






































Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org>

Testimony request
3 messages

Chris Pedersen Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 12:11 PM
To: "ccschu24@aacounty.org" <ccschu24@aacounty.org>

Good afternoon Miss Schultz,
I sincerely apologize; I missed the 11 a.m. cutoff for testimony and was hoping you could send this out to council
members before tonight's meeting. I know you are probably slammed but I truly appreciate any help you could give. 

I strongly support the current amended version of Bill 61-26, particularly the provisions that allow recovery residences and
group homes as permissible uses across the County’s residential zoning districts.

I believe the current version of Bill 61-26 is an important step toward bringing Anne Arundel County’s zoning code into
greater alignment with those federal protections while still allowing the County to enforce legitimate building, fire, health,
and safety requirements.

For people in recovery and people living with disabilities, access to housing should not depend on whether a particular
neighborhood or community is comfortable with who they are. Federal protections under the Fair Housing Act and the
Americans with Disabilities Act exist for a reason: people with disabilities, including many individuals in recovery from
substance use disorders, are entitled to equal access and cannot be singled out through discriminatory zoning practices.

As a provider operating residential behavioral health and recovery services in Anne Arundel County, I strongly support
having clear, predictable zoning rules that treat recovery residences and group homes fairly and allow these homes to
exist throughout our communities rather than being pushed into limited areas simply because of the population they
serve.

--
Sincerely,
Chris Pedersen

Executive Vice President 

Evolve Life Centers
2528 Mountain Road
Suite 201
Pasadena, MD 21122

This e-mail may contain confidential information. It should not be shared with anyone
other than the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient,
please delete this e-mail and notify the sender.

Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org> Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 12:13 PM
To: Chris Pedersen 

Hi Chris,

I will share it with the Council and add it to the record for tonight. Thank you.
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Kaley
[Quoted te t hidden]

Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org> Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 12:14 PM
To: Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org>
Cc: Pamela Groves <ccgrov26@aacounty.org>, Meredith Beach <ccbeac24@aacounty.org>
Bcc: Peter Smith <ccsmit23@aacounty.org>, Linda Harris <ccharr00@aacounty.org>, Allison Pickard
<ccpick33@aacounty.org>, Kristin Etzel <ccetze33@aacounty.org>, Nathan Volke <ccvolk33@aacounty.org>, Sara Gannon
<ccgann33@aacounty.org>, Julie Hummer <jhummer@aacounty.org>, Brian Kemmet <bkemmet@aacounty.org>, Amanda
Fiedler <ccfied33@aacounty.org>, Pam Scarbro <ccscar00@aacounty.org>, Lisa Rodvien <lisa.rodvien@aacounty.org>,
Courtney Buiniskis <ccbuin24@aacounty.org>, Shannon Leadbetter <sleadbetter@aacounty.org>, Jessica Ewing
<jewing@aacounty.org>

Good afternoon Council,

Please see the testimony below. Thank you.

Kaley
[Quoted te t hidden]
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Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org>

Bill 61-26

1 message

Hunter Messineo Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 11:31 AM

To: jhummer@aacounty.org, petersmith@aacounty.org, allison.pickard@aacounty.org, nathan.volke@aacounty.org,

amanda.fiedler@aacounty.org, lisa.rodvien@aacounty.org, Shannon Leadbetter <SLeadbetter@aacounty.org>,

ccschu24@aacounty.org

Dear Council Member,

Bill 61-26 is being presented as an update to the County's zoning code, but its implications for farms and agritourism

businesses are far more significant than simple housekeeping. The legislation makes numerous changes, including

definitions, permitted and conditional uses, accessory uses, structures, and other zoning requirements.

For Anne Arundel County's farmers, these are not simply words in a zoning code. They affect how farms survive.

Farming today is incredibly challenging. Weather, labor, insurance, equipment, land costs, and other operating

expenses continue to put pressure on family farms. Agritourism has become an important way for farms to diversify

their income while keeping agricultural land in production.

Agritourism is not separate from farming. It is an extension of farming.

Pick-your-own operations, farm stands, farm stores, farmers' markets, educational programs, farm-to-table meals,

seasonal festivals, and community events provide opportunities for farms to generate additional income while

introducing our community to agriculture and helping preserve working farmland.

