieates deleted te1,t
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ing agricultural or forested land out of
and forestry or related uses and do not take exist
prod uction."
SERVATION PLAN: A COUNTYWIDE
SECTION IV: RURAL CHARACTER CON
FUNCTIONAL MASTER PLAN
"Ensure that the uses allowed in rural areas are
• On page 121, amend Policy 1.2 as follows:
insuring that externalities such as traffic are
appropriate to preserve rural character while
l uses should be discouraged."
addressed. An overconcentration of industria
d of
that the Prince George's County Planning Boar
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,
urce
Reso
the
t
ning Commission does hereby adop
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Plan
the
Master Plan, said plan being an amendment to
l
Conservation Plan: A Countywide Functiona
onal
Secti
ted
Adop
and
Park-Greenbelt and Vicinity
Approved Master Plan for Langley Park-College
ter
Mas
oved
Appr
];
1990
67 [October 1989 and May
Map Amendment for Planning Areas 65, 66, and
];
1990
July
[
73)
Area
for Largo- Lottsford (Planning
Plan and Adopted Sectional Map Amendment
s 77 and
ndment for Melwood- Westphalia (Planning Area
Ame
Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map
ew
urg-N
ensb
Blad
for
Sectional Map Amendment
78) [March 1994); Approved Master Plan and
Map
1994]; Approved Master Plan and Sectional
[May
69)
Carrollton and Vicinity (Planning Area
ent for
ndm
Ame
Map
onal
Secti
and
]; Approved Sector Plan
Amendmentfor Planning Area 68 [May 1994
onal
Secti
and
Plan
er
Mast
oved
Appr
ity [October 2000];
the Addison Road Metro Town Center and Vicin
of
Town
];
2000
r
embe
[Nov
(Planning Area 76A)
Map Amendment for the Heights and Vicinity
s Heritage
lopment Plan [2000]; Approved Anacostia Trail
Deve
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Brentwood Mixed-Use Town Cent
Approved
Plan /or Heritage Tourism [September 2001];
Area Management Plan: A Functional Master
oved
the Greenbelt Metro Area [October 2001]; Appr
Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor
oved
er Zone Development Plan [January 2004]; Appr
Town ofRiverdale Park Mixed-Use Town Cent
o Areas
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Morgan Boulevard and Largo Town Center
Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor
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onal Map Amendmentfor the Prince George's
[May 2004]; Approved Sector Plan and Secti
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for
ent
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oved Sector Plan and Sectional Map Ame
Gateway Arts District [November 2004]; Appr
and
ie
Bow
/or
[April 2005); Approved Master Plan
Tuxedo Road/ Arbor Street/Cheverly Metro Area
Areas 71A, 71B, 74A, 74B. [February 2006 ];
ning
Vicinity and Sectional Map Amendment for Plan
Sector
Development Plan [February 2006 ); Approved
Approved Suit/and Mixed-Use Town Center Zone
70
Area
ning
Plan
of
Glenn Dale Area for portions
Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor the East
h
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on
onal Map Amendment for the Hens
[March 2006); Approved Master Plan and Secti
District
Transit District Development Plan and Transit
oved
Potomac Planning Area (April 2006]; Appr
];
2006
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Zone
lay
Hyattsville Transit District Over
Overlay Zoning Map Amendment for the West
oved
Appr
];
2007
Map Amendment [February
Approved Westphalia Sector Plan and Sectional
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Map Amendment [June 2007]; Approved Publ
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Bladensburg Town Center Sector Plan
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lopm
Deve
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Distr
sit
oved Capitol Heights Tran
Safety Facilities Master Plan [March 2008]; Appr
ndment [July 2008]; Approved Branch Avenue
Ame
Map
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Plan and Transit District Overlay
Gateway
ndment [September 2008]; Approved Landover
Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map Ame
Sectional
and
Plan
r
Secto
s
Town
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2009]; Approved
Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [May
er
tywide Master Plan a/Transportation [Novemb
Map Amendment [October 2009]; Approved Coun
oved
Appr
];
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r
embe
[Nov
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ndm
Ame
and Sectional Map
l
2009]; Approved Marlboro Pike Sector Plan
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ember 2009]; Approved Water Resources Func
Takoma/Langley Crossroads Sector Plan [Nov
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Secti
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Plan
r
Secto
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Master Plan [January 2010]; Approved Bowie
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k- Lanham and Vicinity Approved Sector Plan
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n
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];
Amendment [January 2010
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ent
oved New Carrollton Transit District Developm
Sectional Map Amendment, [March 201O]; Appr
idor
Con·
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and Transit District Overlay Zoning Map Ame
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]; Approved Subregion 4 Master Plan and
Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [June 2010
er Plan and Sectional Map Amendmentfor
Sectional Map Amendment [June 201 OJ; Approved Mast
201 OJ; Approved Historic Sites and Districts Plan
Subregion I (Planning Areas 60, 61, 62, and 64) [June
r Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [October
[June 20 l OJ; Central Annapolis Road Approved Secto
Center Zone Development Plan [November
2010];Approved City ofMount Rainier Mixed-Use Town
193 Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map
2010]; The Approved Green belt Metro Area and MD
er Plan and Sectional Map Amendment [July
Amendment [March 2013]; Approved Subregion 5 Mast
Sectional Map Amendment [December 2013 ];
20 13]; Approved Largo Town Center Sector P Ian and
Amendment [December 2013J; Approved
Approved Subregion 6 Master Plan and Sectional Map
Sectional Map Amendment (SJ\.1A) (February
Eastover/Forest Heights/Glassmanor Sector Plan and
Corridor Sector.Plan and Sectional Map
2014]; Approved Landover Metro Area and MD 202
Line Station Area Sector Plan and Sectional Map
Amendment [May 2014]; Approved Southern Green
2035 Approved General Plan [May 2014J; The
Amendment [February 2014J; Plan Prince George's
ict Development Plan [March 2015]; Approved
Approved College Park-Riverdale Park Transit Distr
Plan and Proposed Transit District Overlay Zoning
Prince George's Plaza Transit District Deve lopment
al Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization
Map Amendment [September 2015] ; The Approved Centr
Sector Plan (2013 ]; and
of the adopted plan, and all parts thereof,
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that an attested copy
to the District Council of Prince George's County
shall be certified by the Commission and transmitted
tated Code of Maryland and Secti on 27-645(c) of
for its approval pursuant to the Land Use Article, Anno
the Prince George's County Code; and
be recorded by an appropriate Certificate
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this adoption shalJ
the Chairman of The Maryland-National Capital Park
of Adoption containing the identifying signature of
resolution with a notation indicating: "This
and Planning Commission and shall be affixed to this
inary Resource Conservation Plan: A County-wide
resolution is to be used in conjunction with the Prelim
Fimctional Master Plan. "
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
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by the
and correct copy of a resolution, as r"evised
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true
ng
anni
l
Pand
of The Maryland-National Capital Park
Prince George's County Planning Board
ldo, with
ionet Bailey seconded by Commissioner Gera
Commission on the motion of Commiss
missioner
(Com
on
and Doerner voting in favor of the moti
rsday,
Thu
Com.missioners Bailey, Geraldo, Hewlett,
on
held
ting
this resolution at its regular mee
Washington temporarily absent) to approve
yland.
December 1, 2016 in Upper Marlboro, Mar
ning Board this __ day of _ _ __
Adopted by the Prince George's County Plan

Patricia Colihan Barney
Executive Director

By

Underline indicates new langu age
m<lieates deleted te1-il

Jessica Jones
Planning Board Administrator
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2012 SGA Tier:
nerlll
2014 Plan Prince
George's 2035:
Growth boundary
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2017 SGA Tier:
nerll

2. Storch Properties

2012 SGA Tier:
ner lll
2014 Plan Prince
George's 2035:
Growth boundary
expanded to .
include these
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2017 SGA Tier:
nerll

2009 Approved
Subregion S Plan
(later voided by
court order):
Property within
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2012 SGA Tier:
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growth boundary
2017 Resource
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2017 Resource Conservation Plan:
Propertywithin growth boundary
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2009 Approved
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Property within
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2012 SGA Tier:
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2013 Approved Subregion 6 Plan:
Property outsidegrowth boundary
2017 SGA Tier.
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Attachment 2
Map 1. 2017 Coun tywid e Green Infras tructu re

Netw ork

Regulated Areas represent a conceptual

delineation of connected regula ted
environmenta l features Including streams,
wetlands and their buffers, the 100-year
floodplain, and their adjacent steep slopes.
The features shown are the known locations
of regulated features at a large scale. This
delineation should not be used for land
development purposes. Approval of a Natural
Resource Inventory is require d to confirm the
locatio ns of regula ted environmental
features (streams, wetlands, floodplains).

-

Evaluation Areas include patches of land

known to contain one or more sensitive
environmental features of concern such as
interio r forests (to focus connectivity on the
largest remain ing blocks of forests), areas of
predicted wetland migration (to address
climate change), and protected lands (to ensure
connectivity to previous conservation efforts).
Evaluation Areas are used to look more closely
at the role the location plays in conserving
sensitive resources and preserving or
establishing land-based connections within
the networ k.

