
CHARLES COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

2026 LOCAL LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS  
 

 
1. TOPIC: Heritage Commission PG. 1 

Submitted by Office of the Clerk to the Commissioners 

2. TOPIC: Board of Commissioners Attendance Requirements PG. 3 

Submitted by Joseph Mank 

3. TOPIC: Investigations of Commissioners PG. 5 

Submitted by Debra Jones 

4. TOPIC: Traffic Calming PG. 7 

Submitted by Derrick Terry  

5. TOPIC: Elimination of the Planning & Design Review Board (PDRB) PG. 13 

Submitted by Eileen Britt 

6. TOPIC: Vacant Commercial Property Registration and Maintenance PG. 16 

Submitted by Eileen Britt 

7. TOPIC: Warranty Period for Infrastructure Transferred to HOAs PG. 19 

Submitted by Eileen Britt 

8. TOPIC: Prioritizing Agriculture, Agritourism and Outdoor Recreation PG. 22 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

9. TOPIC: Monotonous Streetscapes PG. 24 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

10. TOPIC: Compliance by Commissioners with DEI Policies PG. 26 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

11. TOPIC: Commissioners’ Attendance and Performance Standards PG.28 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

12. TOPIC: Mandatory Governance and Ethics Training for Elected Officials PG. 30 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

13. TOPIC: Establishment of Office of the Independent Ethics Auditor PG. 32 

Submitted by Latina Wilson 

 



14. TOPIC: Entrepreneurs Grant Competition PG. 34 

Submitted by Jolana Watson 

15. TOPIC: Moratorium on Data Centers PG. 36 

Submitted by: 1. Khaliq Greathouse; 2. Jessica Cassidy; 3. Brenda Lough; 4. Olivia 
Robinson; 5. Skylar Robinson; 6. Milton Guzman; 7.Jackie Wesley; 8.Yvonne Stanton; 9. 
Jasmine Tiamfook; 10. Tiffany Marte; 11. Frank Robinson; 12.Aliyah Malazarte; 13. David 
Lopez; 14. Danielle Dixon; 15. Jazmine Gordon; 16.  Madeline Kaba; 17. Keith Quaine; 18. 
Major Robinson; 19. Faith Shelton; 20. Kendall Tucker; 21. Eleni Varlas; 22. Owen 
Whalen; 23. Patricia Williams; 24. Rachel Marino 

16. TOPIC: Ban on Data Centers PG. 84 

Submitted by: 1. Patrice Gutrick; 2. Lavon Harper; 3. Deborah Dwomoh; 4. Connor 
Sauers; 5. Michael Jenkins; 6. Patricia Ruiz 