Anne Arundel County has already recognized the importance of agricultural diversification. The County's current

Agricultural and Woodland Preservation Program recommendations specifically identify increased flexibility for

agricultural activities, including agritourism, as a potential way to strengthen agricultural preservation.

That makes it especially important that new zoning regulations do not unintentionally move us in the opposite

direction.

My concern with Bill 61-26 is that additional restrictions, definitions, approval requirements, and regulatory discretion

could create uncertainty and additional costs for farms that are simply trying to remain viable. A large commercial

development and a family farm offering a seasonal event, educational program, farm stand, or other agricultural

activity should not be treated the same. They have completey different needs and impacts.

If Anne Arundel County wants to preserve its farms and farmland, it must allow those farms to remain

economically sustainable.

Once a family farm is no longer financially viable, we cannot simply replace it. Agricultural land that is lost to

development is extraordinarily difficult, if not impossible, to recover.

I respectfully ask the County Council to vote NO on Bill 61-26 and take the time necessary to work directly with

farmers, agricultural organizations, and agritourism businesses to develop legislation that supports—not restricts—

the future of agriculture in Anne Arundel County.

Please listen to the people who are operating these farms and businesses. Give them a meaningful seat at the table

before imposing additional regulations that could affect their livelihoods.

Our farmers are already working hard to preserve open space, produce local food, educate our children, and maintain

the agricultural character of our county.

They need support, not additional barriers.

Thank you for your consideration and for your service to Anne Arundel County.

Sincerely,



Hunter Messineo

     Agent for 

MD #3994959929



Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org>

Re: Member Alert: Public Hearing on Anne Arundel County Bill 61-26

1 message

Nathan Volke <ccvolk33@aacounty.org> Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 9:32 AM

To: Hayley Bowerman <info@pasadenabusinessassociation.com>

Cc: nathan.volke@aacounty.org, cecs@aacounty.org, Kaley Schultze <ccschu24@aacounty.org>

Hi Hayley, sharing this with Kaley so she can add it to the public record. Thanks, Nathan

Sent from my mobile device. Please excuse typos.

———-

Nathan Volke

Anne Arundel County Councilman

District 3

Nathan.Volke@aacounty.org

Sara Gannon

Legislative Aide - District 3

ccgann33@aacounty.org

410-222-2413

Visit my blog for up to date information:

https://www.aacounty.org/departments/county-council/councilmembers/district-3

** Communications with the County Council office, County Council Member or Legislative Aide become part of the

public domain and may be subject to disclosure under the Maryland Public Information Act or the Anne Arundel

County Charter - www.aacounty.org 

On Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 9:14 AM Hayley Bowerman <info@pasadenabusinessassociation.com> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Truck of Deliciousness <truckofdeliciousness@gmail.com>

Date: Sun, Sep 20, 2026 at 10:54 PM

Subject: Re: Member Alert: Public Hearing on Anne Arundel County Bill 61-26

To: Pasadena Business Association <info@pasadenabusinessassociation.com>

Good evening I am not able to make the meeting but I would like my voice to be heard. As this would certainly hurt

our business as a food truck. 

Testimony on Bill 61-26

Good evening, Councilmembers. My name is Chris Robertson, and I own and operate Truck of Deliciousness Food

Truck & Catering here in Anne Arundel County.

I've been a food truck business owner in this community for over 13 years. I'm asking you to reconsider the

proposed restrictions on food trucks in Bill 61-26. Specifically the limit of three operating days per week and the 7

AM to 8 PM operating hours.

I absolutely understand the County's responsibility to regulate businesses. Food trucks should be safe, sanitary,

properly inspected, and respectful of the communities where they operate. I have no problem with reasonable

regulations that address actual concerns like traffic, parking, noise, fire safety, sanitation, or public safety.

My concern is that this bill places a blanket restriction on an entire industry without accounting for the very

different ways food trucks operate.



My business does everything from breakfast events and corporate catering to weddings, festivals, private parties,

neighborhood events and evening food-truck events. A breakfast truck and an evening food truck don't operate the

same way. A food truck operating at a private event isn't the same as one operating every day at a busy

commercial location.

My business also isn't simply a food truck sitting in one location every day. We travel to different communities,

businesses, private events and venues throughout Anne Arundel County. A three-day-per-week limitation could

mean turning down legitimate work simply because of the day of the event. Even when that event has no negative

impact on the surrounding community.