Mapping Criteria for Evaluation Area:
To be induded in the Evaluation Area,
patches must be:
a. 1acre orgreater insize
b. within 200 feet of another patch
insidethe Beltway
c. within 600 feet of another patch
outside theBeltway
and
d. at least 50 feet wide outside the
Beltway and no minimum width
inside the Beltway

l egend
-

Regulated Area
Evaluation Area

N

Plan 2035 Growth Boundary

Inside the Beltway
Outside theBeltway, within tl1e GrowthBoundary
Outside the Growth Boundary (Rural and Agricultural Area)

t

Attachment 3
Map 2. Spec ial Cons erva tion Area s

Speci al Conse rvatio n Areas

r
1. Beltsville Agricultural Research Cente
2. Patuxent Research Refuge
3. Greenbelt National Park
4. Anacostia River
5. BeltW oods
6. Suitland Bog
7. Patuxent River Corridor
8. Jug Bay Complex
n Viewshed
9. Piscataway National Park / Moun t Verno
Valley
1O. Matta woma n Creek Stream
p Watershed
11. Cedarville State Fores t/ Zekiah Swam
line
12. Potomac River Shore
13. Broad Creek

Note: Special Conservation Areas comprise areas of
significant conservation concern. These areas should
be carefully considered when land use and public
acquisition decisions are made to ensure that the
ecological functions of these areas are protected or
restored and that critical ecological connections are
established and/or mainta ined.
Legend
~

Special Conservation Areas
Final Green Infrastructure Network

N

Plan 2035 Growth Boundary
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Map 3. Wat ersh ed Con diti on Ratings

Watershed Con ditio n Rating
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Map 4. Technical Cor rections to the
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Speaker Number

.20
Thank you for the opportun ity to speak tonight. My name is Judith
Allen-Lev enthal; my address is 1130 Apple Valley Road, Accokee~ MD.
I will be brief, in part because I am fil2eechless. CR-62-2017 has
oxymoron ically been titled a " MINOR" amendme nt to the Subregio n 5
Master Plan. One wonders with trepidatio n what might constitute a
\

"MAJOR" amendme nt.
CR-62-20 17 proposes rezoning several thousand acres of rural
property to M-X-T (mixed use) zoning. This is major (NOT minor) in
terms of potential negative impacts on local, primarily rural and
residentia l, areas. M-X-T zoning places few limits on density;
commerc ial and residentia l developm ents sit side-by-side without
considera tion of best practices for either the business owner or the
homeown er. M-X-T zoning is intended for other types of areas, such as
around Metro stations, not rural ones as here. The proposed changes
would clog local roads - already over taxed and badly maintaine d;
increased and inapprop riate heavy commerc ial activity would raise
safety and environm ental concerns ; aging, inadequa te, and long
ignored infrastruc ture is not responsib ly considere d. Zoning changes
proposed here require more thought and planning than a "MINOR"
amendme nt.
CR-62-20 17 is not mandated by any Court of Special Appeals decision
as has been suggeste d by some. Rather, it is mandated by greed to
benefit a very few investors not Prince George's County tax paying
residents . CR62-201 7 smacks of illegal Text Amendme nts of previous
times. The area that CR-62-20 17 encompasses is suspiciou sly similar to
the planned developm ent called Tributary. a project of Walton
Developm ent and Managem ent - promoted to be the "BEST possible
communi ty." I worry that this " MINOR" Master Plan change is designed
to facilitate that "BEST" developm ent resulting in two symmetri cal
oxymoron s: MINOR/M AJOR and BEST/WORST. Please consider and
accommo date the concerns of Prince George's County residents
before you enact this "MINOR" zoning amendme nt that negativel y
affects so many people over such a large area in so many MAJOR ways.

RECEIV ED
Thank you.
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Speak er Numb er

.2.2

October 10, 2017

I am Kelly Canavan, speaking on behalf of the AMP Creeks Council and mysel£
of magnitude
The proposal outlined in CR-62-17 ("Proposal") to upzone thousands of acres by an order
the county.
of
third
Southern
the
in
living
would destroy the character and quality of life for those of us
through the
Moving large swaths of forested and agricultural land from rural designations to M-X-T
Minor Amendm ent process is illegal and, like everything about thls process, sketchy.
. It
The Proposal is so vague that it cannot be reconciled with the Minor Amendment rule ("Rule")
denies residents due process because it does not articulate its purposes and projected impacts.
The Rule can only be used to do two things:
ent district plan;
advance the goals of an approved comprehensive plan, functional plan, or developm
or
the plan area
safeguard the public safety health and welfare of citizens and residents within
(2)
boundaries.
(1)

making
The Proposal does neither. It makes only passing references to unarticulated goals and visions,
it impossible for us to fully analyze them. There is no mention of safety, health, and welfare.
ent hold (sic)
Instead, the Proposal states that the "District Council finds that new... residential developm
formula
potential for providing dedicated funding sources to address" transportation problems. This
not
does
roads
our
to
cars
of
has proven to be ineffectual, and it defies logic. Adding thousands
alleviate traffic jams.
missing the
The Proposal goes on to discuss green building techniques and so on, which is certainly
and replace it
forest for the trees. The best way to protect our green infrastructure is to not decimate it
for a rural
with commercial or industrial properties and high density housing that is not appropriate
area.
In the Proposal, septic systems are described as "proliferating" and the sewer system as
New septic
"underu tilized". Both of those claims are laughable to the point of being disingenuous.
few and far
systems are sometim es installed when a new house is built in the affected area. They are
more than a
between, and environmentally friendly. In contrast, our sewer system is a disaster that for
gallons of
of
millions
pumping
decade has been constantly overflowing BY DES IGN and by mistake,
to
sewage into our waterways each year and stinking up our communities. I live close enough
and
ely
deliberat
would
you
that
idea
The
Piscataw ay Wastewa ter Treatment Plant to know.
strategically further tax this decrepit and failing system is utterly mind-boggling.
answer is to
Further, if the Council has come to its senses and decided that mining is inappropriate, the
al
pieceme
it
replace
to
not
ent,
amend the Subregio n Master Plans to eliminate the mining requirem
the
than
with zoning that is actually more destructive and will certainly have a more lasting impact
mining.
does not
Mining rarely needs emergency services, generates little traffic besides truck traffic, and
traffic, and
polluting
and
heavy
y
extremel
create
overcrowd schools, but M-X-T development would
(2017) MINOR AMEND MENT
SUBREGION 5 Master Plan & SMA
(CR-62-20 17)
Joint Public Hearing, October 10, 2017
-

. . . . . . . A,

strain schools and emergency services.
The Proposa l does not meet requirement C of the Rule:
(c)

The scope of the minor amendment shall be limited to:
but not limited to a
(1) a geographic area which is not more than 50% of the underlying plan area,
single property or property owner;
(2)
(3)
(4)

limited to specific issues regarding public planning objectives; or
for the purpose of correcting errors in the text or maps in the applicable plan.

shall not be
Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (3), herein, the minor amendment process
modeling,
and/or
analysis
tion
transporta
major
require
would
utilized for any amendment which
analysis.
Facilities
Public
Adequate
any
or
tions,
revised water and sewer classifica

ation
In particular, these boundary and zoning changes would absolutely require major transport
analysis, revised water and sewer classifications, and adequate public facilities analysis.
growth
In your Septemb er 2 1 letter to the Planning Commission, you directed only that they examine
that?
for
be
there
could
purpose
ng
boundar y changes , not zoning changes. What possible upstandi
- make
And, again, without information from the Planning Commission, how can we - or you
informe d arguments and decisions about this proposal?
areas so that
It appears that you are trying to be sneaky about changing the boundaries of the growth
favors for
you can get around the requirements of the Rule. This entire plan smacks of orchestrated
as text
much
general,
in
County
specific property owners at the expense of the larger community and
amendm ents have often been used illegally in the past.
was it rushed
Who does this serve? Why has there been no public outreach about the Proposal? Why
more
a
through the process in a way that minimized opportunities for public input? Why was
appropriate zoning process not used to examine these changes?
do so at
Council member s, if you have not visited the areas that will be affected, we ask that you
mean for
different times of the day and night to get a real understanding of what the Proposal would
it.
for
vote
those of us who would be forced to live with its consequences if you
We strongly oppose this proposal and encourage you to do the same.

Kelly Canavan
President, The AMP Creeks Council
2701 Colonial Rd., Accokeek, MD 20607
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Dear Members of the Council,
thousands of
I am here to voice my opposition in the strongest terms to CR-62-17 which would rezone
" Change to the
acres in the rural part of Prince George's County to Mixed Use Zoning. This "Minor
and commercial
housing
density
high
Master Plan is anything but minor. It will open the door to more
special excepwith
uses, essentially sounding the death toll for our precious rural area. Little by little,
tions and other re-zoning mechanisms, the rural area of our County is being eroded.
was with my
When Mel Franklin, who is sponsoring this change in zoning, was voted into office, it
Franklin told us
support and the support of many other residents of Rural Prince George's County. Mr.
's Metro StaCounty
our
that he was interested in smart development, specifically, to develop around
to develop a
tions. He told us he wanted to convene a citizen's group of supporters of our Rural Tier
ed the builddeeper understanding of the needs of our unique and precious area. Instead, he has promot
express
to
words
no
ing of 2 Power Plants and, now, re-zoning our land for development! There are
this betrayal of the people whose interests he is supposed to represent!
ion of the subOur rural lands are a haven of clean air and open space - a counterbalance to the congest
up. There are lourbs. Small farms, agri-tourism, and other compatible rural businesses are springing
agriculture and
cal wineries opening their doors to the public. In fact, our County has been promoting
all the
with
stent
rural recreational opportunities at every turn. Re-zoning to Mixed Use is inconsi
future generaCounty 's recent efforts to preserve our history, our rural recreation, and our farms for
tions. Please say no to this re-zoning.
Claudia Raskin
11229 Mattaponi Rd.
Upper Marlboro, Iv1D 20772
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October ~GE 'S COIJIITY MARYi.AND

James J. Robinson
Sr. Pastor
Marcia D. Robinson
Co-Pastor

The Maryland Capitol Park and Planning Commission
14741 Gover nor Oden Bowie Drive
Upp3e r Marlbo ro, Maryland 20772

Assistant Pastors

ion 5 Maste r Plan
Subject: Minor Amen dment to the 2013 approved Subreg
and Section Map Amen dment

Rev. John Aquah

Rev. Mar/ha Hall

Dear Sirs & Madams

Rev. Nathan Newman

of Life Christian Minist ries,
My name is James Robinson and I'm the Pastor of the Tree
congregation is made up of
located at 9109 Piscataway Road, Clinton, Maryland. Our
rt of the request for minor
750 memb ers throug hout the comm unity. I am here in suppo
at the intersection of
amend ments to facilita te changes for various proper ties
some may oppose this request
Piscataway Road (MD 223) and Brandywine Road. While
having reviewed some of
for change because of perceived traffic congestion and after
be relived or be no worse
the proposed changes, congestion in my estima tion would
ng of these properties will
than it already is. On the other hand we believe the rezoni
s to the immed iate area of
help with what's obvious in the much needed improv ement
has not been improv ed for
Piscataway Road and Brandywine Road. The intersection
ago. Rezoning these
some time and not since we purchased the prope rty 9 years
redeve lopme nt opport unities
proper ties will make room for furthe r improv ement s and
necessary get these
and even contrib ute to some of the financial obligations
area into a vibran t, mixed use
improv ement s done. The rezoning will also transfo rm this
that will suppo rt walkable and
destin ation and promo te compa ct develo pment and jobs
Suitland Maryla nd area. And
transit services very similar to what we see going on in the
in improv ement s to the
finally we need develo pment in this area that would results
Rd and Old Branch Ave.
intersections of Woody ard Rd, Brandywine Rd, Piscataway
which is long overdu e.

