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CECIL COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
CITIZEN OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

 
Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, August 19, 2009, 4 p.m. 
Cecil College Technology Center Room 208 

One Seahawk Drive 
North East, MD 21921 

 
 

I. Call to Order 4:00 

II. Approval of Minutes  4:05 

III. Old Business  

Discussion of Public Forum Statements and Written Comments on COC 
Draft Concept Plan 

 

4:10 

IV. New Business   

Adjourn 7:00 
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CECIL COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CITIZEN OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
MEETING MINUTES 

15 July 2009 
 

Present:  Bennett,  John;  Broomell,  Diana;  Butler,  Eileen;  Cairns,  Ed;  Clewer,  Jeff;  Derr,  Dan; 
Denver, John; Doordan, B. Patrick; Duckett, Vernon; Edwards, Sandra; Folk, Patricia; Gell, Robert; Gilley, 
Paula; Jackson, Ann; Lane, Diane; Priapi, Vic; Pugh, Mike; Rossetti, Rupert; Smyser, Chuck; Stewart, Gary; 
Strauss, Vicky;  Tapley, Donna; Thorne, Owen; Walbeck, Carl; Whiteman, Will; Wiggins, Kennard; Bayer, 
Michael – ERM; Graham, Clive – ERM; Sennstrom, Eric 
 
Absent:   Buck, Walter;  Bunnell,  John;  Colenda,  Sarah;  Day,  Shawn;  Deckard,  Donna;  Ellerton, 
Vaughan; Kilby, Phyllis; Polite, Dan; Shaffer, Henry; Snyder, Linda; Whitehurst, Dan; Di Giacomo, Tony 
 
Observers:  Helton, Art; Martinuk, Joe 
 
Call to Order:  Dr. Lane called the meeting to order at 4:09 p.m. 
 
Approval of Minutes:  Motion was made by John Bennett to approve the 8 July 2009 meeting minutes.  
Motion was seconded by Kennard Wiggins.   
 
Vic Priapi questioned  the motions as contained on page 9 of  the minutes.   Paula Gilley noted  that on 
page 12 the word perennial needs to be inserted in the 3rd paragraph.  Discussion ensued on the proper 
level of specificity required  in the Comprehensive Plan versus the  implementation documents that will 
follow.  Paula Gilley questioned the wording on page 15, number 6 relative to green infrastructure. 
 
Twenty one  (21) members  voted  in  favor of motion  to  approve  the  8  July  2009 minutes.    Three  (3) 
members voted in opposition.  Two (2) members did not vote.  Motion approved. 
 
New Business:  Dr.  Lane  announced  that  we  will  be  commencing  the  evening’s  agenda  with  the 
community facilities section.   She asked Clive Graham to provide a summary of where we  left off after 
Craig Whiteford’s presentation and where we need to get to tonight.   Mr. Graham reminded the COC 
that  contemplation was  required on whether  the plan  is affordable with  certain actions being  taken, 
whether  the needs of  the plan are affordable,  the need  to  find  funding  for anticipated growth or  the 
need to manage growth to stay within the County’s means.   
 
Dr. Lane asked if there was any discussion.  Ann Jackson asked if it was possible for the County to front 
fund  projects  as  Harford  County  does.    Clive  Graham  presented  an  overview  of  the  County’s  debt 
affordability model  that  exists  to  properly manage  debt.    Ed  Cairns  posited  that  the  costs  are  not 
properly accounted  for and that  future taxes won’t cover  future costs.   Mr. Cairns was of the opinion 
that  alternatives  (special  taxing  districts,  impact  fees,  cut  plan’s  cost, more  taxes, more  businesses) 
would be required to cover costs.  He stated that Vernon Duckett’s plan to direct all the future density in 
a smaller growth area would be the best way to move forward.   Clive Graham reminded the COC that 
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the  implementation section contains a discussion of potential  fiscal and growth management options.  
Will  Whiteman  stated  that  Mr.  Whiteford  said  that  the  plan  was  affordable.    B.  Patrick  Doordan 
remarked that Craig Whiteford said there was no  issue with  funding the needs  identified  in the table.  
Diana Broomell  inquired as whether  there are more commercial areas on  the proposed  land use map 
than exist on the current map.  She was also interested in the amount of current commercial/industrial 
acreage versus the potential future commercial/industrial acreage.   Dr. Lane noted that  is too finite an 
item  to be  considered at  this  time and  the COC did not need  to  focus on  such minutia.   Paula Gilley 
reflected on the Towns control of a significant portion of the U.S. Route 40 corridor where there is a lot 
of  commercial  land.    Gary  Stewart  stated  that  the  County  could  zone  all  the  land  it  wanted  as 
commercial  and  industrial without  result due  to market demand,  the  key was providing  the  tools  to 
attract  business  to  those  zones.    Kennard Wiggins  said  that Gary  Stewart’s  comments  align with  Ed 
Cairn’s  comments.   He  felt  it  comes  done  to  a  question  of  affordability.   Dr.  Lane  summarized Mr. 
Whiteford’s commentary from  last week.   Will Whiteman ruminated on the  impossibility of predicting 
future tax increases or decreases.  Owen Thorne vehemently proffered that it is the COC’s responsibility 
to state the cost of the plan and provide suggestions for its funding.  Vernon Duckett stated that the cost 
of  infrastructure  is known and  that unbuilt houses would have pay $50,000 per house  to offset  their 
future impact on County services.  
 
 Paula Gilley  reminisced  that a  former Board of County Commissioners attempted  to place water and 
sewer  infrastructure  in  the growth area and was rebuffed due  to allegations of excessive cost.   Owen 
Thorne was of the opinion that the plan and its associated accoutrements such as future schools, roads, 
water and wastewater would not be affordable.  He felt that the numbers just don’t add up – 1 billion in 
projected expenses versus $0.6 billion in projected budgets .  B. Patrick Doordan said he believed that it 
was  not  in  the  COC’s  purview  to  do  Craig Whiteford’s  job  or  the  Board  of  Education’s  job.   Will 
Whiteman  suggested  that underlying  this discussion was a  surreptitious effort afoot  to  revisit earlier 
votes for the map and the numbers relating thereto.  Mr. Whiteman stated that the man that does the 
budget said the costs associated with this plan are affordable.   Clive Graham noted that it was not the 
job of the COC to write the County’s budget or to do Mr. Whiteford’s  job.   Mr. Graham continued by 
saying  that  the  role of  the COC was  to assess whether  the plan was  reasonably affordable and were 
tools in the plan to meet the funding needs over the next twenty (20) years.  Diana Broomell stated that 
it comes down to Mr. Whiteford’s definition of affordable and the COC’s definition of affordable and the 
interpretation of what was in the information the COC has received and hasn’t received.  Vicky Strauss 
noted  that crystal balls are  fuzzy and  that a best guess  for  the  future was all  that was possible.   She 
continued that the COC needs to recommend options to the Commissioners and the Commissioners can 
decide.   
 
John Bennett noted that the forward funding language was limited to schools and asked if it should also 
include U.S.  40  improvements.   Michael  Bayer  reported  that  conversations  have  occurred with  SHA 
regarding  a  potential  County‐funded  planning  study  of  the  US  40 MD  213  intersection.    The  SHA 
responded that it may or may not move the process forward.  Ed Cairns stated that the approval of the 
plan depends on the best available  information and that the process was  iterative.   Discussion ensued 
on requirements to obtain state funding for school construction projects. 

Page 6



 
Motion  was  made  by  Mike  Pugh  to  approve  the  community  facilities  section  and  the  community 
facilities needs table and projects list.   Motion was seconded by Jeff Clewer.   
 
Vicky Strauss noted that revisions needed to be made to certain fire projects on the needs table.   Mr. 
Pugh acquiesced to the amendment. 
 
Nineteen  (19) members  voted  in  favor  of  the motion.    Six  (6) members  voted  in  opposition  to  the 
motion.  1 member did not vote.  Motion was approved. 
 
Clive Graham presented an overview of the Housing section of the Concept Plan.  He stated that this was 
a general rather than specific section and that more specificity would be provided in the full plan.  There 
would  be  information  provided  on  change  in  housing  stock,  proportion  of  housing  in  County  and  in 
Towns,  housing mix,  owner  occupied  versus  rental,  affordable  housing,  special  needs,  and  general 
housing.  Major policies and actions will identify housing needs, target affordable housing, senior needs 
and mixed use options.  Mr. Graham noted that recommendation number 4 under Policies and Actions 
was a result of the sub‐committee recommendation to encourage private sector participation.  Kennard 
Wiggins queried as  to how Cecil County matches up with  the state relative  to  the mix of housing and 
values.    Clive Graham  responded  that  that  data  has  not  yet  been  compiled  but will  be.   Discussion 
ensued on housing needs, mix of housing types, affordability issues, special needs housing, recreational 
opportunities, and market needs.   
 
Motion was made by John Bennett to adopt the housing element with a recreation component.  Motion 
was seconded by Mike Pugh.   Twenty three (23) members voted  in favor of the motion.   No members 
voted in opposition to the motion.  Three (3) members did not vote.  Motion was approved. 
 
Michael Bayer presented a synopsis of the implementation section.  Mr. Bayer stated that the section in 
the full plan will go beyond tools and look at policies and actions and assign responsibility for each.  Dan 
Derr noted a need to address the lack of water and sewer infrastructure in the implementation section 
and  recommended measures be  listed  to address  the void.   Discussion ensued on whether  that  topic 
was previously discussed in water resources.  Dan Derr questioned as to how the County would finance 
the  costs.   B. Patrick Doordan  stated  that  it  is not  the COC’s  responsibility  to  come up with  funding 
methods.  Kennard Wiggins stated that raising property taxes was not listed, he inquired as to whether 
that meant the COC opposes higher taxes.  Discussion ensued on the issue of taxes and whether the COC 
needs to take a position on the rate to be imposed.  Discussion continued on whether it was proper to 
raise an issue not associated with a goal from a sub‐committee, whether it was in the COC’s purview to 
discuss taxes, and whether the issue should be left to others.  
 
 Ann Jackson asked for a definition of the developers rights and responsibilities agreements tool cited in 
the Concept Plan.   Clive Graham  responded  that  it was similar  to a Public Works agreement with  the 
exception that it goes a step further by attempting to streamline the process by putting it in the public 
hearing venue.     Ms. Jackson questioned whether that would actually have the  intended effect.   Diana 
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Broomell pleaded that Mr. Wiggins’ recommendation be revisited.  Dr. Lane reminded Ms. Broomell that 
since  the  issue  did  not  come  from  a  subcommittee,  it  cannot  be  voted  on  in  accordance with  the 
adopted rules and procedures of the COC.  Kennard Wiggins demanded to know if the Chairperson was 
afraid of listening to the people’s opinion and if she was trying to stifle dialogue.  Ed Cairns said that not 
acting on Mr. Wiggens’ recommendation was not good sense.  B. Patrick Doordan noted that we need to 
follow the voted upon procedure and we cannot deviate at this point.   Eileen Butler reflected that tax 
dollars come from property taxes.  Gary Stewart cautioned against providing a refuge to politicians that 
would enable taxes to rise.   Carl Walbeck reiterated that no committee has brought this  issue up and 
therefore the COC does not need to bring up or mention.  Diana Broomell posited that some may desire 
to raise taxes to avoid impact fees.  Clive Graham suggested adding the phrase “several tools available in 
addition to traditional methods such as the property tax and municipal bonds” to the discussion section 
of  the  chapter.    Fifteen  (15) members  voted  in  favor  of  adding Mr.  Graham’s  language.    Four  (4) 
members opposed the language.  Seven (7) members did not vote. 
 
Discussion  resumed  on  developers  rights  and  responsibilities  agreements.    Issues  relative  to  how  it 
would work, whether it would streamline the process, whether it would be a hindrance, who presently 
uses them, how negotiations may occur, the enabling language, rules of procedure, and advantages and 
disadvantages were examined.   
 
Motion  was  made  by  Dan  Derr  to  include  developers  rights  and  responsibility  agreements  in  the 
implementation section and to form a committee to come up with a process to make  it work.   After a 
brief  discussion, Mr.  Derr  amended  his motion  to  include  appointing  a  committee  to  explore  each 
implementation  recommendation.   Motion was  seconded  by Mike  Pugh.   Discussion  ensued  on  the 
amended motion. 
 
Seven (7) members voted in favor of motion.  Sixteen (16) members voted in opposition to the motion.  
Three (3) members did not vote.  Motion denied. 
 
Motion  was made  by  Gary  Stewart  to  adopt  implementation  section  with  the  removal  of  the  last 
sentence in paragraph 4 under discussion (“The Comprehensive Plan will recommend a suite of different 
tools and actions to meet the County’s future needs”).  .  Motion was seconded by Eileen Butler.  Owen 
Thorne noted that the APFO was not limited to schools in the sub‐committee recommendation and that 
the word  “schools”  should  be  stricken  from  3rd  bullet  on  page  24.   Mr.  Stewart  concurred with Mr. 
Thorne and amended his motion accordingly. 
 
