
 

 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Minutes of  
Virtual Legislative Session 2020, Legislative Day No. 18 

May 18, 2020 – 7:00 P.M. 
 
 The meeting was called to order by Chairman Allison Pickard at 7:00 P.M.  Ms. Haire gave 
the invocation, followed by Ms. Fiedler leading the Pledge of Allegiance. The meeting was held 
remotely via Zoom Webinar, beginning with roll call of all present. The Auditor’s Office was 
represented by the County Auditor Susan Smith. 
                                                                    
 The following members of the County Council were present: 
 

Sarah F. Lacey   First District 
  Allison M. Pickard   Second District 
  Nathan Volke    Third District 
  Andrew C. Pruski   Fourth District   

Amanda Fiedler   Fifth District 
  Lisa D.B. Rodvien   Sixth District 
  Jessica Haire    Seventh District 
 
OPEN MEETINGS ACT 
 

JoAnne Gray, Administrative Officer, read a Statement from the County Attorney 
regarding the Open Meetings Act. She stated that the Md. Open Meetings Act, a state law, requires 
public meetings to be open to the public and to be “held in places reasonably accessible to 
individuals who would like to attend these meetings.” [Gen’l. Prov. Art., § 3-102(c)]. The virtual 
format of this meeting of the County Council is due to the COVID-19 emergency and is necessary 
in light of the serious health risks associated with public gatherings, as well as the Governor’s 
various Executive Orders limiting public gatherings. While a virtual meeting of this type was not 
envisioned by the Open Meetings Act, steps have been taken to ensure that this virtual meeting 
includes alternate accessibility features that the Open Meetings Act Compliance Board and the 
Courts have reviewed and approved, such as having a call-in phone number that allows anyone 
with a telephone to call and listen to the meeting, broadcasting the meeting with video and audio 
on cable TV and on the Web, and allowing written public comments to the legislation be filed with 
the Clerk and considered by the Council. The County Office of Law has opined that the public 
access provided by this technology makes this virtual meeting reasonably accessible to the public 
and therefore complies with the Open Meetings Act. 
 
ETHICS STATEMENT 
 
 The Ethics Commission has asked that I advise you that under certain circumstances, 
members of the public may qualify as lobbyists when they testify before the County Council.  If 
so, the law requires that certain information be filed with the Ethics Commission.  The Chairman 
of the Ethics Commission has asked that those who wish to testify in any form review the General 
Information on Lobbying sheet located on the Ethics Web Site under Forms and Publications.  If 
there are any questions about lobbying requirements, please contact the Ethics Commission at 410-
222-4413. 
 



 

SUSPENSION OF RULES 
 
 On motion of Ms. Lacey, seconded by Ms. Rodvien, the Council voted to suspend Rules 3-
103 and 3-106 for this meeting by the following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye - Mr. Pruski, Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke, Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – None 
 
 On motion of Mr. Pruski, seconded by Ms. Lacey, the Council voted to suspend Rule 3-105 
for this meeting by the following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye – Mr. Pruski, Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke,  Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – None 
 
INVITATION TO AUDIENCE 
 
 There was no public testimony submitted, and the hearing was concluded. 
 
PRELIMINARY MOTION 
 
 On motion of Mr. Pruski, seconded by Ms. Lacey, the Council voted that the partial reading 
of any bill, resolution, minutes, or amendment constitutes the reading of the whole.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
 On motion of Ms. Rodvien, seconded by Ms. Lacey, the minutes of May 11, 2020, May 
12, 2020, May 13, 2020 and May 14, 2020 were approved as presented. 
 
INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 
 
 BILL NO. 39-20 – AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE concerning: Current Expense Budget 

– Fourth Quarter Fund Transfer and Supplementary Appropriations – FOR the purpose 
of transferring appropriations of funds between certain offices, departments, institutions, 
boards, commissions or other agencies in the general fund; making supplementary 
appropriations from unanticipated revenues to certain offices, departments, institutions, 
boards, commissions or other agencies in the general fund and to certain special funds of 
the County government for the current fiscal year; making this ordinance an emergency 
ordinance; and generally relating to transferring appropriations of funds and making 
supplementary appropriations of funds to the current expense budget for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2020. 

  by Ms. Pickard, Chair 
             (by request of the County Executive) 
 
 BILL NO. 40-20 – AN ORDINANCE concerning:  Anne Arundel County Consolidated Plan 

FY 2021-FY 2025 – FOR the purpose of adopting the “Anne Arundel County 
Consolidated Plan FY 2021-FY 2025”. 

  by Ms. Pickard, Chair 
             (by request of the County Executive) 
 



 

 BILL NO. 41-20 – AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE concerning: Proclamation of Civil 
Emergency in Anne Arundel County – FOR the purpose of amending the termination 
date established by Bill No. 24-20; and making this Ordinance an emergency measure. 

  by Mr. Volke, Ms. Fiedler, and Ms. Haire 
 
INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
 
 RESOLUTION NO. 16-20 – RESOLUTION urging the County Executive to Reopen Anne 

Arundel County 
  by Mr. Volke, Ms. Fiedler, and Ms. Haire 
 
INTENT TO EXCEED CONSTANT YIELD 
 
    Jim Beauchamp, Budget Director, read the following statement: 
 
 Good evening, Madam Chair and members of the County Council, for the record, I am Jim 
Beauchamp, County Budget Officer.  Thank you for the opportunity to kick-off tonight’s FY2021 
Constant Yield Property Tax Rate Hearing. 
 