R~. Debbie Page

Rev. Ray Rose
Rev. Christopher Robinson
&v. Robyn White

Elders
Elder Sonny Cardwell
Elder Louis Page
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Good Evening,

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNlY MARYLAND

My name is Adrienne Crowell. I am a 26 year resident of
Clinton MD. I live in very close prox imity to the area 4 and 5
iden tified for modification. I am here to oppose the proposed
mod ificat ions to the 2013 Subregion 5 Mast er Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment along Old Branch Avenue for the
follo wing reasons:
Safety - reclassifying the zoning category to mixed use and
extending the operational hours of establishments that sell
alcoholic beverages will increase traffi c to this area.
Currently, traffi c tryin g to get in and out of this area is
dangerous, traffi c delays are the norm , and pedestrians cross
the stree t at their peril. Currently, we have 3 liquo r stores in
this area, with BK Mille rs open 7 days a week. We do ·not
need this area rezoned to allow these establishments to be
open 24 hours a day. This woul d only attra ct deviant
behavior, place residents in more jeopardy and danger, and
encourage loiter ing and vagrancy.
In addi tion, changing the code to MXT use, adding
mult ifam ily dwellings exacerbates our problem of ·
over crow ding and overdevelopment in an area that does not
have the infra struc ture to supp ort additional housing, traffic,
or anyth ing else.
Overdevelopment with out supportive infra struc ture
contr ibute s to an unhe althy community. Bus trans porta tion is
only available during the week, there fore residents must use

litte red ,
priv ate tran spo rtat ion to get around. Our roads are
g in
unk ept , crowded, poll ute d by signage, whi le we sit idlin
pment,
traf fic tryi ng to get to Route 5. Because of overdevelo
wild life
our trees whi ch clean the air are cut down, and our
g Old
become roadkill. Our community is not walkable alon
gerous
Branch Ave. from Woodyard Road and, especially dan
no
from Shultz Road to Chris Ma r Ave. because there are
more
sidewalks. Residents wal k in the street, and adding
to
traf fic to this area 24 hours a day is a tragedy wai ting
plan has
happen. This min or amendment to the Subregion 5
health
ma ~r ramifications to the det rim ent of public safety,
you to
and the wel fare of the Clinton community. I implore
reconsider.
y a rural
Secondly, residents in this region moved here to enjo
s for
setting, with farms, trees, agriculture, parks, play area
ned this
children and a qui et lifestyle. Because you have rezo
area, it's become just the opposite. Wh at used to be
outdoors
May ber ry is now Mayhem. Our children cannot play
in tha t
because the y have no place to play. Improvements
area are gre atly needed, nix the 24 hou r liqu or store. ,.
>' .
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Adrienne Crow.ell
9515 Pryde Dr.
Cllnton, MD 20735
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12 October 2017
To: Cleric of the Council
nd
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, 2 Floor
Upper Marlboro, Md 20772
Use Property Proposal)
Subj: OPPO SITIO N TO CR-62-2017 MXT (MNCPPC Mixed
Ret (a)_County Council Hearing on subject held on 10 Oct 2017
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sed MXT prope rty
1. The purpo se of this letter is to OBJECT to the MNCPPC propo
g m-2017. This
designation for approximately 2200 acres, identified within CR-62
; ...... § lz
y)<
and recorded by the Count
correspondence hereb y comp lies with the direction presented
-CDC ')ZO
u,
20 Oct 2017, per Ref. (a). -- · 11::::i. ::u
oi :;:o
Council, to submi t correspondence to the Clerk of Council by
-· ~ N ~ l>
..+ ~ ~ ~ 31::
rhouse Road, with
2. Sherwood Forest is located between Woodyard Road and Dowe
h and currently new N S' .::! J2 m
approximately 450 homes. Over the years, it has seen urban growt
~~
sing traffic and
homes and townhouses are being constructed in the area, increa
31::
(/)
?
es. Additionally, due
congestion, while increasing demands for public utilities and servic
~ ~~
seen either walki ng to
to the high population of schools, churches, etc, children can be
-t
~
and
off
ed
dropp
or being
school on the side of the street (due to no sidewalks installed),
children is paramount,
picked up on the side of the street, later in the day. Safety of the
s (which have done
Guard
ing
and we collectively depend on the Parents and School Cross
Tbis area is already
an outstanding job over the years) to help ensure their safety.
at all times during the
congested, and it is almos t impossible to get out of our side streets
Woodyard Road
using
es
day, due to the increased traffic, speeds, and construction vehicl
rous with poor
as a go betwe en RT 4, RT 5 and RT 301. This is especially dange
ess.
visibility due to the sunrise, sunset, and now with seasonal darkn

m

c:r:s,_,~
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not be allowed to progress
3. It is for the forgoing reasons that this MXT proposal should
Board to disapprove of
any further. In summary, I am asking the Council and Planning
the resolution for the following reasons:

a. The rationale and impetus of the resolution are flawed
to approve CR-62-2017
b. The Bazzarre case does not require the District Council
n 27-642 of the
c. The proposed rezoning goes beyond the scope of what Sectio
County's zonin g laws permit for a Minor Amendment
RE C EI VE D
dmen t
d. Grow th Boun dary changes canno t be made by a Mino r Amen

OCT 1 6 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCEGEORGE'SCOUNTY
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Philip VanW iltenb urg
Grea ter Acco keek Civic Assoc iation (GACA)
PO Box 176, Acco keek, MD 20607
Oerk of the Coun ty Coun cil
Coun ty Admi nistra tive Build ing, Room 2198
14741 Gove rnor Oden Bowi e Drive
Uppe r Marlb oro, MD 20772

REC EIV ED
OCT 1 7 20\7
.

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY MARYlANO

Reference: CR-62-2017

To the Clerk of the County Council,
Hear ing on 10 Octob er, I am
As
to suppl emen t my comm ents made durin g the heari ng.

In refere nce to my oral statem ent made at the Joint Publi c

subm itting the follow ing statem ent
(GACA) I gathe red comm ents conce rning
Presi dent of the Great er Acco keek Civic Assoc iation
via perso nal conve rsatio ns with Hom e
CR-62-2017 from the Great er Acco keek comm unity , both
GAC A meeti ng on 28 Septe mber .
Own er Assoc iation s board mem bers and from our latest
this propo sal for multi ple reaso ns, sever al
Acco keek resid ents were overw helm ingly oppo sed to
reaso ns for oppo sition to this propo sal
of whic h I state d in my three minu te statem ent. These
inclu ded:
the Coun ty's zoning laws perm it for a
1. The propo sed rezoning goes beyon d the scope of what
Mino r Amen dmen t.
of studie s comp leted to completely
2. Grow th Boun dary changes shoul d have a full range
t.
analy ze all impac ts and not be made via a Mino r Amen dmen
ortati on hubs. MD-5 & MDtransp
3. The areas propo sed to be rezon ed for MXT are not near
& MD-373 plus side roads all are
210 alread y have extensive traffic problems, and MD-223
Communities will only add a large
quite busy alread y as well. Addin g MXT and Established
. Chan ge the zoning and suppo rt
numb er of additi onal vehicles to already overt axed roads
build ing up there!
an increased tax base in areas aroun d the Metro sites by
sewer connection; our sewer
4. Most of these areas do not have requi red water and
ted pollution spills.
infras tructu re is already overb urden ed as show n by repea
have an Adeq uate Public
must
and
5. :MXT zonin g has no limitations on housi ng densi ty
amen dmen t.
Facilities Analysis, which is not requi red under a minor
of established transportation
lack
the
d
6. :MXT zonin g in a rural area make s no sense; beyon
into dense housing, commercial
hubs, water /sewe r shortfalls, and the turnin g of rural space
and green space gets turne d into
& office spaces, wildlife will suffer as even more trees
concrete jungl es.

•••
with the subdivision 4-01063; in whic h the
7. Accokeek is already feeling the impa ct of MXT
deve lope r for 26 exceptions, exclusions
PGCPB already gave preliminary appr oval to the
of the surro undi ng areas.
and cond ition s which unde rmin e the rural natu re
impact on the quality of life for Accokeek
8. No analy sis has been done to determine the
ls, for which the Public Laws of PG
resid ents including our already over crow ded schoo
schools facilities surcharge does not
Coun ty Section 10-192.01.e. states "pay men t of the
g the adequacy of school facilities unde r
elim inate any authority to apply any test concernin
the Coun ty's adequate publ ic facility ordin ance."

ques tions aske d at the hear ing conc ernin g the
Fina lly, I did not appr eciat e the phra sing of the
topic whe ther an affid avit had been com plete d.
inten sific ation of zoni ng and if addr essin g that
refor e, if you inten d to prov ide in-pe rson
The lette r anno unci ng the hear ing state d "The
r ame ndm ent and/ or file a state men t in the
testi mon y at the joint publ ic hear ing on the mino
inten t is to requ est or supp ort inten sifyi ng
reco rd of joint publ ic hear ing testi mon y, and your
affid avit in acco rdan ce with the State Publ ic
heig ht limits, you mus t com plete and retur n an
in Sections 5-833 thro ugh 5-839, Gene ral
Ethics law for Prin ce Geor ge's Cou nty, set forth
." This appl ies to peop le supp ortin g the
Prov ision s Artic le, Ann otate d Cod e of Mary land
pres ente d appl ied to all com men ts (with the
zoni ng incre ase, yet as the verb al ques tion was
an affidavit) . I foun d this verb al state men t to
threa t to end your spee ch if you hadn' t subm itted
to
to the zoni ng increase, even if it wasn't mea nt
be a chill ing effec t on spea king in oppo sitio n
citizens to oppo se this chan ge as it's been ·
be. This is just more justification for Accokeek
cram med thro ugh with minimal publ ic inpu t.

Sincerely,

L-- - -'l. ./ /an;ilrenbUJW /
Pres iden t
Grea ter Acco keek Civic Asso ciati on (GACA)
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John T. Mitchell
15213 Reserve Road
Accokeek, MD 20607
301-965-0432

October 13, 2017

RECEIVED '
OCT 1 8 2017

Clerk of the Council
County Administration Building
Rooom 2198
14 741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUN1Y MARYLAND

Please find enclosed the written testimony that I ask be included in the
record concerning CR-62-2017.
Thank you.

