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From: Tina Shepherd <doctort22@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2024 8:55 PM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: Public comment on Article 26 Outdoor Lighting

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

To whom it may concern,

| am writing this email to express my concern about Article 26(outdoor lighting)of the purposed Zoning
Ordinance Update. | have read the purposed Updates. However, We do raise this question, Why is the zoning
ordinance not more specific in regards to whether or not residential property falls under this ordinance. The
reason this question is being raised is that | have neighbor who has lights that shine into our home from a
structure that he placed without a permit. Ran electric to it without a permit.(While this is a separate issue
that is being dealt with by Chris Breedlove and his team) He placed a light on said structure. The was so bright
that it was shining into the bedrooms in my home through closed blinds and my family was not able to sleep.
We tried to be civil and asked to turn the light off he told us it is his property and he will do whatever he wants
and told us to get off his property. We did leave and then we started making phone calls to building and
permits and planning and zoning. We also started looking into the county code and looking for something to
help us with this issue. We thought we were in good shape and found this:

1. In no case can the illumination cast by a source or sources onto an adjacent residential property exceed
0.1 horizontal footcandle measured line-of-site from any point on the adjacent residential property.

After many phone calls to planning and zoning, We were surprised to find out that there is NOTHING in the
county code that will help us. Nothing to protect a property owner from another property owner. The above
code listed in article 26-3 section c. Applies only to commercial builds. Why does it not apply to residential
neighborhoods? Do the residents not deserve to live in their homes without having light trespass from an
adjacent property.

Why is there nothing to help a resident with dealing with another resident? who thinks that they are allowed
to do whatever they want and the neighboring property owners are just supposed to deal with it. We are
supposed to spend money on window coverings that we don't want in our home. We have been in our home
for 22years. We have never had a problem until this. We have a long list of the nonsense we have put up with.
WE have had enough! We deserve to live in our home peacefully and quietly as we have for the last 22 years.
We should not be forced to close our blinds if we don't want to. We cannot enjoy opening our windows and
letting fresh air in, as these dang lights shine in our property. This has affected our enjoyment of our property.
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From: Katrina P <katrina.palombi@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 8, 2024 8:58 AM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: Draft zoning comments; Section 18

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

| greatly appreciate the recent November amendments to Section 19 as it pertains to poultry and livestock. | would also
like to address Section 18-4, Agricultural

The draft version states:

18-4.A. Animal Husbandry

The care or breeding of livestock on a farm and raised for sale or profit, including, but not limited to, the following
animals: horses, cattle, sheep, swine, goats, bison, llamas, alpacas, rabbits, and poultry. The following shall apply where
applicable.

1. The lot or parcel is a minimum of three acres; and

2. The property has received an Agricultural Use Assessment from the Maryland Department of Assessments and

Taxation.

I would like to see the removal of 18-4.A.2. where it pertains to poultry. | am on just over 3 acres in RCD, and it is
impossible to obtain a Maryland Agricultural Use Assessment due to homesite acreage restrictions. For poultry, | can
obtain an NPIP certification through the Maryland Department of Agriculture which is required to breed and sell poultry
(for profit or not). | think meeting state regulations for poultry breeding is sufficient. This is applicable for homesteaders,
farmers, and breeders who breed and sell purebred heritage breeds.

Thank you for your consideration,
Katrina Palombi



From: David Harris <davidharris2nd@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 9, 2024 3:51 PM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Cc: Brittain, Katie E.; Grasso, Catherine M,; Ireland, Todd M,; Cox, Sr., Mark C.; Hance, Earl F;
Hart, Michael R.

Subject: Zoning Comment . NRL Chesapeake Beach should be Industrial not RD

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Good Afternoon,

| am way behind in the process but | found an error that | believe needs correction. | am writing about the proposed
changes to the Zoning. | believe that you all are making a big error by labeling the Naval Research Lab in Chesapeake
Beach as RD. It is being used 100% as Industrial. As such it should be labeled Industrial. If you don't believe Industrial is
the proper classification, perhaps something different, but certainly not RD as you are labeling it.

The reason | say this is that the houses that formerly were on it were torn down many years ago. The site is a
Military Research facility. They have numerous radar dishes on it and perform various tests at this site. They have
chemical storage and have had leaks on this site. Those chemicals are now showing up in the wells surrounding the
site. It has not been used as residential for over 80+ years and you should be zoning it as it is being used.

Additionally due to the site contamination levels this area should never be considered residential and that is the other
primary concern and reason why | feel that you should not label it as RD, but it should be Industrial.

David Harris

-Chesapeake Beach, MD 20732



From: Brinkley, Jason P.

Sent: Sunday, December 8, 2024 12:13 PM

To: O'Shea, Rachel D.; Hager, George W. "Will"

Cc: jason@scaggsexcavating.com

Subject: Fw: Zoning ordinance revision Comment, 11 and flex space removal
Rachel/Will

Please see Mr Scaggs comments below. Please include these in the public comments for the Planning Commission.
Thanks,

Jason Brinkley
Via Outlook for iOS

From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com <jason@scaggsexcavating.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 7, 2024 10:21 AM

To: Brinkley, Jason P. <jason.brinkley@calvertcountymd.gov>

Subject: Zoning ordinance revision Comment, 11 and flex space removal

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

The current revision proposal splits industrial between regular Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial and Industrial
Mixed Use and all removes Flex Space.