Section 2-205 of the Property Tax Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland requires the 
State Department of Assessments and Taxation to certify to all taxing authorities a constant yield 
property tax rate, which will produce the same revenue in the coming year, which was produced 
in the prior taxable year, exclusive of new construction. 
 

The law further provides that if the taxing authority intends to establish a tax rate greater 
than the constant yield tax rate, it must advertise and a hold a public hearing.  An advertisement 
was placed by this County Council in the local newspaper, which adheres to the procedures 
required by State law, and was reviewed and approved by the State Department of Assessments 
and Taxation.  
 
Anne Arundel County’s constant yield tax rates per $100 of taxable assessment for FY2021 are 
certified by the State Department of Assessments and Taxation as follows: 
 

92.66 cents for the County, excluding Annapolis and Highland Beach 
54.35 cents for Annapolis; and 
90.23 cents for Highland Beach. 
 
The FY2021 Proposed Budget decreases the real property tax rate from 93.5 cents to 93.4 

cents per $100 of assessment for the County, excluding the City of Annapolis and Highland Beach.   
This rate is 0.8% higher than the constant yield rate of 92.66 cents, and will generate $5.3 million 
in additional property tax revenues above the constant yield amount.  
 

Additionally, the FY2021 County tax rate applicable to the City of Annapolis real property 
is similarly decreased from 56.1 cents to 56.0 cents per $100 of assessment in the proposed budget.  
The rate is 3.0% higher than the constant yield rate of 54.35 cents, and will generate $1.1 million 
in additional property tax revenues above the constant yield amount. 
 

Finally, for the Highland Beach, the FY2021 County real property tax rate has decreased 
from 90.5 cents to 90.4 cents per $100 of assessment in the proposed budget.  This proposed rate 



 

is 0.2% more than the constant yield tax rate of 90.23 cents, and will generate $552 more in 
property taxes than the constant yield amount.  

 
As required by law, this public hearing has been scheduled. 

 
 Ms. Haire asked if there are three areas of the County that are reassessed each year. 
 
 Mr. Beauchamp stated there are one of three areas reassessed each year in a three year 
rotation. 
 
 Ms. Haire asked if those assessments went up, despite the fact that the budget for the next 
fiscal year keeps the property tax rate essentially the same, people will pay more in taxes because 
of their property value going up. 
 
 Mr. Beauchamp stated that will depend property to property on their assessed value. Some 
property owners will see their tax bill increase even with a decrease in the property tax rate.  
 
 Mr. Volke asked if the Council was to find $5.3 million in savings in this year’s budget and 
took the tax rate to .9266, would that assure that the property tax rate would stay the same. 
 
 Mr. Beauchamp stated there are three different jurisdictional calculations.  The City of 
Annapolis, the City of Highland Beach, and the County exclusive of those two municipalities.  He 
stated that the constant yield calculates in aggregate so it will be all properties.  There will be 
differences in the appraised value on a property by property basis, so that will determine what that 
property will pay. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated his questions were to try to get people to as close as possible to the amount 
they paid last year. 
 
 Mr. Beauchamp stated there is no way to do that throughout the County, but the closest way 
to do that is what Mr. Volke has suggested. 
 
 Mr. Pruski stated that it is also possible that someone’s property value may go down.  If 
someone is not taking care of their property the value may go down.  Conversely, if they put an 
addition on it may go up.   
 
 There were no other questions at this time.  The Chairman announced that the Council will 
set the property tax rate for the County, the City of Annapolis and the city of Highland Beach at a 
meeting to be held starting at 9 A.M. on Friday, June 12, 2020.  The rate may exceed the constant 
yield tax rate. 
 
 The Chairman opening the public hearing on the Intent to Exceed the Constant Yield.  There 
were no submissions of testimony, and the hearing was concluded. 
  
PUBLIC HEARING AND CALL OF BILLS FOR FINAL READING AND VOTE 
 
BILL NO 13-20  
 



 

 The Chairman called  for the public hearing on Bill No. 13-20, An Ordinance concerning: 
Finance, Taxation, and Budget and Zoning – Commercial Revitalization Area Program – 
Designation of a Commercial Revitalization Area in Harundale in Glen Burnie, Maryland – For 
the purpose of designating an area along Ritchie Highway and Aquahart Road in Glen Burnie to 
be a Commercial Revitalization Area; and generally relating to finance, taxation, and budget and 
zoning; and the Administrative Officer read the title. 
 
 Ms. Pickard, Sponsor, stated that this bill creates a commercial revitalization area in 
Harundale near Harundale Plaza in Glen Burnie.  This will allow property owners to qualify for a 
tax benefit when they improve their property with improvements of at least $100,000.  They can 
qualify with new construction, demolition construction, or rehabilitation of the current facility.   
 
 Ms. Pickard stated Harundale was one of the first indoor malls created in the 1960’s.  John 
F. Kennedy did the ribbon cutting at the mall when it opened.  In the years since we have seen the 
mall have a revolving door of retail.  She stated they are looking forward to the revitalization of 
the area and this bill is a small step to work towards the vision in the small area plan and to reduce 
the number of vacant properties in the area. 
 