~ -,_
'lJ~ ~
~ n 1. Mitchell
f

John Ultchall 1chn:1!/u1tera..ticr.!a·N ;cm
x., · "
HumM Opposition CR-62-2017
i
October 12, 2Q17 at 11 :52 PM
"";;;
Coi;ricilD•strictS@co.pg md us, drngtar.:is@co. pg.rnd us, rn,1.t,,ihm:in@c.-,.pg md us, An<rea Harrison a-:ha:risori®co pg.:n.:!.Js,
mfrankfin@ro.pg md us, cpatterson@co pg.md.U$, krmle-,§·co pg.md.us, dltaveras@co pg ml.I us, t:-nturner@ccpg.md.us,
publicaJfa1rs@pod.mNpoc.org
Bee: Kelly Canavan ~e111@ar1pc;ee1r.so;g, Tamara Davis Brown :,k..,rc·...·r:e•,q2,>:crcas, ne', John Mit:hell ~;hr,@,mter;;ct:cnlaw corn

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

~f:-'

To the Prince George's County Council
At the hearing on CR-62-2017 earlier this week, you heard from human beings opposed the proposal Mel Franklin put
forward. No significant number of humans in his district or In the county support it. The supporters, represented by
· lawyers, are essentially for-profit corporations. It is crucial to our democracy that you, the members of the Council,
understand the importance of "humans flrsr when deciding Issues on which corporate interests are often the loudest
voices.
It is shameful that some humans seem to think that corporations should get the same rights as humans. Corporations
have no moral values, which is why we have laws made by humans, with consciences, to regulate them. Corporations
don't get headaches, get worried, love, care, feel angry, feel empathy, or get stuck in traffic with a full bladder, which is
why humans should be the ones to decide how much congestion, noise, development and infrastructure stress is enough.
Corporations are incapable of being happy, which is why our Declaration of Independence said that an ~ - not an
corporations - have an unalienable right to pursue happiness.
The managers of corporations have a duty to maximize profits for shareholders. That means they must lgnore human
concerns. In fact, even when humans regulate them, it is generally •good business" for management to break the law if
the fine or other legal consequences are a 'good lnvestmenr toward greater profit. Conversely, when corporations came
to Mel Franklin with 'a good idea," it must be interpreted as 'an idea for something profitable for our shareholders humans be damned." As my corporations law professor explained way back during law school, 'it is illegal for a
corporation to do a good deed just to be nice; even the donation to a local charity must be for the purpose of increasing
profit - never just to 'be nice'·using the-corporation's assets."
ft is shameful that my own District 9 councilman is doing the bidding of corporations, and ignoring the needs of humans.
Please do not follow him to the dark side. Corporations are mere legal fictions. Humans are what democracy is supposed
to serve. Please, reject the false "minor" changes Mel Franklin proposes, and remember that, In a democracy, this Is a
government of, by and for humans, who have an unalienable right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness - not
corporations, which have no right to life, which are legal fictions created by the signature of a secretary of state, and which
serve as a convenience for shareholders.

Please put aside the corporate PR Kool-Aid, and vote with the people.
I

John T. Mitchell, 15213 Reserve Road, Accokeek, MD 20607

RECEIVED
OCT 1 8 20t7
CLERK OF THf COUIICIL

FRltCE GEORGE'S CCt:PITY 1MY1AYJ
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John'Mitchell
15213 Reserve Rd.
Accokeek MD 20607-9405
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Brown, Donna J.

Subject

Merna G <merna0047@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:31 AM
Council District 6; Glaros, Dannielle M.; Council District 1; Taveras, Deni L; Council
District 4; Council District S; Council District 7; Council District 8; Franklin, Mel; Clerk of
the Council
Re: Hearing on CR-62-2017- October 11, 2017

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From:
Sent:
To:

Dear Council Members:
As a concern resident of Mary Catherine's Estate in Clinton, Maryland, since 1988, I am asking you to oppose the proposal
outlined in CR-62-2017. The reason being is that putting the M-X-T zoning in the middle of a rural & agricultural area is against
everything this County has advocated for in decades. This measure if passed will have a lasting negative impact on our way of
life.
We already have major traffic problems on Piscataway Road due to numerous developments with more to come.
In addition to these new developments coming on board in our area, I believe that the Council should be taking a serious look
at climate change and the impact it would have on the kinds of houses being built.
I am therefore asking you again to vote against this proposal outlined in CR-62-2017.

RECEIVED

Thanks and best regards.

OCT 18 2017

Muriel Greaves
11608 Mordente Dr.
Clinton, MD 20735

Cl.ERK OF TIIECOUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY !iWrt'LANo

1

~

t
)

MtEN NON
B APTIST

CHURCH

Fer Pmpfe OIi iise GROWf

RECEIVED
Prince George's County District Council
MNCPPC Prince George's County Planning Board
14741 Governor oaen Bowie Drive, 2nd Floor
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

OCT 1 9 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

October 14, 201 7

PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNTY MARYLAND

Dear Clerk of the Council:

I am writing this letter to oppose resolution CR 62-2017, a proposal to completely re-zone the land
in District 9, for the following reasons (as outlined by Tamara Davis Brown, Candidate for County
Council, District):

c..
~·

,..

~

1. The rationale and impetus of the resolution are flawed. The 16th preamble clause states:

Cl)~

C

~~

"WHEREAS, in order to realize the plan vision, the District Council find that new, ffl g; :R i:
responsibly planned and implemented residential development holdpotentialfor providing>< ~o o
dedicated funding sources to address this regional transportation issue, and the use of=.
~0
coordinatedpriorityfundingfees for new developmentprojects should be explored in order C'" c5 a;-> f :
to create additional dollars to address the serious transportation issues in the corridor." ;:;: ~ ~ ~ i:

z

!f

However, building more housing will lead to more increased, not decreased traffic.

t i.::! i
•

2. The Bazzarre case does not require the District Council to approve CR-62-2017. That
case primarily involved the then-District Council's failure to adhere to State Public Ethics
Law and the filing of required Affidavits. None of the properties in the Bazzarre case
involve the eight (8) proposed zoning amendments listed in CR-62-2017.
3. The proposed rezoning goes beyond the scope of what Section 27-642 of the County's
zoning laws permit for a Minor Amendment.

a. Growth Boundary changes cannot be made by a Minor Amendment.
b. Areas proposed to be rezoned for MXT do not meet the qualifications for this
zoning change.
c. MXT requires zoning to be near a transportation hub.
d. MXT requires water and sewer connection.
e. Minor Amendments cannot be used for properties where there is a single
landowner.
4. MXT zoning has no limitations on density and therefore must have an Adequate
Public Facilities Analysis, which a Minor Amendment by its very nature avoids. By
its nature, MXT development must be near a transportation hub or major highway. It must

')832 PI SCATA\v.,W ROAD I C LI NTON . ,i..1D 10735 I T: 3() t ·S.S6-2 t 70 I

r: 30 1·856-32 12
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have other infrastructure improvements already in place to handle the proposed
development. Minor Amendments are not intended to go through the rigorous analysis
needed for MXT zoning. It presupposes that current land use is sufficient.
5. Approval of CR 62-2017 sets a dangerous precedent of unfettered development
throughout the County with no analysis of impact on the quality of life of current
residents. This resolution sets the precedent that developers can bypass zoning process and
it erodes public trust.
Considering these issues, I urge the :tvfNCPPC Planning Board and the District Council to please
vote to disapprove CR-62-2017.
Respectfully,

Rev. Dr. Delman Coates, Ph.D., Senior Pastor
Mt. Ennon Baptist Church

From: Ron E rsmall236@gmall.com
.
SUbject: Response to Prince Georges County (PGC) CR-62-2017 Minor Amendment to the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Sector Plan
and Sedlonal Map

Date: October 14, 2017 at 10:43 PM
To: MFranklin@co.pg.md.us. michael.zamore@ppd.mncppc.org, wendy.irmlnger@ppd.mncppc.org, Brittney Drakeford
Brittney.Drakeford@ppd.mncppc.org
•
Cc: susle.proctor@house.state.md.us

Th• Maryland National Capital Parks and Plannlng Commission
Prince George's County Planning Department Community Planning Dlvtslon

14741 Govwnor Oden Bowl• Drtw
Upper Martbon>, Maryland 20772
11 Ronald Small of Brandywine Maryland oppose Prince Georges County (PGC) CR-62-2017 Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Approwd Subregion 5 Sector Plan and Sectional Map. This opposition Is
focused on changes# 8, 7&8 In areas that affect the Chaddsford Community. I request th• PGC
Comm-unity Planners work with the Chaddsford Homeowners Association (HOA) to resolve my
opposition prior to a vote on th• amendments. Th• following actions below can help resolve the
opposition.

1. Conduct a study lo address the Inadequate egress points Into and out of the Chaddsford
community
2. Develop plans to addrMS the lack of a pedestrian crossing to access the Brandywine
Cr~lng Shopping Center at the Intersection of Chadds Ford Drive and Timothy Branch
3. Incorporate the e>Clstlng community walking/bikes trails Into the existing commercial
establishments and future transit/community based facllltles
4. Relocate any proposed transit stops to the east side of highway 301 (Brandywine Crossing
Shopping Center)
5. Analyze the ability of Law Enforcement to support existing and future development
6. Engage with the Chaddsford HOA board prior to changes to the existing and future zoning
plans
7. Resolve the lack of properly marked pedestrian crossing on Chadds Ford Drive

Best Regards,

i~.?st;JJ
(301)782-3565

RECEIVED
OCT 2 0 2017
CLERK OF THECOUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNrf MARYi.AND
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O'M~e , Mijes, Nylen & Gilmore, P.A.
.
. =========;;:;;;;;:;=~-11785 Beltsville Drive, 1011> Floor
Calverton, MD 20705
www omng.com
(301) 572-7900 • (301) 572~55 (f)

William M. Shipp
Nancy L. Slepicka
Nathaniel A. Fonnan

Matthew D. Osnos
Lynn Loughlin Skerpon
Eddie L. Pounds

Lawrence N. Taub
Kate P. Pruitt

Peter F. O'Malley
(1939-2011)

Leonard L. Lucchi
Stephanie P. Andrnon

RECEIVED
October 19, 2017
Redis Floyd, Clerk of the County Council
County Administration Building, Room 2198
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
Re:

John R. Miles
(1935-2017)
Edward W. Nylen
(1922-2010)
John D. Gilmore, Jr.
(1921-1999)

OCT 2 0 2017
CLERK OF IBE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNlY MARYLAND

Minor Amendment to Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
Minor Amendments No. 7 & 8

Dear Ms. Floyd:
The following comments are submitted in support of the oral testimony provided at the Joint Public
Hearing concerning proposed amendments No. 7 and 8. As stated at the hearing, the Walton Group
of Companies remains committed to exploring a development plan for the project known as
Tributary which will be a quality addition to the southern Prince George's community. The vision
for the properties is to create a planned community for the assemblage of properties consisting of
sustainable design; coordinated open space networks; passive and active recreation; and first-class
homes for families of diverse backgrounds and incomes. The project is envisioned to be mostly
residential with some mixed-use commercial in the area close to Route 301 and a mix of single
family, attached and detached, homes transitioning west from the Route 301 corridor. The overall
blended densities will be low to moderate in intensity.
Although the initial proposal for Minor Amendments 7 & 8 proposes the M-X-T zone, we believe
the concept for Tributary could be achieved with a mixture of less intense zones. Specifically, the
mixed-use character close to Route 301 could be achieved by either the M-X-T zone or the M-AC Comprehensive Design Zone ("CDZ"). We believe a flex zone would be more appropriate than
a conventional C-S-C- zone or C-M zone because it would allow a mixture of uses and a more
diverse town center style core. The residential development could potentially be achieved by the
R-U category of the CDZ which allow a mixture of attached and detached residential units in a
variety of lot sizes. We believe the CDZ zones allow for a variety of lot sizes which facility the
maximization of open space preservation and clustering which is envisioned for the community.
The M-X-C mixed use zone may also be a possibility for parcels meeting the 750 acre minimum
size requirement.

