
CITY OF ABERDEEN
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
MINUTES

Wednesday, September 15, 2010

A meeting of the Aberdeen Planning Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m., September 15, 2010, in the Council Chambers by Mayor Michael Bennett.

MEMBERS PRESENT:	Chairman Swisher, Commissioners Braerman, Heavey, Hersh, Kosko, Preston, and Schlottman.
	
	OTHERS PRESENT:		Councilwoman Sandra Landbeck, City Council liaison     
                                                            Phyllis Grover, Director of Planning & Community    
                                                                 Development                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Gil Jones, Acting Recording Secretary


Mayor Michael Bennett was present to introduce new Commission members Karen Heavey and Lance Hersh and to administer the oath of office to the new Planning Commission. The Mayor explained this requirement is due to recent changes in the City Charter.

The Mayor indicated the Charter also requires yearly election of a Commission Chairman. Mr. Braerman nominated Mr. Swisher, seconded by Ms. Preston. Mr. Swisher was re-elected unanimously.

A Deputy Chairman is also required. Mr. Schlottman nominated Mrs. Kosko, seconded by Ms. Preston. Mrs. Kosko was elected unanimously.

At this point, the Mayor turned the meeting over to Chairman Swisher.
   
The minutes for the March 17, 2010, meeting were approved with minor corrections. The minutes for the August 11, 2010, meeting were approved as presented.


            AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Petition for Annexation of Aberdeen Technology Campus LLC                                   
                  Location: Southwest side of Maryland Route 22 (aka Churchville Road) at 
                  Aldino-Stepney Road (Map 51, Parcel 643) and various parcels on the northeast 
                  side of Maryland Route 22 (to wit, Dennis & Laura Wilder, Map 51, Parcel 927, 
                  Lots 11 & 12; Stephen & Betty Bilka, Map 51, Parcel 927, Lots 9 & 10), a total of 
                  27.613 acres.

Representatives: Joseph Snee and Brad Stover, attorneys, Gessner, Snee, Mahoney, & Lutche, Paul Muddiman, Morris & Ritchie Associates (MRA), and Ken Schmid, Traffic Concepts.

Mr. Snee reviewed the aspects of the project first introduced to the Commission at the June 10, 2010 meeting, that included the Aberdeen Technology Campus (ATC) property and what was known as the Ferguson “T” right-of-way. A set of overhead photos and maps was distributed showing the ATC property, areas near to and contiguous to this property, the concept plan for the ATC (3 Class A office buildings, 2 flex space buildings, and 2 pad sites), and a plat of the total area of annexation. The ATC property is currently zoned LI, Light Industrial, under Harford County’s zoning.     

Action on this item had been tabled in order to look into various aspects and questions concerning the annexation, properties contiguous to the proposed annexation area, and the desire of additional property owners to become part of this annexation. Mr. Swisher asked if additional properties are shown on the map. Mr. Snee said yes, he’s had two other property owners sign on to the annexation. He and Mr. Stover also visited every property owner along this section of Route 22 following the June 2010 meeting. Mr. Snee reviewed the map showing the status of interest from property owners across Route 22 from ATC. The properties in yellow were not interested in joining the annexation; those in blue provided no response; the owners of Lots 9 & 10 and 11 & 12 have joined and are shown in green; the owners of Lots 7 & 8 delivered their consent to annexation this evening before the meeting; the owners of Lot 13 have signed a consent; Lot 14 could join the annexation if Lot 13 first agreed to join and, since they have, the owners of Lot 14 will deliver their consent next week. Mr. Snee said the map would be further updated once the intent of Parcel 400’s owners is known.