 Pete Baron, Director, Government Affairs, accompanied by Lynn Mill, Office of Planning 
and Zoning, Keasha Haytte, EDC and Lori Blair Klasmeier, Legislative Deputy County Attorney, 
Office of Law, stated that the Administration supports the bill. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated she appreciated the work that was put in by the EDC and Planning and 
Zoning to create the maps of the areas to be included.  She stated there is a lot of work to be done, 
but this is the first step. 
 
 Susan Smith, County Auditor, stated that in the blue letter she had stated that the tax credits 
were for five years.  She stated that if they put in private funds of at least $10 million, the tax credit 
would be for 10 years. 
 
 The Chairman stated there were no submissions of public testimony on Bill No. 13-20.  The 
hearing was concluded. 
 
 The Chairman called Bill No. 13-20, An Ordinance concerning: Finance, Taxation, and 
Budget and Zoning – Commercial Revitalization Area Program – Designation of a Commercial 
Revitalization Area in Harundale in Glen Burnie, Maryland; and the Administrative Officer read 
a portion of the title. 
  
 Bill No. 13-20 was passed by the following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye – Mr. Pruski, Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke,  Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – None 
 
SUSPENSION OF RULES 
 
 On motion of Mr. Volke, seconded by Ms. Fiedler, the Council voted to suspend Rule 5-
106(b) to allow Resolution No. 16-20 to be voted on at this meeting and to be the last item on the 
agenda for this meeting by the following roll call vote: 
 



 

 Aye - Mr. Pruski, Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke, Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – None 
 
BILL NO. 14-20 

 
  The Chairman called for the public hearing on Bill No. 14-20, An Ordinance concerning: 

Finance, Taxation, and Budget and Zoning – Commercial Revitalization Area Program – 
Designation of a Commercial Revitalization Area in Marley in Glen Burnie, Maryland – For the 
purpose of designating an area along Ritchie Highway and Mountain Road in Glen Burnie to be a 
Commercial Revitalization Area; and generally relating to finance, taxation, and budget and 
zoning; and the Administrative Officer read the title. 

  
 Ms. Pickard, Sponsor, stated this is the same concept as Bill No. 13-20, but the map is 
different.  The area is that of the Richie Highway corridor that includes Marley Station Mall and 
some other commercial properties.  There is an amendment because one small area was 
inadvertently left out of the map. 
  
 Pete Baron, Director, Government Affairs, accompanied by Lynn Mill, Office of Planning 
and Zoning, Keasha Haytte, EDC and Lori Blair Klasmeier, Legislative Deputy County Attorney, 
Office of Law, stated that the Administration supports the bill.   
 
 Ms. Pickard stated that for an owner of a property in a revitalization area this becomes a tool 
that is available to them, but is not something they have to utilize.  It becomes a nice financial 
incentive.  She stated that she hopes that this becomes an incentive to property owners in the area.  
She thanked those that assisted her in mapping the areas. 
 
 Mr. Volke asked what the reason was for taking out the portion of the map that included what 
was the old Shell gas station adjacent to Marley Station Mall. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated that it actually was to add that property back in to the area, not remove it.  
Someone in the community pointed it out to her and she has updated the map to include it in the 
amendment. 
  
 The Chairman stated there were no submissions of public testimony on Bill No. 14-20.  The 
hearing was concluded. 
 
 The Chairman called Bill No. 14-20, An Ordinance concerning: An Ordinance concerning: 
Finance, Taxation, and Budget and Zoning – Commercial Revitalization Area Program – 
Designation of a Commercial Revitalization Area in Marley in Glen Burnie, Maryland; and the 
Administrative Officer read a portion of the title. 
 
Amendment No. 1  
 
 On page 1 of the proposed bill, in lines 21 and 26, in each instance strike “Exhibit A” and 
substitute “Exhibit A-1”. 
 
 Strike Exhibit A and replace with attached Exhibit A-1. 
 



 

 On motion of Mr. Pruski, seconded by Ms. Rodvien, Amendment No. 1 was adopted by the 
following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye – Mr. Pruski, Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke, Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – None 
 
 The Chairman stated Bill No. 14-20, as amended, will be heard on June 1, 2020. 
  
BILL NO. 16-20 
 
 The Chairman called for the public hearing on Bill No. 16-20, An Ordinance concerning: 
Zoning – Residential Districts – Community Based Assisted Living Facilities I and II, Group 
Homes I and II, Recovery Residences I and II, and Rooming Houses – For the purpose of defining 
community based assisting living facilities I and II, group homes I and II, and recovery residences 
I and II based on numbers of residents; amending the parking space requirements for assisted living 
facilities; adding parking space requirements for community based assisted living facilities I and 
II, group homes I and II, recovery residences I and II, and rooming houses; allowing assisted living 
facilities as special exception use in RA residential districts; allowing community based assisting 
living facilities I, group homes I, and recovery residences I as permitted uses in residential districts; 
allowing community based assisting living facilities II, group homes II, and recovery residences 
II as conditional uses in residential districts; allowing rooming houses as conditional uses in R10 
and R15 residential districts; adding the conditional use requirements for community based 
assisting living facilities II, group homes II, recovery residences II, and rooming houses; making 
technical corrections; and generally relating to zoning; and the Administrative Officer read the 
title. 
 