Redis Floyd, Clerk of the County Council
October 19,2017
Page2

In addition to the land use alternatives, we have researched the Route 301 corridor leading to
Charles County and we believe there are several critical and strategic improvements which could
make a substantial improvement to traffic flow in the corridor. This These improvements are not
in the nature of frontage improvements or traditional project based traffic analysis but rather
involve taking a regional approach to achieve solutions. We believe the Tributary community
could be a key catalyst for assisting in solutions for the regional transportation challenges that have
plagued the corridor for decades.
We are aware of the community concern of intense zoning allowed by the M-X-T zone and we
stand ready to work with the community and the planning staff to find common ground that may
lay the groundwork for a quality sustainably designed planned community that provides a first
class living environment while also providing a key component to the regional transportation
issues in the corridor. If the proposed amendments are approved, in some form, it will be an
important first step. But it is only the first step. We are in the very early stages of developing
concepts for the project and we are committed to working with all stakeholders to make Tributary
a community everyone can be proud of

Sinc~erely,

///

'#

'

~ illiam M. s ~

THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT

I

(2017) MINOR AMENDMENT
SUBREGION 5 Master Plan & SMA

(CR-62-2017)
Joint Public Hearing, October 10, 2017

(301) 952-3820

M lF
e

kl.
ran rn

Council Member, District 9

Exhibit 27.
October 20, 2017

Redis C. Floyd
Clerk of the Council
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, 2nd Fl.
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
Re: Subregion V Master Plan Minor Amendment Comments

RECEIVED
OCT 2 0 2017
CLERKOF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNlY MARYLAND

Dear Ms. Floyd:
Please accept the following comments for consideration in the public record for the Proposed Minor Amendment
to the Approved 2013 Subregion V Master Plan.
For the proposed zoning and growth boundary changes in this minor amendment, I would to include by reference
the following in the public record for consideration and evaluation:
-The Approved Central Branch Avenue Sector Plan
-CIP Items FD660001, FD660002, and FD660005 in the Fiscal Year 20 I 8-2023 _Approved Capital Budget
Additionally, l submit the following for consideration for the public record:
-With respect to the Minor Amendments #4 and #5, the Planning Board and the District Council should
consider including language that reinforces the importance of requiring prospective developments in these areas to
contribute to capital transportation improvements described in CIP Items FD66000l and/or FD660002 and any other
necessary, related transportation improvements as the time of Preliminary Plan of Subdivision;
-With respect to Minor Amendment #7, the Planning Board and the District Council should consider whether
the goals of environmentally compatible development can be reached with less intense zoning than M-X-T per
suggestions proffered at the Joint Public Hearing;
-With respect to Minor Amendment #7, the Planning Board and District Council should consider whether
prospective developments in these areas can be required, at the time of site plan review, to utilize the highest practical
standards of environmental design and, with respect to the Mattawoman Creek, can be required to actually improve
the current environmental conditions in the vicinity of this important environmental feature; and
-With respect to Minor Amendment #7, the Planning Board and District Council should consider whether the
prospective developments in these areas can be required, at the time of Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, to contribute
to CIP Item FD660005.
Thank you for your consideration. If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at 301952-3820 or mfranklin J@co.pQ..md.us.

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
County Administration Building- Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
Counci1District9@co.pg.md.us Fax: 301-952-5275

THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT .
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(301) 952-3820

Mel Franklin
Council Member, District 9

~run~
Mel Franklin
Council Member, District 9
Prince George' s County Council

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
County Administration Building - Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
Counci1District9@co.pg.md.us Fax: 301-952-5275
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Largo, Maryland 20774
Telephone: (301) 925-1800
Facsimile: (301) 925-1803
www.shpa.com

Russell W. Shipley
Arthur J. Home, Jr.*
Dennis Whitley, Ill*
Robert J. Antonetti, Jr.

Bradley S. Farrar
L. Paul Jackson, II*
• Abo adminc:d in the Dis1rict ofColwnbi,a

October 20, 2017

Via Hand Delivery
Chairman Derrick Leon Davis
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
County Council, 2nd Floor
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
Chairwoman Elizabeth M. Hewlett
M-NCPPC Prince George's County
Planning Board
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
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Dear Chairman Davis and Madam Chairman Hewlett:

This office represents Robin Dale Land, LLC ("Robin Dale") who owns the
property located at 15851 McKendree Road, Brandywine, Maryland 20613 ("Property").
This Property is located within Subregion 5 and is part of the recently concluded
litigation concerning the 2013 Subregion Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment
("SMA"). It's the District Council's position that our client's Property is not affected by the
Proposed Minor Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and SMA initiated by
CR-62-2017 ("Proposed Minor Amendment") and thus the Property was not listed within
the list of amendments. However, it is our client's position that the Property is affected
by the Proposed Minor Amendment since it is inaccurately listed as not being within the
Growth boundary.

•

After 2009, Robin Dale's Property obtained water and sewer service approval
from the District Council. Accordingly, the 2012 Growth Act, (which is mandated by State·
law), correctly designates Robin Dale's Property in Tier I - Approved for Sewer Service.
The Proposed Minor Amendment distinguishes Growth areas from Rural and Agricultural
areas by water and service, among others. Because the Property has been approved for
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water and sewer service, the Property should be placed in the Growth boundary area.
Maryland National Capital Park & Planning staff analyzed and has acknowledg ed that
"land in the rural tier is distinguishe d from land developing tier in that it is precluded
from access to public water and sewer." Accordingly, the Proposed Minor Amendmen t
and the 2035 General Plan Growth Boundary ("2035 Plan") fails to include the subject
Property in the Growth boundary area since the Property has access to public water and
sewer.
As you are aware, the Court of Special Appeals remanded the Subregion 5
Master Plan to the Circuit Court with instructions regarding the Property. The Court of
Special Appeals didn't agree with the District Council's actions regarding the Property in
its adoption of CR-81-2013, a Subregion 5 Section Map Amendmen t and CR-80-2013, a
Subregion 5 Master Plan that designated the subject Property as Rural after the District
Council designated the subject Property as Developing in its adoption of CR-61-2009 SMA
Revision 18(a). Thus, the Property should be designated in the Growth boundary in
accordance with the ruling from the Court of Special Appeals.
In conclusion, since the Proposed Minor Amendmen t does not include the
Property in the Growth boundary, we do not support the Proposed Minor Amendmen t
without an amendmen t that would rightfully include the Robin Dale Property.
Sincerely,

~;]?__

~
L. Paul Jackson, II

cc: Arthur J. Horne, Jr., Esq.
Honorable Mel Franklin
Mr. Mark Vogel

Clerk of the Council,
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

October 18, 2017

2'ld Floor,

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

My name is Stacey Crowell and I'm a resident of District 9 for 26 years. We currently can't get out of
our subdivision because of the traffic and once we are in traffic it's a parking lot Wrth the proposed zone
changes in CR-62-2017, this will turn our small town into an urban nightmare. We came to this
community because of the rural feel. We like the area and would nbt like it to tum into a concrete
jungle. This will destroy our community. I would like the roads to be modified. We have too many homes
and the schools are overcrowded. There are no recreation centers in our area. The children and the
teens will have to go to Brandy wine or Stephen Decatur which is too far. Let's fix the roads and stop
building more homes. We are overcrowded already. I do not agree with CR-62-2017.
I already sent a letter to the above address.

y Crowell
Resident of Clinton

RECEIVED
OCT 2 0 2017
CLERKOFniE COUNCIL
PRINCEGEORGE'SCOUNlY ~ARYLAND
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Prince George's County, Maryland
October 20, 2017
Prince George's District Council
Prince George's County Planning Board
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro MD 20772
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Dear members of the District Council and the Planning Board,

RE: Sierra Club opposition to Amendment of the Subregion 5 Master Plan
I'm writing on behalf of the Executive Committee of the Prince George's Sierra Oub
Group to urge you to oppose the proposed amendment of the Subregion 5 Master Plan, as
advocated in CR-62-2017.
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This proposal is a major change to the Master Plan that alters the gro\\-th boundaries, moving
>< x-- 5
roughly 2,000 acres from areas in the Mattawoman watershed that are currently classified as "rural and
~0
agricultural,, 1 and ''parks and open space"2 into "established communities". In fact, almost all of the area er c& ~ i :
proposed for rezoning is currently classified as "Priority Preservation Area.',3 This is not a "minor"
;:;
~ 3e
amendment and it does not satisfy the criteria for minor amendments in Zoning Ordinance Sec. 27-642. W ..:::! 31 m
0 g gi z
•
.,
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As the Mattawoman Watershed Society has testified, this proposal to intensely develop parts of
p en S:
N
;: ffl
the Mattawoman watershed will irreparably harm the quality of that valuable natural and recreational
0
)> Z
resource, one of the most pristine tributaries to the Chesapeake Bay. The Mattawornan is at a "tipping
~
-I
point" with respect to the impact of development on the Creek, one of the main reasons that this area was
identified as a "Priority Preservation Area".
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The proposed amendment makes a mockery of the policies and strategies contained in the new
General Plan, which advocates directing "a majority of projected new residential and employment growth
to the Regional Transit Districts',4 - near metro stations and transit centers. Instead, it would allow highdensity residential development far from mass transit and create further congestion. Amazingly, the
preamble to CR-62-2017 has the audacity to suggest that by creating high density development in this
rural and agricultural area, far from mass transit, government will be forced to finally address
longstanding transit issues. This is not the way to approach transit issues-by creating more congestion!
1 "Low-density residential uses with areas of agricultural and forestry production. Agricultural land (cropland,
fasture, farm fields), forest and very low-density residential.'' (<=.5 units/acre) Plan 2035, p. 100.
"Parks and recreation areas, publicly-owned open space .. . and privately-owned open space." "Residential: N/A".
Plan 2035, p. 100.
3
Plan 2035, Map 10: "Generalized Future Land Use Map", p. 101.
4
Plan 2035, Land Use, Policies and Strategies, Policy 1, p. llO.
1

Suite 102, 7338 Baltimore Ave. College Park, Maryland 20740
Telephone (301) 277-7111; Fax (301) 277-6699.