As to the right-of-way (ROW) issue expressed at previous meetings, Mr. Snee had a land title expert give an opinion, which was also provided to Mrs. Grover. The deeds indicate use of the ROW, but not absolute title. The ROW appears to belong to the heirs of Ferguson, who are unknown. In Mr. Snee’s view, this doesn’t really matter in terms of connection for the annexation; it merely provides a conduit of connection of sorts to the Village at Carsins Run. In terms of the ROW being impeded, anyone affected by such an action would need to file suit if blocked from use of it. Mr. Swisher pointed up the ROW between Lots 15 and 16 (similar to that ROW between Lots 10 and 11) that looks to be part of the same Ferguson ROW and wondered why that can’t be annexed as well. Mr. Stover indicated that particular ROW does not appear on the 1926 plat. Mr. Swisher opined that it has to be used for access to the back properties. Mr. Snee said the ROW could only come in on this annexation if Lot 15 does as well. Mr. Braerman felt that anything touching the original “T” could come in. Mr. Snee said if that took place, that lot would then be an enclave. Mr. Swisher disagreed and expressed a desire to have that piece brought in as well. Mr. Snee said he would look into this and if it could be brought in, they would.

In terms of zoning, Mr. Snee indicated the ATC property is currently zoned LI, Light Industrial, in Harford County. He asked the Commission to consider Office/Research/Educational (ORE) or Integrated Business District (IBD) zoning for this property. Offices are permitted in both zonings; restaurants are permitted in both as long as they do not have a drive-thru; a bank is permitted in IBD, but would require a special exception in ORE. Mr. Snee prefers IBD to avoid having to contend with any variance or special exception issues. The County considers its LI zoning to be consistent with the City’s IBD. The neighboring properties are currently zoned AG, Agricultural, in Harford County. Mr. Snee feels that from a planning standpoint it would make sense for the neighboring properties to also be brought in as IBD. He stressed that he was not representing these property owners, just that it would appear to make the most sense.
Mrs. Heavey asked what the homeowners feel about the zoning. Mr. Herman Moxey, owner of a business at 3612 Churchville Road, Lots 7 & 8, is in favor of IBD. If it’s not IBD, he couldn’t continue to have his business there. He currently has a variance through Harford County to operate there now.

Mrs. Ginger Walters of 3608 Churchville Road, Lot 5, wants to remain under AG zoning because she raises rabbits and this is not allowed in the City. Mr. Swisher said their property is not part of the annexation petition and would only be included if they wish it to be. 

Mr. Parry Jones, owner of 920 Aldino-Stepney Road, said nobody has addressed the impact on neighbors that were not contacted. He said he tried to call the lawyers, but never received a call back. He indicated two possible buyers of his property have backed out when learning of this project. He feels his retirement is being put in jeopardy by having a 4-story office building in his front yard. He feels the ROW issue is iffy and reaching for straws as a tax grab. 

Mrs. Grover said the City needs to know the zoning requests from the other property owners, or are we to assume they all want to come in as IBD. Mr. Stover indicated the Hysells, Bilkas, and Wilders all expressed a desire for IBD and believes the Swearingens are also in favor of this zoning, but has not received their consent form. Mrs. Grover pointed out there is no such indication on the consent forms. Mr. Stover said it is contained in a paragraph of the petition, but the consent forms can be amended to reflect this zoning request. Mr. Dennis Wilder, owner of 3622 Churchville Road, Lots 11 & 12, said he is not familiar with each zoning type and no one has explained this to him. 

Mr. Muddiman reviewed the extension of public water and sewer to the ATC property and the north side of Route 22. He indicated the utilities would be extended from the Battelle property in the rear of the ATC property, and also pointed out the water tank proposed for the Village at Carsins Run, also on the adjacent Battelle property. This line will be tapped to serve ATC. ATC will extend the water line to the north side of Route 22. This will allow the homeowners to then extend the line along Route 22 as they proceed with development. The sewer line follows basically the same route as the water line. Mr. Swisher asked who owns the land over which the lines will pass. Mr. Muddiman said it belongs to Battelle; the water tank will also sit on Battelle land. 

Mrs. Grover asked for confirmation that the lines would be available to the neighbors across Route 22. Mr. Muddiman said the lines would be extended to the other side of Route 22 and stopped. If the neighbors wish to connect, the line can be extended to their property.   

Mrs. Heavey asked who would maintain the tower access road. Mr. Muddiman indicated this is a separate issue, that the road and tower would be built by the Village at Carsins Run and would then be turned over to the City. This area is not within the City’s limits.