 Mr. Volke, Sponsor, stated this bill is the result of over a year of work to try to get to a place 
to solve a situation that has arisen in the County.  The situation is the creation of certain types of 
commercial facilities operating in residential districts.  To the extent they are operating in those 
districts and creating campuses, as to what they were intended to be which is individual residences 
in communities, it has created a situation where the original intent of good natured legislation 
which created them is not being fulfilled.   
 
 Mr. Volke stated he has received many emails and letters both opposed to and for this 
legislation. Many were from those in the recovery, assisted living, and group home communities.  
He has tried to answer any of the questions that they may have.  He has heard that this legislation 
is discriminatory.  He stated he has discussed this with the Council’s Legislative Counsel as well 
as the County’s Office of Law, and he feels confident that they have crafted a bill that respects the 
Fair Housing Act at the Federal, State and County levels so it is not discriminatory against anyone.  
The requirements of the bill is limited.  There are two classifications noted in the bill.  One is from 
one to eight bed facilities, or Category I, and then the second is the nine to 16, or Category II.  
When there are nine people living in a residence there are significant life safety issues which need 
to be addressed.  The only requirements being established are for the Category II facilities.  
Category I facilities are treated identically as any other residential property in the County.  The 
Category II facilities have requirements for where they can be located and how they can be 
operated.  Mr. Volke stated they all must be certified at the State level.  There is currently not a 
requirement that recovery homes be certified at the State level.  This bill will introduce the 
certification requirement.  He stated he has heard from those who have been through these 
programs that it is important that the residences be certified to ensure they are providing services 



 

which are up to par.  There is additionally a restriction on two of these recovery group homes being 
next to each other if they are owned by the same person or if they have financial ties to the person 
who owns the other one.  The intention is to avoid the campus-like areas which have been popping 
up in the County.  The intention is to try to stay away from institutionalization as far as possible.   
 
 Mr. Volke also stated he has heard concerns about current facilities that are operating that 
may not be able to operate if this bill passes.  He has talked extensively to the Office of Law and 
there will be no problem with current facilities continuing to operate.  Even if they can’t operate 
under the restrictions of this bill, they will become a non-conforming use and still be allowed to 
operate.  As long as they continue to operate as they currently do there will be no interruption of 
services.  This bill is an attempt to correct issues that were not foreseen at the time the original 
legislation was passed.  He thanked everyone for contacting him about the bill. 
 
 Pete Barron, Director, Government Affairs, stated he was accompanied by Lori Rhodes, 
Assistant Planning and Zoning Officer and Greg Swain, County Attorney, along with others which 
may be called upon as needed.  He stated the Administration recognizes the concerns that Mr. 
Volke outlined.  They also understand that Mr. Volke has tried to address several of the concerns 
which were outlined previously.  They are not able to support the bill as presented.  Mr. Barron 
stated if the Council wants to make a political statement by saying they have addressed these types 
of properties, they should pass this bill.  If they want to create good policy they should go back to 
the drawing board to bring together all parties to address the regulatory structures, different types 
of residential dwellings and the rules they must operate under, examine the data, balance the 
interest of land use with tackling the opioid crisis, helping those with mental illness, the disabled 
and the elderly. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated he would appreciate it if they could stick with policy and that this has been 
crafted with all of the departments. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler stated there are some concerns with septic systems and 14 bed facilities and those 
being together on one septic system. 
 
 Ms. Rhodes stated that question would be one that should be posed to the Health Department.  
That was not something she was informed about or she would have reached out to them.  She is 
not able to comment on that issue. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated there had been many questions about this issue from constituents, 
particularly in the Gibson Island area.  She is aware that the Gibson Island golf club and its 
amenities are all on septic, so she stated she isn’t sure why a nine bed residence is comparable to 
that.  Septic systems are not her area of expertise but she stated she doesn’t believe that we regulate 
how many people can live in a single family home based on their septic system. 
 
 Ms. Rhodes stated that the Health Department would have to speak to that.  The capacity of 
the system depends on the number of rooms in the structure.  She stated again this was not her area 
of expertise.  Her understanding is that they set a limit on square footage and the number of rooms 
based on the capacity of the system. 
 
 Ms. Pickard asked if someone was renovating a home would they have to show that their 
system has the capacity for that size of house. 
 



 

 Ms. Rhodes stated that they would have to show that in order to get the permit. 
 
 Mr. Volke thought that a copy of their work group information had been sent to the Health 
Department, and he had not heard back from them. 
 
 There was continued discussion of septic issues and the facilities they serve. 
 
 Linda Schuett, Legislative Counsel, stated that every septic system needs to go through the 
Health Department.  If you are building a house, and nine people are going to be living there, you 
can be on septic as long as the system is appropriately sized. 
 
 Mr. Volke clarified that everyone on Gibson Island is on septic and they have public water. 
 
 The Chairman called for the public hearing on Bill No. 16-20.  The Administrative Officer 
stated there had been 83 submissions of written testimony submitted which had been reviewed by 
the Council prior to the meeting.  There were 30 in opposition to Bill No. 16-20 and 53 were in 
support of Bill No. 16-20.  The Administrative Officer stated she would read the first 50 that were 
submitted.  The public hearing was closed.  All testimony will be included in the legislative record. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated he knew when he brought this legislation forward that it would be met with 
resistance from certain areas including the developers, but he realized this was a concern in the 
community.  He related personal stories regarding assisted living facilities and recovery houses.  
This bill defines recovery homes and requires certification. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler asked which county has group home legislation on their books. 
 
