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Amend Section 400 — (? New Section)

Any lot in a LR zoned district that meets the “grandfather” requirements of
Section 402 and are substandard by 50 percent or more in size, either in area or width, is
eligible to apply the front, rear, and side yard setback requirements for a lot in a TR
zoned district. If this advantage is used the lot shall not be eligible for further reduction of
setback requirements through the variance process outlined in Section 1005, except for
Section 1005-E (Relaxed Standard Variance).
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John Nelson

From: John Sanders [johnsanders@highland-engineering.com)
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 7:46 AM

To: John Nelson

Cc: rskipper@highland-engineering.com

Subject: Sensitive Areas Ordinance - Comment

John,

I have a concern regarding the steep slope sub-section (156.04). It appears section F applies the
protections of this section to all slopes over 30%, including man-made. If I am reading this correctly, man-
made 2 horizontal to 1 vertical (which are 50%) slopes graded to create most everything developed, from
houses to industrial parks, would have limitations imposed should there be a desire to redevelop. It is only
reasonable to expect something like the Bausch and Lomb site may one day need redeveloped.

Could this section be applied to re-mining or reclamation of abandoned mines? How about maintenance of
man-made slopes such as along roads, ditch-lines and at bridges? Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

John Sanders, P.E.

Highland Engineering & Surveying, Inc.
1426 Memorial Drive

Oakland, MD 21550

301-334-6185 Voice

301-334-8317 Facsimile

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/21/2009
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John Nelson

From: Louise Weimer

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2009 8:44 AM
To: John Nelson

Subject: FW: Zoning and Land Use Changes

Louise Weimer
Administrative Assistant
Planning and Land Development
203 S. Fourth St.

Oakland MD 21550
301-334-1920
louisew@garrettcounty.org

From: HOA/ThousandAcresDCL [mailto:hoa@tadinc.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 8:00 PM

To: Louise Weimer

Subject: Zoning and Land Use Changes

As a full-time resident of Garrett County, | fully support the revions related to the Scenic Protection Overlay District, the
Expansion of Rural Agricultural and Resource Areas, and the Reclassification of the LR-Lake Residential District,
particular that section that requires a minimum lot size of two acres for homes requiring septic fields. The devastation of
the slopes surrounding the lakes by homeowners and developers determined to cut down every tree between their home
and a view of the lake is producing awful visual poliution. For new construction, mandatory open space will enable the
county to retain the natural resources that have been the source of recent prosperity. The greedy few should not be
allowed to destroy our environment for their transient profit. My home meets all these requirements and without loss of
property values. Others can be required to meet them as well.

Susan Hertz
1245 Shoreline Drive
Swanton, MD 21561

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. if you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message. which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty org

10/23/2009
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John Nelson

From: Robert Lewis [margboblewis@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 10:34 AM
To: John Nelson

Cc: kevin dodge

Subject: Implementation of Comprehensive Plan

We are writing to support the ordinances that have been proposed to implement portions of the County's
Comprehensive Plan that was adopted by the County Commissioners a year ago. In particular we support the
clustering proposals which we believe are indispensable for responsible management of residential
development.

We are mindful of those who believe that these proposals will devalue their land, and we wonder if there is any
precedent, here or elsewhere, to compensate, in whole or in part, those who can demonstrate significant loss.

We are members of the Allegheny Highlands Conservancy and a question came up at last night's meeting about
status of public comments, such as these. Do they become part of the public record and, if so, how can they be
accessed?

We appreciate all of the effort that the Planning Commissioners and staff have devoted to this important project.

Bob and Marg Lewis
219 Mountainview Drive
Oakland

301 387 8229

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. f you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Govermnment therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a resuit of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/23/2009
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John Nelson

From: Bill Buckel [wbuckel@iceweb.net]
Sent:  Thursday, October 22, 2009 5:49 AM
To: John Nelson

Subject: Subd Revisions

John:

I 'am writing to address the very important but difficult task of revising the current subdivision regulations. I am
not totally opposed to the intent of the changes to the regulations, but I am not in favor of the way they are
being proposed. I have always felt that the present regulations' approach (3 acre minimum lot size) to the
agricultural and rural resource lands is flawed and causes these lands to be fragmented or "parcelized" at a
faster rate than if smaller parcels were still allowed in these areas. The move to now allow the new lots to be the
minimum required by the Health Dept is the part of the proposed revisions that I do agree with and fully
endorse.