The current proposal leaves the Meadow Run Park with regular I1 Zoning.

In our park we currently have a Bingo Hall, a dentist office, a residential house, retail hot tub sales, T shirt Sales, a
Sports Plex Facility, some traditional Light industrial uses and a deal in the works for a Skating rink.

One would assume that the Meadow Run Park would fall under the Mixed Use type industrial zoning.

These changes make an already difficult to navigate zoning ordinance more difficult and would prevent expansion
of the Sports Plex and the new Skating Rink from coming to Calvert County.

| would advocate for doing nothing with the current ordinance as it pertains to Light Industrial land or at a
minimum give meadow run park the multi use designation.

An Unrelated topic is the Dunkirk Supply property. If anything is ever to be done with this property, it needs to be
grouped with my park as Industrial Mixed Use. The Rural Commercial tag is a horribly restrictive category and will
result in the property sitting as an eyesore for generations.

Jason Scaggs
Scaggs Site Development



Division of Scaggs Homes, Inc.
www.ScaqggsExcavating.com




From: Parkinson, Josephine R.

Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2024 12:05 PM

To: O'Shea, Rachel D.; Hager, George W. "Will"

Cc: Cook, Mary Beth; Mackall, Judy J.; Brinkley, Jason P.; Blake-Wallace, Tamara L.
Subject: FW: Zoning Update (Jason Scaggs)

Importance: High

FYI

From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com <jason@scaggsexcavating.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2024 12:02 PM

To: Zone Ordinance Update <ZOupdate@calvertcountymd.gov>; Parkinson, Josephine R.
<becky.parkinson@calvertcountymd.gov>; MacAdams, Kathy L. <Kathy.MacAdams@calvertcountymd.gov>

Subject: Zoning Update

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

The new Zoning Ordinance is not ready for approval. Please delay until the issues can be worked out properly.

Asking citizens to accept this today with no guarantee that text amendments will follow to correct problems is not
the right thing to do.

In my opinion, rushing to accept this will erode public trust and force some people to seek legal action.

Below are my comments to Planning and Zoning as well as the county commissioners.

From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com <jason@scaggsexcavating.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 8, 2024 12:01 PM
To: County Commissioners

Lady and Gentlemen,

| hadn’t paid much attention to the Zoning rewrite because | thought | would be long gone to NC by now. Now that
my departure is who knows how long delayed | have read through several sections.

It appears that the revisions are getting more complicated and growing in pages.
It took me 5 years to get the original site plan approval for the flag barn lot, for a small rural county, that is insane.

Am | the only one that thinks the goal of this rewrite should be to simplify, cut the number of pages in half and
speed up the approval process?

Here is one example.



Back in the spring | brought in the Owner of SkateZone Crofton to talk with Economic Development, P and Z and
DPW to open his second location. SkateZone and | had already agreed to a price on the 12 acre lot and we did a
complete budget. He was ready to spend 5 million dollars and hire over 10 people for this location. The goal of the
meeting was to iron out any potential issues and stress that Skatezone had zero interest in 3 years of permitting.
County staff all pointed to the process taking less than 12 months.

After walking out of that meeting, it took us 6 months to get a definitive answer on needing a traffic study or not.
After the 6 month delay, skatezone is no longer very excited about building the project.

I like to think | am on the same page with most of you. Limit a whole lot more residential development and
encourage interesting amenities for the community.

2...3 and 5 year permit processes do not encourage local people to build cool amenities. What it does and | will say
it for the 5" time is...make people like me sell the property to large investment firms. Those real estate investment
firms have no community connection to the area and only focus on profitability.

Clearly | could make more money with the flag barn lot vs what | am doing now but | live right across the street and
I have young kids, so | as a local land owner want something interesting there. | do however have 2 different
investment firms harassing me every month about buying it.

There are many staff members here now and many from the past that added to the complexity and personal
preference of the zoning regs under the nose of past county commissioners. With an all fairly like minded group of
commissioners, | think we should use this opportunity to really overhaul our system while still protecting our
values.

Below is my first email regarding the changes to the Ordinance.

Jason Scaggs

Scaggs Site Development
Division of Scaggs Homes, Inc.
www.ScaggsExcavating.com

The current revision proposal splits industrial between regular Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial and Industrial
Mixed Use and removes Flex Space.

The current proposal leaves the Meadow Run Park (Flag Barn, Kelly Generator Area) with regular 11 Zoning.

In our park we currently have a Bingo Hall, a dentist office, a residential house, retail hot tub sales, T shirt Sales, a
Sports Plex Facility, some traditional Light industrial uses and a deal in the works for a Skating rink.

One would assume that the Meadow Run Park would fall under the Mixed Use type industrial zoning. Out of all the
Industrial Parks in Calvert County, Meadow Run Park fits more in the definition of Industrial Mixed Use than any

other.

These changes make an already difficult to navigate zoning ordinance more difficult and would prevent expansion
of the Sports Plex and the new Skating Rink from coming to Calvert County.

I would advocate for doing nothing with the current ordinance as it pertains to Light Industrial land or at a
minimum give meadow run park the multi use designation.



There is no evidence that | have seen to support more complexity in the Industrial category.

An Unrelated topic is the Dunkirk Supply property. If anything is ever to be done with this property, it needs to be
grouped with Meadow Run park as Industrial Mixed Use. The Meadow Run Park and the Dunkirk Supply property
are cut from the same parent track and wrap around each other. The Rural Commercial tag is a horribly restrictive
category and will result in the property sitting as an eyesore for generations.