17. TOPIC: Quarterly Joint Accountability Meetings for Data Center Discussion PG. 96 

Submitted by Micaiah Lloyd 

18. TOPIC: Ban on Non-Disclosure Agreements for Technology or Data Centers PG. 98 

             Submitted by Micaiah Lloyd 

19. TOPIC: Economic Development Task Force PG.100 

Submitted by Micaiah Lloyd 

20. TOPIC: Permanent Ban on Data Centers Above Tier 2 PG.102 

Submitted by Micaiah Lloyd 

21. TOPIC:  Planning for Long-term Maintenance in New Home Subdivisions    PG. 104 

Submitted by Eileen Britt 
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Oregon law (ORS 94.595 and ORS 100.175), which require developers to complete reserve studies, maintenance plans, and
establish reserve accounts at the time a community is created. By applying similar requirements during development, this
proposal strengthens long-term planning, protects homeowners, and supports sustainable infrastructure within the County’s
existing authority.
PROBLEM
In Charles County, HOAs and condominium associations are responsible for maintaining critical infrastructure such as stormwater
systems, roads, sidewalks, lighting, and community amenities. Too often, these communities are transitioned from developer
control to homeowners without proper financial preparation. HOA fees are frequently kept low early on to attract buyers, while
the true long-term costs of maintaining infrastructure are underestimated or deferred. When homeowners take control,
associations often discover that reserves are insufficient. They are then forced to raise fees or impose special assessments just to
meet basic maintenance needs. These sudden increases create financial stress and, in some cases, make homeownership
unaffordable or a serious hardship. This issue is further compounded by updated Maryland Department of the Environment
(MDE) stormwater requirements, which add ongoing maintenance and compliance responsibilities. Many HOAs are unaware of
these obligations until problems arise, increasing costs even further. Over time, this leads to deferred maintenance, deteriorating
infrastructure, and higher long-term expenses. It can also create inequities, where early homeowners end up subsidizing costs
tied to future development phases. Without proper planning and funding from the start, communities begin in a financially
unstable position, putting both homeowners and the County at risk.
SOLUTION
This proposal solves the problem by requiring developers to plan for long-term maintenance before communities are turned
over to homeowners and before the first home is built. Developers must: • Complete a reserve study to identify infrastructure,
lifespan, and costs • Create a maintenance plan for ongoing upkeep • Set up and fund a reserve account for the association
These steps are tied to existing development stages like plan approval, final plat, and certificate of occupancy, so no new process
is created. By doing this upfront, communities start with a clear plan and the funds needed to maintain infrastructure. This helps
prevent sudden fee increases, special assessments, and delayed repairs. The proposal also improves transparency for
homebuyers and ensures communities are set up for long-term success, protecting homeowners and supporting stable, well-
maintained neighborhoods across Charles County.
COST
Minimal cost to County. Managed within existing Planning & Growth Management processes with minor review time and one
time staff training. No new staff or ongoing oversight required.
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT
This proposed legislation is expected to be supported by homeowners, HOA boards, and organizations that are directly impacted
by underfunded infrastructure and rising costs after developer turnover. HOA leaders and community groups often struggle to
maintain infrastructure without adequate reserves. This proposal helps ensure communities are better prepared and able to
manage maintenance responsibly. It also aligns with the interests of County agencies, including Planning & Growth Management
and environmental stakeholders, by supporting responsible growth, sustainable infrastructure, and compliance with stormwater
requirements that protect public health and safety.
ORGANIZATIONAL OPPOSITION
Developers and builders may say this proposal adds costs, requirements, and could impact timelines or affordability. However, it
uses existing approval processes and does not create new fees or agencies. Costs are predictable and small compared to overall
development costs. More importantly, it helps prevent much higher costs for homeowners later, like special assessments and
steep fee increases. It also ensures developer-controlled associations collect HOA fees on time and properly fund reserves. This
supports responsible development, stable communities, and long term housing affordability in Charles County.
PROPOSED DRAFT LANGUAGE
All new developments in Charles County that create a homeowners association (HOA), condominium, or other common
ownership community responsible for maintaining shared infrastructure shall meet the following requirements. This legislation
also applies to developments currently in process, including phased developments, before the transfer of common areas and the
release of any bonds. 1. Developer Requirements: Before final plat approval, the developer shall: • Submit a reserve study
identifying all common infrastructure, its expected lifespan, and replacement costs • Provide a maintenance plan outlining
required upkeep and inspections, including stormwater systems • Establish a reserve account in the name of the association and
fund it with at least one year of recommended contributions 2. Phased and Ongoing Developments: For developments in
progress or built in phases, these requirements must be met before the release, reduction, or acceptance of any performance or
maintenance bonds, and before the transfer of common areas to the association. 3. Approval Conditions: The County may
withhold final plat approval, certificates of occupancy, or bond release until all requirements are satisfied. 4. Buyer Transparency:
Developers shall provide purchasers with a summary of the reserve study, maintenance responsibilities, and expected HOA
costs.
OTHER INFORMATION TO NOTE
This proposal presents a practical, preventive approach to challenges already being observed in Charles County. It ensures
communities are financially prepared before homeowners take over, helping to prevent special assessments, rising HOA fees,
and infrastructure failures. It works within the County’s existing development process and does not create new boards, fees, or
ongoing oversight. Instead, it adds a simple planning step at key approval stages, making it a low impact change for both staff
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and developers. The proposal also supports long-term housing affordability by reducing the risk of sudden fee increases that can
create financial hardship. More predictable costs help families remain in their homes. In addition, it protects the County by
helping ensure that infrastructure such as stormwater systems, roads, and drainage are properly maintained. When these
systems fail, the County often faces complaints and pressure to intervene. This proposal helps reduce that risk. It also promotes
fairness by setting consistent expectations for all developers while supporting those who already follow best practices.

Thank you,
Charles County, MD

This is an automated message generated by Granicus. Please do not reply directly to this email.

106