To be more fair with these new regulations however, I believe that the present requirement by MDE that the
septic area needs to be part of the lot must to be factored into the new regulations. In the past, an easement area
on another piece of property where a perk passed was allowed. In order to make the most use of the land, these
proposed regulations need to allow that portion of the lot containing the septic area to be part of the 66% reserve
area if it is contained within that contiguous reserve area. Since the rules governing septic areas would be in
effect, it could not be developed with visible features and would therefore fully satisfy the intent of these
revisions. This will allow some of the 66% area that is being totally lost as now written, to at least be available
for use as the septic area. This will prevent loss of potential perk sites that will most likely be needed to fully
develop a piece of property using the proposed clustering concept.

I do feel that the owners who are being stripped of their property rights should be compensated somehow.
Perhaps a reduction in property taxes would be a device that could be used. As Carl said, these regulations are
being done for the common good and the landowners are the ones who are footing the bill. Since we all want to
preserve the countryside, shouldn't we all contribute to the solution rather than the just those who have so far
turned their backs on the easy bucks of splitting up their farms? They are your allies actually. They don't want
that to happen either, they just don't want to lose their rights to others for nothing but the "common good" I
guess.

Thanks,

Bill Buckel

10/23/2009
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John Nelson

From: James Cilecek {jameswmc@q.com]

Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 6:22 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: Concerns Regarding Proposed County Subdivision Ordinances

Hello John,

Hope you are doing well and I do appreciate your willingness to accept comments from concerned citizens and
landowners regarding the newly proposed County Subdivision Ordinances.

Since the late 80s, I've owned farms in Garrett County and found the area to be a wonderful escape from my life in the DC
area as an Emergency Physician. My role was primarily are a farm owner maintaining over 400 acres of farmland
primarily located near and overlooking Deep Creek lake.  Routinely, I leased my land to local farmers at nominal fees
knowing that making a living as a Farmer was not easy. I also invested a great deal of my hard earned money in real
estate rather than investing elsewhere knowing that at a latter date, this land would be of value.  So too did many farmers
in the area, and this land was often their only family asset.

While never developing my land nor seeing other area farmers doing so either, we all expected that laws pertaining to
subdividing would remain intact for generations to come as a matter of fairness to all. At the same time, we did see some
area land owners developing land overlooking primarily the North end of Deep Creek Lake..and doing so in an
irresponsible manner. These individuals made great profits with minimal outside interference. The County remained
silent on these issues, but I do know in talking to you and others that you had growing reservations about what was
happening to the character of Garrett County and also the problems that this high density growth was causing especially
as it related to well water and run-off.

Seeing these new regulations angered me. I feel as if farmers are being punished for the past actions of others. While
Jarmers do understand that some measures do need to be taken to protect the Deep Creek Lake area, these proposed
regulations are to the extreme. They pose a level of unfairness that is reprehensible. There has already and there will
continue to be a public outcry that will only serve to damage Garrett County. It would not surprise me if certain
individuals take legal action against the county and state only serving to cost everyone millions in legal expenditures if
these proposals become law.  These expenses will then be passed on to all county resident if such action does take place.

I'would encourage you and the Planning Board to find more acceptable County Subdivision Ordinances such that farmers
can sell reasonable amounts of their land as long as certain restrictions in lot size and forestation are met. Development
can be done responsibly without placing severe new restrictions on area farmers.

Thank you kindly for giving consideration to my comments.

Sincerely,

James W Cilecek MD

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the intended
individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or refiance upon its contents is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy all copies. Email transmissions
cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the
contents of this message, which arise as a result of email transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/20/2009



Ed King
680 State Park Road
Swanton MD 21561
301.387.5702

Via E-Mail October 19, 2009

John Nelson, Director
Planning and Land Development
(johnn@garrettcounty.org)

Subject: Comments from Ed King on Comprehensive Development Plan
Meetings — Wednesday 10/14/09 Planning Meeting
Wednesday 10/14/09 Public Information Meeting

1) To be accepted, the changes being proposed need to be of a participative
nature. At both subject meetings, it was evident that most if not all landowners
affected were not even aware of what was happening. Only a very few had
participated in the process.