Jason Scaggs

Scaggs Site Development
Division of Scaggs Homes, Inc.
www.ScaggsExcavating.com




From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2024 9:47 PM
To: Planning and Zoning; Zone Ordinance Update; Willis, Julian M.; Brinkley, Jason P.;

Parkinson, Josephine R.; Hance, Earl F.; Hart, Michael R.; Cox, Sr., Mark C.; Grasso,
Catherine M.; Ireland, Todd M.; MacAdams, Kathy L.
Subject: Changes to Industrial Land.

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

The Proposed Zoning Regulations split the Industrial Category into 3 different sections.
Industrial Mixed Use

Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

The question is why and what is accomplished by this?

My Industrial park, also known as the Meadow Run Park has more flex uses/mixed use that any other industrial
park in the county.

My Industrial Park is proposed to be Light Industrial in the new ordinance.
25 percent of the Skinners Turn Road industrial area is proposed as Mixed Use Industrial

All of the 231 Industrial Park is proposed to be mixed use, yet this entire park more closely fits with regular light
industrial or Heavy Industrial.

The Patuxent Business Park is proposed entirely as Mixed use. It should be noted that much of this park is still
owned by the county and state.

My question is, who was in charge of picking what industrial park gets what zoning and what on earth could have
beenthe
reasoning?

As one of the largest land owners of Industrial land in this county, why was | not informed of these proposed
changes and why was my opinion on the matter not asked for?

Itis clear that the Mixed Use label offers more options and more likely to be developed.

This change makes the code unnecessarily more complex, for what end goal?

There are many vacant lots in existing industrial parks and this code change will make it harder to develop these
lots and bring jobs to this county.



Other sections of the code convert some EC and other classified land to one of the three industrial categories. By
my math, this change will over double the land area of Industrial zoned land in the county.

Given the additional land to be re-zoned industrial, why would existing owners of industrial land be punished with
a downgrade of their zoning?

The concept of splitting Industrial into three categories needs to be taken out of the proposed zoning update.

Aline item can be added in the allowed industrial uses chart that will allow a Data Center without breaking
Industrial into 3 separate pieces.

I am also not a fan of the rush to get this across the finish line. I respectfully request the approval of the new
ordinance to be delayed until these changes can be addressed.

Jason Scaggs

Scaggs Site Development
Division of Scaggs Homes, Inc.
www.ScaggsExcavating.com




From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 11:06 AM

To: Planning and Zoning; Zone Ordinance Update; Parkinson, Josephine R.
Subject: Changes to Indoor Recreation Conditions

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

In the Proposed ordinance, Indoor Recreation is not allowed in Meadow Run Park, a park that already has the
largest rec center in Calvert County.

It will also Block SkateZone in Crofton from opening their second location here. We have been in talks/design with
them for over a year.

Indoor Rec becomes Conditional in I-MU (Industrial mixed use) Only, with the below Condition.

Section 18-8
K. Recreation Facility, Indoor Commercial An entirely enclosed building or facility that offers commercial indoor

recreational activities that may include, but not limited to, tennis, batting cages, bowling, skating, racquetball,
arcade games, volleyball, basketball, indoor soccer, martial arts, miniature golf, paint ball, laser tag, gymnastics,
play gallery, the study of performing arts and related training, the production of arts and crafts products, or similar
activities. This use also includes establishments offering or providing facilities in controlled exercise, weightlifting,
calisthenics, aerobics, and general physical fitness. This use may include associated ancillary eating and drinking
areas, retail sales areas (limited to items customarily associated with the principal use only), and staff offices.
The following shall apply where applicable. 1. Outside Town Centers, the combined gross floor area of all
buildings supporting the use is limited to 25,000 square feet

So even we change my park to I-MU, it stillwon’t allow my Rec Center in my industrial park...I become out of
compliance again because | am at 35,000 Square Feet and | would be blocked from expansion.

The second phase of the Sports Plex is targeted for another one of my lots in the park.
What is the purpose and who are we protecting by capping the size of a rec center?

What is the purpose of not allowing a Rec Center in the Industrial Park that currently has the largest Rec Center in
the County?

| request that Meadow Run Park get the I-MU Designation and that the above condition be removed completely.
The use should be permitted not conditional.

Jason Scaggs

Scaggs Site Development
Division of Scaggs Homes, Inc.
www.ScaggsExcavating.com




From: jason@scaggsexcavating.com

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 12:22 PM

To: Hance, Earl F.; Hart, Michael R.; Cox, Sr., Mark C,; Grasso, Catherine M,; Ireland, Todd M,;
MacAdams, Kathy L.; Planning and Zoning; Zone Ordinance Update

Cc: ‘Steve Piazza'

Subject: Changes to Conditions on Indoor Gun Range

Attachments: 200 foot setback from lot line Buildable area.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

The 61,000 SF gun Range folks have recently acquired financing and would like to move forward.

Currently the Setbacks for an Indoor Gun Range are 200 feet from a dwelling. This only applies to the gun range
building, not the parking lot.

This is what | received a variance for to make the building fit on the lot.

We have the variance but no site plan submittal yet. The site plan engineering is estimated at over $200,000 and
had to wait for financing.

