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James E. Baer 156 Inverness Road Severna Park 21146 Yes Bill 52-20: Support I Have lived in Anne Arundel County for the past 50 years and dealt with Mr. Loane and the Pasadena Pawn shop for almost as long as they have been in business.  They are 
a very tight run organization and could be the poster child of how a restricted business should be run.  He and his staff are friendly, encouraging, and supportive whether you 
are browsing, buying, or pawning. Their staff’s work ethic is the absolute highest.  To the best of my knowledge, Frank has never had an issue at his current location.  The 
change in the restrictive setback from 300 feet down to 210 feet would not deter or change the exposure or threat to any of the near-by homes.  Mr. Loane is a first-rate 
businessperson, who is, and always has been, a pillar in this community for many years.  I fully expect that he would continue to be in his new spaces and be a welcome 
neighbor to adjacent homeowners.  This is an opportunity for him to expand his business, and I don’t believe that the issue of the set-back should keep him from these spaces.  
Adding the Pasadena Gun and Pawn to this new location will not only stabilize that corner with a long-time business owner with an established business and trade, but also 
help bring value and business to adjacent store owners.

karen smith 1543 Hodges Ave glen burnie 21060 No Pasadena Pawn 
and Gun

Bill 52-20: Support My name is Karen Smith of NCR Towing and Recovery. We support Pasadena Pawn and Gun and Owner, Mr. Frank Loane. We have known Frank for over 20 years since he 
was owner of Frank and Bills Auto Collision, which is now owned by Franks' son. Frank Loane is very professional and well liked within the community. Pasadena Pawn and 
Gun is a very responsible shop and all guidelines / laws are adhered to by them. Mr Loane runs a tight ship and safety laws are taken seriously by Frank and his employees. 
We support the proposed changes for Pasadena Pawn and Gun in their relocation.  Thank you  Karen Smith, owner NCR Towing & Recovery, LLC 8187 Ritchie Hwy 
Pasadena, MD 21122 Phone 410-544-9105

Pasadena Business 
Association

PO Box 861 Pasadena 21123 Yes Pasadena 
Business 
Association

Bill 52-20: Support YES

Raymond O Devilbiss 420 SHADY LANE Pasadena 21122 Yes Mr. & Mrs. Bill 52-20: Support July 22, 2020  The Honorable Nathan Volke 44 Calvert Street, 1st. Floor Annapolis, MD 21401  RE: Pasadena Pawn & Gun  Dear Councilman Volke,  Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the pending legislation (Bill 52-20) concerning distance requirements for pawn shop operations.  Please accept this letter in support of Mr. Frank 
Loane, Sr. in his efforts to move Pasadena Pawn & Gun to a new location on Mountain Road near Catherine Avenue in Pasadena, MD.  I have known Mr. Loane for 
approximately 55 years.  He and his businesses  have  been an asset to the Pasadena community.  He has always supported the community and is very supportive of local 
organizations that serve our citizens and public safety personnel.  Mr. Loane is active in a number of organizations here in Pasadena and often one of the first to offer 
assistance to the community in times of need.  It is my opinion that Mr. Loane will not only continue in his activism but, if permitted to move to the new location, will make every 
effort to enhance the area by making the same type of improvements he has made everywhere he has operated a business.    Regards,   Raymond O. Devilbiss, Jr.

YES

Ronald Chaney Dillon, Jr 7690 Colonial Beach Road Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 52-20: Support See document attached YES
Aaron Schissler 1636 Carnoustie Dr Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I support Bill 53-20 regarding the placement of proposed cell towers. School grounds are NOT a location for an environmental hazard emitting radiation, and there is no direct 

benefit to the students being placed at risk. There is NO CLEAR EVIDENCE that shows these towers are safe to the developing brains and bodies of our children, and The 
World Health Organization has made studying the effects a priority. Now, more than ever, our open outdoor spaces on our school grounds provides needed space that can 
and should be used for educating our students. AACPS has zero control of these towers once placed, and it will take a federal directive to remove them. Until proven safe, we 
all have a duty to protect. There must be proof there is a need and ALL possible locations in the community were reviewed and considered. It is critical to protect our most 
precious resource, our children, and the future generations of this county. Thank you to our County Council members for serving our communities and supporting Bill 53-20.

Amanda R 6456 Shady Side Road Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support
Cynthia Holliday 65 Chesapeake Mobile 

Home Court
Hanover 21076 Yes Bill 53-20: Support Protect children - not with 24+ year old science, but CURRENT science. Current science is screaming that FCC regulations from 1996 are inadequate to protect lives in 

today's environment. Telecommunications industry only wants the science from the 1990's to be the driving force behind their actions. This is unacceptable, and children 
shouldn't have to pay the price for their greed.