Mrs. Kosko felt the lines couldn’t be extended unless each property owner, in order, would want to connect. As with the specific zoning, she would want to know who would be interested in connection. Mr. Muddiman said a utility easement would need to be established across each parcel to allow a tie-in for each lot. Mr. Swisher felt that if someone at the end of the run wanted to extend the pipe, they could do so and have any later connectors in between pay for their share of the original extension. The extender of the pipe could be paid and then the property owners could work out any additional details of recoupment. Mr. Muddiman indicated this could be an option, that the property owners would have to work this out. Mr. Swisher clarified that the developer would extend the line across Route 22 and cap it; the homeowners would then be responsible for extension and connection. Mr. Muddiman said this is correct. Mr. Swisher felt the property owners should be aware of this.

Mr. Schlottman asked about the disadvantage(s) of running the line along, instead of across, Route 22. Mr. Muddiman said cost. Additional discussion ensued between the Commission and Mr. Muddiman over line extension, who pays, and any recoupment. It was felt to be important to know what the preferences of the various property owners would be regarding connection as this proceeds. 

Mr. Muddiman felt the important fact is that a provision is being made to supply lines under Route 22. Mr. Muddiman indicated the cost to jack and bore under Route 22 to be around $80,000. Mr. Schlottman asked about the cost of extension once the line is in place under Route 22. Mr. Muddiman indicated it would be about $40-$50 per linear foot for each of the water and sewer lines.

Mrs. Kosko asked how the water is getting from the tower to the Village at Carsins Run. Mr. Muddiman said it would be using the same line that currently feeds Ripken Stadium. The tank is located where it is due to it being the high point.

Mr. Moxey asked Mr. Muddiman if the sewer line is big enough to handle business use. Mr. Muddiman said it is.

Mr. Schmid reviewed traffic issues as they relate to nearby intersections, traffic lights, and side road impacts. In his estimation a traffic light would be needed at either the site access point off Route 22 or at the corner of Route 22 and Aldino-Stepney Road. He met with the State Highway Administration (SHA), Harford County, the City of Aberdeen, and the developers in July. SHA is okay with access to Route 22, but wants an updated signal study at various points of the build-out and continue to see whether and where a traffic light would be needed. SHA favors a light at Aldino-Stepney Road (public intersection) instead of the site entrance (private intersection).                        

Mrs. Grover stressed that what’s presented is conceptual, that the Commission needs to look at the annexation itself and not the details of the project until the land is annexed, especially the traffic lights. These items would need to be part of an annexation agreement with the developer. 

Mr. Hersh asked how many jobs would be provided at this complex. Mr. Schmid said 1,021. Mr. Hersh expressed concern over how people would get out in the event of an emergency. Mr. Schmid indicated that Battelle has a greater build-out than this project and they have only one access. Sometimes, however, the condition of the road and topography dictate what can be done in this regard. Mr. Schmid indicated they are talking with Battelle about a connection between the rear of the ATC property and the Battelle property in the vicinity of the water tower. This could be a secondary access. Analysis would be needed to determine where the best spot for the signal might be. Mrs. Heavey felt a signal, regardless of placement, would directly impact the HEAT Center or Aldino-Stepney Road. 

Councilwoman Landbeck said the City Council had not been comfortable with the previous submission, but it looks like the outstanding issues have been addressed. She doesn’t see any issue regarding the annexation. 

Mr. Swisher commended the presenters on doing a good job outlining the zoning and traffic issues. He feels that since Aldino-Stepney Road is going to be expanded at some point that he would not recommend approval of this project unless a second access/outlet is developed. He stressed to all the need to work on this issue in the interest of safety.

Mr. Snee requested approval of the annexation petition by the Commission so it could be forwarded to the City Council for their consideration.  

Mrs. Grover said the City needs to know what the zoning for the Route 22 properties will be or have the consent forms amended. The recommended use is within the dictates of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Hersh felt it was a good use for the City and would like to see a second entrance to the complex.

Mrs. Heavey expressed concern over the homeowners and questions over what they really want. She is concerned over the impact. 

Ms. Preston likes the concept. She also expressed concern for the homeowners and that they get all information and understand what they’re getting into.

Mrs. Kosko concurred with the concerns of Mrs. Heavey and Ms. Preston and the need for a second entrance.

Mr. Braerman feels the concept is great, but the second entrance needs to be addressed.