In the revised zoning the condition now calls out a 200 foot BRL from the lot line for the building and the parking lot.
This would completely kill the indoor gun range concept.

Attached is the site plan marked in red boxes for the new proposed 200 foot lot line setback. The green area is where
you can build for a gun range and parking.

This proposed rule change would limit the new building on a 12 acre lot to around 20,000 Square Feet. Significantly
smaller than any successful new range in the country.

I would argue that this proposed rule change would eliminate just about any parcel in the county from this type of use.

| respectfully request that the existing condition of 200 feet from a dwelling remain as written.

Below is the proposed code change.

Section 18-8N

N. Target Range, Indoor A building that is used for the purpose of organized shooting events or practice using rifles,
shotguns, pistols, and other firearms. The following shall apply where applicable.

1. The target range site, including any ancillary uses such as parking, shall be located at least 200 feet from any
lots or parcels with a residential building or active residential building permit; and

Jason Scaggs
Scaggs Site Development






NAlichael

Commercial Real Estate Services, Worldwide

December 10, 2024

Calvert County Board of Commissioners
175 Main Street
Prince Frederick, Maryland 20678

Re: Request for Zoning Change for
6401 Southern Maryland Boulevard
(Tax Mapl 1, Parcel 70) and 260 Lower
Marlboro Road (Tax Map 11, Parcel 507)

Dear Honorable Commissioners,

1 hope this letter finds you well. I am writing to formally request a zoning change for the
properties located at 6401 Southern Maryland Boulevard, Tax Map 11, Parcel 70 and 260 Lower Marlboro
Road, Tax Map 11, Parcel 507. Currently, these properties are designated as RCD (Rural Community
District) under the current county zoning laws. | am requesting that the properties be rezoned to
commercial such as the RC (Rural Commercial District) as part of the new county-wide zoning update.

The purpose of this request is to accommodate the evolving needs of the community and the
properties potential for commercial use, which aligns with the broader vision of Calvert County’s growth
and development plan. The property’s locations are along Southern Maryland Boulevard, a primary route
for local and regional traffic, offers a unique opportunity for commercial development while remaining
sensitive to the rural character of the area.

The proposed zoning change to RC - Rural Commercial District business activities while
maintaining compatibility with surrounding areas and will contribute to the economic development of the
area, providing opportunities, and ensure that the property is developed in a manner to meet the
community’s needs.

I have attached the current property information and relevant review. | would greatly appreciate
your consideration of this request. If you need additional information or wish to discuss this matter further,
please contact me at (NN ot via email at kmichaeli@naimichael.com.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. [ look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
" Kenneth H. Michael
Owner

KMH Sunderland LLC

ce: Mary Beth Cook Director of Planning and Zoning

NAI The Michael Companies. loc 10100 Business Parkway Lanham, Maryland 20708+ P (301)459-4400 » I (301) 459-1533 « www NAIMichael com



























From: Meredith McKinnon <mmckinnon@silvermanthompson.com>
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 12:30 PM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: RHV Public Comments

Attachments: 2024-11-18 Comments to Draft CCZO.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

To whom it may concern,

Please find attached Running Hare Vineyard, Inc.’s public comments to the proposed updates to the Calvert
County Zoning Ordinance. Kindly confirm receipt.

Thank you,

Meredith E. McKinnon

Silverman Thompson Slutkin & White
|
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Office: intinilil

Direct: iintttaiintl

Fax: stnintinietl
MMcKinnon@SilvermanThompson.com

THOMPSON

Silverman Thompson Siutkin Waite



A Limited Liability Company

Writer's Direct Contact:
| Ramsay Whitworth
|

€Y K] Y 7 : ) ‘(" / 2 r Y
TH O M P S O l q Baltimore, Maryland 21202 rwhitworth@silvermanthompson.com

Telephone N

Silverman Thompson Slutkin White Facsiiile A

silvermanthompson.com

ATTORNEYS AT LAW Baltimore | Towson | New York | Washington, DC

November 18, 2024

Via Electronic Mail

Department of Planning and Zoning
Attn: ZO Update

205 Main Street

Prince Frederick, MD 20678
ZOupdate@calvertcountymd.gov

Re:  Public Comments to the November 2024 Draft Updates to the Calvert
County Zoning Ordinance (“CCZ0O")

To Whom It May Concern:

This firm represents Running Hare Vineyard, Inc. (“RHV™), a business located in Calvert
County at 150 Adelina Road, Prince Frederick, Maryland 20678. RHV’s property is located in an
Agricultural Preservation District (“APD”). Consequently, RHV will be directly impacted by
many of the proposed revisions to the CCZO. Accordingly, on behalf of our client, please accept
the following comments to the November 2024 Draft Updates to the CCZO.

1) Article 4. Agricultural District, Section 4-2(C) — Uses

a.

The proposed provision should include language in accordance with COMAR §
15.15.07.04. See COMAR § 15.15.07.04 attached hereto as Exhibit A. COMAR §
15.15.07.04 sets forth an additional limitation for properties within State and
County preservation programs. Specifically, before the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation (“MALPF”) may approve a request for any use or
activity provided in Md. Code Regs. Title 15, Subtitle 15, the County must submit,
on behalf of the applicant/landowner, a “written statement from the local planning
and zoning office, or the county program administrator, indicating that the proposed
use or activity is permitted as of right or by special exception under local zoning.”
COMAR §c5.15.07.04(c). Related language should be included in the CCZO to
advise landowners falling within the purview of both State and County preservation
programs of their requirement to meet the County conditions for APD land uses
prior to receiving approval from MALPF for State preservation land uses.