Dave Olson 2601 Midway Branch Drive 
Apt 102

Odenton 21113 Yes Bill 53-20: Support How is this even an issue for debate? Current science is pointing to the potential for harm, especially to children! Decades ago it was  thought to be safe, but that just isn't the 
case anymore. It is NOT ok to risk the lives of children on outdated models. Only SCIENCE DENIERS think it is safe!!

David Hepting 508 Sylview Dr Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Oppose
DAWN ZEBRON 189 GLEN RD PASADENA 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I support Bill 53-20 regarding the placement of proposed cell towers. School grounds is not a location for an environmental hazard emitting radiation that provides a service to 

the surrounding communities. There is no direct benefit to the students placed at risk. Per the CDC “Even if it is a small dose, if receiving that dose has no direct benefit, you 
should try to avoid it,” this is known as the ALARA principle of radiation safety--As Low As Reasonably Achievable. Now more than ever our open outdoor spaces on our 
school grounds are critical and should be used for educating our students. AACPS has 0 control of these towers once placed and it will take a federal directive to remove 
them. There is NO CLEAR EVIDENCE that shows these towers are safe to the developing brains and body’s of our children and The World Health Organization has made 
studying the effects a priority. Until proven safe we have a duty to protect. Ensuring there is an actual need and that ALL possible locations in the community are reviewed and 
considered is critical to protecting our most precious resource and future generations of this county. Thank you for serving our communities and approving Bill 53-20.

Duane Ferencz 829 Newport Drive Pittsburgh 15234 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I support Bill 53-20 regarding the placement of proposed cell towers. School grounds are NOT a location for an environmental hazard emitting radiation, and there is no direct 
benefit to the students being placed at risk. There is NO CLEAR EVIDENCE that shows these towers are safe to the developing brains and bodies of our children, and The 
World Health Organization has made studying the effects a priority. Now, more than ever, our open outdoor spaces on our school grounds provides needed space that can 
and should be used for educating our students. AACPS has zero control of these towers once placed, and it will take a federal directive to remove them. Until proven safe, we 
all have a duty to protect. There must be proof there is a need and ALL possible locations in the community were reviewed and considered. It is critical to protect our most 
precious resource, our children, and the future generations of this county. Thank you to our County Council members for serving our communities and supporting Bill 53-20.

Edward E Flynn 95 Milburn Circle Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Oppose There are acres of land owned by AA County in Downs Park. Is there a reason the towers are unable to be constructed there?  If so, I am sure there is another area in the 
local that is not putting the children at risk. I find it alarming that one can not see this issue.

Ginger Holliday 1721 Maryland Ave Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I absolutely believe that cell towers have no place being near our vulnerable children, when mounting evidence suggests that it is harmful. It is only with the utmost disregard 
for children's lives that anyone would move forward with such a project. That process of putting profits before more current science on the subject must be stopped, completely 
and finally.

India Ochs 50 Greystone Ct B Annapolis 21403 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I am writing in support of Bill 53-20.  Study after study continue to show telecommunication facilities placed on school property, whether small cell systems or cell towers, can 
result in cancer, higher risk of miscarriages, asthma, autism, memory loss, and lack of sleep. And just to be clear, being against telecommunication facilities at schools does 
not mean being against such technology. I agree with the lead professor of a December 2019 paper published in Environmental Research who said, "I'm pro-tech and I'm pro- 
human, so I think there are ways for us to have our cell phones and minimize potential risk without waiting to find out that putting a cell tower on top of a school was a bad 
idea." And studies included in that peer review indicated that such proximity also resulted in headaches, dizziness, and depression. Statistics also show cell towers and other 
telecommunication facilities are disproportionately placed in neighborhoods with higher numbers of minorities. Research finds telecommunication facilities should be placed at 
least 1/3 of a mile away from schools. Turning to one of our most respected professions, if the International Association of Fire Fighters voted 13 years ago against cell towers 
near fire stations in order to protect our first responders, before the full impact of such placement can be understood, they would be in full support of the added requirements 
proposed in Bill 53-20 to protect the thousands of individuals who frequent our public schools and other county property. Thank you.