Suggestion: Slow down. Take the time to notify every landowner and meet with
all interest groups over the next year. Explain what the proposals are. Find out
what each individual group wants and then rework the Plan.

2) Grandfathering needs to be addressed, in particular where property is in a
zoned classification. Real estate values can be adversely affected by down-
zoning or placing restrictions on property purchased for future development
under current ordinances.

Examples: Randy Craig — Pergin Farm
Howard Payne — Acreage on crest of mountain above
Gravelly Run Road
Jonathan Kessler — Property near breast of dam



John Nelson
Page Two
October 16, 2009

3) Creation of LR1 and LR2: Public sewerage vs. septic is not a valid reason to
establish a zoning classification. If a property is on septic, the Health
Department now requires 60,000 feet for the minimum lot size. Change that to
a larger number if you wish. Do not create a zone based on septic.

For future development within LR2, we do not know that sewerage could not be
provided. If it occurred, then the owner/developer would have to establish that
there had been an error or that the land use had changed.

My recommendation is to leave the LR zone unchanged and not create a new
LR1 and LR2,

4) Scenic Protection (screening with tree planting): Most of the homes built on
hillside view lots are valued at $400,000 to $1.5 million. They have been built to
architectural guidelines. The fronts (facing view) of these homes are very
attractive. We ali live in some sort of structure. The comments driving the
proposed changes and those who have proposed them must be questioned.
Why are these beautiful homes found to be objectionable? There are structures
throughout the county that are less than architecturally attractive. Consider a
completely opposite scenario

where screening guidelines for the remainder of the county were to be
suggested. No way! Don't bite the hand that feeds you. Every mountain resort
has view properties.

5) Scenic Crestline Criteria — The Overlook condominiums have caused the
current controversy. The Pinnacle, Mountainside, Deep Creek Highlands, and
even Monte Vista are all well grown-in and look attractive. The Skyline
Ordinance in the Great Smokies calls for an uninterrupted, natural skyline at the
top of the trees; no high-rise hotels or homes above the tops of trees or any
clear-cutting that would interrupt the skyline. We would be wise to suggest
similar guidelines.

Deep Creek Highlands as viewed from Route 219 is a classic example of good
planning that does not disrupt the skyline. All of these homes have rather nice
views without over-regulating as suggested with the 15-foot height and
replanting of trees. I would be happy to provide a series of photos to illustrate
the good and the bad.



John Nelson
Page Three
October 16, 2009

Summary: Your office has worked hard. You are to be commended for your
efforts. I, too, would like someday to see Garrett County zoned.

A) Go slow. Have more informational meetings, particularly with the
different interest groups. Take another year to do it right.

B) Listen.

C) Ask the people what protections they want. Win/win. Give & take.

D) Consider grandfathering so as not to devalue real estate.

E) Remember the words: “participative management.” Alfred P. Sloan of
General Motors Corporation introduced that technique while dealing
with negotiations between management and the autoworkers union.
It worked. If properly applied, the technique still works.

Thanks again for your hard work. Take time to do it right!
As a member of several boards and committees, my comments are entirely

personal and meant to be constructive. They do not represent
the position of any board or committee on which I serve.

Ed King

Copy: DCL Property Owners’ Ass'n. Board of Directors
Garrett County Board of Realtors Gov't Relations Committee
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John Nelson

From: bbeelar@rcn.com

Sent: Sunday, October 18, 2009 6:44 PM

To: John Nelson; John Nelson

Cc: troyellington@hughes.net; Cheryl DeBerry
Subject: Planning Hearing

John,

In this email, I am responding as a citizen and "lake person" to the lead-up to and actual
informational session last Wednesday. I am focusing on education and process issues but a
strong recommendation that all involved review the time line and engage in substantial
efforts to further educate the citizens prior to moving forward.