Mr. Schlottman asked Mrs. Grover about the process of informing residents of impending annexations and if they have been informed. Mrs. Grover indicated that none of the homeowners has contacted her. She would have hoped that the petitioner had distributed this information. She stressed that the City is not reaching out for this annexation, that people would have to contact her. Mr. Schlottman expressed concern that if not handled correctly the City would bear the brunt of the complaints. Mrs. Grover asked if she was getting direction from the Commission to reach out to these folks. Such direction was not forthcoming. Mr. Snee said they would follow-up accordingly with the homeowners.

Councilwoman Landbeck asked Mrs. Grover if the Commission gives its approval of the petition and the annexation comes up for Council approval, won’t all of the contact information need to be in place. Mrs. Grover said she has sent out letters on three different occasions advising of upcoming Commission meetings on this matter, with her name and number, and has received one response from the Wilders. All of the issues of note have to be addressed before moving on to the Council.

Mr. Swisher asked for a motion. Mrs. Kosko said since we don’t yet know the overall zoning it may be premature to approve. Mrs. Heavey said her copy of the petition only shows Lots 9 & 10 and 11 & 12. She feels uncomfortable voting on this without an updated copy. Mrs. Grover said Mrs. Heavey has the amended petition including the Wilders and others. The additional consents just came in today. Mr. Swisher indicated an approval from the Commission is required to allow the petitioners to proceed. Approval could be granted, with the caveat that the completed package be brought back before the Commission as a courtesy.  Mr. Snee said that would be agreeable, that approval be conditioned on these other items being in place. The approval would be to allow the petition to proceed. Zoning and utilities issues would be spoken to in the annexation agreement.  

Mr. Swisher asked the Commission if it likes the IBD zoning for this annexation. Mr. Schlottman felt it could not be anything else. Mrs. Heavey felt it could be ORE, with the bank as a special exception, that that would be perfectly acceptable. Discussion ensued over current and future zoning and the eventual development of the homes/property along Route 22.  

Motion by Mr. Schlottman, seconded by Mr. Braerman, that the petition be accepted, with the recommendation of IBD zoning. 

Mrs. Heavey asked if any the conditions discussed, such as a secondary entrance, are to be included in the motion. Mr. Swisher indicated that could be done. Mr. Schlottman wondered if that wouldn’t come under the preliminary site plan. Mrs. Grover said yes; the annexation agreement would cover the required studies, reviews, and improvements to be done on this project. There would also be a public hearing process in which the City could make comments concerning these issues; the motion from the Commission should deal with zoning and annexation. Mr. Swisher said the petitioners would come back before the Commission with the complete package. Mr. Snee once again concurred with this. Mrs. Kosko asked when this would come back, that once the petition is approved, it’s out of the Commission’s hands, they don’t have a say in the review of the annexation agreement itself. Mr. Swisher felt the motion could indicate the need to come back before the Commission before moving on to the Council. Mrs. Kosko moved that the motion be modified to require that the petitioners come back to the Planning Commission with a presentation of what will be in the final annexation request. Mr. Schlottman seconded that amendment. Mr. Swisher restated the motion as approving IBD and for the petitioners to move forward with it and an amendment that they are to come before the Planning Commission prior to going before the City Council for approval.  Motion carried 6-1 (Mrs. Heavey voting no).

At this point, the Chairman called for a 10-minute break.   


2. Preliminary Site Plan for Filling Station, Beards Hill Plaza, Lot 1 
Location: Beards Hill Plaza, off Beards Hill Road (near Wendy’s entrance)

Representatives: Jerry Powell, Frederick Ward Associates (FWA).

Mr. Powell is returning with the revised site plan for the proposed filling station, incorporating comments from the August 11, 2010 Commission meeting. This is to be a filling station without a convenience store. The station would have 4 bays and 8 pumps. The kiosk will be enlarged per request of the Commission. The striping of parking spaces and relocation of the station itself have also been addressed. 
Concerning the parking spaces, a parking waiver was received from the City in the fall of 2003 regarding the number of spaces for The Home Depot. A reduction to 811 spaces for the whole shopping center was allowed at that time. The Dunkin’ Donuts required 12 spaces and the filling station needs 8 for a grand total of 831. Currently there are 826 spaces, to include 24 in the rear of the shopping center. The station construction takes away 56 spaces. An addition of 6 spaces in the rear of the shopping center would bring the total to 832 spaces, 1 more than the required 831. In addition, the station is being kept in its original location, but is being rotated 90 degrees to allow cars to move further away from the shopping center entrance and afford better access to the station itself. Public Works notes have also been added to the plan. 

