
Crandell's comments 

Mr. Crandell went to great lengths to explain how: 

1. The previous cold mill and "most of the commercial development in the county" is now done 

under a limited exemption development process. 

2. The limited exemption process is open to the public. He meant the process for applying for 

one is "open". Sparrows Point does not need to apply - they already got it! 

3. Even with the limited exemption, they are still subject to all building and environmental 

requirements and have to go through the "scrutiny of public works, environmental, public safety, 

etc." (But who's watching?) 

What Mr. Crandell is glossing over is that there are two very different levels of "limited 

exemption" defined in Section 32-4-106 of the Code. 

An "A" exemption which exempts the development from all of the development review 

processes defined in Subtitle 2. 

The "B" exemption which exempts the development only from a Community Input Meeting and 

a Hearing Officer's Hearing. 

It may be true that many (certainly not most) commercial developments are now being granted a 

"B" exemption by the Development Review Committee. Almost none have been granted an "A" 

exemption, and that is only if they are very trivial work efforts. As I testified, I was told that I 

could not get an "A" exemption for a lot-line adjustment in my back yard that would have 

benefitted all of my neighbors. 

Mr. Crandell is correct that the process to request an exemption (A or B) is open to the public, 

and there is an opportunity for the public to comment or object and, if they feel strong enough, 

they can appeal the decision. I have personally been involved in such proceedings to oppose a 

"B" exemption. What is wrong with the bill is that it takes that "open process" away from 

citizens and grants a de facto exemption, without the right to object or appeal. This is apparently 

the "cumbersome processes" which the Sun article referred to. 

To be clear, as the Baltimore County website says an "A" exemption means that a development 

is exempt from a "concept plan, community input meeting, development plan, and a hearing". 

Without a development plan being submitted, there is nothing for the various County 

departments to review. The developer can go directly to applying for a building permit. Section 

32-4-214, a part of the Subtitle 2 that they are exempt from, is where is states: "Before the 

community input meeting and the filing of a Development Plan, an applicant shall file the 

concept plan with the Department of PAI, [and] the Department shall transmit copies of the 

concept plan to the appropriate reviewing agencies for comment." Then later in Section 32-4-221 

it states "An applicant shall file a development plan with the Department of PAI" (and it 

specifies the information that must be included, such as "location and description of hazardous 

material"). Section 32-4-226 (still exempt under an "A" exemption) states that "the following 

agencies shall review the development plan: Planning, Environmental, Education, Rec&Parks, 

Fire, Police, State Highways, etc. Thus, under an "A" exemption, there is no requirement for any 

of these agencies to review the plan (since there is no plan anyway). And there is no opportunity 

whatsoever for the public to review or comment on any plans. We find out when it is built. 



Subtitle 2 also would provide the possibility of a plan being referred to the Planning Board under 

certain circumstances. Not this one! 

While the process of approving the Bill did provide citizens the usual chance to comment on or 

object to the "A" exemption being granted (limited to what one could say in 3 minutes), that is 

not anywhere near the process and opportunity that the "open" process Mr. Crandell talked about 

at length provides. (I was the only one who spoke against the bill at the work session, probably 

because no one else noticed the significance of the "A" in the final line of the bill.) 