First and foremost, I am extremely impressed that the people who attended sat through the
1 hour presentation by EMR consultants. As someone with the planning degree, I do not
recall ever attending a meeting in which folks sat for so long and seemingly were willing
to listen to a presentation about complex planning issues. This tells me there is real
interest in the County and this should not be ignored.

I would urge you, the Planning Commission and/or the Commissioners to publicly acknowledge
those who attended and their willingness to learn.

2. I was very concerned about the way the information session was publicized, specifically
the ad in the Republican. I have spoken to both Joyce Bishoff and Bill Meagher about this.
While I do believe their intent was good-- urging local citizens to get informed; I was
very distress about the "private property" slant, which was inflammatory.

My recommendations: .
1. There is a need for substantial further education in the community on the issues
involved in the DCL Ordinance Review. I would urge you to connect with various groups,
including the Chamber, various women's groups as well as the POA to do this educational
groundwork PRIOR to moving forward.

2. As the one gentlemen stated, it is very disconcerting to have the DCL Watershed
Ordinance being reviewed without the input from the lake property owners in the watershed.
This is the first time in 10 years this Ordinance is open for review. Don't rush the

process.

I would encourage full engagement of the POA to educate their membership. But, better vyet,
for $29 you can purchase the DNR address list of all dock permit holders-- majority of
whom are not POA members- and send out an information brochure to them and inform them of

proposed changes.

It smacks of bad faith to have County residents making decision about important issues

.. reldting to property use and planning with a good portion of those impacted 1) not in the
‘area to participate in these informational hearings; and 2) given that the majority of
these same people have no vote in local political influence though they pay the bulk of
the County property taxes.

I urge the County not act to create further gap between the local residents and the "lake
people"--- without whom the County would seriously suffer. This is a delicate
relationship; please don't make it worse.

3. I was disappointed that the POA did not speak out at the information hearing, leaving
the "lake peoples'" voice to one person. Lake people are the ones impacted by the
Ordinance changes, you must let them know.

4. There was not discussion about the Sensitive Areas Ordinance and this was a serious
omission. I would recommend that you not move forward on this since it was completely
absent from the information hearing presentation and discussion.

Thank you for all your hard work. It is not easy balancing all the view points and issues.
1
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Barbara Beelar, 779 Chadderton School Road, Oakland

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or
entity named. If you are not the intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its contents is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete
the original, and destroy all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be
secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed,
arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does
not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of email transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org
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John Nelson

From: Rich Orr [rorr@railey.com]

Sent:  Thursday, October 15, 2009 8:31 AM
To: John Nelson

Subject: FW: Garrett County Zoning Changes

From: Rich Orr

Sent: Thu 10/15/2009 8:29 AM

To: johnn@garretcounty.org

Subject: Garrett County Zoning Changes

Dear John & Members of the Planning Commission,

Over the years | have appreciated the relationship with your offices and your abilities to guide our
county through growth. We are very fortunate to have the skills and expertise of your staff and
commission to develop growth plans. Understood this is a tough agenda before you and | am sure
you are doing what you think is the best for long term growth of the county.

However is our county really faced with a growth problem? | submit that we are not and the existing
provisions in the county plan and Watershed plan are good enough to proceed into the foreseeable
future as it relates to the marketplace and growth problems. While the clustering of farmland for
development has a conceptual promise to preserve open space, it is not practical in the rugged
terrains and limited soils available for on site septic systems. | firmly believe that a study of economic
conditions, land restrictions for slopes, percs, streams, wetlands etc will NATURALLY create the
desired growth control in Garrett County. The concept for clustering could be sold much easier if the
land was serviced or has ability to be serviced with public and water and sewer. Further as a Realtor
and sworn oath to look at the highest and best use for properties in our market place, | believe your
groups should have the insight and expertise from the Realtor community. We are not special interest
but look our for the interests of all in time of development and planning. Had the realtor community
been engaged to help understand the supply/demand principal of growth as well as the practical
nature of our county terrain related to growth you would have the following information.