In short, this is a major policy change and it is bad policy, creating high density far from mass
transit and in areas tbat_bave been reserved for preservation. It unequivocally would be harmful to the
environment and the ~ity ofltfe in Prince George's County. Approval of the amendment would
unde~ ine the credibility of the county's wning system and further erode the public trust.
'

.

Sincerely,

.-. : :
r:,

~~
Martha Ainsworth, Chair
Prince George's Siena Club Group

2
Suite 102, 7338 Baltimore Ave. College Park, Maryland 20740
Telephone (301) 277-7111; Fax (301) 277-6699.

Stan Fetter
14908 W Auburn Rd
Accokeek, MD 20607-9616

RECEIVED
Hon. Derrick Leon Davis, Chairman
Prince George's County Council
14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Dr.
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

OCT 2 0 2017
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CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY MARYLAND

Dear Chairman Davis:
Please include the following as part of the record of the Public Hearing on CR-62-2017.
I write in opposition to this proposal which is, without any doubt, the worst piece of
planning in this county since the Redskins Stadium. It represents a new methodology
for an end-run around established processes; essentially the grandaddy of all text
amendments. Even in this county, long the wild-wild-west of zoning, this proposition is
astonishing both in scope and sheer gall.
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In the first place, the very idea that we can somehow develop our way out of our traffic :r m£ ~ o
problems is somewhere between laughable and pure fiction - especially by putting high- S: J~ E ,:,
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density development down at the edge of the existing Rural Tier, far away from major ;:;: ~ ~
traffic facilities - and far away from the intersections and highways that need the most W
i~
help. Mr. Franklin, in his remarks after the close of public testimony, mentioned what:'""'
g: c
we've come to refer to as the "B. K. Miller Intersection," that of Brandywine Road, Old
~ : ~
Branch Avenue, and PiscatawayNv'oodyard Roads as one that would be helped by his
~ ~z
bill.
..,,
....
We've heard that one before - if my memory serves me correctly, I went to my first
meeting on that intersection back around 1988 or so and it certainly was not the first
one to be held on the subject. And back then, we heard the same line - there were a
couple of new subdivisions that were going to go in, and those developers were going to
"fix" that intersection.
One has only to look at the history of such things to see that it was a lie then, and it's a
lie now. For as we know, the subdivisions went in and the intersection didn't get fixed.
Typically, what happens is that some money and minor improvements get thrown down
in the immediate area of a development.
However, there's virtually never a
comprehensive solution developed, let alone put in pl~ce. Consider the intersection of
Old Fort Road North and Indian Head Highway. Two subdivisions, encompassing
roughly 200 homes, were approved and built within existing communities along
Allentown Road and Old Fort Road in that vicinity in the late 80's and early 90's. Both
builders put funds towards a right turn lane on westbound Old Fort as it approached

..

Indian Head. That turn lane was built, but something like 20 years after the first
subdivision was started and a good 1o or 15 after all the homes were completed. And
while the new lane did make it a little easier for traffic to get from Old Fort Road onto
Indian Head, what was never addressed was what-happened once that traffic got added
to what was already there. The net impact, still evident today, is heavier volumes and
longer delays from that point up to the beltway.
We went through the same exercise farther south on Indian Head at Swan Creek Road,
where an additional lane in each direction was constructed on Indian Head through the
intersection. The catch is that 2500 feet or so beyond the intersection, those new lanes
end so all that traffic has to funnel back down to the original configuration. So once
again, we made it easier for people to get to a more severe delay.
And this, unfortunately, is how they do things. Yes, they'll throw some money and a
quick fix or two at a handful of problem spots here and there. And, once that new,
additional traffic from these new homes and businesses gets out beyond the immediate
neighborhood, it will only make things worse. Period. And all the while, our elected
officials will cast the blame on the counties to the south and their lousy planning.
To be fair, that's a valid point. However, the task of our elected officials (you folks) is to
safeguard OUR health, safety and welfare. That's different from making things worse
for everybody and then pointing the finger elsewhere.
In the·second place, the scope and location of the changes envisioned in this proposal
are way out of line with not just common sense, but the existing General Plan. Shoving
patches of higher density zoning, up to and including swatches of M-X-T along the
banks of the Mattawoman Creek, Accokeek Road, and Floral Park Road miles from
major transportation corridors makes absolutely no sense and flies in the face of
preservation efforts in those regions over the last 30 years. The damage to the rural
character of the area, let alone the Mattawoman watershed, would be severe,
permanent, and irreversible. Just the task of running sewer and water through there
would be damaging on its own, not to mention hugely expensive - a big, new WSSC
capital project, the majority of which would wind up being absorbed into the rate base.
(Any predictions on who will get blamed for the resultant pressure on WSSC's budget
and rates?)
Finally, there 's the issue of legality. The legislation that defines the Minor Amendment
Process includes some requirements. One of them is that it cannot be used where a
change in water and/or sewer categories would be required , and another is that it
cannot be used in any case where a traffic study of the nature required for M-X-T would
be needed.
CR-62-2017 fails very plainly on both points.

What is most troubling about this proposal is where it came from. I was involved in a
meeting with Mr. Franklin and the Indian Head Highway Area Action Council during the
course of his first campaign. On that day, he sat with us around the dining room table of
Bill and Sarah Cavitt and engaged in a pretty freewheeling discussion about what was
wrong with the county. As part of that discussion, he looked us in the eye and agreed
that (1) text amendments were the wrong way to do zoning, and (2) the Rural Tier has
to be protected.
And yet, now Councilman Franklin presents this proposal that not only violates his
stated goals, but serves as a slap in the face to all those who worked to support him
and who expected better.
And while the resolution spends a lot of ink talking about harmonizing development and
land use policies, the truth reared its ugly head during the course of the hearing - that
this is nothing more than a back-door attempt to rezone a very specific collection of
properties to benefit one developer. It is, frankly, nothing more than a glorified text
amendment and an insult to the county, its citizens, and the process at large.
CR-62-2017 deserves, at the least, to be defeated. More to the point though, if
Councilman Franklin has an ounce of honor left, he should raise his hand, admit the
mistake, and withdraw if from consideration.
Thanking you in advance for your consideration, I am

M-1

McNamee Hosea
Attorneys & Advisors

McNamee Hosea

6411 Ivy Lane. Suite 200
Greenbelt. Maryland 20770

o 30 1.441.2420
301.982.9450
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mhlawyers.com

Email: MTedesco@mhlawyers.com
Direct Dial: Extension 222

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esquire
Admitted in Maryland

October 20, 2017

VIA HAND-DELIVERY
Redis C. Floyd, Clerk
County Council of Prince George's County, Maryland
Sitting as the District Council
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Second Floor
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

Re.:

RECEIVED
OC T 2 0 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY MARYIMD

Written Testimony in Support of Proposed Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Subregion S Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment
Minor Amendment No. 6

Dear Madam Clerk:
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Please accept this letter on behalf of my clients, Allied-Brandywine, LLC and Calm~
Retreat, LLC, as written testimony in support of the above-referenced matter, which proposes to • :::..
rezone property identified as Minor Amendment Number 6 from the R-R Zone to the M-X-T
~
Zone. Specifically, Allied-Brandywine, LLC owns Parcel 21, Tax Map 154, Grid F2, Tax
~
__,
Account No. 1182377, and Calm Retreat, LLC owns Parcel 23, Tax Map 154, Grid F2, Tax
Account Nos. 1180801 and 1180793 (hereinafter the "Subject Property").
With the assemblage of the Subject Property, the owners envision a mixed-use concept
that will enhance the vision, goals, and policies of the Community Center Edges within the
Subregion V Master Plan. Specifically, the rezoning of the Subject Property, as proposed in
Minor Amendment No. 6, will facilitate "a mix of residential and commercial land uses ...."
Sub V. Master Plan at p. 50; see also Map IV-6: Brandywine Community Center Core and Edges
at p. 57. Minor Amendment No. 6 is limited to specific issues regarding planning objectives
and/or to address the text and maps contained in the Subregion V Master Plan. Specifically, the
requested amendment to accommodate the proposed rezoning of the Subject Property from the
R-R Zone to the M-X-T Zone will provide a flexible zoning designation that allows for
development over time that is consistent with long-term land use policies, planning vision, and
goals for the community center edges.
In addition, the zoning change is needed to reflect market realities and recommended
development programs and land use concepts; all of which necessitate the modification to the
existing zoning designation. Further, in order to realize the master plan's vision and land use
policy recommendations for transportation improvements (see Chapter VI) the contemplated
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Redis C. Floyd
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rezoning will generate much needed revenue for transportation infrastructure projects. Indeed,
the County's FY 2018-2023 Capital Improvement Program included FD660005 for infrastructure
improvements in Brandywine in accordance with CR-9-2017.
That is, CR-9-2017 not only
prioritizes regional transportation improvements contained within the Brandywine Road Club,
but increased the fees for contributions into the Brandywine Road Club at the time of the
building permit. These major - and much needed - infrastructure improvements are subject to
developer participation and County funding. Unless and until additional funds are paid into the
Brandywine Road Club, the improvements envisioned in CIP No. FD660005 and the Master
Plan cannot (and will not) be realized.