For example, if we have a Monday corporate employee appreciation event, a Wednesday private party, a Friday

neighborhood event and a Saturday festival, the proposed three-day limit could force us to turn down one of those

events. Not because there is a safety, traffic, noise or sanitation problem, but simply because we've already

operated three days that week.

The County is already requiring mobile food vehicles to comply with health requirements and undergo Fire Marshal

inspection, including requirements involving propane, fire suppression, electrical systems and cooking equipment.

So I would respectfully ask what specific problem is the three-day limit intended to solve?

Why three days? What evidence shows that operating more than three days creates a problem?

And why 7 AM to 8 PM for every food truck, regardless of the type of business or location?

If the concern is noise, then regulate noise. If the concern is traffic, regulate traffic. If the concern is parking,

establish reasonable parking requirements. If the concern is operating near residential areas, establish reasonable

setbacks.

But limiting every food truck in the County to three days a week and 7 AM to 8 PM may restrict legitimate

businesses that aren't creating any of those problems.

Food trucks are small businesses. I thought Anne Arundel County was the best place for all? Why are food truck

businesses excluded from the county’s motto? We also don’t operate like a traditional brick and mortar business

open all year long. Most food trucks make their money from the spring to fall. You would greatly impact our ability

to survive as a business.

I'm not asking the County to eliminate regulation. I'm asking the County to make the regulations targeted toward

actual impacts rather than imposing a blanket limit on every food truck.

At a minimum, I would ask the Council to remove or reconsider the three-day restriction and the blanket 7 AM to 8

PM restriction, can you produce the data and reasoning that led to those specific limits.

I would also ask the Council to clearly explain how the new requirements will affect food trucks that are already

legally operating in Anne Arundel County.

Thank you for your time.

Chris Robertson

Www.truckofdeliciousness.com

On Sun, Sep 20, 2026 at 9:01 PM Pasadena Business Association <donotreply@chambermate.com> wrote:



Dear PBA Members,

The Pasadena Business Association is closely following Anne Arundel County Bill 61-26, a 

proposed update to the County’s zoning code. The County Council will hold a public hearing 

on the amended bill Monday, September 21, 2026, at 6:00 p.m. at the Arundel Center, 44 

Calvert Street in Annapolis.

This proposal covers a wide range of land uses. We are concerned about its potential 

effects on small and home-based businesses, food trucks, farms, and agritourism 

operations. Before the Council acts, members should have an opportunity to explain how 

the proposed rules would affect their work.

For example, the amended bill would limit food truck operations to three days per calendar 

week and hours between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. It would also place conditions on where 

food trucks may operate in residential, mixed-use, and open-space districts. Other 

provisions revise standards for agricultural activities and change zoning requirements that 

may affect businesses across the county. The practical impact will depend on each 

business and its location, which makes firsthand input especially valuable.

We encourage you to review the amended Bill 61-26 and share any concerns with 

the County Council. You can:



1. Attend and testify on September 21. Register through the County Council’s 

meeting participation page. Online registration closes at 3:00 p.m. Monday, and 

spoken testimony is limited to two minutes per person. You may also submit written 

testimony through the County’s process.

2. Contact your councilmember or the County Executive. The County Council 

website provides councilmember contact information. Pasadena is represented by 

District 3 Councilmember Nathan Volke, who can be reached at 

nathan.volke@aacounty.org or 410-222-2413. County Executive Steuart Pittman’s 

office can be reached at CECS@aacounty.org or 410-222-1821.

Whether you testify or write, specific examples will help councilmembers understand how a 

proposed requirement could affect your hours, customers, events, property, or plans for 

growth.

Our local businesses and farms are an essential part of Anne Arundel County’s economy 

and community life. Thank you for taking the time to review this proposal and make your 

voice heard.

Sincerely,

Pasadena Business Association

SIGN UP TO TESTIFY

Pasadena Business Association

PO Box 861

Pasadena, Maryland 21122

(410) 360-4722

https://www.pasadenabusinessassociation.com/

Unsubscribe

--

Hayley Bowerman

Executive Director

E: info@pasadenabusinessassociation.com |

pasadenabusinessassociation.com

     | Join The PBA



September 20, 2026 

Anne Arundel County Council 

44 Calvert St.  

Annapolis MD 21401   

 

Dear Madam Chair and Council Members, 

The Anne Arundel County Agriculture Commission met Thursday the 17th day of September 2026, at 

which time we voted unanimously to respectfully request that the Council vote “no” on Bill 61-26 so that 

critical stakeholders of Anne Arundel County (such as the Agriculture Commission) may further study this 

239-page bill. 