2) Article 18. Table 18-1 Outside Town Center Uses

a.

The following proposed revisions to Table 18-1 should be reconsidered:
i. Bed & Breakfast Facilities (with up to 2 or 3 to 5 Bedrooms in Use) —


























































































From: Susan Dzurec <calvertwoman@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2024 3:21 PM

To: Hart, Michael R; Cox, Sr., Mark C.; Grasso, Catherine M,; Ireland, Todd M.; Hance, Earl F.;
Blake-Wallace, Tamara L.; Brinkley, Jason P.; Hager, George W. "Will"; Cook, Mary Beth

Subject: KCC report on up-zoning of RCD to RD

Attachments: RCD to RD IS IT GOOD PLANNING.pdf

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

December 18, 2024

Dear President Hance and members of the Board of County Commissioners and Chairman Toohey and members
of the Planning Commission,

It has been almost two years since the draft zoning ordinance and zoning maps were introduced to the citizens.
Since then, both the staff and the County Commissioners have heard and addressed many changes requested by
the general public. We are grateful for those changes.

Now, with respect to the zoning maps there remains one major concern-- the up-zoning of Rural Community
Districts to Residential Districts.

The Commissioners were told that the zoning change would not affect the number of lots. Our research shows
otherwise.

Commissioner Hance, with this in mind, Keep Calvert Country, (KCC) accepted your challenge to citizens to find
any remaining density growth areas in the Draft Zoning Ordinance. While our report focuses on 3 examples of
density growth areas, we are confident that other such areas exist in the County.

Page 7 of the attached report outlines how up-zoning the Rural Community District to Residential District will allow
just one of the many, many parcels of land affected by this seemingly trivial change, to almost double the
allowable number of lots. Under this change, a 40.47 acre parcel in Prince Frederick, with 18 allowable lots, will
now allow 30-34 lots. This is just one example.

Most of the lands within the proposed Residential District are currently farmed or forested and meet the zoning
ordinance definition of Rural Community Districts. Most are located along narrow, winding roads with no
shoulders. Others access directly onto highways that are already congested and pose safety concerns. They will
never provide pedestrian access to town centers as called for in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. In addition, they
will have a serious everlasting environmental impact, which will include, but not be limited to, our forest canopy,

























































Housing Authority of Calvert County
B e Frederick - MD 20678

—E - 05 DD e

December 19,2024

Calvert County Board of Commissioners
175 Main Street
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

Subject: Addressing the Urgent Need for Affordable Housing in Calvert County
Dear Members of the Calvert County Board of Commissioners,

We are writing to express our deep concern regarding the critical lack of affordable housing in
Calvert County, an issue that directly impacts the foundation of our community. We respectfully
urge the Board of Commissioners to reconsider the proposed limitation on higher-density
housing developments, as such a policy would have profound and far-reaching consequences for
our residents and the local economy.

Affordable housing is more than a basic necessity; it is the cornerstone of a thriving, inclusive,
and sustainable community. Yet, a significant number of Calvert County residents struggle with
housing insecurity, and some face homelessness. According to the Calvert County Homeless
Service Board’s 2020-2022 Strategic Plan, 373 unduplicated households were identified as
homeless in 2018. This troubling statistic highlights the persistent nature of housing instability in
our community, as encampments and homelessness remain visible challenges. These numbers
represent real individuals and families, including veterans, grappling daily with the harsh
realities of housing insecurity.

Beyond its human toll, the lack of affordable housing imposes a significant economic strain on
our community. Service industry jobs, which are vital to Calvert County, often fail to provide
wages sufficient to meet the high cost of living here. According to the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (MIT) Living Wage Calculator, a single parent with two children must earn $68.26
per hour to achieve a living wage in Calvert County. Even two working parents with two
children would each need to earn $29.01 per hour—figures that far exceed the average pay in
many service-sector roles. The result is a workforce forced into lengthy commutes or leaving
critical positions unfilled, further destabilizing our economy.

The housing shortage also disproportionately impacts our most vulnerable populations, including
veterans, older adults. and elderly residents in fragile health. It is deeply concerning to see
seniors, many of whom have contributed significantly to our community, taking on service jobs
Just to afford basic housing and food. Limiting higher-density housing developments would only
exacerbate these challenges by further reducing affordable housing options.

We believe that permitting higher-density housing developments is a practical and
compassionate solution. These developments can provide reasonably priced housing for
individuals working in local businesses. filling vacant jobs, reducing reliance on public safety









O'Shea, Rachel D.

From: David Liese <dlliese@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2024 12:28 PM
To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: New proposed zoning map

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

| am concerned that there is hidden upzoning in the new proposed zoning
map which will potentially add increased density. this could happen by
changing the current zoning which is similar to the proposed Rural
Community Districts (RCD) to the proposed new Residential Districts
(RD). Much of the lands within the proposed Residential District are
currently farmed or forested seem to fit the definition of RCD instead of
RD. Many of these areas are remote from town centers or are too far
away within town centers like Prince Frederick to fit in with what the
Comprehensive Plan's vision of what a town center should be. | like the
new definition of RCD and would ask that the zoning map be changed
such that all or most of the areas switched from RCD to RD be changed
back to RCD zones in the new zoning ordinance.

