
Dear Committee, 
 
I am in favor of this bill, but three major problems stand out. 
 
1)  Many people living in a region commute to other areas for work.  It is unclear what “THE 
TOTAL NUMBER OF JOBS BY PLACE OF WORK” actually means.  Are they places of work 
within the region? This proportionality seems to penalize more residential counties at the 
expense of counties was large businesses, such as federal/other government buildings.  I am 
also worried about a positive feedback loop- as it is much easier to predict and legislate/add 
more housing than it is to provide jobs.  Like common network effects, nodes of residential 
housing will only see more housing, not jobs. 
 
2)  State rated capacity is not a good number to use.  This bill should defer to local-rated 
capacity.  Local school systems know their buildings the best.  In Howard County, for example, 
our local capacity takes into account various special education and other specialized program 
spaces which the IAC does not consider the same in its calculations.  This will likely apply to 
other counties, but by using state-rated capacity many of Howard County’s schools would 
likely see their students increase by +100 students/building at 100%SRC, often in Title 1 
schools.  This leads to an imbalance between the needs of school-aged children 
(infrastructure) and housing.  We already have students in schools with one-way hallways as it 
is.   
 
3) Frequent redistricting is in direct opposition to the learning goals the Blueprint seeks to 
achieve.  It is disruptive to communities and the learning process– redistricted students do see 
setbacks.  Consideration of geographically located schools to relieve overcrowding should be 
left up to local education agencies and shouldn’t be automatically applied as a “one size fits all” 
approach to housing. 
 
 
Please see my email below with Howard County specific data if interested. 
 
HB503/SB430- Regional Housing Infrastructure Gap will cause undue strain on Howard 
County Schools and continually interfere with local communities.   
 
1) I don't understand the rationale for a "housing gap" in the first place.  This is not how 
our country and county was built. What does "jobs by place of work" mean?  We have at 
least 44,000 thousand federal workers in Maryland US District 3.  Is this housing gap 
intentionally ignoring that people commute to work far away from where they live?  More 
importantly.... 
 
2) In using state-rated capacity for our schools, locally-defined capacity is completely 
ignored.  In many cases, this difference is more than a hundred students.  (The chart 



of state-rated vs local capacity is presented below, as well as the difference in students 
for our schools) 
 
3) In prohibiting what are essentially county infrastructure concerns by saying 
development can proceed if the state-rated capacity of geographically located schools is 
under 100%, this bill does two things: 
               A. Ignores disruptions to local communities caused by frequent redistricting.  
Students and families build a large part of their friends, lives, and healthy   
                           communities around school. 
               B. Ignores that redistricting is a lengthy process.  The Bryant Woods ES 
redistricting begun in Fall 2024 will not result in actual changes until the 26-27  
                              school year.  How long will our students have to be in 
overcrowded schools?  
                                         02 13 25 Initiate Boundary Review Process in 2025 
Presentation.pdf - Google Drive 
 
Here is are the parts of the bill I am particularly concerned about: 
 
  (E) A LOCAL JURISDICTION SHALL CITE AT LEAST ONE OF THE FOLLOWING AS 
A JUSTIFICATION TO DENY A HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROJECT APPLICATION 
THAT CLEARLY OUTWEIGHS THE NEED FOR HOUSING:    
 
  (5) THE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IS LOCATED, AT THE TIME OF 
APPLICATION, IN A SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA: 
 
28 (I) THAT HAS UNIFORMLY VERIFIABLE CURRENT OR  PROJECTED FULL–TIME 
ENROLLMENT FOR THE SCHOOL THAT EXCEEDS 100% OF THE SCHOOL’S 
CURRENT OR ESTIMATED STATE RATED CAPACITY 
 
 (II) FOR WHICH THE SUM OF THE UNIFORMLY VERIFIABLE CURRENT OR 
PROJECTED FULL–TIME ENROLLMENT FOR THE SCHOOL AND ITS 
GEOGRAPHICALLY ADJACENT SCHOOLS EXCEEDS 100% OF THE SUM OF THE 
CURRENT OR ESTIMATED STATE RATED CAPACITY FOR THOSE SCHOOLS; AND 
 
(III) THAT HAS BEEN DETERMINED BY THE LOCAL JURISDICTION, USING 
UNIFORMLY VERIFIABLE OBJECTIVE CRITERIA, TO HAVE INADEQUATE SCHOOL 
CAPACITY;  
 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DuA-MPuJKMkgS9ikPQmbD2ZE_XKLjZ6-/view?fbclid=IwY2xjawIus2pleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHb_TC6K9UCUIXNzcLkSrmndbMjckqXP7P6FiJnqRn7-oHfdsLj-JeQGp_g_aem_Mq1oE3_dzplMz8g0NU00-g
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DuA-MPuJKMkgS9ikPQmbD2ZE_XKLjZ6-/view?fbclid=IwY2xjawIus2pleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHb_TC6K9UCUIXNzcLkSrmndbMjckqXP7P6FiJnqRn7-oHfdsLj-JeQGp_g_aem_Mq1oE3_dzplMz8g0NU00-g


Again, because stated-rated capacity is defined and used in (i) and (ii), I believe 
local-rated capacity cannot be used for a reason in (iii).  I'm asking that you 
intentionally use local-rated capacity in this bill.    
 
 
Here is the HCPSS Chart comparing State-rated vs. Local capacity.  06 20 24-2024 
Feasibility Study Report.pdf  Page 9. 
 

 
 

https://go.boarddocs.com/mabe/hcpssmd/Board.nsf/files/D67KCN513DC2/$file/06%2020%2024-2024%20Feasibility%20Study%20Report.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/mabe/hcpssmd/Board.nsf/files/D67KCN513DC2/$file/06%2020%2024-2024%20Feasibility%20Study%20Report.pdf


Here is a chart I made showing the difference for Elementary Schools.  The schools 
with asterisks are Title 1 schools, which will have some of the highest increases.  
MS present the same trend, while HS are mixed. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Ryan Powers 
 
3646 Sharp Rd, 
Glenwood, MD 21738 
 
 
 