Twenty three (23) members voted in favor of the motion.  No members opposed the motion.  Three (3) 
members did not vote.  Motion approved. 
 
Dr. Lane distributed an article from Vernon Duckett relative to high speed rail initiatives being pursued 
by the federal government. 
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Dr. Lane opened discussion on the protocol for conducting the public forum by distributing a   “ground 
rules”  sheet.    Kennard Wiggins  asked what will  happen  to  the written  comments  received  from  the 
public.   Dr. Lane said comments will be transcribed and sent to the COC.   She said the COC should re‐
convene  to  peruse  the  written  comments  and  include  them  in  their  transmittal  to  the  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  County  Commissioners.    Vicky  Strauss  asked  about  how  responses  to  the 
public comment will be disseminated.   Dr. Lane said various avenues will be used such as publishing in 
the Cecil Whig, posting on the County’s website.   Discussion ensued on the anticipated crowd size and 
whether question and answer would be feasible.   Clive Graham noted that the concept plan will be on 
the county’s website on Monday, 20  July 2009.   Dr. Lane said  there will also be an article  in  the Cecil 
Whig, a link to the document from the newspaper’s website, and a mass e‐mailing to address lists such 
as  the Chamber of Commerce and citizen activist groups.   B. Patrick Doordan  inquired as  to who will 
handle facilitation of the meeting.  Dr. Lane will perform a brief (5‐7 minutes) introduction and ERM will 
present the concept over the ensuing 30 minutes.   
 
Dr. Lane set a  tentative date of 19 August 2009 at 4:00 p.m.  to meet  in Room 208 of  the Technology 
Center at Cecil College to review public comment from the public forum.  She also indicated that two (2) 
September meetings may need to held on 16 September 2009 and a date yet to be determined in Room 
208 of the Technology Center of Cecil College. 
 
Adjournment:  Dr. Lane adjourned the meeting at 7:44 p.m. 
 
Next meeting:  29  July  2009,  6:00  p.m.,  Elk  Room,  County  Administration  Building,  200  Chesapeake 
Boulevard, Elkton, Maryland. 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 
 
 
             
Eric S. Sennstrom, AICP 
Director – Planning & Zoning 
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CECIL COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CITIZEN OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
MEETING MINUTES 

29 July 2009 
 

Present:  Bennett,  John; Broomell, Diana; Bunnell,  John; Butler, Eileen; Cairns, Ed; Clewer,  Jeff; 
Colenda, Sarah; Derr, Dan; Doordan, B. Patrick; Folk, Patricia; Gell, Robert; Gilley, Paula; Jackson, Ann; 
Lane, Diane;  Polite, Dan;  Priapi, Vic; Rossetti, Rupert;  Shaffer, Henry;  Smyser,  Chuck;  Thorne, Owen; 
Walbeck, Carl; Bayer, Michael – ERM; Graham, Clive – ERM; Di Giacomo, Tony; Sennstrom, Eric 
 
Absent:   Buck, Walter; Day,  Shawn; Deckard, Donna; Denver,  John; Duckett, Vernon;  Edwards, 
Sandra;  Ellerton,  Vaughan;  Kilby,  Phyllis;  Pugh,  Mike;  Strause,  Vicky;  Snyder,  Linda;  Stewart,  Gary; 
Tapley, Donna; Whitehurst, Dan; Whiteman, Will; Wiggins, Kennard 
 
Call to Order:  Dr. Lane called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. 
 
Dr. Lane welcomed the audience to the Comprehensive Plan Citizen Oversight Committee’s public forum 
on the concept plan.  She introduced the members of the COC in attendance and thanked them for their 
dedication to service and for their hard work in getting to this point.  Dr. Lane presented a summary of 
the COC’s progress to date.  Dr. Lane recognized the elected officials (Rebecca Demmler – Cecil County 
Commissioner; Robert Hodge ‐ Cecil County Commissioner; James Mullin – Cecil County Commissioner; 
Wayne L. Tome, Sr. – Cecil County Commissioner; Joseph Fisona – Mayor of Elkton; Frank Hill – Mayor of 
Chesapeake City; Barbara Brown – Perryville Town Commissioner) in attendance and thanked them for 
attending.    Dr.  Lane  described  the  organization  of  the  COC  into  subcommittees  and  presented  an 
overview of the COC timeline which will culminate in February 2010 with action by the Board of County 
Commissioners. 
 
Clive Graham commenced a presentation on the contents of the concept plan.   Mr. Graham began by 
explaining what a comprehensive plan is, what the concept plan intended to achieve, the key challenges 
the County faces, the land use map, economic development objectives, transportation objectives, water 
resources requirements, and environmentally sensitive areas.  Michael Bayer presented an overview of 
the  recommendations  relative  to  housing,  community  facilities,  future  facility  costs,  implementation 
tools, and the methods for conveying comments on the draft plan to the COC. 
 
Dr. Lane opened the meeting to public comment on the concept plan.  The following is a transcription of 
the oral comments: 
 
John S. Tosh, Jr. 
 
I’d  like to echo the sentiment of the people here by thanking the commission for your dedication and 
hard work.  I’ve met with some members of the commission and expressed my desire that the zoning of 
my farm not be changed and I’m pleased that my wishes were honored.  I guess it’s very selfish on my 
part, but  I  felt  that  if  the density of my  farm was changed,  it would  reduce  the value of my property 
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without  compensation  and would diminish my  ability  to borrow  against  the  farm  if  I  chose  to make 
improvements.   And  I have one through college,  I have 2 more that have to go, so again, that was my 
main concern.  And I wrote this down, so I got all my thoughts.  I really hope that I can pass the farm on 
to my children.  I don’t see any of them making a full time living there but there is some interest there, 
but also the farm is my retirement, my 401K and could be my long‐term health care.  So again, I thank 
you  for  your  consideration  and  your  vote.    20  years  isn’t  too  far  off, my  parents  are  still  alive,  so 
hopefully I’ll still be farming and be here in 20 years and go over this again, so thank you very much. 
 
Denise Davis 
 
Good evening, my name is Denise Davis, I am the director of the Cecil County Public Library system and 
I’d like to 2nd Mr. Tosh’s comments.  I’d like to thank the committee, I really appreciate the opportunity 
to  talk  with  and  to  address  the  public  services  portion  of  the  committee  and  to  speak  with  the 
consultants.    It’s been  a  very open process  and  I  appreciate  that  very much.    I’m here  to  address  a 
technical  point,  it’s  a  small  technical  point  and  that  is  that  the  current  version  of  the  concept  plan 
includes  the  draft  appendix  and  it  indicates  in  the  appendix  that  it  is  still  under  development  and  I 
understand  that.    The  draft  includes  a  list  of  facilities,  including  schools,  college,  libraries  that  are 
projected, and  in relation to  library capital projects, there  indicates some uncertainty as to the county 
funding of  those projects, so  the public  library capital projects  I  just wanted  to confirm are  funded  in 
Maryland by counties.   Now there  is substantial state support available through a grant process.   It’s a 
competitive  grant  process  that  we  engage  in  with  great  enthusiasm,  so  we  do  anticipate  some 
significant state dollars for future public  libraries, but until the grants are awarded, we can’t say what 
they are, so we request that the column that indicates the county share of future funding include the full 
share of those projects, the full funding for those projects and then once those grants are awarded we 
hope that we’ll be able to make a dent in those funds as the projects are scheduled.  So that’s the total 
of my comments.  Again, thank you all very much. 
 
Bud Felty 
 
Good evening, I’m Bud Felty with McCrone Inc. and as the others have said, I certainly want to thank you 
Dr. Lane and all of the committee for the hard work and effort that you’ve put  into this.   This  is quite 
some  task,  and  time  involved with  it  and we  really  do  appreciate  that.    I  have  a  few  comments  or 
questions, and a  little bit of opinions about several  items  in  the plan.   Some of  it  is a  little bit on  the 
detailed  side.   My  first  is  page  3,  under  growth management  policy.    The  attempt  to  limit  building 
permits  outside  of  the  growth  area  to  10  –  20%  of  the  total  number  of  permits,  I  feel  is  awfully 
restrictive.   My question with  that  is, who’s going  to keep  score, who’s going  to be willing  to  say no 
building  permit  to  a  land  owner who  has  a  properly  zoned  piece  of  property  and  a  site  plan  or  an 
approved  subdivision plat?    Second  item on page 14,  item 7 under de‐nitrification  systems, which  is 
recommended to be used for any construction within 1000 feet of a stream.  My first thought is this is 
probably  too detailed  for a comprehensive plan.    I  think  that kind of a  figure needs  to be  in a zoning 
ordinance, not in a comprehensive plan.  If it’s going be in there, I think we need to define the stream as 
whether  it’s perennial or  intermittent.    If  it’s defined as an  intermittent stream, then especially  in the 
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northern  part  of  the  county,  there  would  hardly  be  any  areas  that  would  not  be  affected  by  this 
requirement to use a de‐nitrification system.   1000 feet  is almost 2/10ths of a mile,  if you think about 
that riding the roads in the north part of the county, intermittent streams are fairly frequent.  The health 
department already says and allows that a standard septic system can be within 100 feet of a perennial 
stream and 25 feet of an intermittent stream or a swail so why is 1000 feet the right distance?  I feel this 
is too restrictive; it’s going to cause people to spend a lot of extra money unnecessarily, I feel like it’s a 
private property  rights  issue.   Page 15, environmentally  sensitive areas, bullet point 2,  (at  this point, 
Diane Lane  interjects that there  is 20 seconds remaining)…okay,  let’s see,  let me jump one then.   Page 
18, policy item 8, nontidal wetlands buffer.  This restriction or recommendation for going from 25 to 75 
feet outside the growth area is too restrictive and shouldn’t be in the comprehensive plan.  Thank you. 
 
Norman Wehner 
   
I’m Norm Wehner.   My comments are very similar to Mr. Felty’s.    I appreciate the daunting effort the 
committee  has  before  it,  creating  this  plan,  but  some  of  these  things  are  too  specific  and  they’re 
problematic.   I would  like to remind everybody that these things all have costs,  like the de‐nitrification 
systems that are going to be required are $10,000‐$15000 and a  lot of this  is going to not  just  impact 
new construction.  We have to remember that these rules trickle backwards.  When people with existing 
homes have septic system problems, you pass these rules, what today may be perhaps an  inexpensive 
repair of a perfectly decent septic system of $1,000,  if  this  rule’s passed, because of  the bureaucracy 
involved, they may not be able to do a practical workable repair for $1,000 dollars, they may have no 
choice but to do the $15,000 repair.  That is not reasonable.  As Mr. Felty said, this is too detailed for the 
Comprehensive  Plan.    The  comprehensive  plan  should  be  broad  strokes,  not micro‐managing.    And 
exactly the same thing with the wetland buffer.  This could trickle back to lots of record.  You might be 
making  lots  of  record  that  people  have  been  sitting  on  for  years,  unbuildable  or  unusable,  all  of  a 
sudden,  just  by  the  same  topic.    I  just  want  to  caution  and  remind  everybody  working  on  this,  I 
appreciate the tremendous effort, but you have to look at some of the brash tax and trickle down effect.  
It’s happened before and we’ve had to deal with things that didn’t make sense but once the rule book 
says something, you’re stuck.   So  I  just wanted to express that.   Again,  I appreciate all the hard work.  
Thank you very much.   
 
George Kaplan 
 
Thanks a  lot for this opportunity.   I too want to thank everybody that has served on the committee.   I 
know quite a  few of  those  folks, and  I attended  several of  their meetings  just as a concerned citizen 
sitting in the back.  I have some idea probably not a complete idea, of how much work has been involved 
over the last year and a half, so it’s a great effort.  I’ve got 2 comments tonight and I’ll expand on these 
in writing later.  One is a suggestion, and the other is a complaint.  My suggestion is; the new plan has a 
significant  increase  in the full build‐out number compared to our current plan.    I think what would be 
helpful  for  all of us  is  to have  a map  that  shows  the differences  in  the maximum  zoning  across  the 
county. Obviously  there has  to have been  some places within  the  growth  corridor where  zoning has 
increased  to account  for this  increase  in the build‐out number.   So  it would be helpful to have a map 
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that shows exactly where those places are.  My second comment is sort of a complaint and that is that it 
looks really like there has not been a very complete economic analysis of the impact of the growth that 
this plan anticipates and how it’s all going to work.  The Table 5 on page 20 which is in the community 
facilities section is, we’ve got 1 billion dollars there and even if only half of it is paid for by the county, 
that comes to something like $500 dollars per household per year over the next 20 years.  So this stuff 
does make a difference and even this sheet is admittedly incomplete.  But going beyond this particular 
table, there’s been no assessment of the operational money that’s needed to support this growth over 
the  next  20  years.    This  is  things  like  salaries  for  new  teachers,  for  new  policemen,  for  emergency 
personnel,  vehicles,  equipment,  all  of  the  county  employees,  all  of  the  gasoline  they  use,  all  of  the 
supplies, all  the overhead.   There has apparently not even been an attempt  to account  for  that and  I 
think without that, without a complete layout of all the costs, it’s going to be very difficult for the people 
in the county or the county commissioners to evaluate what this plan actually means over the next 20 
years.  So I would urge you to do that over the next several months.  Thank you very much.   
 