This bill, as written at the time of this meeting, may impose potentially unintended and onerous 

restrictions on locally owned small businesses including family farms, food trucks, kennels, landscape 

businesses, new and existing businesses seeking certificates of use, and overnight lodging while paving 

the way for large-scale telecommunications companies.   

It is an extraordinarily comprehensive bill and one that deserves public awareness, including county 

commissions and advisory boards review, town hall meeting(s), solicitation of feedback, and 

understanding of any/all impacts to the residents, farmers, business owners, and employees of Anne 

Arundel County.  

Without comprehensive and thorough understanding of the intended and unintended consequences of 

Bill 61-26, there is a greater possibility for error, missed needs, and lack of clarity as to the social, 

financial, and economic impact on the county itself as well as all stakeholders who work, live, and 

recreate in Anne Arundel County.   

To support our County Executives’ mission of Anne Arundel County being the Best Place for All, we 

hereby request a pause in the process of this bill.  This will provide the time for transparent processes, 

fiduciary responsibility, and for prudent review, discussion, analysis, and for the potential introduction of 

additional reflective amendments, of and to Bill 61-26 by informed stakeholders of Anne Arundel County.  

 

Respectfully,  

 

Anna Chaney 

Chair, Anne Arundel County Agriculture Commission  

 



 
September 21, 2026 

Anne Arundel County Council 
44 Calvert Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
 
Opposition to Bill 61-26 Recovery Residence Provisions 
 
Dear Members of the County Council: 
 
On behalf of Project Chesapeake, I respectfully ask the Council not to adopt the recovery-
residence provisions of Bill No. 61-26 in their current form. Project Chesapeake supports 
recovery housing, access to behavioral health treatment, and the right of people with 
substance use disorders to live in communities free from discrimination. Our concern is 
not with residents in recovery. It is with eliminating reasonable oversight of the commercial 
operators that control their housing. 
 
As amended, Bill 61-26 would make recovery residences permitted uses throughout every 
residential zoning district in Anne Arundel County. The bill also changes related zoning 
protections affecting group homes and behavioral health facilities. Those changes risk 
treating fair-housing compliance as a reason to remove ordinary safeguards concerning an 
operator's identity, occupancy and capacity, concentration of commonly controlled 
properties, parking, life safety, and whether a property is actually functioning as housing 
rather than as part of a larger treatment enterprise. 
 
Federal law does not require that result. The Fair Housing Act protects individuals with 
disabilities from discriminatory land-use practices, but it does not displace local zoning 
authority. Joint guidance from the U.S. Departments of Justice and Housing and Urban 
Development recognizes that local governments may enforce nondiscriminatory zoning 
requirements, impose legitimate health-and-safety standards, and consider reasonable-
accommodation requests based on the facts of each case. The appropriate objective is 
equal housing opportunity with reasonable, neutral oversight - not unrestricted operation. 
That distinction is especially important in the substance-use-disorder system. Maryland 
defines a recovery residence as alcohol- and drug-free housing that does not include 
clinical treatment services. Yet housing can become intertwined with an affiliated 
outpatient program. When the same or related organizations control both housing and 
treatment, a resident may have little practical freedom to select a provider, change 



 
providers, step down from an unnecessary level of care, or stop treatment without 
jeopardizing housing. 
 
This is not a theoretical regulatory concern. The State's proposed 2026 revisions to COMAR 
10.63 would expressly prohibit a certified recovery residence from conditioning housing on 
participation in another licensed behavioral health program or an affiliated business. The 
Behavioral Health Administration's licensing process also requires outpatient providers to 
disclose associated housing and affiliated organizations receiving housing referrals. Those 
measures reflect the need to preserve a genuine separation between recovery housing and 
reimbursable clinical services, particularly where Medicaid or another third-party payer 
funds the treatment. 
 
Anne Arundel County should retain a reasonable mechanism to confirm who operates a 
recovery residence, how many residents it houses, whether required State certification 
exists, whether commonly controlled properties are concentrated in one area, and whether 
housing is being used to channel residents into an affiliated outpatient program. These are 
safeguards directed at operators and business practices, not at the disability of the people 
who live there. 
 