 Mr. Swain stated it was Montgomery County.  It is not exactly the same as what this 
legislation is accomplishing, but they make a split in the size of facility and regulate the large 
facilities which we currently do not. 
 
 Ms. Pickard asked if there was anyone from the Administration who could speak to the 
differences in the way the different types of homes are regulated. 
 
 Adrienne Mickler, Mental Health Department, stated the definitions are more with the 
substance use disorder treatment providers.  She will get back to the Council with property 
definitions. 
 
 There was continued discussion on definitions of mental health services and recovery homes. 
 
 The Chairman called Bill No. 16-20, An Ordinance concerning: Zoning – Residential 
Districts – Community Based Assisted Living Facilities I and II, Group Homes I and II, Recovery 
Residences I and II, and Rooming Houses; and the Administrative Officer read a portion of the 
title. 
 
Amendment No. 1 
 
 On page 1 of the proposed bill, in lines 9 through 10, strike “allowing assisted living facilities 
as special exception use in RA residential districts;”. 
 



 

 On page 4, after line 13, in the chart, in the row beginning with “Assisted living facilities”, and 
under the column labeled “RA”, strike “SE”. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated there was not any intent to make any changes to the larger assisted living 
facilities.  During the drafting this was inadvertently added so it makes assisted living facilities 
which are the large scale, greater than 17 beds and up facilities, would be allowed in rural 
agricultural areas.  That was not the intent of the bill.  It is not a technical amendment. 
 
 Ms. Pickard asked if there is also an error in allowing assisted living facilities II in RA areas.  
All of the others are allowed. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated that was another error that will need to be fixed by an additional amendment.  
There was a discussion when drafting the bill that they would be consistent and allow assisted 
living I and II in all of the residential districts.   
 
 On motion of Mr. Volke, seconded by Ms. Haire, Amendment No. 1 was adopted by the 
following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye – Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Haire, Ms. Lacey, Mr. Volke, Ms. Pickard 
 Nay – Mr. Pruski 
 
 The Chairman stated that Bill No. 16-20, as amended, will be heard on June 1, 2020. 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 16-20 
 
 The Chairman called Resolution No. 16-20, Resolution urging the County Executive to 
reopen Anne Arundel County; and the Administrative Officer read the title. 
 
 Ms. Haire, Co-Sponsor, stated the goal of the Council and the Administration is to return to 
normal operations.  There are different thoughts on the best way to get there.  She thanked her 
colleagues and the Administration for their efforts to reach that goal.  This Resolution calls for the 
County Executive to move to the Governor’s Phase 1 reopening with safeguards in place.  She 
stated that it takes small steps to a safe reopening.  This is not a straightforward analysis, and she 
believes that elected officials are tasked with balancing concerns of the community.  She stated 
that all of the different concerns are ideally tackled with open, collaborative government.  She 
shared some stories that had been sent to her in the last few weeks regarding small businesses and 
unemployment issues as well as public and mental health issues.   
 
 Ms. Haire stated that the stay at home order was originally intended to flatten the curve and 
give hospitals a chance to prepare for surge capacity.  She stated the social, financial and emotional 
status of the community must be considered when making decisions on reopening.  She stated that 
the County should consider reopening small businesses.  She asked for her colleagues’ support of 
the resolution. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler, Co-Sponsor, stated there are many facets to this issue, and she has many 
concerns over not moving to a Phase I opening under the Governor’s order.  The vast majority of 
those who get the virus recover.  Hospital bed capacity and ICU bed capacity at our two community 
hospitals have remained flat or declined for 30 days.  She stated we have been preparing for the 
slow reopening and the case increase that comes along with that.  She stated that it is important to 



 

remember mental health.  She stated she hears the concern in her constituents’ emails and calls 
when they are telling her they need to go back to work and open their places of business.  There 
are long lasting effects of financial strain and housing insecurity.  She stated the Council had 
discussed mental health and the extreme outcomes when people are faced with isolation and stress.  
The Council voted unanimously to declare suicide a mental health crisis.  She stated the only 
businesses she has heard from are small businesses.  They have prepared to reopen their businesses 
in a safe manner.  Ms. Fiedler outlined how businesses that have contacted her have prepared to 
reopen.  Businesses and faith leaders have waited patiently to meet the metrics to enter Phase I, 
and there was no indication that these metrics were not sufficient. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler stated that when the Council last sat as the Board of Health, the numbers were 
flattening. That is impressive, but the goalposts are continuing to move.  She stated she believes 
we have reached a tipping point and she would not be seeking to move to a Phase 1 opening if she 
did not think it was the right decision. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated the big box stores did not call him to stay open.  He is getting calls from 
the mom and pop shops to open up.  Local businesses are the ones that are closed.  When the 
Council sat as the Board of Health they were told about metrics they were going to look at: ICU 
capacity, test capacity, contact tracing and case management, PPE and equity.  Mr. Volke reviewed 
the dashboard on the website which indicates the County has moved from five metrics to 12.  The 
original five have subcategories now.  He detailed his concerns about the dashboard results.  He is 
concerned about what is not known and why so many of the items are marked as “undetermined”.  
Mr. Volke asked how they are supposed to make decisions when so many of the items are 
undetermined.  He stated he believes the Governor has laid out a good plan, and some people think 
he should be doing more.   
 