In approving the Subregion V Master Plan, the District Council specifically called for
redevelopment, transportation improvements, and strategic public investments that promote
economic development and better connectivity within the plan area. This is precisely what the
proposed minor amendment seeks to obtain. The proposed Minor Amendment No. 6 is
consistent with the future land use designation for the area. Specifically, Map IV-I: Future Land
Use Map on page 34 shows the Subject Property as "Mixed Use" and well within the quartermile radius of a possible future transit station. The inclusion of CIP No. FD660005 in the FY
2018-2023 CIP, the adoption of CR-9-2017, and the implementation of this minor amendment to
rezone the Subject Property to a more desired and flexible zone, will facilitate a mix of uses at
varying - but acceptable - densities, and will facilitate public-private investment into needed
additional transportation infrastructure improvements in the Brandywine area. The proposed
rezoning will not only increase employment and housing opportunities, but will also adhere to
the future land use map and land use policies for the Brandywine Community Center Core and
Edges within the Sub V Master Plan.
The M-X-T Zone will ensure a mix of empl6yrilentana-resideiitia1 uses thafafe suitable
at this location, with an emphasis on either commercial or residential land use types that will
fulfill the future land use designation for the property. It is also worth mentioning that while the
M-X-T Zone provides for the possibility of higher densities, it is not correct to assume that an MX-T zoned property will be development out of scale or character to the adjoining area.
Conversely, the M-X-T Zone provides the needed flexibility in land use options to accommodate
successful infill redevelopment that can quickly and easily respond to market trends and needs.
This zoning classification also requires development to be thoughtfully designed with a mix of
uses that requires detailed site plan review (among other entitlements), which will ensure that
new development fits into the existing fabric of the community.
Although the master plan's future Land use map (Map IV-1) shows the Subject Property
within a mixed use designation, the property was not rezoned with the SMA. This creates a
conflict with future planning objectives for the Brandywine Community Center. Consequently,
this an1endment will resolve this conflict and facilitate future redevelopment that further
implements the master plan's planning objective to expand concentrations of population and
employment along MD 5 near corridor nodes. This will be accomplished by adding variety and
diversity to the community and more customers for local businesses. This minor amendment will
promote compact, mixed-use development at moderate densities, and will ensure transitsupported and transit-serviceable development. Again,- the M-X-T Zone, which requires site

Redis C. Floyd
October 20th, 2017
Page 3
plan review, will help to advance the goals of the Subregion V Master Plan. As previously
indicated, the proposed amendment will result in a zoning classification that will facilitate
redevelopment - in the 21 st Century - with an emphasis on funding - through the Brandywine
Road Club - road improvement projects that will reduce traffic congestion in the area.
For these reasons, we would respectfully request the approval of the minor amendment to
the Subregion V Master Plan and SMA to rezone the Subject Property from the R-R Zone to the
M-X-T Zone. Thank you in advance for ensuring that the foregoing is included in the record
and/or digest of testimony for the above referenced matter, and thank in advance for Staffs
courtesy in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

(' NY-/1-1:Ac.,(A'" J..---

Matthew C. Tedesco
Attorney for Allied-Brandywine, LLC and
Calm Retreat, LLC

M-1

McNamee Hosea
Attorneys & Advisors

McNamee Hosea

6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 200
Greenbelt. Maryland 20770

o 301.4 41.2420
F 301.982.9450

mhlawyers.com

Emall: MTedesco@mhlawyers.com

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esquire
Admitted in Maryland

Direct Dial: Extension 222

October 20, 2017

VIA HAND-DELIVERY
Redis C. Floyd, Clerk
County Council of Prince George's County, Maryland
Sitting as the District Council
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Second Floor
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

RECEIVED
OCT 2 0 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY IMRYI.AND
c..

Re.:

Written Testimony in Support of Proposed Minor
Amendment to the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and
Sectional Map Amendment
Minor Amendment No. 4

Dear Madam Clerk:
Please accept this letter on behalf of my client, Piscataway Clinton, LLC, as written
testimony in support of the above-referenced matter, which proposes to rezone property
identified as Minor Amendment Number 4 to the M-X-T Zone. Specifically, Piscataway
Clinton, LLC owns the following property, which makes up a portion of the property identified
as Minor Amendment No. 4:
•
•
•
•

Lot 2 (Tax Nos. 0975334 and 0975342);
Parcel 226 (Tax No. 0906198);
Parcel 59 (Tax No. 0975276); and
Parcel 83 (Tax No. 0975300)

In addition, Piscataway Clinton, LLC has recently agreed to a Land Exchange Agreement
with The Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission (hereinafter the
"Commission") to ultimately acquire Parcel 85, Tax Map 116, Grid C-3, Tax Account Number
0906214. As part of this Agreement, among other things - including the conveyance of
additional land to the Commission - Piscataway Clinton, LLC is required to make improvements
to Commission Property in the area. With the assemblage of this property, Piscataway Clinton,
LLC envisions a mixed-use concept for its property that will create much needed opportunities
for the area to evolve into a mixed-use center that will capitalize - and solidify- the vision of the
Clinton Commercial Core Focus Area.
(See 20 13 Central Branch Avenue Corridor
Revitalization Sector Plan at p. 54).
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Minor Amendment No. 4 is limited to specific issues regarding planning objectives
and/or to address the text and maps contained in the Subregion V Master Plan and the 2013
Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan (hereinafter the "CBA").
Specifically, the requested amendment to accommodate the proposed rezoning of these
properties to the M-X-T Zone will provide a flexible zoning designation that allows for
development over time that is consistent with long-term land use policies, planning vision, and
goals for the respective areas. In addition, the zoning change is needed to reflect market realities
and recommended development programs and land use concepts; all of which necessitate the
modification to the existing zoning designation. Further, in order to realize the master plan's
vision and land use policy recommendations for transportation improvements (see Chapter VI)
the contemplated rezoning will generate much needed revenue for transportation infrastructure
projects. Indeed, the County's FY 2018-2023 Capital Improvement Program included
FD660002 for intersection improvements at the intersection of Brandywine Road, Old Branch
Avenue, Piscataway Road (MD 223) and Woodyard Road (MD 223). This major - and much
needed - infrastructure improvement is subject to developer participation and County funding.
Unless and until the property surrounding this intersection - namely the property that is the
st
subject of Minor Amendment No. 4 is rezoned to accommodate a 21 Century type development
(i.e., development that included a mix of uses and mix of housing types), the improvements
envisioned in CIP No. FD660002 and the Master Plan cannot (and will not) be realized.
In approving the CBA, which occurred prior to the adoption of the Sub V Master Plan
and SMA, the District Council specifically called for redevelopment, transportation
improvements, and strategic public investments that promote economic development and better
connectivity within the plan area. This is precisely what the proposed minor amendment seeks to
obtain. The proposed Minor Amendment No. 4 is consistent with the future land use designation
for the area. Specifically, Map 43 on page 112 of the CBA shows the Piscataway Clinton
property as "Residential Mixed Use" within the Clinton Commercial Core Focus Area. The
CBA further acknowledges that the congestion on the roadway contemplated to be improved
under CIP No. FD660002 "[has] been the largest source of complaints from residents who have
used it for their daily commutes for years." CBA at p. 54. The inclusion of CIP No. FD660002
in the FY 2018-2023 CIP, coupled with this minor amendment to rezone property to a more
desired and flexible zone, will facilitate a mix of uses at varying - but acceptable - densities, and
will facilitate public-private investment into long overdue transportation infrastructure
improvements at this key intersection_. The proposed rezoning will also increase employment
opportunities and will harmonize the development and land use policies within the Sub V Master
Plan and CBA.
The M-X-T Zone will ensure a mix of employment and residential uses that are suitable
at this location, with an emphasis on either commercial or residential land use types that will
fulfill the future land use designation for the property. It is also worth mentioning that while the
M-X-T Zone provides for the possibility of higher densities, it is not correct to assume that an MX-T zoned property will be developed out of scale or character to the adjoining area.
Conversely, the M-X-T Zone provides the needed flexibility in land use options to accommodate
successful infill redevelopment that can quickly and easily respond to market trends and needs.
This zoning classification also requires development to be thoughtfully designed with a mix of
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uses that requires detailed site plan review (among other entitlements), which will ensure that
new development fits into the existing fabric of the community.
Although the master plan discusses one of its goals as providing for infill development to
add new uses and/or housing types not currently available in the community, the Clinton
Piscataway property was not rezoned with the SMA. Consequently, this amendment will further
implement the master plan's planning objective by adding variety and diversity to the
community and more customers for local businesses. Again, the M-X-T Zone, which requires
site plan review, will help to advance the goals of the Subregion V Master Plan and, as an
overlapping plan area, advance the policies and goals of the CBA. As previously indicated, the
proposed amendment will result in a zoning classification that will facilitate redevelopment - in
the 21 st Century - with an emphasis on road improvement projects that will reduce traffic
congestion in the area.
For these reasons, we would respectfully request the approval of the minor amendment to
the Subregion V Master Plan and SMA to zone the properties identified herein to the M-X-T
Zone. Thank you in advance for ensuring that the foregoing is included in the record and/or
digest of testimony for the above referenced matter, and thank in advance for Staffs courtesy in
this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

Matthew C. Tedesco
Attorney for Piscataway Clinton, LLC

Kevin Harper
l 0904 Sir Paul Place
Clinton MD 20735
October 19, 2017
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Subject: CR-62-2017-1 Minor Amendment comment
Ethics statement: My comment supporting the two increases to M-X-T in Clinton is based solely on
my concern as a homeowner. My only ownership interest in any property is in my residential home. As
a homeowner I generally want to see the roads, amenities, usable green space and taxable base improve
in Clinton with fewer undeveloped parcels and dirt landfills.

Honorable District Council Members and Planning Board Commissioners,
With some reservations I generally support minor amendments 1-6. However, I am strongly against
minor amendments 7 and 8 with exception of the one parcel along US-301 I MD-5 .
Minor Amendments 4 and 5 (Clinton)

Figure I - A concept for the minor amendment 4 parcels is for more one-story, segmented retail which
is in oversupply in Clinton. This concept lacks usable green space (e.g., a small park with walking
paths, benches, etc.) and has too little green buffers especially near the Surratt House Museum
(www.loopnet.com/Listing/9J / 0-Piscataway-Rd-Clinton-MD/3859471 /)
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Attn. Clerk of the Council Redis Floyd
MNCPPC Prince George's County Planning Board
147 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
2 nd Floor Upper Marlboro, Md. 20772
RE: CR 62~2017
Dear District Council and Planning Board,
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The Greater Baden Aquasco Citizen's Association(GBACA) would like to express its strong
opposition to resolution CR 62-2017.
Our community association mainly represents residents to the east of Brandywine in Sub
Region VI but we are concerned with the overall wellbeing of our County, the integrity of
the rural tier and the proper implementation of our County's Policy and Plans.
Over the years our Association has been defending and supporting Smart Growth, especially
the protection, progress and perpetuation of our rural and agricultural areas (formerly the
"Rural Tier'1 and communities in Prince George's, Southern Maryland and beyond.
We feel thatthe proposal of CB-62, or any recognition of this bill as being a valid or useful
step toward the betterment of our communities, or progress forward in Smart Growth in
the County, is outrageous!
We agree with other's testimonies against this bill. CB-62 is just more sprawl development
CB 62 smacks of developer influence and possible underhandedness.
Once again residents were left out of the process. We were not notified by our own council
representative, who proposed the bill. He is suppose to be representing the people of his
district but he seems to have taken to representing big money interests under the guise of
helping his constib.Jents with the empty promises of better roads, schools, infrastructure,
jobs etc. This type of development is insatiable, it generates money in the short term but
does not inve~ in the long term or in creating a balance. Our environment and quality of
life continues to decline as we spend more time defending our lives and communities, than
working our own business to improve.
[During this administration Brandywine has been saddled with more fossil fueled power
plants. This is a shame. The future of communities is tied to the types of development
allowed into the community. These unnecessary and detrimental power plants will
determine the future of this area for the rest of our lifetimes and beyond.
Our representatives would claim that they or the County was powerless to stop it- because
"it was the State's decision". Well how about letting the people you
represent, know about the pending developments and the process for being involved? How
about showing up for the Public Hearing held in Brandywine by the State and listening to
what area residents have to say? Meanwhile - the Chair of the County Council promoted an
agreement by Council with Keys Energy for a Payment In Lieu of Taxes, welcoming them
into the County. All of this occurred with no notice to or input from residents in the
Chairman's district where the power plant(s) would be located.