We therefore respectfully request that the Council remove or defer the recovery-residence 
provisions of Bill 61-26 and develop more tailored language that protects residents from 
discrimination while preserving neutral oversight of recovery-residence operators. Project 
Chesapeake would welcome the opportunity to work with the County, residents, 
advocates, treatment providers, and recovery-housing operators on a lawful and workable 
framework. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Joseph Rogers 
Chief Executive Officer 
Project Chesapeake 



 

 

 

 

 

 

September 21, 2026 

The Honorable Julie Hummer, Chair 

Anne Arundel County Council 

44 Calvert Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 

RE: Bill 63-26, Zoning – Data Storage Center - POSITION: UNFAVORABLE 

Dear Chair Hummer and Members of the Council, 

On behalf of the Maryland Tech Council (MTC), I write to respectfully oppose Bill 63-26. MTC is 

Maryland's largest technology and life sciences trade association, representing over 800 member 

companies spanning companies across Maryland’s innovation economy, including many of the 

technology, defense, and cybersecurity employers that make Anne Arundel County their home. 

Bill 63-26 removes data storage centers from every district in which the County Code allows them today 

and repeals the conditional use standards the County adopted for the BWI/Fort Meade Growth Area. In 

practice, it is a permanent prohibition on new data centers in Anne Arundel County, and it would 

eliminate the potential to significant local revenue and jobs. 

Anne Arundel's position is unique in Maryland. Fort Meade is one of the largest military installations in 

the country and the largest single employer in the state, with more than 64,000 jobs. It supports more 

than 190,000 direct, indirect, and induced jobs and more than $13 billion in annual wages, and it is home 

to the National Security Agency, U.S. Cyber Command, and the Defense Information Systems Agency. 

Around it, the County has built an ecosystem of more than hundreds of technology companies and tens 

of thousands of technology professionals. That ecosystem depends on secure computing located close to 

the mission. Bill 63-26 exempts facilities owned and operated by a government for its own use, but not 

the commercial and contractor facilities that serve the defense and intelligence community. Those 

facilities would be forced to locate elsewhere, and the employers who rely on them will factor that into 

where they grow next. 

The revenue at stake is substantial. The Office of the Budget's fiscal note reports no effect on revenues, 

but it acknowledges that a zoning bill prohibiting development may affect future property tax revenues 

and permitting fees. That future revenue is exactly what this bill dismisses, and recent Maryland 

analyses show its scale. Sage Policy Group studied a single 800,000 square foot, 300 megawatt facility 

in Prince George's County and found it would generate nearly $20 million in county tax revenue each 

year and about $17 million for the State. The real property tax alone would exceed what 1,800 median-

priced homes pay, and the county total is enough to fund 175 police officers annually. In Frederick 

County, an HR&A Advisors estimates that the Frederick Digital Campus will generate about $215 

million a year for the County at full buildout, equal to 16 percent of the County's FY2025 budget. Anne 

Arundel does not need a campus of that size to benefit. A single facility in the Growth Area would add a 

commercial tax base that eases pressure on residential taxpayers while placing little demand on schools 

and county services. 



 

 

 

 

The jobs follow the same pattern. The Prince George's County facility would support more than 4,800 

jobs during construction, most of them in the building trades, with compensation averaging about 

$72,000. Once operating, it would directly employ about 100 people in management, engineering, and 

security, with pay approaching $100,000, and support more than 300 jobs statewide.  

We understand that residents have raised questions about noise, water use, backup generator emissions, 

and the effect of new demand on the electric grid. We are not asking the Council to set those questions 

aside. We ask the Council to recognize that it already holds the authority to answer them. The 

conditional use standards in Section 18-10-124 exist because the County chose to direct this use to the 

part of the county built for it and to attach conditions to it. The Council can update those standards to 

ensure that any data center choosing to locate in Anne Arundel is designed and operated in a way that 

minimizes its impact on the surrounding community. That path protects residents and keeps the County 

open to investment. A repeal does neither, instead moving projects, their tax base, and jobs, elsewhere in 

the region. 

MTC and its members would welcome the opportunity to work with the Council standards that fit Anne 

Arundel County. For these reasons, we respectfully urge an unfavorable vote on Bill 63-26. 

Respectfully, 

 

 

 

Kelly M. Schulz 

Chief Executive Officer 
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