Mr. Swisher asked for the location of the nearest fire hydrant. It was found to be across Beards Hill Road from the Wendy’s entrance to the shopping center.

Mrs. Grover asked if the location of the existing storm drain near The Home Depot had a bearing on the issue of relocation. Mr. Powell said it did not.

Mrs. Grover indicated the first plan showed 945 parking spaces, but now shows 832. Mr. Powell said the original count was based on no variance. Re-striping would have achieved that higher number, but leaving things alone arrived at the 832.

Mrs. Grover asked if any of the 6 spaces in the rear impact loading docks or door openings. Mr. Powell said they do not, that there are some gas meters and bollards, but nothing else of note.

Mrs. Grover read into the record the comments provided to her by the Aberdeen DPW, to wit: Engineer needs to sign, seal, and date the plan (including the Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation certification); Provide a signature block for the owner(s); and provide as-builts of the existing storm water management (SWM) facility adjacent to Route 22 and execute and record a SWM maintenance agreement. Mr. Powell said they would like to put a note on the plan indicating the facility will be “as-builted” and the SWM maintenance agreement executed and recorded in the County land records prior to issuance of a building permit. Note 4 on the plan will also be amended. Mrs. Grover asked that the zoning of B-3, Highway Commercial District, also be shown on the plan, along with signatures for the owner and engineer. 

Mr. Hersh indicated the spaces in the back are used for employees and there is sufficient room, based on his experience of having had his business in this shopping center.

Mrs. Heavey asked if there are any security cameras in the rear. Mr. Powell said there has been no discussion of this, but may be considered.

Ms. Preston expressed concern over the location of the filling station. Mr. Powell showed a larger drawing of the immediate area that illustrated the projected traffic flow. He indicated the rotation would also produce a better access to the station by fuel trucks.   

Mrs. Kosko appreciates having the parking spaces remain the same size and the discussion of previous parking waivers. She feels the rotation is an improvement. 

Mr. Braerman doesn’t believe that parking has ever been an issue, that the issue is more the proximity of the station to Wendy’s. Mr. Powell showed on his larger drawing that the rotation moved the bay into the next set of parking spaces. Discussion ensued over how much area was gained or lost by the rotation. Mr. Powell said the problem of moving the station further over would further isolate the parking area in question.

Mr. Swisher expressed disappointment at the station not being moved, but can live with the alternative. He indicated the kiosk has no restroom. Mr. Powell said the attendant has access to the Shop Rite restroom. Discussion ensued over this issue and that other places have a similar arrangement. 

Mr. Hersh asked if the station would be open 24 hours. Mr. Powell said it would not.

Motion by Mrs. Kosko, seconded by Mr. Schlottman, to approve the plan with incorporation of staff comments. Motion passed unanimously. 


3. Preliminary Site Plan for 471 Paradise Road
Location: 471 Paradise Road, near intersection of Beards Hill Road.

Representative: Joe Welsh, Welsh Engineering.

Mr. Welsh indicated the property is 2.17 acres, zoned R-1, currently consisting of 2 lots of record, one of 1.5 acres with an existing home, the other an empty lot of .67 acres in the rear. The applicant is asking for a reconfiguration to a 2-lot subdivision. 

Mr. Welsh indicated there is a 198.4-foot road frontage on Paradise Road and an existing curb cut for a driveway to access the back lot, that a permit could be tendered for that lot. Mr. Swisher opined you would need a right-of-way; Mr. Welsh said access could be provided through an access easement, but that’s not what they prefer to do. As to consideration of whether this lot would constitute a panhandle or not, Mr. Welsh reviewed the City Code language that a lot must front on a public road. He feels both lots front on a public road. He is proposing 51 feet of frontage for the back lot, and that going back 40 feet will give you the 100-foot lot width for a building lot, similar to that of a cul-de-sac lot. His interpretation of the City Code indicates this as being okay to build on, but feels the Code is written “very weakly” in terms of definition of a panhandle. He feels the proposed lot is more L-shaped and that the Code prohibition of a panhandle doesn’t mean an L-shaped lot is prohibited. He also cited a subdivision he prepared off Farm Road that was approved and had L-shaped lots. He therefore doesn’t believe it’s a panhandle. He doesn’t feel the owners should have to go before the Board of Appeals and risk a misinterpretation of the Zoning Code, that this is a cost and delay the owners should not have to bear. 