Thank you,
Janet Liese



O'Shea, Rachel D.

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

ROBERT Estes <bbbestes@comcast.net>

Friday, December 20, 2024 2:26 PM

Zone Ordinance Update

ROBERT Estes

Robert Estes Zoning Ordinance comment 2
Unbuildable Lot Portions Estes ZO Comment2.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender

This message came from outside your organization.

Robert Estes

Resident in Prince Frederick zip code

Subdivisions subtract the areas of wetlands and their buffers when calculating the buildable area
available. The areas of fragile soils with steep (25%+) and moderate (15 — 25%) slopes are not
considered in the calculation of buildable area. | believe they should be accounted for in some way.

The attached document contains my reasoning, conclusions and recommendation for changing the
proposed ZO to include consideration of soils and slopes in the calculation of buildable area.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Bob Estes



Bob Estes, Resident of Prince Frederick zip code

Subdivisions subtract the areas of wetlands and their buffers when calculating the buildable area
available. The areas of fragile soils with steep (25%+) and moderate (15 — 25%) slopes are not
considered in the calculation of buildable area. | believe they should be accounted for in some way.
I've grouped the text at the beginning of my argument, conclusion, and recommendations. Page 2
shows a typical property in Calvert County which is large enough to be used for a significant
development in terms of raw acreage (91 acre) but which also has significant slopes.

The buildable area for a given property is currently reduced due to wetlands and their buffer areas.
Other factors such as steep slopes (over 25%) and highly erodible soils especially on moderate
slopes (15 — 25%) are not considered for reduction of buildable area. This gives a misleading early
assessment of the buildability of a given property. The topographic map on Page 3 shows areas of
steep terrain but is hard to assess the actual % slope. Using the Calvert GIS system one can see the
areas with higher slopes. The areas of high slope are generally undesirable in Calvert County
regardless of the soil type. Moderate slopes may also be undesirable if the soil is fragile. The areas of
high slope and moderate slope can be seen on Page 4. The high and moderate slope area were
outlined with one of the tools available on the GIS system. The results can be seen on Pages 5 and
6. The total high slope area is 8.1 acre and the high plus moderate slope total is 30.7 acres. Most of
the moderate slopes have high slopes within their boundaries. The areas which might have issues
are about 41% of the property area if one includes the wetland area. An estimate of the wetland area
is 6.2 ac (Page 7). Note that neither the slope areas nor the wetland area includes buffers. The
information for soil type can be found using the GIS system (Pages 8 and 9) however there is no
assessment of soil/slope fragility available. The online application provided by the USDA called Web
Soil Survey combines slope, soil fragility, and proposed use type (such as homes without basements
- HWOB) into a calculated assessment of these parameters. The results of the analysis for can be
seen graphically on Page 10 and in a detailed table on Pages 11 — 13. A second analysis which is for
soil suitability for small commercial buildings is shown on Page 14. The soils/slopes for this example
(HWOB) imply that this property may not suitable for this type of structure. It needs to be understood
that the results from the soil survey are for terrains which are not modified to accommodate certain
types of issues on a given property. The analysis for HWOB shows that the land would be about 70%
Very Limited or Somewhat Limited (includes wetland area) if left as is.

Conclusion

It is unrealistic to use the soil survey analyses for obtaining unbuildable area since some grading and
stormwater techniques could allow for suitability increases. However, the analyses do show that one
must consider slope plus soil fragility. The areas for slopes over 15% (30.7 ac) are also higher than
what might be considered reasonable but it is important to note that examples of significant erosion
exist in Calvert for slopes even lower than 15%.

Recommendations

Minimum: The areas with slopes over 25% should be considered unbuildable at the very least. A
buffer factor (simple percentage, maybe 50% = 12 acre unbuildable due to slope) should be included
in the unbuildable calculations.

Better: Use the over 15% slope area as part of the accounting for fragile soils seen in the analyses.
Make this number robust to cover uncertainties and the lack of detailed analyses. Some form of
averaging the 25+% slope area with the 15+% slope area or factoring half of the moderate slope area
could yield a robust unbuildable estimate.
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Topographic Map
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25 -50% Slopes
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Areas NOT counting buffers

353163 sq. ft.

8.1 acre
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Over 15% Slopes (Combined high and medium slope areas)
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Areas NOT counting buffers
1336249 sq. ft

30.7 acre for shown outlines

Moderate slope area estimate (approximate) = 30.7 — 8.1 = 22.6 acre
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Wetland Area = 6.2 acre (not counting buffer) (Calvert GIS)
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Calvert GIS Soil Types




National Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey

Suitability of Soil for Houses Without Basements

RED: Very Limited
Yellow: Somewhat Limited
Green: Not Limited




Map unit
symbol

DmC

DmD

DoG

DwE

GwC

Map unit name
Dodon-Marr complex, 5 to 10
percent slopes

Dodon-Marr complex, 10 to 15
percent slopes

Downer-Dodon complex, 25 to
80 percent slopes

Downer-Woodstown complex,
15 to 25 percent slopes

Rating
Somewhat
limited

Somewhat
limited

Very
limited

Very
limited

Galestown-Woodstown complex, Not

5 to 10 percent slopes

limited

Component
name
(percent)

Dodon
(65%)

Dodon
(65%)

Marr (30%)

Downer, .-
(65%)

Dodon
(25%)

Issue (10%)