Currently in the multiple listing system there are 254 active listings up to 1 acre in size and
over the last year there has been 67 sold lots creating a 4 year supply of this product. From
1.01 acres to 25 acres, there are 360 active listings of which 61 have sold over the past 1 year
making a 6 year supply of this product. From 25.01 acres and up there are 34 active listings
with 10 solds creating a 3 year supply of this product. Understood this glut of inventory has
been created while the planning process was already underway, but even the last 17 years of growth
shown on the graph last evening establishes an average of 115- 125 new homes each year in our
county. Again with these numbers available to us, do we really have a growth problem?

As for the scenic protections areas in the Watershed, | think the proposed plan without grandfathering
will create a nightmare for public and private to administer. Even with grandfather provision the plan
has been created to protect the needs of a few and not the majority. Future growth in scenic areas
should be regulated at the developer levels with covenants and restrictions similar to those at Deep
Creek Highlands. Also, the need to judge developments around the lake that have been created

over time have clearly re - grown their natural cover. Has this been considered.

Lastly | find it hard to believe that the commission and consultants have used the White Plains
Subdivision to show how dividing farmland into large lots has fragmented the farm process. On our

10/15/2009
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200 acres we have found harmony with 5 owners and the ability to keep all of the land not taken by
home sites available for farming and forest preservation. In fact our 200 acres has more available
farmland today that when we purchased the property. While our approach may not be the solution to
all of the farm subdivisions, | would appreciate if your group would take the time to at least
understand that our small community has preserved the integrity of the land we own.

I look at the commission and zoning officials as friends, neighbors and fellow citizens. As it relates to
how | and the real estate community are perceived, | would hope you feel the same. We should be
working together on this process with open minds and understanding of how tough it really is to
develop a piece of property due to the NATURAL limitations of Garrett County's tough terrain. | have
personally done hundreds of perc tests over the years and know first hand that our natural terrain will
easily take care of any growth problems perceived at the state levels.

Please accept my comments and suggestions with respect and appreciation for all your efforts to
protect our county.

Sincerely,

Rich Orr

378 Lexi Lane
Oakland, Md. 21550
301-616-2527 Cell

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty org
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John Nelson

From: Patrick Riley [patrickwriley@verizon.net]
Sent:  Thursday, October 15, 2009 1:08 AM
To: John Nelson

Subject: New Land Restrictions

Hi Mr.Nelson,

I attended the meeting at the college Wed. night. | am writing you to again
express my extreme displeasure at the proposed plan. | am going to try my hardest to get the word out to other property
owners! Garrett County is a beautiful place and to think you need to take people's property to keep it that way! | feel that
taking 80% of my property is a major theft of the government! Do you want your own property to be taken in such a
fashion? Itis not right!!!l | can't believe that people are going to sit by and let this happen!!li!

On a positive note | would like to thank you for allowing the public to speak at the
meeting.

A lifelong Garrett County resident and citizen of the USA,

Bambi Riley
301 245 4509

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www garrettcounty org

10/15/2009
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John Nelson
From: Louise Weimer

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2009 8:31 AM

To: John Nelson

Subject: FW: Implementation of the County Comprehensive Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Louise Weimer
Administrative Assistant
Planning and Land Development
203 S. Fourth St.

Oakland MD 21550
301-334-1920
louisew@garrettcounty.org

Sent: Saturday, October 10, 2009 7:54 AM

To: County Commissioner; Denny Glotfelty; Fred Holliday

Cc: Louise Weimer; Kevin Dodge

Subject: Fw: Implementation of the County Comprehensive Plan

Dear Commissioners--

You folks adopted this. [ hope you implement it.
Best regards,

Bob Lewis

----- Forwarded Message ----

From: Robert Lewis <margboblewis@verizon.net>

To: Lou Battistella <Lbatt859@aol.com>; Scott Johnson <scott.johnson@coldwellbanker.com>

Cc: Kevin Dodge <kevin.dodge@garrettcollege.edu>; Don Sincell <newsroom@therepublicannews.com>; John Nelson
<planninglanddevelopment@garrettcounty.org>; troyellington@mindspring.com

Sent: Saturday, October 10, 2009 6:53:05 AM

Subject: Implementation of the County Comprehensive Plan

Hi Lou and Scott--

The full page ad in the Republican didn't surprise me, but the editorial did. I was especially puzzled by the statement
that properties in the DCL watershed could be most seriously and adversely affected. Iseem to recall that the POA
supported these changes when they were proposed and adopted by the Commissioners a year or so ago. My
understanding then (and now) is that the rather limited and carefully drafted proposals, which were subject to review and
revision after numerous public meetings and hearings, would enhance overall preservation and economic values
throughout the county and especially at the Lake. As with any regulations some individuals will protest that their
property use is being restricted. Many of those people expressed their views during the extensive proposal and review
period before the Plan was adopted. I believe they got a fair hearing.