Mary Scheeler 
 
Good evening I’d like to thank you as the rest have for your input and so on and so forth.  I just have 2 
major concerns.   One  is maintaining the value of our agricultural  land.    I happen to be a farmer’s wife 
and a business owner in the southern end of the county and that’s definitely dark green, and there’s not 
much hope for us down there, based on what you’ve done.  I really appreciate the opportunity to speak.  
Thank you. 
 
Harlan Williams 
 
Thank you very much.  I know what it is to serve, many of us in this room served on the 1990 plan.  That 
was 1990, not 1890.  A couple of things, you mentioned ideology and we know there’s various ideology 
on  your board,  and  there’s  some  things  that  I’d  like  to mention,  and  I’d  like  to put  them  in writing, 
because  I can’t get  them all out here  in 3 minutes.   The  last  time we had  the plan  there was a great 
amount of consideration given to clustering.  Clustering is not at all mentioned in this particular plan and 
it’s  one  way  to  keep  agricultural  land  open  and  still  maintain  development  in  the  county.    All 
professional  speakers  that came  to Cecil County  in  the  last  few years  spoke about concentrating and 
using  clustering methods  development.    Again,  it’s  not mentioned  here.    Rt.  40  is  a  great  place  to 
develop, but however, I point out what happened in New Castle county, Kirkwood highway, tremendous 
proliferation of ingress egress on Kirkwood highway, and we don’t want another Kirkwood highway.  So I 
didn’t see any address  in here about controlling  ingress and egress.    I heard you say something about 
not enough lights, but I don’t know how you’ll control ingress/egress without more lights on Route 40.  
No real mention or dissertation on property rights.  There are a lot of people here that are farmers and 
own the land and I know the chairman of your agriculture committee was not a farmer and I don’t know 
why he was  appointed  there because  it  takes a  farmer  to understand  farmers, but  that’s beside  the 
point.   My main  reason  for  being  here  tonight  is  to  request  a  continuance  of  introduction  of  ideas 
beyond August 12th, perhaps to the 1st of September.  I don’t think the county commissioners are in an 
excessive hurry, but a lot of the land owners in this county would like to get together and present some 
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ideas  to you, and  it’s only  fair  to  them because  they are  the ones  that own  the ground.   And  it’s  just 
ridiculous not to have more land owners and farmers involved in this whole process.  I know there are 
some involved and they had to fight along the way with the ideology of some of the people who wanted 
to see no development in Cecil County.  And there are people on the committee that are for that group.  
Again, one more thing, you refer to community facilities,  it’s a  little confusing with the terminology  in 
the last report.   Community facilities referred to community facilities that were created for water/sewer 
in  the  communities.    I would  suggest  that we might want  to  talk about  county  facilities as a general 
outline  for  the  things we’re  talking  about.   But  again,  the main  thing  I want  to  request  is  to please 
consider an extension.    It’s  the  summer, people are on vacation, and  some of us want more  time  to 
really study.  Thank you.   
 
Catherine Blansfield & Linda Brown 
   
Hi.  Thank you to everyone and thank you for your presentation so that we had some understanding of 
what’s going on.  We’re property owners and we’re just concerned and one of the things that we came 
tonight to hear about, because we don’t know how you’re going to address it, but we know there’s a lot 
of expansion and growth  in this  industrial park.   And we know there are traffic ramifications.   We own 
56 acres zoned DR on the north side of Frenchtown beginning at the MD/DE line, that are joined to this 
industrial park.    It’s  currently being engineered  for  sale,  and  it would provide  a way  for  traffic  relief 
directly to Frenchtown Road, which could then go directly to Rt. 213 in Maryland or Rt. 896 in Delaware.  
And we would just like to offer for consideration that it would be probably the most cost effective way 
to  ease  traffic  congestion  from  all  the  development  that  you’re  doing  right  here.    We’d  like  the 
opportunity to speak to someone about that  in the future and I don’t know  if the best way to address 
that is through written comment.  It would be very important for the county because traffic on Rt. 40 is 
terrible getting out of this industrial park.  Thank you. 
 
James Reynolds 
 
Good  evening,  and  I  too would  like  to  thank  the  board  for  all  of  your  hard work.    First,  I’d  like  to 
reiterate on what the gentleman from McCrone said.  I haven’t read the whole document, but there’s a 
few things that really strike me as strange.   The 75  foot buffer, right now MDE requires 25  foot.   The 
1000 foot limit for the septic systems, add a cost, and I haven’t seen anything pertaining to the existing 
property use.    I happen to  live  in the Greenbank area and am very familiar with the wetlands and the 
critical bay area.  I have a section that has 2 acres per lot and they’re low use area.  In my development, 
we have several property owners that have small  lots, 1/8th of an acre.    I happen to own one beside 
where  I  live  that’s 1/3 of an acre.   Does  that mean  that  I can’t build on  it, or my son, because you’re 
requiring me to have 2 acres?   Are we being grandfathered, all the property owners, with the existing 
zoning?   When  you have waterfront,  and water  view property  that  you  can’t build on,  that  you pay 
exuberant  taxes  right  now  on,  what’s  that  worth?    So  I  would  like  to  see  something  in  writing 
grandfathering the properties that are existing in the critical bay areas.  If you look at the tax map, along 
the Northeast River, the lots are all small.  That’s all I’m asking.  Thank you. 
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Robert Gorman 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak.  I don’t have detailed comments like a lot of the other members 
here, but mostly what  I’d  like to comment on  is the projected number  that you’ve worked all of your 
growth figures out with.   There are a  lot of people that are trying to basically turn Cecil County  into a 
suburb, and when it comes to suburbs, that is something I know about.  I grew up in the first suburb in 
America, outside of New York City.  And today Cecil County stands where that suburb did in 1960.  Land 
is starting to become too valuable for agriculture and I don’t mean that as a slight, but too many people 
are trying to build and so pressure is on gentlemen like this that really do love the land, but they’ve got 
to be practical.   He’s got to put his kids through school, and what happened there, there was basically 
mass building, basically the farmers were pushed out because the  land was too valuable and today  it’s 
complete  suburbs  and  what  happened  there,  there  was  no  balance.    There  wasn’t  a  balance  of 
agriculture and industry and houses.  Housing took over the major portion of the land.  Just some hard 
numbers for you; the average median house value there is now $582,000.  Here in Cecil County, that’s 
$244,000.   What  that means  to  the average person  in  the audience  is  that you now are going  to pay 
approximately $3000  a month  for  your house  instead of $1600/month.    Just  to  show  you how  your 
income can change.  In that area where supposedly there’s going to be a cost of living adjustment, the 
median household income is $77,000.  Here in Cecil County it’s $63,000.  So the difference in your costs 
is not offset by those cost of living adjustments.  You end up just paying more for your housing and that 
comes out of your quality of  life.   Lastly,  I’d  just  like  to comment on  the county’s ability  to deal with 
population  growth.    According  to  census  figures,  our  approximate  population  as  of  April  2000 was 
86,000 residents.  As of July 2008, it was approximately 100,000.  That’s a growth rate of 16.3%.  Now, in 
the time that I’ve been here, approximately that same time period, downtown Elkton has died.  We have 
homeless people  sleeping  in  every nook‐and‐crannie downtown.   We have prostitutes  applying  their 
trade in daylight, alongside the police station…(Time) 
 
Diana Broomell 
 
As a member of the Comprehensive Plan Oversight Committee, I am very concerned with the plan we’ve 
recently  adopted  on  the  direction  of  growth  for  Cecil  County  over  the  next  20  years.  Currently  our 
population  is about 100,000 residents. The question posed  to our committee was: "Do we accept  the 
50,000 new residents that Maryland Department of Planning has projected for our county over the next 
20 years, making Cecil the fastest growing County in the State, or do we take decisive steps to effectively 
control  growth  at  a  more  sustainable  rate?"  We  asked,  “What  is  a  sustainable  rate?”  Staff  and 
consultant promised us  information on  the  impact of  this growth on costs  for services, schools, roads 
and  infrastructure projects but have yet to deliver any credible accounting.  I wanted to point out that 
while there are a variety of methods recommended to finance the growth, historically only taxes have 
been raised so we, the taxpayers, may be paying once again for the growth.  There have been ongoing 
objections  from  committee members who were  led  to  believe  these  numbers were  only  used,  the 
50,000,  to determine  the  impact and  if we didn’t  like  the  results we could scale back  the population, 
which many of us wanted  to do  from  the beginning.  Instead, we didn't  go back  and  scale down  the 
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numbers and the land use numbers were adopted by a very narrow margin with little discussion. Out of 
38 members,  the vote was 10  to 11.   Clive Graham, ERM Consultant  said, “I want you  to understand 
what these numbers mean.  It will essentially turn Cecil County into Harford County overnight.” Why do 
we want to take a different direction for growth than the 1990 Plan?  Why does Cecil County’s biggest 
draw have to be residential growth?  ERM said that an increase in population will increase the amount 
of jobs available in the county.  Isn‘t that why we are a bedroom community today?  The reality is, we 
don’t have to embrace this dramatic growth  increase that serves no benefit other than to dramatically 
increase our taxes, school overcrowding and road congestion.   This  is not a done deal until the County 
Commissioners vote on the final plan and I encourage the public to share their concerns.  Thank you. 
 
Open Forum for Questions 
 
Asma Manijwalla 
 
On page 24, you cite considering APFO’s and development rights and responsibilities agreement.  I just 
have a question regarding why these two are differentiated.    I understand that APFO’s are specifically 
addressing school needs but traditionally APFO’s address all community facilities needs.   
 
Bill Stritzinger 
 
I have a couple of comments; prior speakers were talking about how specific this draft plan  is  in some 
items.   The  thousand  foot  restriction with  septic  tanks,  the 25  foot  to 75  foot buffer, as a developer 
that’s very problematic in terms of the amount of land, especially if you’re a large land owner, there’s a 
lot of  land owners here  and when  you put  that buffer  in  play,  I don’t  like  that one.    The  economic 
impact, we talked about that.  The other thing I’d ask, the color map that was provided, there was not a 
map that related to what it is now.  Is there a way that you could put over top on one map that shows 
what it currently is and what it’s moving to?  You know, you have to pull out the old map and there’s not 
really a good way to relate.   I know where mine  is, and I know what my change was, but I think other 
people may not relate.  Finally, one of the things that I’ve been reading a lot about, the housing boom 
and bust, I’ve heard a lot of talk about how prices have gone up, well if you empirically go back and look 
at that, places where prices have skyrocketed and this talk about affordable housing.  But generally that 
price change is really a direct relationship to the amount of restrictions that are applied with the zoning.  
Places  like Houston, you can still buy a nice house  for $200,000.   They don’t have zoning.   You go  to 
California, you artificially restrict the land, the price goes up.  The house doesn’t cost any more to build, 
but the price is $800,000.  It’s something to think about, there’s a great book called “The Housing Boom 
and  Bust” which  I  think  any  property  owner  should  read  because  it  really  goes  into  detail  on  some 
specific things, and as a developer when I look through this, it’s layering and layering and layering, and 
when you talk about affordable housing and the things that we have to go through as developers.  You 
know,  the storm water ordinances are already changing  through  the state,  the  forest  regulations,  the 
costs,  it’s hard to provide an affordable house when the process takes you 6 years and costs you $10 
million bucks to put in the property.  Not costing the land costs.  So I just wanted to get that out.  Thank 
you. 
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Harlan Williams 
 
Could  the  consultants  explain  to  us  the  difference  between  the  priority  areas,  they  say  80%  of  the 
remaining undeveloped areas of  land are designated priority preservation area.   And  I  just don’t know 
what you mean to control.  No development in those areas?  You want to shut the farmers down from 
any value?  What’s your explanation of that? 
 
Dwight Thomey 
 
I looked at your map there and for example, on the Elk Neck peninsula, much of the area that you have 
as priority preservation area  is probably state park  land  I’m assuming.   Or at  least there  is some  fairly 
sizeable state park  land on the peninsula.   We also have, up  in the northern end of the county, some 
fairly  large camps,  like Boy Scout camps,  that sort of  thing.   Are  those  included, when you  talk about 
this, and you talk to the state and what you’re preserving?  Is it included that we have these park lands 
and campgrounds etc. that are not being developed.  Is that included as part of what we’re protecting?  I 
think that might help people understand how you have some of these areas identified. 
 