Jaime Drenning 24 S. Carolina Ave. Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Support
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Jeffrey Callaway 4911 Bay view Drive Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Oppose As a resident of Snug Harbor I am writing to request that the council consider amending Bill 53-20 to exempt existing Telecommunications projects that have already 
overwhelmingly met the extensive permit review and public comment requirements outlined in 53-20.  Over the course of several years, the Shady Side Elementary School 
telecommunications project has already been sufficiently vetted on both the community and Board of Education level, including a thorough report examining the viability of 
alternative sites which was submitted to the Board of Education by the Office of the County Executive.  This report was extensively debated, voted and approved during the 
May 20, 2020 session of the Board of Education.  In 2020, the majority of our families living here on the peninsula have no landlines.  Reliable cell phone service is our only 
means to assure quick access and notification in the event of a life-threatening emergency requiring police, fire or ambulance services.    In short, for the sake of safety within 
our community, we have an immediate and pressing need for reliable cellular service. The current closest tower is located on Chalk Point adjacent to the West River and 
cellular service is currently intermittent at best for the residents and families living in the communities to the east of Shady Side Road.  We fear it is dangerously unreliable in 
the event of an emergency, and inclusion in 53-20 will only serve to Needlessly delay implementation further.  Additionally, a lot has been said in opposition to this cell tower 
appears to be based in fear of the word “radiation”.  Electromagnetic “Radiation” exists across a broad spectrum of energy, from high frequency, high energy “harmful” ionizing 
radiation sources, like x-rays and radon and cooking microwaves, to low frequency, low energy benign non-ionizing radiation sources, like television signals, fm radio, internet 
WiFi, and yes, cell phone communications signals.  In closing, I would like to enter two documents into the record for your consideration. They are study papers done by the 
National Institutes of Health on cellular radiation, and a fact sheet published by the Federal Communications Commission stating;  “Measurements made near typical cellular 
and PCS cell sites have shown that ground-level power densities are well below the exposure limits recommended by RF/microwave safety standards used by the FCC.”  I 
wish to thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.   https://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-sheet  https://www.fcc.
gov/consumers/guides/human-exposure-radio-frequency-fields-guidelines-cellular-and-pcs-sites

Jen Schissler 1636 Carnoustie Dr Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Support We thank you for your vital work on the County Council! We support Bill 53-20 and greatly appreciate your support and vote for this important bill. Since the National-Institute-
of-Health (NIH) states, “Avoid placing cell towers close to schools pending further research and revision of the existing exposure limits,” and since many states & countries 
have supported legislation to protect children by restricting the installation of cell towers on school properties, and since the International-Association-of-Fire-Fighters (IAFF) 
“opposes the use of fire stations for cell towers until a study with the highest scientific merit and integrity on health effects of exposure is conducted and it is proven that such 
sitings are not hazardous,” we look to you and to Bill 53-20 to ensure thorough, unbiased technical analyses proving the necessity of a cell tower and proving that every 
possible alternative has been exhausted. Cell towers just feet from thousands of Chesapeake and Shadyside students is unacceptable! There is no clear evidence showing 
the safety of cell towers; therefore, our duty is to do no harm and protect our children/teachers/staff, rather than allowing cell towers just ~450feet from CHS and ~1300 feet 
from CBMS and on Shadyside school property. Please help keep AACO focused on safely educating its children rather than on being in the cell phone business. Please do 
not be swayed by big business at the expense of our students; we'd very much appreciate your vote to show your support of students and of Bill 53-20!

John Holliday 304 Candlewood Ct Millersville 21108 Yes Bill 53-20: Support It seems that everyone who listens to the science of TODAY understands that this is potentially dangerous for our children. But cell tower owners and companies refuse to 
listen. Please protect my grandchildren from those people that obviously don't care about the potential impact call towers pose on young and developing children. If you don't 
protect the children, no one will.

Kamryn Schissler 1636 Carnoustie Dr Pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I am a student at Chesapeake Bay Middle School, and I have an older sister who goes to Chesapeake High School. We do not appreciate how cell tower companies are trying 
to put a cell tower right on our school grounds without even worrying about the students! There are even people voting for the tower who don’t have kids going to Chesapeake 
schools, which is so unfair! Also, if someone moved their kid to a different school to make a point about how much we hate the idea of this cell tower being built, it would go 
completely unnoticed because, after all, it’s just one less kid for the school to take care of. Do the people voting for cell towers at our schools only want money from cell 
companies? I don’t know about you, but that makes me feel completely voiceless and small. I am definitely for Bill 53-20 if it means we have a chance of keeping students 
away from cell towers by getting rid of even the mere idea of a cell tower on school grounds! PLEASE HELP US! Please vote for Bill 53-20. Thank you.

Larry Cress 1721 Maryland Ave Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support Current scientific evidence is proving time and again that our regulations to protect people from the dangers of cell towers are out of date and inadequate for today's 
applications. Subjecting developing children to this technology is criminally ignoring newer science on the subject. Children's lives should matter more than profits to schools.