I'm sure that the POA will be at Wednesday's meeting and I hope that its position will be consistent with the views it has
expressed in the past.

Bob

10/21/2009



2015 Frostburg Road
Frostburg, Maryland 21532 (Garrett County)
October 29, 2009

Garrett County Planning Commission

¢/0 John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Garrett County Courthouse

203 South Fourth Street

Oakland, Maryland 21550

Dear Planning Commission Members:

We ask that you adopt the proposed revisions to the Deep Creek Watershed Zoning
Ordinance, the Garrett County Sensitive Area Ordinance, and the Garrett County Subdivision
Ordinance. It is time to make these changes legally binding by bringing Garrett County
ordinances in-line with the 2008 Comprehensive Plan.

My wife and I have lived in western Maryland for 32 years. We have owned property in
Garrett County for about 30 years, and have lived in Garrett County for 13 years. Garrett
County has undergone tremendous changes during that time period and will continue
changing over the next 30 years. Property owners in Garrett County should welcome any
ordinance revisions that protect their quality of life and health and safety. Even now,
property owners are regulated in what they can do with their property. However, more needs
to be done to insure that the character of Garrett County is not irreparably damaged by the
unregulated activities of those who choose not to be good neighbors or to develop their
property unwisely.

On behalf of Garrett County and its residents, both current and future, we thank you for your
efforts to persuade the Garrett County Commissioners to adopt these revised ordinances.

Sincerely yours,

J. Edward Gates and Donna M. Gates

jeg
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John Nelson

From: Larry Bruch [Lbruch@dhr.state.md.us]
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2009 11:00 AM
To: John Nelson

Subject: proposed revisions

Hello John, just a short note to let you know that I support the proposed revisions to the
Deep Creek watershed zoning ordinance and the GCo. sensitive areas ordinance. The amount
of subdivisions going on along the Sang Run road area is out of control. I know people
have rights to their property but dozens of houses with no control over the amount of
water taken from aquifers is too risky for neighbors and new home buyers. I hope these
new regs. will help control the growth in the county. Thanks-Larry Bruch 148 Salt Blk.
Mt. Rd. Grantsville, Md.
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This Email message and any attachment may contain information that is proprietary, legally
privileged and/or confidential. This Email is intended solely for the use of the person(s)
to which it is addressed. If you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent
responsible for delivery of this Email to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this Email is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify the
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This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or
entity named. If you are not the intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its contents is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete
the original, and destroy all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be
secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed,
arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does
not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of email transmission.
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102 Pageland Drive
Yorktown, VA 23693
October 31, 2009

Mr. Troy Ellington

203 South Fourth Street
Courthouse room 210
Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Mr. Ellington and Members of the Planning Commission:

I am writing to express my support for the proposed changes to the land development
ordinances. Although I am not a full-time resident, my family has owned property on
Zeddock Miller Road in the vicinity of Deep Creek Lake for over 50 years. Obviously,
we have seen many changes in the area over that time period, and, like many part-time
residents whose opinions I have seen expressed in recent years in the Oakland
Republican, I feel that with rampant unregulated growth the county risks losing much of
the character, beauty, and ecological health which draw people to visit and invest in the
area. | feel the proposed changes and the spirit of the Comprehensive Plan take a long-
range view that reflects current and future growth trends, balances respect for private
property rights with the needs of the larger community, and supports the economic and
environmental health of the county.

I appreciate the hard work and thoroughness that went into the development of the
Comprehensive Plan and the proposed changes to the land development ordinances.