Domand Inglisa 
 
We  had  a  problem with what  they  call  nutrient  cap  in  the  bay  from  the  sewer  plant.    There  is  a 
limitation.  How will you overcome it if the state says you only can discharge so many million gallons, or 
whatever,  nutrients  out  there?   And  then  the  front  end, with  the water,  if  you  can’t  get  the water 
appropriation from the state, you don’t have sufficient volume of water, how are you going to be able to 
sustain your growth with water and wastewater?   One, to get water, you’ve got to get appropriations 
from the state.  They’ll tell you how many gallons you can take out of the ground.  If they don’t give you 
enough water, all this is for naught.  The same thing on the wastewater end, you have to maintain your 
nutrient cap  in  terms of, now  there’s new  technology  to purify  the water.   Eventually you’re going  to 
have  wastewater  going  to  your  drinking  water,  because  that’s  ultimately  what  we’re  going  to  do 
because we’re going to run out of drinking water.   They may say they have the water, but  if the state 
doesn’t allow you to take it, then your hands are tied.  Some of the existing sewer plants are in violation 
of county discharge regulations.  They have to upgrade their sewer plants, such as Rising Sun.   
 
Hank Pasii 
 
I’m Hank Pasii, and a  lot has been said tonight about the future of agriculture  in Cecil County, and the 
importance of agriculture  for Cecil County.   My question  is, has anyone  really  taken an  in‐depth  look 
with the steadily declining profitability in agriculture, what will the agriculture industry realistically be in 
the future?  That’s a key question.  Thank you. 
 
Chris Diebold 
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One quick question, how well did the state, in reference to the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, how well did 
the  state do at projecting  the population growth  then?    I would  like  to make a  couple of  comments 
while I’m here.  A concern that I’ve come upon this evening is we get pounded on this growth area and 
the definitions of such.    I don’t understand why there’s one  inch of  land  in the growth area that’s  low 
density.  It makes no sense to me, when we have too much green in my estimation.  And to speak about 
the conservation end of  the  land,  the  farmer  is  farming because he wants  to  farm and  that’s how he 
chooses to make a living.  The people that want to conserve the farm, if you will, that want to fight the 
development are  the neighbors of  the  farm who move next  to  the  farm  for  the view, and  that  rural 
lifestyle, which I also enjoy.  The farmer, many who represented themselves at the microphone tonight, 
are against lowering densities, which is how we in this county have used as a tool to conserve the land.  
We’ve lowered the densities.  We’ve lowered property values is what we’ve done.  And the two farmers 
that stepped to the microphone, well, Mr. Pasii would be the third are, generally speaking, the farmers 
who are against lowering those densities.  Again, as everyone else, thank you for your time.   
 
Gaylord Moody 
 
My name’s Gaylord Moody and I read at one point where in one paper, I read open space was divided 
into recreational, agricultural and natural resources.  In the presentation tonight, it seems to emphasize 
open  space preservation as all agricultural and  I was  just wondering what  that discrepancy  is.    Is  this 
plan replacing the previous comprehensive plan?  That 2005 was an update of the 1990 comprehensive 
plan?    Is  this  the  replacement  of  that  plan?    In which  case,  it  seems  to  be  that  you’re  eliminating 
recreational open space. 
 
Natalie Ricci 
 
I’m Natalie  Scheeler Ricci  and  actually  it’s  not  a  question,  it’s  a  follow  up  comment.    Regarding  the 
priority preservation areas, it seems to me like it’s a little bit of chasing your tail.  We don’t know what 
the state’s definitive rules and regulations regarding the program are going to be.  Yet we are allocating 
specific areas of the county.  My concern is, if the state defines their rules in such a way that we don’t 
agree with or enjoy or  like, and then we’ve already designated these areas, you’ve once again cut the 
legs off the farmer because you’ve already placed them in a situation where once again they don’t have 
any choices.  And I think the main concern agriculturally, and it has been stated here tonight, if a farmer 
wants to farm,  it’s his choice.   But a farmer’s  land  is basically his 401k, his  land, his retirement and his 
long‐term health care and if you continually box farmers in the corner, you’re not preserving farmland, 
you’re killing agriculture.    I mean, preserving  the  land at  the expense of  the people  that are earning 
income off of  it doesn’t make any  sense  to me.   So  if we’re going  to designate particular areas,  let’s 
make  sure we have a back door  to get out  if we don’t  like  the  state’s program.    It  seems  like we’re 
putting  the  cart  before  the  horse.    Sometimes  the  devil  is  in  the  details  and  you’re  publishing  a 
document  that  has  a map  that  specifically  designates  areas,  and,  as Mr.  Stritzinger  can  attest  to, 
oftentimes it’s hard to go backwards.  So I think that’s really something you need to look at.  If we don’t 
know what we’re buying into, let’s wait for the purchase. 
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Bill Mortimer 
 
My name is Bill Mortimer, I’m the current Chairman of the Planning Commission, so I imagine I’ll have a 
few  things  to  say  in  the  coming months  about  all  this,  but while  the  group  is  here,  I  just  couldn’t 
withhold a couple comments.   One  is  that  some of  these charts  imply  that we have adequate water.  
That may be true in raw amounts, but it’s in the wrong places.  The problem with the current plan has 
been we don’t have  infrastructure where we’re designing  the  growth.   The Rt. 40/95  corridor  is not 
adequate  today.   And we haven’t  in 30 years had  the political or economic  resolve  to deal with  that 
issue.   You mention  there wasn’t change  in densities.   There was based on  these changes, essentially 
rezoning  chunks of  the  county, particularly  in  the northeast  section and a  couple of  sections around 
towns.    I’m a big proponent of private property  rights and  I  think we ought  to be  real  careful about 
messing with people’s private property rights.  They bought those properties under certain assumptions 
and I think we ought to act with great caution when we change them.  People talk about preserving our 
open space. Well, the fact is that it’s not ours.  It’s Bill Stritzinger’s and it’s Harlan’s and it’s the farmers, 
so you want to preserve  it.   Economic development was touched on almost as a wish.    If you want to 
maximize the amount of tax revenues that come in versus tax infrastructure that goes out, it’s economic 
development, and so I don’t think we’ve done an adequate job and that 40/95 corridor is perfect for it.  
And  clustering will  get  looked  at Harlan.   And my  final  comment  is  a  question:   Does  the  build‐out 
densities assume you’re building out the maximum densities zoned?  Because our history has been that 
we don’t come anywhere close to that, so that really is a question.   
 
John Bolinski 
 
I wasn’t  going  to  say  anything  but  you’ve  got my  feathers  riled.   Okay,  I’m  John  Bolinski.    I  live  on 
Irishtown Rd, and  I’m  just a small horse farmer, but  I’ve been dealing with this problem for years and 
years and I’m struggling now because I’m getting too old to farm and I want to move and I can’t move.  
The  real  estate  people  that  sit  down  at my  kitchen  table  laugh  at me.    I  don’t mind  changing  the 
densities to help save land.  If it’s for the good of the people, let’s do it.  But you did that, we lowered 
my value.   We put  in  this  imaginary  line  that goes  through  that area you’re protecting, we call  it  the 
greenways.  I’m on the greenways.  And if you’re on the greenways I have to be able to put up with the 
fact  that  the  commissioners  can  take  part  of my  land  right  through  there  16  foot,  and  give me  no 
compensation, for the good of the people.  But what happens, the real estate man says there goes your 
property  values  again.   Down.   And  I  said, well,  I  can make  up  for  it with  all  the  land  preservation 
programs.  But they don’t let us small farmers participate in any of those programs.  Not a one.  We get 
the bad stuff, but we don’t get the good stuff.  And now I find out that if I sell it, and somebody buys as 
residential, I may get stuck with 5% tax because I converted it from agricultural to residential.  And now I 
find that the state says to me, I can’t retire on my property.  If I try to retire and get below 5 horses or 5 
cows or 5 goats, they’re going to multiply my taxes by 5.  And if I’m over 50 acres like John Chaedle next 
door who’s 81 years old and can’t bale hay, they told him if he only bales half his property, they’re going 
to multiply his  taxes by 5.   With all  these pressures, how do you expect us  to stay as  farmland?   And 
from my perspective I listened to the bulldozers all day today.  You folks need to look at that, what you 
call on  the peninsula,  the protected area, and  take a  ride down  Irishtown, McKinneytown Road, and 
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Shady Beach Road and down Oldfield Point Road, and  look at the developments there.   What are you 
going to protect?  There’s nothing much left to protect.  So you’re calling it a protection area but there’s 
no protection.  And all you’re doing is making our life miserable.  And I can give you 15 other examples 
where they’ve changed rules and regulations that have put pressures, especially on the small farmers, 
that tells us we’re really not wanted here.  Sorry to dump on you folks.  I mean it from my heart about 
what  you did with  this Comprehensive Plan.    I  spent 8  years working  in organizational effectiveness.  
Your product is an outstanding product.  Not just because it says what we’re going to do and the payoff, 
but  it says principles we are going  to  live by.   And  I know  I’m one guy  that’s going hold you  to  those 
principles.   
 
Dr.  Lane  reminded  the audience  that  comments will accepted until 12 August 2009 and urged  those 
present to return any additional comments they may have so that the COC can peruse the information. 
 
Adjournment:  Dr. Lane adjourned the meeting at 7:57 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
               
Eric S. Sennstrom, AICP 
Director – Planning & Zoning 

Page 20



 

CECIL COUNTY OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
AUGUST 19, 2009 MEETING PACKET 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments on the 
Citizens’ Oversight Committee Concept Plan 

 

 
 

Page 21



Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

 

Citizens’ Oversight Committee Concept Plan, July 2009 

 
Public Comments 

 
 

The following packet contains comments received on the Concept Plan through 
August 13, 2009.  
1. The first section contains a transcription of oral comments made at the Public 

Forum on July 29, 2009. 
2. The second section contains the comments submitted in writing after the forum 

(these are in different formats – emails, handwritten, word processed 
documents, and background materials such as maps) 

ERM and County Planning staff reviewed all the comments.   

All the comments were sent to the COC.  

ERM created a Potential Revisions document for use by the COC at its meeting on 
August 19, 2009.  This document included those comments from 1) and 2) above 
based on which ERM recommends the COC consider changes from or additions to 
the Concept Plan.  With the COC’s support these changes would be incorporated into 
the COC Draft Comprehensive Plan.  
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Oral Comments from the Public Forum on the Citizens’ Oversight Committee Concept Plan,  
July 29, 2009 
 

1

Oral Comments from the Public Forum on the Citizens’ Oversight 
Committee Concept Plan, July 29, 2009 

 
The following is a transcription of the oral comments: 
 
John S. Tosh, Jr. 
 
I’d like to echo the sentiment of the people here by thanking the commission for your 
dedication and hard work.  I’ve met with some members of the commission and expressed my 
desire that the zoning of my farm not be changed and I’m pleased that my wishes were 
honored.  I guess it’s very selfish on my part, but I felt that if the density of my farm was 
changed, it would reduce the value of my property without compensation and would diminish 
my ability to borrow against the farm if I chose to make improvements.  And I have one through 
college, I have 2 more that have to go, so again, that was my main concern.  And I wrote this 
down, so I got all my thoughts.  I really hope that I can pass the farm on to my children.  I don’t 
see any of them making a full time living there but there is some interest there, but also the 
farm is my retirement, my 401K and could be my long‐term health care.  So again, I thank you 
for your consideration and your vote.  20 years isn’t too far off, my parents are still alive, so 
hopefully I’ll still be farming and be here in 20 years and go over this again, so thank you very 
much. 
 