Lisa Taylor-Soriero 4947 Chestnut St Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I am a teacher and a mother of 3, and I am asking you to please support 53-20 amended to keep cell towers off our school grounds. No parent should be scared to send their 
child to school, and the science is far from settled as hundreds of peer reviewed studies have shown biological effects of low levels of radiation. Cell towers should be placed 
responsibly, as far away from people (especially children) as possible, and should never be placed on our school grounds. Our school grounds should be reserved as safe 
spaces for our children to learn and grow. Thank you for your time.

Michael Colaric 1733 Wood Carriage Way Severn 21144 Yes Bill 53-20: Oppose This bill doesn't  even address what the structure or outcome is required of a technical analysis. It provides no specific guidelines for proof. Volke seems to be creating 
legislation to just stop this tower.   1.) Prove the necessity of the tower.  Isn't  that a subjective thing?  I'm not sure how that is an outcome of technical analysis.  Subjectively, 
there is no cell phone signal via the Verizon carrier at CHS. This is a problem for the school robotics team and well as being able to check in with my student during sporting 
events.   2.) Prove there is no alternative site to the school grounds. Is the goal of the technical analysis to (using a specific cell tower technology) compare different sites and 
the outcome that there is no option where the school still gets signal. Or is it looking into different technologies that may be more expensive and still provide the coverage?   
To me this sounds like an obstacle to stop the cell tower construction without providing a genuine alternative to provide cell phone coverage to CHS / CBMS students.   It's 
easy to be against things, it's hard to come up with a plan.

Nancy Holliday 304 Candlewood Ct Millersville 21108 Yes Bill 53-20: Support What kind of monsters refuse to listen to thousands of scientists all over the world warning of cell towers technology dangers to children? My grandchildren are in school at a 
proposed site. They are young and vulnerable, and their lives will be in danger if the cell tower goes up. Why is the School Board disregarding science over children's lives? It 
is beyond disgusting. Please stop them from putting children's lives at risk.

Pamela Harris 8427 Alvin Road pasadena 21122 Yes Bill 53-20: Oppose There is significant research that proves 5G cell towers harm people and everything in the environment.
Tessa Holliday 1721 Maryland Ave Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I go to Shady Side Elementary and my life matters
Zayda Holliday 1721 Maryland Ave Shady Side 20764 Yes Bill 53-20: Support I don't want to get cancer from a cell tower
Colleen C. Turpin 304 TOBIN WAY GAMBRILLS 21054-1136 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose It looks like a way around the rules so developers can eat up more of our agricultural land which we should reserve for food and animals not more housing.They would now be 

able to get in the business of mobile home development. They are causing more and more schools having to be built, ruining our roads and causing major traffic. Maryland is 
becoming one big city. Developers have enough money and those who are in their pockets.

Daniel Schutt 916 Truro Ln Crofton 21114 No Bill 57-20: Support Hello, As a fellow AA county resident I feel we need to expand our housing opportunities to individuals who wish to live in a manufactured houses outside of a trailer park. 
There is a shortage of affordable housing in AA county and the houses that are available sell quickly with multiple offers and usually sell for more than the listing price. I feel 
this bill will accommodate AA residents who wish to own their own home but are not restricted to living within the bounds of a mobile home. Additionally, todays manufactured 
homes have come a long way, they are environmentally friendly and energy efficient. I feel we need to support are fellow AA residents allow housing opportunities to all 
families. This bill will help the hard-working men and women of the county have affordable housing without living in what feels like a campground.

Diane Dasch 1181 Tanager Drive Millersville 21108 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose
Kate Fox 3495 Olympia Road Davidsonville 21035 No Davidsonville 

Area Civic 
Association

Bill 57-20: Oppose Davidsonville Area Civic Association urges the County Council to defeat Bill 57-20.  This bill will allow manufactured mobile homes to be located on RA parcels as a permitted 
use.  SDAT property tax data shows that there are more than 1100 unimproved RA parcels in Anne Arundel County (see attached map).  Although about 120 of these are 20 
acres and larger, the large majority are only a few acres in size and many of the smaller ones are located in clusters.   As written, Bill 57-20 potentially could create a large 
number of mobile home sites and even small mobile home parks distributed all over the southern portion of the County.  Although it was originally intended to provide relief for 
a single mobile home owner, it carries the potential for far-ranging unforeseen consequences due the large number of eligible unimproved properties.  The presence of 
manufactured mobile homes can change the character of rural neighborhoods and can negatively affect property values.  And introduction of a large number of new mobile 
home sites would alter the entire natural environment of southern Anne Arundel County.   Bill 57-20 is very broad in scope, as well as appearing to be  incompatible with the 
2009 GDP or Land Use Plans recently proposed in a draft of Plan2040, As such, it is likely to generate new and unexpected problems for many County citizens. This Bill 
should be withdrawn or defeated.