Downer, .-
(65%)

Woodstown
(25%)

Galestown
(5%)

Issue (5%)

Galestown
(65%)

Woodstown
(30%)

Acres
in AOI

Rating reasons
(numeric values)

Depth to saturated 4.7
zone (0.81)

Depth to saturated 9.8
zone (0.81)

Slope (0.63)
Slope (0.63)
Slope (1.00) 25.5

Slope (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (0.81)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

Slope (1.00) 4.1

Slope (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (0.39)

Slope (1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

16.9

Percent
of AOI

5.3%

11.1%

28.8%

4.7%

19.1%
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GwD

IbB

IwC

lwD

WdaB

Galestown-Woodstown complex,

10 to 15 percent slopes

Ingleside loamy sand, 2to 5

percent slopes

Ingleside-Woodstown complex,

5 to 10 percent slopes

Ingleside-Woodstown complex,

10 to 15 percent slopes

Woodstown sandy loam, 2to 5
percent slopes, Northern Coastal

Plain

Somewhat
limited

Not
limited

Not
limited

Somewhat
limited

Somewhat
limited

Galestown
(65%)

Woodstown
(30%)

Ingleside
(80%)

Hoghole
(10%)

Ingleside
(70%)

Ingleside
(60%)

Woodstown
(30%)

Woodstown
(81%)

Hammonton
(7%)

Slope (0.84) 1.8

Slope (0.84)
Depth to saturated
zone (0.39)
1.6
9.2

Slope (0.63) 4.2

Slope (0.63)

Depth to saturated
zone (0.39)

Depth to saturated 4.7
zone (0.39)

Depth to saturated
zone (0.39)

2.0%

1.8%

10.4%

4.8%

5.3%
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ZBA Zekiah and Issue soils, 0 to 2
percent slopes, frequently

flooded

Very
limited

Zekiah
(41%)

Issue (39%)

Widewater
(10%)

Fallsington
(5%)

Longmarsh
(5%)

Ponding (1.00) 5.9 6.6%
Flooding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

Ponding (1.00)
Flooding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

Ponding (1.00)

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)

Ponding (1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Rating
Very limited
Not limited
Somewhat limited

Totals for Area of Interest

Depth to saturated
zone (1.00)
Acres in AOI
35.5 40.1%
27.7 31.3%
25.3 28.6%

88.5* 100.0%

*Difference between actual 91 acre due to small tracing errors
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Soil Suitability for Small Commercial Buildings

If you made it this far thank you.

Bob Estes




O'Shea, Rachel D.

From: Patrick R. O'Meara <pomeara@rappaportco.com>
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2024 11:09 AM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: Draft Zoning Ordinance Comment

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

To whom it may concern,

We fully support and encourage you all to permit (with conditions) drive-through food uses within the

Village Commercial zoning in Lusby. | also wanted to inquire about allowing Automobile Filling Station, Repair
Shop, and Car Washes under the Village Commercial designation within Lusby. All of these uses are permitted
(either with “SC” or “C”) under the “Village” zoning for St. Leonard and Prince Frederick. The filling station is also
allowed with a SC within Owings as well, so I’m not sure why the Village designation is being treated so differently
within Lusby compared to the other towns. Adding these uses to Lusby under a C, S, or SC definition would still
allow these uses to be controlled to a certain degree, but it would increase the likelihood of getting certain pieces
of land developed.

| would love for these uses to be included in the upcoming zoning revision. If not, can you explain the reason why
they are not being included in the revision? What would be the next step to correct this if it cannot be included in

this zoning revision?

Thank you for your consideration!

RAPPAPORT

CULTIVATING PLACES

Patrick O’Meara | Senior Director of Brokerage

pomeara@rappaportco.com | www.rappaportco.com
|



O'Shea, Rachel D.

From: ROBERT Estes <bbbestes@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2024 12:19 PM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Cc: ROBERT Estes

Subject: Robert Estes Zoning Ordinance comment

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Robert Estes
Resident in Prince Frederick zip code

| have become aware of potential upzoning in the proposed zoning map where it does not seem to
belong. The existing Rural Community District (RCD) has been revised in the proposed new ZO. | like
the updated version of the RCD. The proposed new zoning map has changed a number of previous
RCDs to Residential District (RD). Many if not most of the RCDs which are proposed to be changed
to RDs are indeed rural in that they feature country roads, farms and forests and only allow for
relatively low residential development. An added benefit beyond lower impervious footprint compared
with potential RD densities is that the high amount of forested area transforms rainfall into ground
water rather than surface runoff. Many of the new RDs which came from previously designated RCDs
are either not near town centers or if in a town center are not close enough to areas that would attract
walking or biking. This seems to go against what the Comprehensive Plan intends for higher density
development. Remember that developing bedroom communities rather than communities built that
attract local taxable businesses cost the county an average of $2000 in services beyond taxes and
fees collected.

| would propose that most if not all of the previously designated RCDs changed to RD be changed
back to the new RCD prior to approving the new Zoning Ordinance. We just don't need development
that does nothing for the county and diminishes its rural character.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Bob Estes



O'Shea, Rachel D.

From: Susan E. Martone <SEM@CouncilBaradel.com>

Sent: Friday, December 20, 2024 11:39 AM

To: Zone Ordinance Update

Cc: Stephen A. Oberg; stephanie@rubble-bee.com; keithjr@rubble-bee.com; Brinkley, Jason
P, MacAdams, Kathy L.; Brittain, Katie E.