Denise Davis 
 
Good evening, my name is Denise Davis, I am the director of the Cecil County Public Library 
system and I’d like to 2nd Mr. Tosh’s comments.  I’d like to thank the committee, I really 
appreciate the opportunity to talk with and to address the public services portion of the 
committee and to speak with the consultants.  It’s been a very open process and I appreciate 
that very much.  I’m here to address a technical point, it’s a small technical point and that is that 
the current version of the concept plan includes the draft appendix and it indicates in the 
appendix that it is still under development and I understand that.  The draft includes a list of 
facilities, including schools, college, libraries that are projected, and in relation to library capital 
projects, there indicates some uncertainty as to the county funding of those projects, so the 
public library capital projects I just wanted to confirm are funded in Maryland by counties.  Now 
there is substantial state support available through a grant process.  It’s a competitive grant 
process that we engage in with great enthusiasm, so we do anticipate some significant state 
dollars for future public libraries, but until the grants are awarded, we can’t say what they are, 
so we request that the column that indicates the county share of future funding include the full 
share of those projects, the full funding for those projects and then once those grants are 
awarded we hope that we’ll be able to make a dent in those funds as the projects are scheduled.  
So that’s the total of my comments.  Again, thank you all very much. 
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Bud Felty 
 
Good evening, I’m Bud Felty with McCrone Inc. and as the others have said, I certainly want to 
thank you Dr. Lane and all of the committee for the hard work and effort that you’ve put into 
this.  This is quite some task, and time involved with it and we really do appreciate that.  I have a 
few comments or questions, and a little bit of opinions about several items in the plan.  Some of 
it is a little bit on the detailed side.  My first is page 3, under growth management policy.  The 
attempt to limit building permits outside of the growth area to 10 – 20% of the total number of 
permits, I feel is awfully restrictive.  My question with that is, who’s going to keep score, who’s 
going to be willing to say no building permit to a land owner who has a properly zoned piece of 
property and a site plan or an approved subdivision plat?  Second item on page 14, item 7 under 
de‐nitrification systems, which is recommended to be used for any construction within 1000 
feet of a stream.  My first thought is this is probably too detailed for a comprehensive plan.  I 
think that kind of a figure needs to be in a zoning ordinance, not in a comprehensive plan.  If it’s 
going be in there, I think we need to define the stream as whether it’s perennial or intermittent.  
If it’s defined as an intermittent stream, then especially in the northern part of the county, there 
would hardly be any areas that would not be affected by this requirement to use a de‐
nitrification system.  1000 feet is almost 2/10ths of a mile, if you think about that riding the 
roads in the north part of the county, intermittent streams are fairly frequent.  The health 
department already says and allows that a standard septic system can be within 100 feet of a 
perennial stream and 25 feet of an intermittent stream or a swail so why is 1000 feet the right 
distance?  I feel this is too restrictive; it’s going to cause people to spend a lot of extra money 
unnecessarily, I feel like it’s a private property rights issue.  Page 15, environmentally sensitive 
areas, bullet point 2, (at this point, Diane Lane interjects that there is 20 seconds 
remaining)…okay, let’s see, let me jump one then.  Page 18, policy item 8, nontidal wetlands 
buffer.  This restriction or recommendation for going from 25 to 75 feet outside the growth area 
is too restrictive and shouldn’t be in the comprehensive plan.  Thank you. 
 
Norman Wehner 
   
I’m Norm Wehner.  My comments are very similar to Mr. Felty’s.  I appreciate the daunting 
effort the committee has before it, creating this plan, but some of these things are too specific 
and they’re problematic.  I would like to remind everybody that these things all have costs, like 
the de‐nitrification systems that are going to be required are $10,000‐$15000 and a lot of this is 
going to not just impact new construction.  We have to remember that these rules trickle 
backwards.  When people with existing homes have septic system problems, you pass these 
rules, what today may be perhaps an inexpensive repair of a perfectly decent septic system of 
$1,000, if this rule’s passed, because of the bureaucracy involved, they may not be able to do a 
practical workable repair for $1,000 dollars, they may have no choice but to do the $15,000 
repair.  That is not reasonable.  As Mr. Felty said, this is too detailed for the Comprehensive 
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Plan.  The comprehensive plan should be broad strokes, not micro‐managing.  And exactly the 
same thing with the wetland buffer.  This could trickle back to lots of record.  You might be 
making lots of record that people have been sitting on for years, unbuildable or unusable, all of 
a sudden, just by the same topic.  I just want to caution and remind everybody working on this, I 
appreciate the tremendous effort, but you have to look at some of the brash tax and trickle 
down effect.  It’s happened before and we’ve had to deal with things that didn’t make sense but 
once the rule book says something, you’re stuck.  So I just wanted to express that.  Again, I 
appreciate all the hard work.  Thank you very much.   
 
George Kaplan 
 
Thanks a lot for this opportunity.  I too want to thank everybody that has served on the 
committee.  I know quite a few of those folks, and I attended several of their meetings just as a 
concerned citizen sitting in the back.  I have some idea probably not a complete idea, of how 
much work has been involved over the last year and a half, so it’s a great effort.  I’ve got 2 
comments tonight and I’ll expand on these in writing later.  One is a suggestion, and the other is 
a complaint.  My suggestion is; the new plan has a significant increase in the full build‐out 
number compared to our current plan.  I think what would be helpful for all of us is to have a 
map that shows the differences in the maximum zoning across the county. Obviously there has 
to have been some places within the growth corridor where zoning has increased to account for 
this increase in the build‐out number.  So it would be helpful to have a map that shows exactly 
where those places are.  My second comment is sort of a complaint and that is that it looks 
really like there has not been a very complete economic analysis of the impact of the growth 
that this plan anticipates and how it’s all going to work.  The Table 5 on page 20 which is in the 
community facilities section is, we’ve got 1 billion dollars there and even if only half of it is paid 
for by the county, that comes to something like $500 dollars per household per year over the 
next 20 years.  So this stuff does make a difference and even this sheet is admittedly 
incomplete.  But going beyond this particular table, there’s been no assessment of the 
operational money that’s needed to support this growth over the next 20 years.  This is things 
like salaries for new teachers, for new policemen, for emergency personnel, vehicles, 
equipment, all of the county employees, all of the gasoline they use, all of the supplies, all the 
overhead.  There has apparently not even been an attempt to account for that and I think 
without that, without a complete layout of all the costs, it’s going to be very difficult for the 
people in the county or the county commissioners to evaluate what this plan actually means 
over the next 20 years.  So I would urge you to do that over the next several months.  Thank you 
very much.   
 
Mary Scheeler 
 
Good evening I’d like to thank you as the rest have for your input and so on and so forth.  I just 
have 2 major concerns.  One is maintaining the value of our agricultural land.  I happen to be a 
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farmer’s wife and a business owner in the southern end of the county and that’s definitely dark 
green, and there’s not much hope for us down there, based on what you’ve done.  I really 
appreciate the opportunity to speak.  Thank you. 
 
Harlan Williams 
 
Thank you very much.  I know what it is to serve, many of us in this room served on the 1990 
plan.  That was 1990, not 1890.  A couple of things, you mentioned ideology and we know 
there’s various ideology on your board, and there’s some things that I’d like to mention, and I’d 
like to put them in writing, because I can’t get them all out here in 3 minutes.  The last time we 
had the plan there was a great amount of consideration given to clustering.  Clustering is not at 
all mentioned in this particular plan and it’s one way to keep agricultural land open and still 
maintain development in the county.  All professional speakers that came to Cecil County in the 
last few years spoke about concentrating and using clustering methods development.  Again, it’s 
not mentioned here.  Rt. 40 is a great place to develop, but however, I point out what happened 
in New Castle county, Kirkwood highway, tremendous proliferation of ingress egress on 
Kirkwood highway, and we don’t want another Kirkwood highway.  So I didn’t see any address in 
here about controlling ingress and egress.  I heard you say something about not enough lights, 
but I don’t know how you’ll control ingress/egress without more lights on Route 40.  No real 
mention or dissertation on property rights.  There are a lot of people here that are farmers and 
own the land and I know the chairman of your agriculture committee was not a farmer and I 
don’t know why he was appointed there because it takes a farmer to understand farmers, but 
that’s beside the point.  My main reason for being here tonight is to request a continuance of 
introduction of ideas beyond August 12th, perhaps to the 1st of September.  I don’t think the 
county commissioners are in an excessive hurry, but a lot of the land owners in this county 
would like to get together and present some ideas to you, and it’s only fair to them because 
they are the ones that own the ground.  And it’s just ridiculous not to have more land owners 
and farmers involved in this whole process.  I know there are some involved and they had to 
fight along the way with the ideology of some of the people who wanted to see no development 
in Cecil County.  And there are people on the committee that are for that group.  Again, one 
more thing, you refer to community facilities, it’s a little confusing with the terminology in the 
last report.   Community facilities referred to community facilities that were created for 
water/sewer in the communities.  I would suggest that we might want to talk about county 
facilities as a general outline for the things we’re talking about.  But again, the main thing I want 
to request is to please consider an extension.  It’s the summer, people are on vacation, and 
some of us want more time to really study.  Thank you.   
 
Catherine Blansfield & Linda Brown 
   
Hi.  Thank you to everyone and thank you for your presentation so that we had some 
understanding of what’s going on.  We’re property owners and we’re just concerned and one of 

Page 26



Oral Comments from the Public Forum on the Citizens’ Oversight Committee Concept Plan,  
July 29, 2009 
 

5

the things that we came tonight to hear about, because we don’t know how you’re going to 
address it, but we know there’s a lot of expansion and growth in this industrial park.  And we 
know there are traffic ramifications.  We own 56 acres zoned DR on the north side of 
Frenchtown beginning at the MD/DE line, that are joined to this industrial park.  It’s currently 
being engineered for sale, and it would provide a way for traffic relief directly to Frenchtown 
Road, which could then go directly to Rt. 213 in Maryland or Rt. 896 in Delaware.  And we would 
just like to offer for consideration that it would be probably the most cost effective way to ease 
traffic congestion from all the development that you’re doing right here.  We’d like the 
opportunity to speak to someone about that in the future and I don’t know if the best way to 
address that is through written comment.  It would be very important for the county because 
traffic on Rt. 40 is terrible getting out of this industrial park.  Thank you. 
 
James Reynolds 
 
Good evening, and I too would like to thank the board for all of your hard work.  First, I’d like to 
reiterate on what the gentleman from McCrone said.  I haven’t read the whole document, but 
there’s a few things that really strike me as strange.  The 75 foot buffer, right now MDE requires 
25 foot.  The 1000 foot limit for the septic systems, add a cost, and I haven’t seen anything 
pertaining to the existing property use.  I happen to live in the Greenbank area and am very 
familiar with the wetlands and the critical bay area.  I have a section that has 2 acres per lot and 
they’re low use area.  In my development, we have several property owners that have small lots, 
1/8th of an acre.  I happen to own one beside where I live that’s 1/3 of an acre.  Does that mean 
that I can’t build on it, or my son, because you’re requiring me to have 2 acres?  Are we being 
grandfathered, all the property owners, with the existing zoning?  When you have waterfront, 
and water view property that you can’t build on, that you pay exuberant taxes right now on, 
what’s that worth?  So I would like to see something in writing grandfathering the properties 
that are existing in the critical bay areas.  If you look at the tax map, along the Northeast River, 
the lots are all small.  That’s all I’m asking.  Thank you. 
 
 
Robert Gorman 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak.  I don’t have detailed comments like a lot of the other 
members here, but mostly what I’d like to comment on is the projected number that you’ve 
worked all of your growth figures out with.  There are a lot of people that are trying to basically 
turn Cecil County into a suburb, and when it comes to suburbs, that is something I know about.  
I grew up in the first suburb in America, outside of New York City.  And today Cecil County 
stands where that suburb did in 1960.  Land is starting to become too valuable for agriculture 
and I don’t mean that as a slight, but too many people are trying to build and so pressure is on 
gentlemen like this that really do love the land, but they’ve got to be practical.  He’s got to put 
his kids through school, and what happened there, there was basically mass building, basically 

Page 27



Oral Comments from the Public Forum on the Citizens’ Oversight Committee Concept Plan,  
July 29, 2009 
 

6

the farmers were pushed out because the land was too valuable and today it’s complete 
suburbs and what happened there, there was no balance.  There wasn’t a balance of agriculture 
and industry and houses.  Housing took over the major portion of the land.  Just some hard 
numbers for you; the average median house value there is now $582,000.  Here in Cecil County, 
that’s $244,000.  What that means to the average person in the audience is that you now are 
going to pay approximately $3000 a month for your house instead of $1600/month.  Just to 
show you how your income can change.  In that area where supposedly there’s going to be a 
cost of living adjustment, the median household income is $77,000.  Here in Cecil County it’s 
$63,000.  So the difference in your costs is not offset by those cost of living adjustments.  You 
end up just paying more for your housing and that comes out of your quality of life.  Lastly, I’d 
just like to comment on the county’s ability to deal with population growth.  According to 
census figures, our approximate population as of April 2000 was 86,000 residents.  As of July 
2008, it was approximately 100,000.  That’s a growth rate of 16.3%.  Now, in the time that I’ve 
been here, approximately that same time period, downtown Elkton has died.  We have 
homeless people sleeping in every nook‐and‐crannie downtown.  We have prostitutes applying 
their trade in daylight, alongside the police station…(Time) 
 
Diana Broomell 
 
As a member of the Comprehensive Plan Oversight Committee, I am very concerned with the 
plan we’ve recently adopted on the direction of growth for Cecil County over the next 20 years. 
Currently our population is about 100,000 residents. The question posed to our committee was: 
"Do we accept the 50,000 new residents that Maryland Department of Planning has projected 
for our county over the next 20 years, making Cecil the fastest growing County in the State, or 
do we take decisive steps to effectively control growth at a more sustainable rate?" We asked, 
“What is a sustainable rate?” Staff and consultant promised us information on the impact of this 
growth on costs for services, schools, roads and infrastructure projects but have yet to deliver 
any credible accounting. I wanted to point out that while there are a variety of methods 
recommended to finance the growth, historically only taxes have been raised so we, the 
taxpayers, may be paying once again for the growth.  There have been ongoing objections from 
committee members who were led to believe these numbers were only used, the 50,000, to 
determine the impact and if we didn’t like the results we could scale back the population, which 
many of us wanted to do from the beginning. Instead, we didn't go back and scale down the 
numbers and the land use numbers were adopted by a very narrow margin with little discussion. 
Out of 38 members, the vote was 10 to 11.  Clive Graham, ERM Consultant said, “I want you to 
understand what these numbers mean.  It will essentially turn Cecil County into Harford County 
overnight.” Why do we want to take a different direction for growth than the 1990 Plan?  Why 
does Cecil County’s biggest draw have to be residential growth?  ERM said that an increase in 
population will increase the amount of jobs available in the county.  Isn‘t that why we are a 
bedroom community today?  The reality is, we don’t have to embrace this dramatic growth 
increase that serves no benefit other than to dramatically increase our taxes, school 
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overcrowding and road congestion.  This is not a done deal until the County Commissioners vote 
on the final plan and I encourage the public to share their concerns.  Thank you. 
 