Sincerely,
Carol Bartram



Christopher and Laura Haynes
234 Hidden Meadow Ln.
Swanton, MD 21561

October 31, 2009

Garrett County Planning Commission

c/o John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Garrett County Courthouse

203 South Fourth Street

Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Planning Commission Members:

We are writing to request that you adopt the proposed revisions to the Deep Creek Watershed Zoning
Ordinance, the Garrett County Sensitive Area Ordinance and the Garrett County Subdivision Ordinance.

We attended the public information meeting on October 14", so that we would have a better understanding
of these proposed changes. We along with many other people have participated in this public process to
help develop the current comprehensive plan for Garrett County. Now it's time to make these changes
legally binding by bringing Garrett County ordinances in-line with the 2008 Comprehensive Plan.

We support personal property rights, but we are concerned that continued development without the
proposed ordinances poses a threat to the rural nature of Garrett that makes this such a wonderful place to
live and visit. We are particularly concerned that without implementation of the proposed subdivision
ordinances, valuable water resources will be threatened. We cannot take for granted the fact that most of
us in Garrett County have clean water to meet our daily needs. Globally, the reality is that many people do
not, and there are serious shortages of water resources in other parts of the country. We do not want to
see any of Garret County's residents face water shortages as the result of over development. We believe
that the proposed ordinances will guide development in our county, so that landowners will still be able to
reap significant financial benefits from their land if they choose to develop it, while taking steps to preserve
valuable natural resources, thereby protecting the quality of life of current and future residents.

Thank you for your efforts to persuade the Garrett County Commissioners to adopt these revised
ordinances. Hopefully they will demonstrate the same foresight that you have shown in developing these
proposed revisions.

Respectfully,

Chris and Laura Haynes



AShby Engineering, LLC ashbyeng@cebridge net

14703 Garrett Highway, Oakland, MD 21550 301.334.4199 - FAX 301.334.2899

October 29, 2009

Mr. John E. Nelson

Garrett Co. Planning & Land Development
203 S. Fourth Street, Room 210

Oakland, Maryland 21550

Re: Subdivision Ordinance Revisions
Section 159.112 - Traffic Impact Studies

Dear Mr. Nelson;

This letter is being written to comment on the proposed subdivision ordinance changes regarding the
inclusion of Traffic Impact Studies (TIS). I am not against this new requirement. What concerns me is
how the requirements will be implemented.

159.112.A of the proposed requirement states that the studies “shall be required” as part of the
development process for specific project sizes. As noted in subparagraph (2), there are sometimes
projects of less than 50 lots that a TIS would be prudent. Conversely, there will be developments that are
larger than 50 lots where it will be obvious that a TIS is not warranted. Instead of making the TIS
mandatory for developments over 50 lots, make it a recommendation of the Planning Director and/or the
County Roads Engineer. I would like to suggest the following language:

A. A ftraffic impact study may be required prior to preliminary plat approval for any major
subdivision if the Planning Director, with the recommendation of the County Engineer, requires a
traffic study based on the site’s proximity to a County road where traffic, geometric or safety
concerns exist which may be worsened by the proposed subdivision or development.

159.112.D of the proposed requirement also has some concerns. Being a small local engineering firm,
we do not have the opportunity to gain traffic study experience on a regular basis. Therefore, Ashby
Engineering would likely be unqualified as someone with “verifiable experience”. However, continuing
education classes are often available to Professional Engineers to at least gain the working knowledge to
be able to develop the TIS. In order to gain the “verifiable experience”, we have to start somewhere.
This clause may inadvertently exclude some of the smaller local firms from expanding beyond their
typical professional services and providing the TIS.

Another area that has us concerned is in 159.112.F. “The County may require the Applicant to pay for
the cost of a consultant to review the Traffic Impact Study.” A TIS should be looked upon as any
another type of development requirement such as stormwater management, or water and sewer design.
As a professional, we are to prepare any design study (either SWM, W&S or TIS) in accordance with
current generally accepted professional practices. The results are then reviewed by the County to assure
the findings meet with the County requirements. The findings of the report are what is important and
should be reviewed by County staff (the County Roads Engineer come to mind). This is the procedure
for any other study submitted to the County. The TIS is no different. If the Applicant is to pay for an
additional outside reviewer of the TIS, it will become difficult to predict or control engineering
development costs. Who is to say that the outside reviewer is acceptable to the County?