 Mr. Volke stated he is very concerned about the religious component of this.  He spoke with 
religious leaders this week detailing how they were getting ready for their congregations to come 
back.  He stated there were some that stated they were not ready to reopen.  He stated that if they 
did not want to open up, they didn’t have to.  He noted that North Carolina has struck down 
decisions that keep churches closed.  The pastors he has spoken with are not advocating for people 
being shoulder to shoulder.  They were talking about distancing and masks or being outside.  Mr. 
Volke stated he wants people to be safe.  He wants to assure that everyone who wrote in knows 
that the Council has seen their comments. 
 
 Pete Barron, Director, Government Affairs, accompanied by Dr. Nilesh Kalyanaraman, 
Health Officer, stated that everyone is operating in good faith.  Everyone is concerned about 
people’s health and their livelihoods.  The Administration appreciates the sentiment of the 
resolution.  They would like to rely on the best science and data that they have available.  He stated 
that lives are at stake. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated that when Governor Hogan announced on Wednesday of last week 
he was transferring authority to reopen under Phase 1 to local governments effective 48 hours from 
that time, the County Executive, the Health Officer and other officials met immediately to 
determine the County’s direction after the surprise announcement.  They determined they could 
not wait until the Friday deadline to announce as that would cause more confusion.  They consulted 
with health officials, other local jurisdictions, faith leaders and others and decided to take measured 
steps toward reopening.  Anne Arundel County lifted the stay at home order and went to the 
Governor’s safer at home advisory.  We opened manufacturing facilities.  We opened houses of 



 

worship to individual ministry with a maximum of 10 people.  We allowed curbside pickup for 
businesses previously closed because they were not deemed essential.  We allowed barber shops 
and beauty salons to operate with one customer in the premises at a time.  This was what the 
Governor previously allowed, but without the need for it to be for essential personnel with 
grooming standards.  We can do these with low risk to our constituents if we continue to social 
distance.  Mr. Baron showed a graphic from the State showing which counties still have a stay at 
home order. 
 
 Mr. Baron stated they are anxious to move forward in a safe manner which is why the County 
Executive has formed the Covid Recovery Work Group.  The group’s first charge is to review the 
County’s actions taken and make recommendations for a path forward.  They have people with 
divergent opinions to serve including members of the Council.  He went on to detail other options 
for businesses and faith organizations to prepare to reopen with grants that will be available. 
 
 Mr. Baron stated the uncertainty is troubling for everyone.  The Administration will continue 
to make decisions that put the health of our County residents first.  They are committed to keeping 
the Council informed as well as the Board of Health. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated it has been a little over two months since the Council sat as the 
Board of Health.  Last week the Governor switched from making uniform changes across the State 
to giving counties discretion to determine their path to recovery within set parameters.  He stated 
they are still trying to balance the health of residents with economic costs, which is why they added 
health equity to the parameters. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman shared the dashboard previously referred to.  (A copy of Dr. 
Kalyanaraman’s presentation is included with the official copy of these minutes.)  He noted that 
the measures are mixed.  When something is noted as being “undetermined” it means they are flat, 
that they are not going up but also not going down.  This is concerning to him.  They want to see 
the numbers going down.  When they are flat as they are now it means they can go in either 
direction.   
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated that having testing standards with contact tracing and other items 
should be around 3 percent.  We are currently at 15 percent.  He detailed more about the dashboard 
and continued to discuss the metrics, including PPE.  What used to be a 14 day supply is not 
currently accurate because of the increased demand.  He asked for the Council’s patience in 
resolving the undetermined items which he hopes to have in the next few days. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated they are using the metrics to try to make the best decisions for 
County residents.  They determined they did not need to keep the stay at home order in place.  He 
also didn’t feel that we were ready to bend the curve downwards, but were flattening it and didn’t 
want to have a churn of people interacting. He stated that the goal is to have the changes in place 
and wait to see the changes hold.  It takes approximately two to three weeks to have those changes 
take hold.  The goal is to use these measures to inform our decisions. 
 
 Mr. Pruski stated that it is important to understand that a resolution does nothing to force the 
County Executive to do anything.  It is a statement by the Council.  He has seen some things on 
social media that were not true and wanted to be sure that people understood that.  He stated he 
hopes people have a chance to read the resolution.  He has questions about the PPE statements in 
the resolution.  He stated that he is not just concerned about hospitals, but also about businesses 