Open Forum for Questions 
 
Asma Manijwalla 
 
On page 24, you cite considering APFO’s and development rights and responsibilities agreement.  
I just have a question regarding why these two are differentiated.  I understand that APFO’s are 
specifically addressing school needs but traditionally APFO’s address all community facilities 
needs.   
 
Bill Stritzinger 
 
I have a couple of comments; prior speakers were talking about how specific this draft plan is in 
some items.  The thousand foot restriction with septic tanks, the 25 foot to 75 foot buffer, as a 
developer that’s very problematic in terms of the amount of land, especially if you’re a large 
land owner, there’s a lot of land owners here and when you put that buffer in play, I don’t like 
that one.  The economic impact, we talked about that.  The other thing I’d ask, the color map 
that was provided, there was not a map that related to what it is now.  Is there a way that you 
could put over top on one map that shows what it currently is and what it’s moving to?  You 
know, you have to pull out the old map and there’s not really a good way to relate.  I know 
where mine is, and I know what my change was, but I think other people may not relate.  Finally, 
one of the things that I’ve been reading a lot about, the housing boom and bust, I’ve heard a lot 
of talk about how prices have gone up, well if you empirically go back and look at that, places 
where prices have skyrocketed and this talk about affordable housing.  But generally that price 
change is really a direct relationship to the amount of restrictions that are applied with the 
zoning.  Places like Houston, you can still buy a nice house for $200,000.  They don’t have 
zoning.  You go to California, you artificially restrict the land, the price goes up.  The house 
doesn’t cost any more to build, but the price is $800,000.  It’s something to think about, there’s 
a great book called “The Housing Boom and Bust” which I think any property owner should read 
because it really goes into detail on some specific things, and as a developer when I look 
through this, it’s layering and layering and layering, and when you talk about affordable housing 
and the things that we have to go through as developers.  You know, the storm water 
ordinances are already changing through the state, the forest regulations, the costs, it’s hard to 
provide an affordable house when the process takes you 6 years and costs you $10 million bucks 
to put in the property.  Not costing the land costs.  So I just wanted to get that out.  Thank you. 
 
Harlan Williams 
 
Could the consultants explain to us the difference between the priority areas, they say 80% of 
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the remaining undeveloped areas of land are designated priority preservation area.  And I just 
don’t know what you mean to control.  No development in those areas?  You want to shut the 
farmers down from any value?  What’s your explanation of that? 
 
Dwight Thomey 
 
I looked at your map there and for example, on the Elk Neck peninsula, much of the area that 
you have as priority preservation area is probably state park land I’m assuming.  Or at least 
there is some fairly sizeable state park land on the peninsula.  We also have, up in the northern 
end of the county, some fairly large camps, like Boy Scout camps, that sort of thing.  Are those 
included, when you talk about this, and you talk to the state and what you’re preserving?  Is it 
included that we have these park lands and campgrounds etc. that are not being developed.  Is 
that included as part of what we’re protecting?  I think that might help people understand how 
you have some of these areas identified. 
 
Domand Inglisa 
 
We had a problem with what they call nutrient cap in the bay from the sewer plant.  There is a 
limitation.  How will you overcome it if the state says you only can discharge so many million 
gallons, or whatever, nutrients out there?  And then the front end, with the water, if you can’t 
get the water appropriation from the state, you don’t have sufficient volume of water, how are 
you going to be able to sustain your growth with water and wastewater?  One, to get water, 
you’ve got to get appropriations from the state.  They’ll tell you how many gallons you can take 
out of the ground.  If they don’t give you enough water, all this is for naught.  The same thing on 
the wastewater end, you have to maintain your nutrient cap in terms of, now there’s new 
technology to purify the water.  Eventually you’re going to have wastewater going to your 
drinking water, because that’s ultimately what we’re going to do because we’re going to run out 
of drinking water.  They may say they have the water, but if the state doesn’t allow you to take 
it, then your hands are tied.  Some of the existing sewer plants are in violation of county 
discharge regulations.  They have to upgrade their sewer plants, such as Rising Sun.   
 
Hank Pasii 
 
I’m Hank Pasii, and a lot has been said tonight about the future of agriculture in Cecil County, 
and the importance of agriculture for Cecil County.  My question is, has anyone really taken an 
in‐depth look with the steadily declining profitability in agriculture, what will the agriculture 
industry realistically be in the future?  That’s a key question.  Thank you. 
 
Chris Diebold 
 
One quick question, how well did the state, in reference to the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, how 
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well did the state do at projecting the population growth then?  I would like to make a couple of 
comments while I’m here.  A concern that I’ve come upon this evening is we get pounded on 
this growth area and the definitions of such.  I don’t understand why there’s one inch of land in 
the growth area that’s low density.  It makes no sense to me, when we have too much green in 
my estimation.  And to speak about the conservation end of the land, the farmer is farming 
because he wants to farm and that’s how he chooses to make a living.  The people that want to 
conserve the farm, if you will, that want to fight the development are the neighbors of the farm 
who move next to the farm for the view, and that rural lifestyle, which I also enjoy.  The farmer, 
many who represented themselves at the microphone tonight, are against lowering densities, 
which is how we in this county have used as a tool to conserve the land.  We’ve lowered the 
densities.  We’ve lowered property values is what we’ve done.  And the two farmers that 
stepped to the microphone, well, Mr. Pasii would be the third are, generally speaking, the 
farmers who are against lowering those densities.  Again, as everyone else, thank you for your 
time.   
 
Gaylord Moody 
 
My name’s Gaylord Moody and I read at one point where in one paper, I read open space was 
divided into recreational, agricultural and natural resources.  In the presentation tonight, it 
seems to emphasize open space preservation as all agricultural and I was just wondering what 
that discrepancy is.  Is this plan replacing the previous comprehensive plan?  That 2005 was an 
update of the 1990 comprehensive plan?  Is this the replacement of that plan?  In which case, it 
seems to be that you’re eliminating recreational open space. 
 
Natalie Ricci 
 
I’m Natalie Scheeler Ricci and actually it’s not a question, it’s a follow up comment.  Regarding 
the priority preservation areas, it seems to me like it’s a little bit of chasing your tail.  We don’t 
know what the state’s definitive rules and regulations regarding the program are going to be.  
Yet we are allocating specific areas of the county.  My concern is, if the state defines their rules 
in such a way that we don’t agree with or enjoy or like, and then we’ve already designated these 
areas, you’ve once again cut the legs off the farmer because you’ve already placed them in a 
situation where once again they don’t have any choices.  And I think the main concern 
agriculturally, and it has been stated here tonight, if a farmer wants to farm, it’s his choice.  But 
a farmer’s land is basically his 401k, his land, his retirement and his long‐term health care and if 
you continually box farmers in the corner, you’re not preserving farmland, you’re killing 
agriculture.  I mean, preserving the land at the expense of the people that are earning income 
off of it doesn’t make any sense to me.  So if we’re going to designate particular areas, let’s 
make sure we have a back door to get out if we don’t like the state’s program.  It seems like 
we’re putting the cart before the horse.  Sometimes the devil is in the details and you’re 
publishing a document that has a map that specifically designates areas, and, as Mr. Stritzinger 
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can attest to, oftentimes it’s hard to go backwards.  So I think that’s really something you need 
to look at.  If we don’t know what we’re buying into, let’s wait for the purchase. 
 
Bill Mortimer 
 
My name is Bill Mortimer, I’m the current Chairman of the Planning Commission, so I imagine I’ll 
have a few things to say in the coming months about all this, but while the group is here, I just 
couldn’t withhold a couple comments.  One is that some of these charts imply that we have 
adequate water.  That may be true in raw amounts, but it’s in the wrong places.  The problem 
with the current plan has been we don’t have infrastructure where we’re designing the growth.  
The Rt. 40/95 corridor is not adequate today.  And we haven’t in 30 years had the political or 
economic resolve to deal with that issue.  You mention there wasn’t change in densities.  There 
was based on these changes, essentially rezoning chunks of the county, particularly in the 
northeast section and a couple of sections around towns.  I’m a big proponent of private 
property rights and I think we ought to be real careful about messing with people’s private 
property rights.  They bought those properties under certain assumptions and I think we ought 
to act with great caution when we change them.  People talk about preserving our open space. 
Well, the fact is that it’s not ours.  It’s Bill Stritzinger’s and it’s Harlan’s and it’s the farmers, so 
you want to preserve it.  Economic development was touched on almost as a wish.  If you want 
to maximize the amount of tax revenues that come in versus tax infrastructure that goes out, it’s 
economic development, and so I don’t think we’ve done an adequate job and that 40/95 
corridor is perfect for it.  And clustering will get looked at Harlan.  And my final comment is a 
question:  Does the build‐out densities assume you’re building out the maximum densities 
zoned?  Because our history has been that we don’t come anywhere close to that, so that really 
is a question.   
 
John Bolinski 
 
I wasn’t going to say anything but you’ve got my feathers riled.  Okay, I’m John Bolinski.  I live on 
Irishtown Rd, and I’m just a small horse farmer, but I’ve been dealing with this problem for years 
and years and I’m struggling now because I’m getting too old to farm and I want to move and I 
can’t move.  The real estate people that sit down at my kitchen table laugh at me.  I don’t mind 
changing the densities to help save land.  If it’s for the good of the people, let’s do it.  But you 
did that, we lowered my value.  We put in this imaginary line that goes through that area you’re 
protecting, we call it the greenways.  I’m on the greenways.  And if you’re on the greenways I 
have to be able to put up with the fact that the commissioners can take part of my land right 
through there 16 foot, and give me no compensation, for the good of the people.  But what 
happens, the real estate man says there goes your property values again.  Down.  And I said, 
well, I can make up for it with all the land preservation programs.  But they don’t let us small 
farmers participate in any of those programs.  Not a one.  We get the bad stuff, but we don’t get 
the good stuff.  And now I find out that if I sell it, and somebody buys as residential, I may get 
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stuck with 5% tax because I converted it from agricultural to residential.  And now I find that the 
state says to me, I can’t retire on my property.  If I try to retire and get below 5 horses or 5 cows 
or 5 goats, they’re going to multiply my taxes by 5.  And if I’m over 50 acres like John Chaedle 
next door who’s 81 years old and can’t bale hay, they told him if he only bales half his property, 
they’re going to multiply his taxes by 5.  With all these pressures, how do you expect us to stay 
as farmland?  And from my perspective I listened to the bulldozers all day today.  You folks need 
to look at that, what you call on the peninsula, the protected area, and take a ride down 
Irishtown, McKinneytown Road, and Shady Beach Road and down Oldfield Point Road, and look 
at the developments there.  What are you going to protect?  There’s nothing much left to 
protect.  So you’re calling it a protection area but there’s no protection.  And all you’re doing is 
making our life miserable.  And I can give you 15 other examples where they’ve changed rules 
and regulations that have put pressures, especially on the small farmers, that tells us we’re 
really not wanted here.  Sorry to dump on you folks.  I mean it from my heart about what you 
did with this Comprehensive Plan.  I spent 8 years working in organizational effectiveness.  Your 
product is an outstanding product.  Not just because it says what we’re going to do and the 
payoff, but it says principles we are going to live by.  And I know I’m one guy that’s going hold 
you to those principles.   
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----- Forwarded by Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov on 08/10/2009 08:14 AM -----  
From:  bolinsj <bolinsj@dol.net>  
To:  ESennstrom@ccgov.org, carl walbeck <cdwal@ixiusa.com>  
Date:  08/10/2009 08:13 AM  
Subject:  Comments for the COC Draft Concept Plan 
 

 
 
 
 
The following reflects my comments on the Citizens Oversight Committee  
Draft Concept Plan. 
John Bolinski 
986 Irishtown Rd 
North East, MD 21901-4404 
bolinsj@dol.net 
 
A. Protecting Personal Property Rights 
   1. If we are interested in these rights than we should seriously  
consider corecting the Greenways Law which gives the commisioners the  
right to take our land with no compensation in return. 
    2. Small farmers should be included in the land preservation  
programs and not left out of the loop, or at least explain in the plan  
why they are being left out. 
    3. The "Right -to-Farm" law offers some good protection to farmers  
against harrassing charges for noise, dust or smells, but towns such as  
North East do not have such a law, so when their land borders on county  
farm land, their residents do not have to comply with this law. Can 
this  
be corrected? 
    4. Fireman have been given the unilateral right to to search our  
property with loud, high speed 4 wheel vehicles which spook horses. We  
have had an experience with this, and not only did they spook the  
horses, which could cause a horse to run through a 4 strand barb wire  
fence, the fireman also left my property and crushed down my neighbors  
crops. What can be done to correct this type of dangerous situation? 
    5. Fireman have also been given the right to drain a farmers pond  
to fight a fire, even though the pond may be stocked with fish that are  
to go to market. Can we regain our rights? 
     6. Unknown to us small farmers, a new law has been put into place  
that requires a farmers over 50 acres to farm all their land (not 
half),  
and farmers less than 50 acres to have 5 head of livestock or 5 acres 
of  
crops or loose their farm tax rate, and have their taxes multiplied by  
5. This means that farmers can not retire, even if they are in bad  
health, and they must either find someone to farm their land or sell 
the  
farm.  What can be done to get our rights as Americans back to us? 
     7. I understand another law has been passed that requires the  
payment of 5% of the value of our land if we do not farm the land and  
use it for just our residence. This is just another item that takes 
away  
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from the value of our farms, as well as our personal freedoms. How can  
this be corrected? 
      8. In the everyday operation of our farms we are facing other  
loss of rights. We can not sell extra firewood without having to get a  
license. We can not burn scrap from cleaning up a hedge row without a  
burn permit. We can not build a pole shed for our horses without a  
building permit.  I can not cross the Susquahanna River Bridge with my  
horse trailer without paying $23 for a toll, while visitors without a  
truck permit must pay $28. 
 