YES

Larry Dasch 1181 Tanager Drive Millersville 21108 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose
Maribeth Stewart 4 Holliben Court Severna Park 21146 Yes Bill 57-20: Support
Matthew D. Whalen, PhD c/o P.O. Box 353 GAMBRILLS 21054 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose Put most simply: I am not opposed to affordable housing, BUT this Bill opens an avenue for developers to go well beyond thereby impacting environmental concerns as well 

as jeopardizing agricultural lands.
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Melissa Higdon Millard 1320 Bacon Ridge Road Crownsville 21032 Yes Bill 57-20: Support Please see attached for a summary of why I enthusiastically support this bill.  Best regards,  Melissa Higdon Millard 410-215-3282 YES
Michael 508 Polling House Rd Harwood 20776 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose 57-20 Testimony  It’s a reversal of 50+years of county land use policy, that solved a serious problem.  It’s an invitation to accelerate the conversation of agricultural lands to 

residential.    Although well intended to help a single constituent, Bill57-20 will enable enormous change in the County’s rural area.  The Bill would open more than 1000 
properties to development; Several hundred 1 acre or less in size.   I’m quite disappointed to see such an unexamined idea advance this far.  This is a prime example of the 
inadequacy of Anne Arundel’s due diligence on land use policy and legislation.

Patricia A. Lynch 1648 Homewood Road Annapolis 21409 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose This Bill would present a disaster for South County. It is a reversal of years of County land-use policy allowing over 1100 parcels of RA land to be used for storage of trailers 
on lots -many of which are less than 5 acres.This Bill is poorly written and confusing to many of us.

Paul Christensen 231 Hidden Valley Road Tracys Landing 20779 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose I urge the Council to defeat Bill 57-20.  This bill will allow manufactured mobile homes to be located on RA parcels as a permitted use.  SDAT property tax data shows that 
there are more than 1100 unimproved RA parcels in Anne Arundel County.  Although about 120 of these are 20 acres and larger, the large majority are only a few acres in 
size and many of the smaller ones are located in clusters.   As written, Bill 57-20 will create a large number of mobile home sites and even small mobile home parks distributed 
all over the southern portion of the County.  Although it was originally intended to provide relief for a single mobile home owner, it carries the potential for far-ranging 
unforeseen consequences due the large number of eligible properties.  Close proximity of manufactured mobile homes changes the character of nearby rural neighborhoods 
and can negatively affect property values.  And introduction of a large number of new mobile home sites would alter the entire natural environment of southern Anne Arundel 
County.   Bill 57-20 is wide ranging, and it seems unlikely that the Council has fully considered its potential scope.  It seems incompatible with Land Use Plans recently 
proposed in a draft of Plan2040, and it is likely to generate new and unexpected problems for many County citizens. This Bill should be withdrawn or defeated.

Randall Sisulak 1711 Sinclair Road Crownsville 21032 Yes Bill 57-20: Oppose
Frances McHugh 501 Dogwood Dr Glen Burnie 21061 Yes Bill 64-20: Support Please support Bill 64-20: Glen Burnie Sustainable Community Area Overlay. This bill encourages desperately needed revitalization of Glen Burnie Town Center, Harundale 

Mall, Marley Station Mall, and Cromwell Light Rail Station.  The residents of Glen Burnie need this bill to pass. We need this town to offer more. I, for one, love my home, the 
proximity to BWI, the opportunities for volunteering/education, and the friends and colleagues I’ve found here; however, with 10 years left until I retire - Glen Burnie is 
becoming less attractive.  -We need modern places to gather. In the future, after social distancing, we should have spaces like R. House in Baltimore or breweries like 
Crooked Crab.  -We need safe, public transportation to Baltimore. We need to revitalize the Cromwell Station area to encourage more people to frequent the area and use the 
train for commuting and leisure.  -We need to champion our sadly underutilized Town Center. We need to make the community around the Town Center more 
walkable/bikeable, reduce through traffic, and plan more events. We could have entertainment aimed at various audiences, farmers markets, food truck festivals, beer and 
wine tastings, craft fairs, health fairs/classes, outdoor dining, outdoor movies, a Christmas market… Instead, we’ve posted it “no loitering”.   -We need to embrace the B&A 
Trail. The trail runs through the town center/mall areas and new housing and businesses could be designed to include the trail (with bike racks, outdoor displays, a patio!) and 
become destinations.  Glen Burnie must be more!