Mrs. Grover indicated that several panhandle lots approved in Windemere a number of years were 20 feet wide at the road; these lots are 51 to 194 feet wide. She referred to language in the Code speaking to panhandle lots and street access. The City fathers apparently approved this years ago as a landlocked lot. The structure was built in 1900, but there is no information as to the original subdivision, when it may have been done, or if it even was done under the Aberdeen zoning laws. Mrs. Grover feels this isn’t a typical panhandle lot, and therefore some relief needs to be provided. The reconfiguration provisions exceed the R-1 requirements; Mrs. Grover is not sure it qualifies as a panhandle. She feels the bigger issue is one of a landlocked lot with no access to Paradise Road.

Mrs. Grover read into the record the comments that had been provided to her by the Aberdeen Department of Public Works (DPW) and to Mr. Welsh, to wit: Owner(s) need to sign (deed also shows Gilbert Lewis as an owner); Provide drainage and utility easements (minimum 15 feet) between existing and proposed lots (drainage and utility easements abutting or along the road right-of-way need to be a minimum of 10 feet from the centerline of the mains); Existing water meter for 471 Paradise Road will be replaced/retrofitted with an E-Coder R900i; Provide the size of all proposed and existing water and sewer mains; Provide and show storm water management measures; Provide water usage calculation on plan and by a letter signed, sealed, and dated by the engineer; Show dimensions of all existing and proposed drainage and utility easements; Provide 3 grid tics at multiples of 250 feet; Provide State Highway Administration (SHA) comments; May need a private sewer easement for house connection to 486 Paradise Road; Verify existing sewer shown (existing manhole is a terminal manhole); and remove Lot 3 and 4 labels.

Mrs. Grover asked if there were a secondary access to this lot. Mr. Welsh said there is a second curb cut near an existing fire hydrant. Mrs. Grover thought access approval would be needed from the SHA. 

Mrs. Heavey asked about the jagged lot lines and why they couldn’t be cleaned up a little. Mr. Welsh said the original plan was tabled when it was found that improvements required by Public Works would have cost over $200,000. Mr. Welsh felt it possible that a builder could come in and re-apply for an additional subdivision and then make the required improvements.  

Mrs. Kosko and Mr. Braerman expressed confusion over the “3 and 4” shown on the plan. Mr. Welsh said these indicate the lots laid out under the previously proposed plan. Mr. Welsh indicated he had met with the City Manager who indicated this subdivision might not have to come before the Commission. However, the proposed legislation for in-house review of minor subdivisions was never introduced, therefore it was brought before the Commission. The “3 and 4” are drafting errors. Mrs. Grover indicated the original plan had been on a previous Commission agenda, but was pulled by the applicant. 

Mrs. Kosko said she did not look upon this as a panhandle and does not see this as an issue. This would be an improvement in that it eliminates a landlocked lot. 

Mr. Swisher suggested looking to remove the garage in order to get as close to the 100-foot frontage on each lot as possible. Mr. Welsh said leaving it this way would give the opportunity for perhaps 3 lots in the future. Discussion ensued over distances and property widths. Mr. Swisher said it looked like a panhandle lot to him, but sees Mr. Welsh’s logic.

Mrs. Heavey asked if the contiguous property owners had been contacted. Mr. Welsh said this is not required. Mrs. Grover said she would send a notice of the City Council meeting.

Motion by Ms. Preston, seconded by Mr. Schlottman, to approve the plan. Mrs. Kosko asked to modify the motion to address DPW comments, seconded by Mr. Schlottman. Motion passed unanimously. 


4.  Petition for Annexation of Dumas LLC                                   
                 Location: 1109 South Philadelphia Boulevard (Map 58, Parcels 186 and 223), a 
                 total of 2.274 acres.