As you can tell there is a lot of frustration over all these changes  
which has affected small farmers such as myself. This is especially  
frustrating for me, since I am retired Army and I see a lot of freedoms  
being taken away from Americans, rather than to continue to fight for  
the freedoms we should keep in our Democracy. 
 
B. New 301 Toll 
    1. What effect will the new 301 Toll have on our Comprehensive 
Plan? 
 
C. Rezoning 
     1. After the last major revision to the Comprehensive Plan there  
was a major rezoning  and the masses were not notified. Will we have  
another rezoning and how will residents find out if their land and the  
land around them has been rezoned? 
 
D. Increased Height Limits 
     1. If we elect to start building higher buildings, we need to  
consider several points. First,  will this align itself with our vision  
of "Rural Character and Natural Beauty"? Second, large buildings, like  
high power lines, have a true negative effect on line-of-site HF, VHF  
and UHF communications systems such as those used by our Fire, Police  
and Medical Emergency Systems. 
 
Feel free to share my comments with your committee. I am sure you may  
feel the above comments are those of a crazy nut, but I assure you I am  
just a proud American. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Information contained in this communication may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the 
recipient named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system. Thank you.  
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FYI  
----- Forwarded by Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov on 08/10/2009 01:30 PM -----  
From:  Jill Burke <jeburke58@yahoo.com>  
To:  ESennstrom@ccgov.org  
Date:  08/10/2009 01:24 PM  
Subject:  Public Comment Period on Comp. Plan 
 

 
 
 

Dear Mr. Sennstrom,  
   
I am very concerned that the public comment period on the new 2010 Comprehensive 
Plan was shortened to a two week period from a four week period in the original time 
line. I do not know who decides to extend it but can you bring this to the attention of the 
committee and ask that it be extended?  
   
Also the form on the web was taken off this morning. If comments must be made with 
this form, and it is gone, a citizen has no way to make a comment. Or thinks they have no 
way to make a comment. Can this please be put back on the web site?  
   
Thank you.  
Jill E. Burke  
268 Nottingham Rd.  
Elkton 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Information contained in this communication may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the 
recipient named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system. Thank you.  
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First of all I would like to thank Chairperson Lane and all of the COC members for taking on this 
task.  I am sure all of you had more enjoyable things to do in your free time. 
 
I will try to keep my comments as brief as possible.  I understand that some of my comments 
don’t come under your directive or authority, but could be added in your Policies and Action 
recommendations.   
 
1) The Committee should have reviewed the population growth numbers supplied by the 

MD Dept of Planning and adjusted those numbers to the questions of “How much growth 
do we want?” and “How much can the County afford?”  Growth, especially high-density 
growth never pays for itself. 

 
2) I understand that transportation issues pretty much determined the location of the Growth 

Corridor.  However much of this area is currently forested.  If stringent mitigation 
requirements are not implemented during this process, Cecil County will lose a 
significant portion of its forest cover.  Cecil County reaps many benefits from being 
adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay and its many waterways.  These not only include quality 
of life issues, but economic benefits through tourism, recreational activities and higher 
land values.  The Chesapeake Bay water quality will continue to decline as long as forest 
cover is lost, and streams receive little protection in the upper portion of a watershed.   

 
 I encourage the Committee to strongly recommend higher reforestation rates, than exist 

under current law, for the forest loss that will take place under this Plan.  Stream and 
wetland forest buffer requirements should also be increased. 

 
3) I think that paying for the cost of increasing the population by 50% over 20 years is not 

“challenging” but scary.  For example, if I read this correctly, the County will need to 
construct 1 high school and 4 elementary schools from 2020 to 2030.  And none of these 
figures even include operational or maintenance costs.  If people think their taxes are 
high now, wait ten years. 

 
 I realize that the Committee presented suggestions for helping with the cost issues, but all 

of these have been proposed many times before and either rejected or voted down.   My 
guess is that they will be rejected in the future.  Also the Committee should remove the 
recommendation to “forward fund” these projects.  It only puts the County’s taxpayers at 
risk of funding even more of these costs.  Budget constraints at the State and Federal 
level will certainly make the cost-share grants more competitive and eventually will shift 
more of these costs to the local government. 

  
4) The Committee should make it clear that retaining the PPA’s and conserving the 80% (at 

least) of the remaining undeveloped lands in those areas are critical to this Plan.  If these  
specific recommendations in the Plan are removed in subsequent reviews or are not 
implemented, then the uncontrolled growth Cecil County has experienced over the last 20 
years will not only continue but will increase significantly.  

 
   
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Tom Frederick 
Rising Sun, MD 
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Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan 
Citizens Oversight Committee Draft Concept Plan- July 2009 

Comment Form 
 

I.  General- 
A.  Concept Plan (the Plan) should be developed as a guide/framework for 

development, not as a regulatory tool.  Any inferences to “requirements” 
should be stricken from the plan. 

B. The Plan addresses the preservation of land, and making zoning changes.  
Attention should be given to the fact such preservation and changes 
impact people’s property.  For the most part, the land in the County does 
not belong to the people of the County, it belongs to individual property 
owners whose property rights must be protected.  This must be kept in 
mind as the Plan is developed.  That is, the Plan should address 
preservation of property rights issues as discussion is made on land 
preservation and zoning changes.. 

C. The Plan should include some type of synopsis or summary of the Plans 
from each Town, and a discussion of how the Plan for the County is to act 
in harmony with the Plan for each Town. 

D. The growth corridor has been identified along Route 40, and it appears 
considerable attention is placed on the development of growth in this area.  
At the same time, the plan mentions keeping Route 40 “free-flowing”.  My 
experience with SHA is that the State prefers to limit access to state roads, 
yet directing development toward Route 40 will encourage such access.   
1.  How involved has SHA been in the development of the Plan as it 

pertains to Route 40? 
2. What is the vision of SHA for Route 40 and how does their vision 

match up with that of the Plan? 
3. I would like to see a presentation from SHA and the Comprehensive 

Planning Committee that more specifically details how the Plan vision 
and the SHA vision work together. 

E. I think the Plan should make recommendations for dealing with properties 
that have abandoned buildings on them.  Obviously this would have to be 
done so as not to compromise property rights. 

F. The Plan should detail how it can change/evolve over its intended lifespan. 
II. Land Use- 

A. The Plan should recommend how the rural character is to be maintained 
while protecting one’s private property rights (this includes not only the 
rights of the immediate owner, but future owners as well).   

B. A definition of “rural character” should be provided in the Plan that brings 
more to reality what the county’s vision is with this regard. 

C. It appears the current zoning densities for the northern and southern areas 
of the County, for the most part, inherently preserve the rural character, 
thereby accomplishing the State’s land preservation objective.  I see no 
need to belabor this issue too much more in the Plan.  
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D. I suggest a schematic plan be drawn up that guides physical development 
in the rural areas.  The schematic plan can include such elements as 
clustering, reduced pavement widths (with the concurrence from DPW), 
increased number of street trees, enhanced screening and landscaping, and 
other such environmental elements. 

III. Economic Development- 
A. The Plan should identify the needs of the Economic Development 

Department required to attract businesses and tourism.  That is, 
recommendations should be included that aide the Economic Development 
Department in their function. 

B. Economic development in Cecil County is tied to two infrastructure 
resources- roads and sewer.  This needs to be kept in mind as the Plan is 
developed. 

IV. Transportation- 
A. I like the bus/rail options.  These should be integral parts of the Plan.  

Depots for these facilities should be located in the County, not in the 
Towns, so as to not place an undue burden on parking, which I imagine is 
a premium topic in the Plans for each of the Towns. 

B. Satellite parking in the County, on the fringes of the Towns, should be 
recommended in the Plan as a way for the County to work with the 
Towns.  Shuttle service during certain peak hours from the satellite 
parking areas to various points in the Towns should be part of the 
recommendation.  This could be of a benefit to the Towns’ economies.  A 
slight fare could be charged for the use of the shuttle service as a means to 
help finance the service. 

C. The Concept Plan mentioned little, if any, about correcting substandard 
transportation systems beyond the Growth Area.  Recommendations for 
addressing this infrastructure requirement should be made. 

D. The Plan should make a recommendation that the County, at this time, 
pursue right-of-way acquisition for future roadway development since 
most property owners currently own to the centerline of the roads (with 
the County maintaining prescriptive maintenance rights of the roads and 
ditches). 

E. Recommendations should be made to replace traffic lights with 
roundabouts, where possible. 

V. Water Resources- 
A. I see sewer as being the primary issue to resolve before significant 

increases in business/commercial/industrial development can occur. 
1. The geographic and topographic makeup of the County makes it 

difficult to address wastewater issues.  Either a multitude of 
wastewater treatment plants would have to be constructed, or 
expensive pump stations would have to be constructed to pump 
effluent to widely-dispersed treatment plants. 

2. Engineering studies for the development of collection infrastructure 
should be recommended to be performed at this time, as this will help 
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determine where in the Growth Area it would be economically feasible 
to direct certain types of business/commercial/industrial development. 

B. The Plan should recommend the development of watershed protection 
plans for stormwater management.  Perhaps this could be done in concert 
with re-developing/refining the Green Infrastructure Development plan. 

C. The Plan is a guideline only.  Any requirements for denitrification, 
wetland buffers, etc. should be stricken from the Plan. 

VI. Environmentally Sensitive Areas- refer to comments in the Land Use section of 
these comments. 

VII. Community Facilities- 
A. The Plan should preliminarily identify where new schools would be 

located.  I recommend a campus-type setting that houses an elementary 
school, a middle school, and a high school (if possible and needed), or 
some type of institutional layout that provides uses for multiple facilities 
so as to centrally locate the activities and preserve land. 

B. The Plan should address an increase in hospitals and health care facilities.  
As the population increases, so will the number of older residents who, in 
general, are more dependent on health care facilities than younger people.  
My concern is that Union Hospital can only expand its physical limits so 
far and, therefore, may reach a limit in terms of capacity of patients it can 
serve. 

VIII. Housing- no comment. 
IX. Implementation- Have economic models been developed that can identify funding 

mechanisms that would yield the greatest benefit in terms of revenues? 
 
Information: 
John B. Gonzalez, PE, CPSWQ 
23 Ground Pine Path 
Elkton, MD  21921 
john.gonzalez@landmarkengineering.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
My Computer\My Documents\comprehensiveplancomments.doc 
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----- Forwarded by Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov on 08/11/2009 11:49 AM -----  
From:  "Roger Lamb" <theamericangarden@dol.net>  
To:  <esennstrom@ccgov.org>  
Cc:  <EricSennstrom@ccgov.org>  
Date:  08/11/2009 11:48 AM  
Subject:  Comprehensive plan comment 
 

 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Sennstrom and Comprehensive Plan Citizen Oversight Committee,  
   
I have at least nine issues with the nature and construction of the new Cecil County 
Comprehensive Plan:  
   
1)       Reports from members of COC say numbers for growth were pre-determined before any 
citizen oversight was appointed.  This, like numbers for Rising Sun’s comp plan were contrived 
and never established by voters but set by “consultants” from Salisbury.  
   