Subject: Letter-Zoning Ordinance Update/Rubble Bee Recycling & Demolition, LLC

Attachments: Z0 Update letter - Final 12-20-24.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Dear Sir or Madam: Please see the attached letter from Steve Oberg on behalf of Rubble Bee Recycling & Demolition,
LLC. Please confirm receipt.

Thank you.
Sue Martone

COUNCIL

BARADEL

Susan E. Martone, Legal Assistant
125 West Street, Fourth Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

T 410.268.6600 F 410.269.8409
sem@CouncilBaradel.com

www.CouncilBaradel.com
This email, and any attachments hereto, contains information that may be confidential or privileged.
If you received this email in error please notify us and delete the email from your system.




COUNCIL
BARADEL e

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

December 20, 2024

Via Email to: ZOupdate@calvertcountymd.gov
Calvert County, Maryland

Attn: ZO Update

205 Main Street

Prince Frederick, MD 20678

RE:  Zoning Ordinance Update, Proposed Revision to Commercial Recycling
Conditions (2) and (3), Zoning Ordinance Section 18-11 (E).
Our File No.: 27773.02

Dear Sir or Madam:

The purpose of this correspondence is to request consideration for revisions to the Calvert
County Zoning Code as it pertains to conditions for Commercial Recycling facilities as part of
the Zoning Ordinance update. This firm represents Rubble Bee Recycling and Demolition, LLC,
(“Rubble Bee™). For over three decades Rubble Bee has been engaged in recycling clean
concrete and asphalt for re-use by commercial enterprises, including for road construction
projects, at its facility in Owings, Maryland. Rubble Bee recycles 100% of the concrete and
asphalt it receives and reports its recycling tonnage annually to the Calvert County Department
of Public Works, Solid Waste Division. Rubble Bee’s concrete and asphalt recycling have taken
place outdoors for decades.

Rubble Bee is included within the 2019 - 2028 Calvert County Solid Waste Management
Plan (“SWMP?”) as a processing facility that recycles clean concrete and asphalt. The SWMP
describes Rubble Bee’s operations as:  “the materials are crushed into RC-6 (arecycled concrete
material ideal as a base material under paving projects or as a paving stone), 2 inch recycled
concrete and asphalt fines, and 2 inch recycled asphalt (used throughout the construction
industry). Once crushed, the material is sold to contractors and road crews.” SWMP, page 3-36.
Further, the SWMP includes within its source reduction and recycling strategy “technical
assistance programs for County haulers and businesses to promote waste reduction techniques,
recycling, the entrepreneurial opportunities available in the recycling field... [and to] encourage
private entities within Calvert County who operate as a recycling facility/center to meet specified
recycling percentages.” SWMP page 4 — 13,14.

Commercial Recycling is a Conditional Use in the I-1 Zone in both the current and draft
Zoning Ordinance update.  The November, 2024 Draft Ordinance at Section 18-11 (E),
“Commercial Recycling Facility” includes, Condition (1) “incinerators are prohibited” and
Condition (3) “outdoor areas shall be screened with a solid fence a minimum of six feet to a
maximum of eight feet in height.” Condition (2) states “outdoor processing is prohibited.”

I CociBarade| com



COUNCIL 70 Update
BARADEL Calvert County, MD

ATTORNEYS AT LAW Page 2
December 20, 2024

Rubble Bee seeks to revise the November, 2024 Draft Zoning Ordinance at Section 18-
11 (E) Condition (2) to allow outdoor processing of concrete and asphalt, only, provided that all
storm water management requirements are satisfied and that adequate measures are in place to
abate any potential nuisances such as dust, vibrations or noise. Rubble Bee also secks to modify
condition (3) to state that outdoor areas shall be screened with a solid fence and/or berm a
minimum of six feet to a maximum of eight feet in height.

Accordingly, Rubble Bee requests the verbiage in Section 18-11 (E) Conditions (2) and
(3) be modified to state:

(2) outdoor processing is prohibited except that outdoor processing of concrete
and/or asphalt only is permitted, so long as the facility complies with all County and State
Storm Water Management requirements and that adequate measures are taken for the
abatement of any potential dust, noise, vibration or similar nuisances.

(3) Outdoor areas shall be screened with a solid fence and/or berm a minimum of
six feet to a maximum of eight feet in height.

We would be pleased to discuss this proposed revision with Staff, the Planning
Commission and/or the Board of County Commissioners as relevant. Rubble Bee plans to attend
the December 30, 2024 Planning Commission Special Meeting and Board of County
Commissioners January 7, 2025 hearing.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

cc: Rubble Bee Recycling and Demolition, LL.C
Mr. Jason Brinkley
Calvert County Board of County Commissioners
Ms. Kathy MacAdams



O'Shea, Rachel D.

From: cpamboukian@gmail.com

Sent: Saturday, December 21, 2024 3:12 PM
To: Zone Ordinance Update

Subject: Zoning Ordinance

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

| am excited to see that Lusby may be revising its zoning to allow for drive-through food uses within the
Village Commercial zoning .

I would also encourage the county to consider more automotive type uses in the Village Commercial district,
currently we have to really go out of our way to have simple convenience such as gas stations and car wash’s ect.

Happy Holidays and Merry Christmas to you and your families,
We appreciate all your efforts.

Chris Pamboukian