Representatives: Brad Stover, attorney, Gessner, Snee, Mahoney, & Lutche, and Dave Sofsky, DSSPE Engineering.

The annexation petition was filed with the City on June 14, 2010 (copies were mailed to all adjacent property owners), with a citizen input meeting on August 30, 2010. The property in question currently houses the Cavalier Motel. It is zoned in Harford County as CI, Commercial Industrial; the applicants are looking to come into Aberdeen under a B-3 (Highway Commercial District) zoning. The property has a failing septic system, so the owners were advised by the Harford County Health Department to contact the City of Aberdeen due to that being the closest public wastewater system. The property is currently serviced by Harford County water. There are no plans to do anything differently with the property other than connect to the sewer system. 

Mr. Swisher asked if this is being operated as a daily or weekly motel. Mr. Stover said it is a combination – you can stay for a day or for a few weeks, as with various workers at Aberdeen Proving Ground, or those who are going from a house to an apartment or apartment to house. Mr. Stover indicated this is not a long-term residential hotel.

Mrs. Grover asked about page 2 of the petition, that there is some question about the desired zoning – the LI, Light Industrial of the County and B-3 of the City are both shown. Mr. Stover said this was a typo, that it’s definitely B-3. Mrs. Grover asked how many units the motel has. Mr. Stover said it has 12 units and 1 office. 

Discussion ensued over mapping and utility aspects of the petition. Mrs. Grover read into the record the comments that had been provided to her by the Aberdeen Department of Public Works (DPW), to wit: Developer needs to execute an agreement with Harford County to change from Harford County water to a bulk sale to the City of Aberdeen, then through a City of Aberdeen water meter; and the sewer service will need to be extended by the developer (and will be privately maintained) from the public sewer to this project. Mrs. Grover indicated a written text is needed regarding utility issues. Mrs. Grover asked if the use is intended to remain the same. Mr. Stover said it was.

Mrs. Heavey asked about contiguity to the current City limits. Mr. Sofsky pointed up the current corporate limit.

Mr. Swisher said he is sympathetic to the owners desire to come into the City, but feels a more robust package is needed. Mr. Stover said the requirements of the City annexation ordinance have been met, that this is a little different from other annexation applications in that the petitioners are not looking to do anything new. Mrs. Grover said that things normally included and missing here, such as a concept plan or traffic study, are not germane to this since no changes are to be made at the property.

Motion by Mr. Schlottman, seconded by Mrs. Kosko, that the annexation petition be accepted, with the inclusion of staff comments. Motion passed unanimously.

        5.  Overview of the draft 2010 Comprehensive Plan
              
Mrs. Grover presented the complete draft (less table of contents) of the 2010 Comprehensive Plan for the Commission’s review. Written comments from Commission members are needed by September 27, 2010. Once those comments are incorporated, the draft will then be sent to the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) for a 60-day review. MDP will provide their comments and Mrs. Grover would review those comments with the Commission. 

Mrs. Grover would like to have Planning Commission members go with her, the City Manager, and DPW to a meeting with the Harford County Department of Planning to review our Comp Plan with them, give them updates, and get their comments. Following these reviews, there would be a public hearing and inclusion of any additional Commission comments. At this point, the finished document would be passed on to the City Council for their approval through a resolution. 

Mrs. Grover expressed thanks to the Commission for their input, especially Mr. Swisher and Mrs. Kosko. The Water Resource Element (WRE) is also included in this draft, as it came in last Thursday evening. 

Mrs. Kosko asked if the County would be getting a copy of the Comp Plan before the proposed meeting. Mrs. Grover said yes, a copy would be sent to them the same time as those going to MDP. 

Mr. Swisher asked about the previous WRE, if that was sent to the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). Mrs. Grover said the original draft of the WRE had been sent to MDE and this one would be as well. 


There being no further business or public comment, the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m.    

 
_____________________________
Planning Commission Chairman

_____________________________
Recording Secretary

_____________________________
Date of Approval


For a verbatim record of this meeting, reference may be made to the audio recordings, which may be found in the Department of Planning and Community Development, Aberdeen, Maryland. 
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