 

when they open.  There is also a statement regarding testing, that Anne Arundel County has 
sufficient testing capabilities.  He is aware that there are not places where you can be tested unless 
you have symptoms unless you pay out of pocket.  He stated that he agrees with a large percentage 
of what the resolution states and that the issues are very conflicted.  Mr. Pruski noted that the 
resolution states “reopen Anne Arundel County”.  There is a group called “reopen Maryland” that 
disagrees with a large portion of Governor Hogan’s policies.  He stated that he called a doctor at 
Anne Arundel Medical Center and there are not enough of the needed PPE’s and other supplies.  
He doesn’t have all the facts, but we need an opinion about the County’s liability if someone says 
they didn’t get the PPE they needed or someone wasn’t wearing their PPE and they caught the 
virus.  We aren’t going to get an answer overnight, but we need an answer to what happens if 
people don’t follow the law.  He is happy to serve on the work group about reopening.  He asked 
the Council if they were ready to make life and death decisions for people and to be able to say 
they are an expert. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated that they are working on testing capacity.  Each day there is more 
testing available, but everyone is trying to get it so it is hard to get.  These supply change issues 
are challenging.  These issues are out of their control and they are fighting for it every day.  The 
PPE issue is different.  They have their purchasing coordinator tracking down leads every day to 
try to get more supplies.  Some of them appear to be insane and would be thrown away in normal 
times.  He is forwarding them to purchasing to see if they are valid at this point. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler stated that the intent of the resolution is to open to Governor Hogan’s Phase 1.  
The most difficult part is that the progress we have made is all while the big box stores have been 
open.  She has driven by the parking lots of some of these stores and they are full like nothing has 
changed.  She stated she is struggling with how we are letting those businesses stay open and she 
is concerned that all safety measures are not being taken inside.  Small businesses are at the ready 
and they are not allowed to open.  If a business doesn’t have the supplies they need, they do not 
have to open.  This is not forcing anyone to open.   
 
 Ms. Fiedler stated that the census information Dr. Kalyanaraman noted does not distinguish 
between an Anne Arundel County resident or one from another county.  One of our hospitals does 
get patients from other counties.  There have been mixed messages about whether to get tested or 
not, and she thought that people were only supposed to get tested if they needed a doctor because 
of the illness.   
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated that the messaging around only coming for testing if you thought 
you needed medical intervention was because there was such a limited supply of testing available.  
We are seeing more tests now.  We are getting 500 more tests per week.  In terms of the hospital 
census, they are not differentiating between residents of Anne Arundel County or other counties 
because it is a capacity issue, not where the patients come from.  He stated if there are five beds 
left, there are five beds left. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated they are trying to do enforcement at the big box stores, but they 
need to see violations when they happen.  They are fielding the calls around this and knows small 
businesses are hurting now.   
 
 Mr. Baron reviewed neighboring counties and their requirements for non-essential 
businesses reopening.  He stated they are following the State mandates as to what is essential and 
non-essential business. 



 

 
 Ms. Rodvien stated that she thinks that we need to let health be the guide for this situation.  
She is sympathetic to the inequities between small business and the big box stores who have been 
allowed to remain open.  She stated she wanted to give voice to the economic impact of opening 
too soon.  We have been sacrificing a great deal and do not want to see a resurgence of the virus.  
She stated that the metrics we are using are the ones that are being used at the State level and at 
the CDC, and being close does not mean they have been met.   
 
 Ms. Rodvien also stated there are many people who will be required to go back to work who 
also have no health insurance and asked if there would be resources made available to them if they 
got sick.  She conveyed a story which she stated showed that the financial devastation which could 
be created by this virus is not only because of businesses being closed but also by getting the virus 
and the devastation of dying from it that families can have.  She stated she wanted to remind the 
Council that opening too soon can also have economic repercussions on families and businesses. 
 
 Ms. Rodvien stated she understood the need for people to go to their churches, but that 
research has indicated that this is a place where widespread transmission could take place.  She 
stated she does not want that to happen in Anne Arundel County.  She stated she is not a health 
expert, but we have one that we voted for unanimously.  She stated she believes we should stay 
the course and listen to our health expert. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated that the Council makes decisions all the time on subjects on which they are 
not experts.  In terms of resolutions not meaning anything Mr. Volke stated that words matter, and 
if they don’t mean anything, why does the Council do them.  He understands that it is non-binding 
and that the County Executive isn’t required to do anything based on the resolution, but words do 
matter as a representation of their constituents.  He stated he is glad that the County Executive has 
convened a work group to look at the reopening of the County, but that is an unelected group, and 
the Council are the elected officials.  Mr. Volke continued to discuss small business and the need 
for people to be able to attend church during such a difficult time. 
 
 Ms. Haire stated that she felt the requirements of hair salons seemed arbitrary to her and 
allowing only one person in at a time was not something that would work for most salons. 
 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated he realized that the requirements seemed arbitrary.  When they 
looked at how the requirements were come up with they realized that they were done by the Fire 
Code.  He realized at that time that the Fire Code has nothing to do with the rate of transmission 
of disease.  It has to do with the ability to get out of a building safely if needed.  They realized that 
they needed a different way to determine how to open safely that did not use the Fire Code.  They 
are actively working on how to do that.  He stated he hopes to have those requirements within the 
next two weeks.  He also noted that the faster they go, the rougher it is.  He stated in normal times 
they would never be able to put out a dashboard in three days that they would be able to stand 
behind, and that it would normally take several months.   
 
 Mr. Baron noted that if compared with neighboring counties, most of them are still closed.  
They are trying to find the right balance to open with caution, with the science and advice of the 
health experts. 
 
 Ms. Haire commented that the numbers given are arbitrary and she doesn’t want to be tied 
to arbitrary numbers. 



 

 
 Dr. Kalyanaraman stated that although the numbers are arbitrary, they do know that they 
work and are trying to be mindful of neighboring counties and their rules. 
 