Jason Brand 1521 Ritchie Hwy, Suite 300 Arnold 21012 No Anne Arundel 
County 
Association of 
REALTORS

Bill 64-20: Support Overall, the Anne Arundel County Association of REALTORS is supportive of 64-20. There are a couple of small tweaks that we believe could help the bill achieve its stated 
purpose of achieving quality land use proposals through flexible and timely development approvals. Please see our full testimony attached.

YES

Kamala Dulichan 408 Central Ave Glen Burnie 21061 Yes Bill 64-20: Support I support this Bill because I belive certain areas of Glen Burnie are in great need of revitilization.  I have lived here for over two decades and have watched our town change 
over the years, some for the good, but too much for the bad.  I would love for developers to be able to create more forward thinking growth to make our town a pleasant place 
to live and work. Glen Burnie has so much untapped potential that would greatly benefit from the passing of this Bill. Thank you.

Kate Fox 3495 Olympia Road Davidsonville 21035 Yes Bill 64-20: Support I am a board member of Growth Action Network and Davidsonville Area Civic Association, but I am testifying as a citizen of Anne Arundel County and Davidsonville. Bill 64-20 
is the product of a large amount of work by Councilwoman Picard, and as such is well thought out, and written. Councilwoman Picard  has addressed the challenge of initiating 
redevelopment in the Glen Burnie Sustainable Community Overlay Area, targeting  a well-defined area in central Glen Burnie that is characterized by underutilized or 
deteriorated properties and provides new options for redevelopment by allowing mixtures of residential and commercial uses and flexibility of building design. One of the 
provisions of the bill eliminates the APFO test for roads and school for redevelopoment that includes residential use  in the town center area if the redevelopment meets 
specified conditions.  Although this is generally undesirable, especially since everal local schools are currently at or over capacity, APFO exemption appears to be necessary 
in order to allow residential uses to be included in the targeted area.  Restrictions that the Bill places on mixed use building design suggests that they will be unlikely to 
generate large numbers of new students and required APFO exemptions should not be allowed to derail the Bill. I encourage the County Council to support this Bill.

Patricia A. Lynch 1648 Homewood Road Annapolis 21409 Yes Bill 64-20: Oppose Although I am strongly in favor of the revitalization of Glen Burnie, I cannot support this Bill due to the waiver of the APFO regulations. This Bill, even for a small area of the G.
B.Town Center-( that is scheduled to include only a limited # of housing units), will eliminate the necessary tenets of APFO/School children-utilization numbers and standards, 
as well as transportation and public services for such an important location. This area must be safeguarded by the APFO protections ensured by these regulations.There has 
to be adequate protection to ensure that our children are counted in school utilization records- even though the number of children expected to be housed in the T.C. highrise 
may be minimal. It appears that developers are writing/inputting to these Bills to exclude the very important APFO requirements as was done in Sarah Lacey's Bill 12-20. It is 
becoming acceptable to the Council that when legislation on development is linked to Work Force Housing opportunities, that the Council feels justified to wave APFO since 
WFH is needed. Redistricting of our schools is a key recommendation that must support the action plans to revitalize and redevelop this old and underutilized area that is 
badly in need of reconstruction/renovation. Please count the kids! Thanks to all.

Paul Christensen 231 Hidden Valley Road Tracys Landing 20779 Yes Bill 64-20: Support Bill 64-20 is the product of a large amount of work by Councilwoman Picard, who has addressed the challenge of initiating redevelopment in the Glen Burnie Sustainable 
Community Overlay Area.  The Bill targets a well-defined area in central Glan Burnie that is characterized by underutilized or deteriorated properties and provides new options 
for redevelopment by allowing mixtures of residential and commercial uses and flexibility of building design. One of the provisions of the bill relaxes APFO requirements for 
mixed use buildings in the town center area if they meet specified conditions.  Although this is generally undesirable, several local schools are currently at or over capacity and 
APFO exemption appears to be necessary in order to allow residential uses to be included in the targeted area.  Restrictions that the Bill places on mixed use building design 
suggests that they will be unlikely to generate large numbers of new students and required APFO exemptions should not be allowed to derail the Bill. I encourage the Council 
to support this Bill.