Our leadership has failed us. Matta.woman Energy (3rd power plant for Brandywine)
planned to be built in the village of Brandywine, is not yet built. We call upon the
leadership and all of our County and State elected officials to stop this travesty from
happening! If we are not going to address climate change, alr quality, environmental
protections in a meaningful and democratic manner throughout our governance and
decision making process we are heading in the wrong direction.]
The CB-62 Resolution and its use of a "Minor Amendment" appears to be illegal for
numerous reasons. This bill if adopted will quite likely be challenged in the courts, causing
more time and taxpayer dollars to be spent and wasted
The CB-62 resolution is contrary to the State mandated Sustainable Growth & Agriculture
Act also known as the "septic bill". Much of the 2000+ acres of rural and ag land targeted for
MXT up-zoning through CB-62 is located in the designated Tier 4 area - the area reserved
for sustainable farming and conservation. Only minor subdivisions are allowed in these
rural and ag areas. The CB-62 targeted land is also located in the State and County
designated Priority Preservation Area where conservation and farming are intended to
remain and be encouraged Our State and County conservation easement programs are
working to protect properties in these areas.
What we need is true leadership in sustainable growth for the County. Retaining our rural
and agricultural areas for farming enterprises and ecological benefits is our best chance for
sustainable growth. Revitalization of all our communities is also vital to the future of our
County.
CB-62 makes NO sense. It flies in the face of common sense, good planning and our award
winning Planning Department It is infuriating to many ofus who have invested, live and
work in the County, are paying attention, and have participated for years in planning and
programs that are designed to improve and protect quality of life for all County residents.
Please reject the CB-62 resolution.
Sincerely,
Joanne Flynn
Vice President GBACA on behalf of the Board of GBACA
PO Box 214, Aquasco Md. 20608

BRADLEY E. HEARD
.
415 ZELMA AVE
CAPITOL HEIGITTS, MD 20743
(240) 297-4439
BRADLEY..HEARD@GMAIL.COM
October 20, 2017
Ms. Redis C. Floyd, Clerk
Prince George's County Council
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
Re.:

CR-62-17 ("Minor Amendment" to Subregion 5 Plan)

Dear Ms. Floyd:
I am writing in strong opposition to the above-referenced resolution, which purports to be a
"minor amendment" t9 the 2013 Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment. As an initial,
threshold matter, this resolution exceeds the scope of a "minor amendment," as defined in Section 27-642
of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the resolution seeks to upzone multiple properties-and thousands
of acres-of land in designated Established Communities and Rural and Agricultural Areas into the
M-X-T Zone. The resolution specifically acknowledges that there are already "continuing regional
transportation challenges ...that continue [to) stymie the potential for development' in the subject area
and that there is insufficient "funding for infrastructure improvements ... to solve this transportation
conundrum that has a critical impact on the quality of life for residents of the planning area" (emphasis
added). Yet, the resolution claims that the significant upzoning of territory that it seeks to implement
would require no major transportation analysis or adequate public facilities analysis. That incongruous
suggestion is laughable on its face. If the Council is truly intent on comprehensively upzoning territory in
an already-crowded, non-transit-accessible part of the county, it must do so through the ordinary master
planning and sectional map amendment process, which involves a great deal more public notice-andcomment opportunity and professional analysis than is allowed through the "minor amendment'' process.
Additionally, on the merits, this proposed "minor amendment" is a horrible idea from a public
policy perspective. As the resolution itself admits, the subject area is already overcrowded and lacks the
requisite transportation infrastructure for additional major development. In particular, the area is far away
from mass transit, whieh means that the new intense mized-use development contemplated by the
resolution will only increase the number of single-occupancy vehicles on area roadways. Furthennore, the
areas sought to be upzoned are in General Plan-designated "Rural and Agricultural" and "Established
Community" areas, many of which are within the designated growth boundary. Upzoning land in these
areas would confound a number of General Plan growth policies and strategies and worsen the county's
destructive pattern of exurban sprawl development.
Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, I respectfully_urge the Council to reject the proposed
master plan amendment.

?/l#ef}
Bradley E. Heard

RECEIVED
OC T 2 0 2017
CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY MARYLAND

Bonnie Bick Mattawornan Sierra Club Campaign
7601 Oxen Hill Road
Oxon Hill MD 20745
Clerk of the Council
Prince George's County Council
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
Re: Opposition to CR-62-2017

October 18, 2017
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Dear Members of the County Council:
Thank you for holding the hearing on the unacceptable proposal and considering these comments.
I am writing to express strong opposition of the subject resolution.
CR-62-2017 would rezone large areas in the Mattawoman Creek watershed for intense density. The proposal does not fit the
criteria for a "minor rezoning" the large number of acres and the altering growth boundaries is inconsistent with the rules
according to code. MXT requires transportation connection and sewer, these are not available in the areas proposed for this
rezoning. Many parcels of this proposal are in the Rural and Agricultural Area in the 2013 Sub region 5 Master Plan. This
rezoning Is also in TTer IV in the county's "Septics Bill" map, inappropriate for MXT. Converting this area much of which is within
a county Priority Preservation Area would also be counter productive for Prince George's County.
This proposal is counterproductive. CR-62-2017 is counter to all that Prince George's County has previously said they wish to
identify with.
Thrasit Oriented Development (TOD) at the 15 Metro Stations will make Prince George's a stronger more prosperous
county. Smart Growth no only proposes to reinvest in areas with transportation but also to save and protect the rural areas of
the county.
Sierra Club, has had an active campaign to protect Mattawoman Watershed for more than 25 years.
CR-62-2017 would have a negative impact on Mattawoman Creek.
17 hundred acres in the Mattawoman watershed are proposed for rezoning. The resulting fragmentation of the Rural Agricultural
Area (the Rural T ier) would have an unacceptable lasting negative impact for all of Prince George's County. CR-62-2017 would
have a lasting negative impact on Mattawoman Creek. Prince George's County has overseen the severe degradation
of Pi~~t~way Creek. Fish academic experts use the state of Piscataway Creeks water quality as an example of lwhat could
happen to ~~9man Creek, it protective measures are not taken to limit the impervious surfaces in
the Mattawoman Watershed. Charles County is the home to 3/4 of the Mattawoman Watershed ...Prince George's 1/4 of the
watershed. According to DNR Fish biologists Mattawoman Creek is a the "tipping point" and needs extra care to insure its
protection. Professionals from state and federal agencies produced an Inter agency Task Force Report ... Please add this
report to the record by reference. Guided by this report, Charles County revised and redesigned their Comprehensive Plan to
protect Mattawoman Creek. They have down zoned much of the Mattawoman to protect the water quality and hence, the fish
spanning capacity of the Mattawoman - which is famous as one of the most productive fish nursery's in the Chesapeake Bay.
Prince George's County has a responsibility to do the same.
There are clear economic benefits related to denying CR-62-2017.
Because of MS4 permit, Prince George's County is responsible to to lower nitrogen and phosphorus to Matt!!woman by
14% - this is in the counties Restoration Plan. Increased density is inconsistent with obligations to reduce storm water
pollution.This proposed rezoning would increase storm water runoff loads and have negative environmental and economic
impacts on the county.
Mattawoman Creek has a 20+ year history of volunteers measuring water quality, including electrical conductance in the creek
and the tributaries in both Charles and Prince George's counties. Prince George's should establish a staff and citizen program
to study and make recommendations to protect Mattawoman Creek based on the Task Force Report.
Bonnie Bick Mattawoman Sierra Club Campaign
7601 Oxon Hill Road
Oxon Hill MD
20745
••*The Case for Protection of the Watershed Resources of Mattawoman Creek: Recommendations and Management Initiatives
to Protect the Mattawoman Ecosystem, The lnteragency Mattawoman Ecosystem Management Task Force (March 2012).
http://dnr.maryland.gov/fisheries/Documents/Mattawoman_Ecosystem_Final_Report_March_2012.pdf

Brown, Donna J.
From:

Sent
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Millicent Allenby <mitallenby@gmail.com>
Friday, October 20, 2017 7:37 PM
Council District 4
Council District 1; Taveras, Deni L; Glaros, Dannielle M .; Council District 5; Council
District 6; Council District 7; Council District 8; Franklin, Mel; Clerk of the Council
Illegal Zoning and Underming Public Trust

Dear Mr. Turner,
I am a constituent of yours in Greenbelt, MD. I am writing to let you know that I am adamently opposed to the
illegal zoning proposal outlined in CR-62-2017.
Mr. Turner, this is a farce by Mr. Franklin to override the entire re-zoning process. It disrespects the
long hours put in by staff and citizens to actually develop a real zoning process, and repair the longfrayed relationship between the County government and its citizens. The future of Greenbelt should
be determined by its citizens - not a handful of developers who want to throw up homes and malls
without regard to impacts on current residents or the environment. That is a grim future for our
amazingly beautiful County. We need 21st century, smart, creative development, not backdoor blanket permission being given away so developers can trammel on our rural districts. The path
to a prosperous future for all of us is through the well-conceived and executed public zoning process
that we have_bad so far_ Mr. Franklin's illegal proposal makes a mockery of that, and of all of us.
Please vote against CR-62-2017. I will remember your vote on this come election day.
Sincerely,
'

Millicent Allenby
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