 Ms. Lacey thanked the makers of the resolution because it brings the opportunity for 
discussion and that is healthy for democracy.  She stated that the Council is debating this issue in 
a safe, virtual platform so they cannot infect one another.  She suggested with the things we are 
considering opening, perhaps the Council should be meeting together, bring in the public and be 
an experiment.  She stated they aren’t going to do that because the Health Officer would advise 
against it and due to the scientific reasons that are known about the virus.  She stated that the 
science is telling us to stay the course, and perhaps for not that much longer.   
 
 Ms. Lacey also stated that all of the Council should be telling their constituents to wear their 
masks.  If we reopen too soon, people will die.  She is very glad that the County Executive is 
putting together the recovery work group.  She stated that the health of our County residents must 
be everyone’s primary goal.   
 
 Ms. Lacey stated that if the County reopens too soon, the Council will need to micromanage 
each step of the way.  She stated that they will have to decide on funerals, graduations, playgrounds 
and more if this were to pass, and she doesn’t want to do that.  She believes there is a way to open 
some small businesses without the risk of spreading the virus, but neither she nor any of the 
Council is in charge of that decision.  She stated the Council is not equipped to make those 
decisions. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated she also wanted to thank the sponsors for putting together the resolution.  
It gives the Council the opportunity to discuss the issues in an open and transparent way.  She 
stated that when the Governor took the first step last week, by giving the individual counties the 
opportunity to determine their speed of opening, he seemed to acknowledge that the most populous 
counties may not be ready to move as quickly some of the counties where they have seen less of 
the spread of the virus.   
 
 Ms. Pickard stated that although this Council is made up of younger members who may not 
have experienced some of the same things as some of our older constituents, they were alive when 
9-11 happened.  She stated that after this conversation tonight she hoped that the Council could 
find a place of unity. The unity of the leadership after 9-11 was inspiring, and she stated they are 
still called to be inspired by that leadership in a non-partisan way. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated she has had the opportunity to speak with some small businesses and the 
Chambers of Commerce.  They are struggling with how to open safely, and they are not sure about 
the guidelines given by the Governor.  She stated that some of the businesses asked how they could 
test their employees so they could say to their customers this is a virus free area.  The regulatory 
issues surrounding testing are the problem with that option.  She stated that they should be working 
on testing and insurance issues surrounding testing. 
 
 Ms. Pickard stated these things are going to require unity.  She stated that in her opinion this 
resolution is divisive in her opinion.  She stated that not every church is clamoring to open.  She 
believes that the social media noise is not necessarily all for opening immediately.  She would like 
to see the Council work collaboratively with the County Executive.  She stated she is not 



 

supporting the resolution, but not because she doesn’t want the small business to go back to work.  
She wants the County to stick together to work out the problems faced by these issues. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated he wanted everyone to know what they were voting for when voting on the 
resolution.  He stated it sounded to him like it would be at least another two weeks of the status 
quo.  He stated that he hopes the Office of Law and Mr. Swain were prepared for lawsuits filed by 
some local churches because the rules have been struck down in other places.  He stated he hopes 
the Office of Law has the legal funds available for these lawsuits, and because the Council is in 
the midst of the budget we should make sure there is enough padding in the budget to cover those 
costs. 
 
 Mr. Volke also stated that in regards to wearing masks, he does wear his.  There are some 
people who will not because the government is telling them they have to.  He stated he believes 
that most people are trying to be responsible and wear a mask. 
 
 Mr. Volke stated that in terms of the resolution being divisive, that if him standing up for 
churches and small businesses opening in a safe manner is divisive while liquor stores and other 
big businesses have been open throughout this whole time, he is going to continue to do so all day 
long for the citizens of this County. 
 
 Ms. Fiedler stated that this resolution is to try to get the County to move to Phase 1, which 
is what the Governor has done.  She stated she and her family always wear their masks and she 
encourages everyone in her district to also wear their masks, but she realizes that not everyone is 
going to listen to her.  She noted that in terms of Council meetings, with the Council and staff, a 
meeting would be prohibited.  Small businesses have flexibility in terms of who is in the business 
and who is working.  She thanked the County Executive for asking her to serve on the work group.  
She is concerned about the length of time it will take for the work group to make recommendations.  
She is concerned about mental health challenges that constituents are facing and that she believes 
they are at a tipping point.  She does not believe that the resolution was brought forward to be 
divisive. 
 
 Ms. Rodvien stated that the restrictions are not put in place to necessarily protect the person 
who is following them.  She stated that we are interconnected and that what one person decides to 
do affects everyone.  She stated that what we decide has to be what is best for everyone.  She 
believes that they should be looking out for the most vulnerable and those that are the least likely 
to have a voice in this conversation. 
 
 On motion of Mr. Volke, seconded by Ms. Haire, Resolution No. 16-20 was defeated by 
the following roll call vote: 
 
 Aye – Ms. Fiedler, Ms. Haire, Mr. Volke 
 Nay – Mr. Pruski, Ms. Rodvien, Ms. Lacey, Ms. Pickard 
  
ADJORNMENT 
 
 There being no further business, on motion of Ms. Lacey, seconded by Ms. Rodvien, the 
meeting adjourned at 10:48 P.M.  
   
   



 

   Respectfully submitted, 
 
   /s/ Susan F. Cline 
 
                by Susan F. Cline 
 
   /s/ JoAnne Gray 
 
                for JoAnne Gray 
   Administrative Officer 