Randal Stites 8221 Rupert Rd N Millersville 21108 No Village of Olde 
Mill Community 
Association 
VOMCA

Bill 64-20: Support Our organization has met with Allison Pickard to discuss this legislation and we support it because we believe it will ignite some real improvement of the whole area it is 
applied to and will specifically spur improvement in the Glen Burnie Improvement area as well as the commercial developments at the intersection of Veterans HWY and Old 
Mill Road which directly impacts our 1300 community homes

Stania Gayle Szverra 8263 Mimico North Millersville 21108 No Village of Olde 
Mill Community 
Association

Bill 64-20: Support I am completely in support of this legislation.







Raymond O. Devilbiss, Jr. 

July 22, 2020 

 

The Honorable Nathan Volke 

44 Calvert Street, 1st. Floor 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

RE: Pasadena Pawn & Gun 

 

Dear Councilman Volke, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the pending legislation (Bill 52-20) concerning distance requirements for pawn 

shop operations.  Please accept this letter in support of Mr. Frank Loane, Sr. in his efforts to move Pasadena Pawn & Gun to a 
new location on Mountain Road near Catherine Avenue in Pasadena, MD.  I have known Mr. Loane for approximately 55 
years.  He and his businesses  have  been an asset to the Pasadena community.  He has always supported the community 
and is very supportive of local organizations that serve our citizens and public safety personnel. 

 

Mr. Loane is active in a number of organizations here in Pasadena and often one of the first to offer assistance to the commu-
nity in times of need.  It is my opinion that Mr. Loane will not only continue in his activism but, if permitted to move to the new 
location, will make every effort to enhance the area by making the same type of improvements he has made everywhere he 
has operated a business. 

 

 

 

Regards, 

 

 

Raymond O. Devilbiss, Jr. 

420 Shady Lane 
Pasadena, Maryland 21122-5317 
H: 410.437.2175 C: 443.721.0108 
rodbcfd@gmail.com 

 
 

Deputy Chief (Retired) - Baltimore City Fire Department 

Vice President - 100 Club of Anne Arundel County 

Vice President - MD Fire-Rescue Services Memorial Foundation 





July 18, 2020 

Dear members of the Anne Arundel County Council, 

As a resident of Anne Arundel County, I am writing in support of Bill 57-20, “An Ordinance concerning: 

Licensing and Zoning – Manufactured Mobile Homes Located outside a Mobile Home Park”.  

Primarily, I support this bill because it promotes access to affordable housing in our county. As an owner 

of rural agricultural land in Anne Arundel County, I find it cost prohibitive to build a traditional home on 

the property. If passed, this bill would allow me to move forward with owning an affordable home.   

Data from September 2018 suggests that median home price in Anne Arundel County is $345,000, which 

is an increase of nearly 10% from the prior year.1  Wage increases in our county are not keeping pace 

with the cost of housing. From 2018 to 2019 average wages in Anne Arundel County only increased by 

4.7%.2 Despite working for one of the largest employers in the state of Maryland, the average wage 

increase at my office was only 2% from 2018 to 2019. Since 2019, in light of unfavorable economic 

conditions, wages have remained frozen at my place of employment.  

Over the past several decades, the quality of manufactured homes has significantly increased, given 

changes in off-site construction techniques.3 Building the home off-site in a factory leads to homes being 

more tightly constructed, which increases the energy-efficient nature of these homes.4 Moreover, there 

is less material waste from construction when building off-site, as production line efficiencies enhance 

the precision of material handling.5  

Because of increasingly stringent safety and construction guidelines by the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, manufactured homes have become increasingly safe in recent years. A study by 

the Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety found that off-site built homes performed better at 

high winds than site- built homes.6 Finally, aesthetically, the latest iteration of manufactured homes look 

like regular homes. 

In summary, I enthusiastically support the passing of Bill 57-20 because of the affordable nature and the 

favorable environmental impact of manufactured housing.  

                                                           
1 Anne Arundel County. (2018). Poverty Amidst Plenty IV: On the Road to Access for All. Accessed on July 18, 2020 
at https://www.aacounty.org/boards-and-commissions/partnership-for-children-youth-families/forms-and-
publications/2018-needs-assessment-poverty.pdf.  
2 Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2019). County Employment and Wages in Maryland – Second Quarter 2019. (2019). 
Accessed on July 18, 2020 at https://www.bls.gov/regions/mid-atlantic/news-
release/countyemploymentandwages_maryland.htm#table1 
3 US Department of Housing and Urban Development: Affordable Housing Research and Technology Division. 
(2003). Technology Roadmapping for Manufactured Homes. Accessed on July 18, 2020 at 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/Publications/PDF/si.pdf.  
4 Epperson, S.; Eason, J. (2020). Off-Site Built Homes: An Evolving Industry that Meets Today’s Affordable Housing 
Needs. Accessed on July 18, 2020 at https://p.widencdn.net/oa55qt/Clayton-Next-Step_WhitePaper_January-
2020_Digital 
5 Adkins, J. (2019). Manufactured Homes Are Earth Friendly. Accessed on July 18, 2020 at 
https://mobilehomeliving.org/manufactured-homes-are-earth-friendly/ 
6 Manufactured Housing Institute. (2014). Manufactured Homes are as Safe as Traditional Homes During a Storm. 
Accessed on July 18, 2020 at https://www.manufacturedhousing.org/safe-storm/.  