2)       Membership of Committee is largely Cecil County Chamber of Commerce, Union Hospital 
and landlords, not a true slice of local population.  
   
3)       Plan encourages new workforce housing with no plans to attract new employers to Cecil 
County.  With 10% unemployment, please do something for current residents who will pay for all 
unfunded mandates set by this plan.  
   
4)       Leaves developers to decide how to create attractive residential environments.  This will 
make Cecil an ugly place to live since current codes, standards and benchmarks are weakened 
to favor any developments considered.  Strong laws for attractive development makes strong 
communities.  
   
5)       Adequate Public Facility Ordinances should have been enacted long before any new 
Comprehensive Plan Committee was formed.  The same forces behind comp plan don’t want an 
APFO.  
   
6)       Plan rides assumption that development is good and that County will help developers on 
basis of benefit to community.  Don’t assume anything please!  
   
7)       Plan makes development a right and not a privilege.  A drivers’ license is a privilege and not 
a right.  Developers’ deserve no entitlements.  If they can’t afford to build here, let them build 
somewhere else.  One house, one tree, a dirt driveway and an uneven cement stoop does not 
make a community.  
   
8)       Impact fees are shouldered by homebuyers and financed into mortgages forcing lower home 
equities in a depressed region of the State.  
   
9)       Plan gives carte blanche to rural towns to promote sprawl when no industry or employment 
opportunities exist.  Towns seek to expand tax base to pay for previous funding shortages 
approving questionable construction and annexation hoping for new revenue streams.  Stop this 
entitlement ASAP.  
   
This plan is full of unfunded mandates to assist sprawl and development.  The numbers are really 
unfathomable to the point the Plan hardly dissects any realistic opportunity for open discussion 
about how 50% growth can be accomplished.  
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Go taste the water on tap in Newark,DE and tell me it tastes good, to me it tastes like chlorinated 
effluent run thru a coffee filter.  Is that what the Artesian water deal can do for Cecil County?  This 
is one reason why I question the Administrators running Cecil County.  
   
When land preservation methods are unused, unattractive and basically non-existent then only 
thing Cecil County can offer are variances and excepted development deals shoehorning in 
another “Affordable Living” section 8 apartment building for a greedy Tax Credit Coalition.  Here 
in Cecil County the administration is helping people who don’t live here, don’t want to live here 
and then failing its own residents by failing to have any logical approach to land stewardship.  
   
Recently lands close to Rising Sun were rezoned so a developer can force out a resident and 
possibility of making his property more marketable, this done while the same developer owed 
thousands in back taxes in Earleville.  Commissioners’ approved it without seeing it and signs 
placed by County were missing, allowing a total no-contest at hearings.  Why is it the County’s 
responsibility to place signs on property that individuals want to develop?  That is another 
entitlement paid for by taxpayers that every developer should do without.  
   
The plan is incomplete at best and should not be approved until codes and laws are 
strengthened.  Taxpayers want a Comprehensive Plan we can be proud of.  
Our Citizen Oversight Committee has a lot of work to do because this plan turns us into New-New 
Castle.    
   
Thank you for considering my concerns.  I would be more than willing to share them with the 
committee anytime.  
   
Roger Lamb  
147 Stevens Road  
Rising Sun, Maryland 21911  
(410) 658-6068  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Information contained in this communication may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the 
recipient named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system. Thank you.  
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----- Forwarded by Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov on 08/03/2009 08:18 AM -----  
From:  "Ted Patterson" <theodore@UDel.Edu>  
To:  "Ted Patterson" <theodore@UDel.Edu>  
Date:  08/02/2009 02:23 PM  
Subject:  Comments on the Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan, Citizens' Oversight Committee Concept Plan, July 2009 
 

 
 
 
 
To all:  
   
Please see below for my comments:  
   
Comments on the Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan, Citizens’ Oversight 
Committee Concept Plan, July 2009  
   
1)      The COC should add language on vertical mixed-use zoning in addition to 
horizontal mixed-use zoning in the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Vertical mixed-use zoning 
refers to having multiple uses within the same building, whereas horizontal mixed-use 
zoning refers to different land uses within a specific development area (the traditional 
definition of mixed-use zoning).  So far as I can tell the current county code does not 
address vertical mixed-use zoning—although I imagine the planning staff would be 
favorable to proposals with vertical mixed-use zoning components since this supports 
smart growth principles.  
   
2)      I have concerns about the proposed Elkton loop road by-pass.  Although the road is 
in the I-95/Amtrak Rail line corridor, its existence would undermine “town-centric” 
development in Elkton.  We should focus our transportation infrastructure investment in 
the towns rather than around the towns.  Furthermore, in terms of economic development, 
we want people to spend money downtown not by-pass our towns altogether.  
   
Additionally, Rte. 40 and I-95 currently serve as the primary thru-traffic arteries in the 
county.  A question for the COC and other public officials would be: what is our long-
term vision for Rte. 40?  We all know that I-95 will always be a thru-traffic artery 
focused on moving traffic quickly in and out of the county, but do we want Rte. 40 to be 
a “traffic light free” thru-traffic alternative to I-95 or a “Complete Street” type artery that 
slows people down in order to force them to spend money in Cecil County and stop in at 
our commercial/mixed use establishments that are/will emerge along Rte. 40 over time.  I 
don’t know the answer to this question, but it is worth consideration.  
   
3)      What was the methodology for the calculation of the long-term population growth 
projections mentioned on page 1 of the Concept Plan document?  I do not question the 
statistic per se, but feel that, given the magnitude of the projection, the methodology for 
the projection calculation should be given in the paper for clarity and transparency.  I 
would pose this same question with regard to the housing unit build-out statistic and the 
300,000 population estimate listed later on page 1.  
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4)      A fundamental flaw with the document, as currently written, is that it uses the 
“build-out” potential of the county as an underlying framework for application to the 
elements in the Concept Plan.  We should not start from build-out potential, but from 
current infrastructure capacity.  We can zone land to accommodate as many 
developments as possible, but if infrastructure is not in place to support the new 
development—it will not happen.  This issue is important given our inability to fund or 
construct infrastructure in the I-95/Amtrak Rail line corridor to date.  
   
5)      On page 3 the Concept Plan recommendation is to establish minimum development 
densities in the growth corridor, yet the land use map defines varying densities in the 
growth corridor.  This contradiction could be rectified by simply establishing one 
minimum density within the I-95/Amtrak Rail line corridor allowing developers to define 
the variability in density based on a baseline minimum density requirement.  The entire I-
95/Amtrak Rail line corridor (with the exception of Mineral Extraction areas, etc.) should 
be categorized as mixed-use employment with minimum densities defined so as to 
encourage large scale, high density, mixed-use development.  It is advisable that more 
commercial and industrial development occurs rather than residential in the corridor.  
   
6)      The current Concept Plan land use map shows additional growth areas and growth 
area extensions in the county which, on one hand, serve as positive changes to the land 
use map given our growth needs in the future.  However a new growth area is defined 
south of Elkton, extending toward Chesapeake City that would seem to undermine our 
smart growth objectives in Cecil County.  Ideally, from a regional perspective, growth in 
the eastern part of Cecil County (specifically the greater Elkton area) should point 
northeast toward Newark, Del., not south toward Chesapeake City where there is 
minimum growth and vibrant agricultural land reserves.  Growth to the northeast follows 
the major rail and road arteries connecting Cecil County and New Castle County, Del. 
 The northeast greater Elkton areas are already zoned for high density development which 
makes sense.    
   
Some have concerns that our current land use map lacks adequate space for industrial and 
commercial land uses, but if minimum densities are defined in the I-95/Amtrak Rail line 
corridor vertical high-density development can occur, therefore, giving us infinite 
commercial and industrial space while conserving large land tracts in the county.  
   
7)      It is unclear exactly how so called “Employment Areas” will be made more 
attractive to commercial and industrial developments vs. residential areas.  The final 
Comprehensive Plan should include specific recommendations on what future 
Employment zone incentives will be put in place so that we can develop land within the 
I-95/Amtrak Rail line corridor as quickly as possible.  Possible incentives might include 
tax abatements, streamlined development review processes, or more flexible regulatory 
design standards and code compliance requirements.      
   
8)      Page 8 mentioned Level of Service (LOS) improvements to be made to Rte. 40 near 
Elkton.  Some jurisdictions in the country are starting to move to multi-modal LOS 
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standards since these are more comprehensive assessments of transportation 
infrastructure in an area.  A multi-modal LOS takes into account not only roads, but bus 
transit, rail, walkability, bicycle lanes, etc.  This is worth consideration in Cecil County. 
 Below is a sample pedestrian LOS calculation published by a pedestrian advocacy group 
in San Francisco, Calif., that could serve as a starting point for discussion in Cecil 
County:  
   

 
Pedestrian Level of Service (LOS) Definition  

(Note that the definition of Pedestrian LOS does not include anything about mobility 
(except for the possibility of running into another pedestrian) or safety. This is an 

inherent bias of the LOS that strongly favors automobiles over pedestrians.) 

LEVEL OF SERVICE A  
Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 13 sq. ft./ person or 

more 
Average Inter-Person Spacing: 4 ft., or more  

Description: Standing and free circulation through the 
queuing area is possible without disturbing others within 

the queue. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE B 
Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 10 to 13 sq. 

ft./person  
Average Inter-Person Spacing: 3.5 to 4.0 ft.  

Description: Standing and partially restricted circulation to 
avoid disturbing others within the queue is possible. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE C 
Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 7 to 10 sq ft/person

Average Inter-Person Spacing: 3.0 to 3.5 ft  
Description: Standing and restricted circulation through the 

queuing area by disturbing others within the queue is 
possible; this density is within the range of personal 

comfort. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE D 
Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 3 to 7 sq. ft./ person

Average Inter-Person Spacing: 2 to 3 ft.  
Description: Standing without touching is possible; 

circulation is severely restricted within the queue and 
forward movement is only possible as a group; long-term 

waiting at this density is discomforting. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE E 
Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 2 to 3 sq. ft./ person 

Average Inter-Person Spacing: 2 ft. or less   
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Description: Standing in physical contact with others is 
unavoidable; circulation within the queue is not possible; 
queuing at this density can only be sustained for a short 

period without serious discomfort. 
LEVEL OF SERVICE F 

Average Pedestrian Area Occupancy: 2 sq. ft./ person or 
less  

Average Inter-Person Spacing: Close contact with persons 
Description: Virtually all persons within the queue are 

standing in direct physical contact with those surrounding 
them; this density is extremely discomforting; no 

movement is possible within the queue; the potential for 
panic exists in large crowds at this density. 

 
(Source: www.walksf.org/pedestrianLOS.html) 

 
   
9)      On page 9 there is mention of creating a long-term (beyond 2030) transportation 
plan.  WILMAPCO already does this so this work should be done in conjunction with 
WILMAPCO in order to avoid wasting time and resources on creating similar, if not the 
same, document.  
   
Thanks,  
   
Ted Patterson  
Phone: 443‐350‐5065  
E‐mail: Theodore@udel.edu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Information contained in this communication may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the 
recipient named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system. Thank you.  
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----- Forwarded by Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov on 08/03/2009 11:57 AM -----  
From:  Jennifer Bakeoven/Cecil County Gov  
To:  Eric Sennstrom/Cecil County Gov@Cecil County Gov  
Date:  08/03/2009 11:56 AM  
Subject:  Fw: Cecil County Comprehensive Plan - Public Forum 
 

 
 
 
FYI...  
 
 
Jennifer Bakeoven 
Administrative Assistant 
Cecil County 
Office of Planning & Zoning 
200 Chesapeake Blvd., Suite 2300 
Elkton, MD 21921 
Phone 410-996-8351 
Fax  410-996-5305  
----- Forwarded by Jennifer Bakeoven/Cecil County Gov on 08/03/2009 11:56 AM -----  
From:  Clyde Van Dyke/Cecil County Gov  
To:  Jennifer Bakeoven/Cecil County Gov@Cecil County Gov  
Date:  07/27/2009 08:59 AM  
Subject:  Re: Cecil County Comprehensive Plan - Public Forum 
 

 
 
 
Ms. Bakeoven,  
 
Although not individually highlighted, I would hope Open Space and Parks and Recreation will play a vital 
role in the plan.  I understand the Parks Board has a representative on one of the sub-committees I will 
enquire with her.  
 
Thanks, Clyde  
 

From:  Jennifer Bakeoven/Cecil County Gov  
To:  Administration Building  
Date:  07/22/2009 08:01 AM  
Subject:  Cecil County Comprehensive Plan - Public Forum 
 

 
 
 
On behalf of the Cecil County Comprehensive Plan’s Citizens Oversight Committee 
(COC), I would like to invite you to attend a public forum on the Draft Concept Plan, 
from 6:00 pm to 8:30 pm Wednesday, July 29, in the Elk Room of the Cecil County 
Administration Building, 200 Chesapeake Boulevard, Elkton, MD 21921.    
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Awaiting a Letter from the Town of Elkton 
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