https://www.aacounty.org/boards-and-commissions/partnership-for-children-youth-families/forms-and-publications/2018-needs-assessment-poverty.pdf
https://www.aacounty.org/boards-and-commissions/partnership-for-children-youth-families/forms-and-publications/2018-needs-assessment-poverty.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/regions/mid-atlantic/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_maryland.htm#table1
https://www.bls.gov/regions/mid-atlantic/news-release/countyemploymentandwages_maryland.htm#table1
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/Publications/PDF/si.pdf
https://p.widencdn.net/oa55qt/Clayton-Next-Step_WhitePaper_January-2020_Digital
https://p.widencdn.net/oa55qt/Clayton-Next-Step_WhitePaper_January-2020_Digital
https://mobilehomeliving.org/manufactured-homes-are-earth-friendly/
https://www.manufacturedhousing.org/safe-storm/


Thank you for your consideration. 

Best regards, 

Melissa Higdon Millard 

410-215-3282 

 



AACAR Testimony on Bill 64-20    

Position: SUPPORT with Comments 

Overall, AACAR supports the Glen Burnie Overlay Bill (the “Bill”) which utilizes common regulatory tools to 

encourage redevelopment in the Overlay Area. It provides zoning flexibility such as a wider range of permitted uses 

within the Overlay Area and relaxed bulk regulations, and it allows density bonuses in exchange for community 

enhancements. It also incentivizes developers by offering tax credits, exemptions from the roads and schools APF 

tests, and reduced application fees. 

Issue: The Bill also purports to offer a more streamlined review process for redevelopment projects in the Overlay 

Area, but it is not clear whether the proposed process will have a meaningful beneficial effect.  

Recommendation: AACAR recommends that the County further evaluate the potential for streamlining and 

adding predictability to the timeline and process for zoning approval. In order to make the process even more 

streamlined, the County should set a deadline from filing of the concept plan with P&Z to when the initial 

meeting between P&Z and the developer must be held. This should avoid unreasonable delays in the permitting 

process early on and will jump-start concept plan review. Additionally, in the interest of further streamlining the 

process, one of the two community meetings could be omitted by allowing written comments from the 

required public notice. 

Issue: The standards for submission of an alternative proposal or plan are problematic in cases where a proposed 

redevelopment project cannot meet the open space, recreation area, and open area requirements of Section 17-6-111 

or the landscaping requirements of Section 17-6-202. 

On its face, proposed Section 17-7-305 of the GB Overlay Bill, titled “Open space; recreation area, open area, 

landscaping,” appears to give redevelopment projects in the Overlay Area greater flexibility in meeting the open 

space, recreation area, and open area requirements of Section 17-6-111 and the landscaping requirements of Section 

17-6-202. However, because proposed Section 17-7-305 appears to use the same “practical difficulty or unnecessary 

hardship” standard as a modification, it is unclear whether or to what extent it will actually have the intended effect. 

Recommendation: AACAR suggests that this section be amended to provide a clear standard that addresses 

the objective of allowing reasonable alternative plans and proposals to be approved in the interest of 

facilitating desired redevelopment. 

Issue: It is unclear whether the County has considered market demand in prescribing the mix of uses that 

redevelopment projects in the TC Zoning District must include in order to be exempt from the adequate schools 

facilities test. For example, has the County determined that there is a viable market demand for multi-family 

residential development as part of a mixed use project where at least 50% of the units are efficiency or one-bedroom 

units and there are no units having more than two bedrooms? Unless a market for such development exists, the 

exemption from the adequate schools facilities test will not be enough to encourage the desired mixed use 

redevelopment in the TC Zoning District.  

Recommendation: Assuming that an exemption from the adequate schools facilities test will serve as an effective 

incentive to desired redevelopment in the TC Zoning District, the County might be better served by being 

somewhat less prescriptive about the composition of the mixed use development that is eligible for this 

exemption. 

 

Please let us know if you have any follow up questions or comments by contacting Jason Brand, Sr. VP, 

Government Affairs, Anne Arundel County Association of REALTORS® at 443.534.8550. 

 