Mr. John Nelson
Subdivision Ordinance Revisions
Page 2 of 2 October 29, 2009

While we have listed our concerns that we have with the requirements of the TIS section, we agree with
how the TIS findings are implemented. The Applicant may not have control of road improvements
beyond his property. In fact, an adjacent property owner who does not want the development may see
the road improvement issue as an opportunity to stop the project. As you probably know, if someone is
working within a Maryland State Highway Administration right-of-way and cannot get permission to
continue with improvements beyond their project site, the improvements are constructed as far as they
are allowed to go within the given right-of-way. It also makes sense to allow for an opportunity to
contribute to an overall road improvement project that will benefit more than just the Applicant.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our input on the new ordinance. If you have any questions, or
require additional information, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

‘ JOUNAL 7
File: N:\Ashby Eng\L TR - Nelson 2009-10-29.doc Mgy
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John Nelson

From: Bruce Taliaferro [btaliaferro@GA.K12.MD.US]
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2009 4:43 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: draft revisions

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

| support the proposed draft revisions of the Garrett County ordinances. Please express this in your meeting with the
planning commission.

Bruce Taliaferro

McHenry

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transrmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garreticounty .crg

10/30/2009



Ronald C. Boyer & Lizabeth A. McDowell AVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAVAY
283 Elk Ridge Lane - Grantsville, MD 21536 - Phone 301-895-3686 - E-mail boverandmcdowell@earthlink.net

October 29, 2009

Garrett County Planning Commission

c/o John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Garrett County Courthouse

203 South Fourth Street

Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Planning Commission Members:

We are writing to request that you adopt the proposed revisions to the Deep Creek Watershed
Zoning Ordinance, the Garrett County Sensitive Area Ordinance and the Garrett County Subdivision
Ordinance.

We attended the public information meeting on October 14", so that we would have a better understanding
of these proposed changes. We along with many other people have worked long and hard through this
public process to help develop the current comprehensive plan for Garrett County. Now it's time to make
these changes legally binding by bringing Garrett County ordinances in-line with the 2008 Comprehensive
Plan.

For those of you that don’t know us, we are full-time residents and landowners of Garrett County. Liz has
lived here since 1981 and Ron since 1993. We consider ourselves good neighbors and treat others as we
would like to be treated. We believe Garrett County is a great place to live because of its people and rural
nature. We have sacrificed personally to help maintain the quality of life found here by donating a
conservation easement on our property (almost 70 wooded acres), so that it can never be subdivided.

We support personal property rights, but there’s a point where an individual's actions on his or her property
does affect the quality of life, safety and health of their neighbors. One such example is when residents no
longer have clean water for themselves or livestock, because a neighbor chooses to build a sub-division
with too many houses, associated wells and septic systems. We believe that the proposed ordinances will
thoughtfully guide development in our county, so that landowners will still be able to reap significant
financial benefits from their land if they choose to develop it, without harming the quality of life of current
and future residents.

Thank you for your efforts to persuade the Garrett County Commissioners to adopt these revised
ordinances. Hopefully they will demonstrate the same foresight that you have shown in developing these
proposed revisions.

Respectfully,

Ron Boyer and Liz McDowell
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John Nelson

From: Emmitt Robinson [erobinson@railey.com]
Sent:  Thursday, October 29, 2009 9:17 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting

John,
Please pass on to Commissioners.

| attended the latest information meeting at Garrett Collage on 10-14-09. | did not speak, but my sentiments are fairly
close to many of the speakers there. It seems to me that government should remain as unobtrusive as possible into the
lives of its citizens. The modifications regarding the AR, RR, and to some extent the Scenic Protection Overlay do not
adhere to this. The 66% to 80% set asides in particular is a bad idea.

| would suggest something more like this.

We already identify the differences between small and large Sub Divisions. Most sub divisions have a homeowners
association, condo association, or equivalent to govern what can or can not be done within the sub division. People buy
property within these knowing their restrictions. Some have a provision that requires deviations from these restrictions to
be approved by ones neighbors. My thoughts are that if it is alright with ones neighbors, why should any one else have a
say.

This, in my opinion should be the basis for any plan that is approved.

Regards

Emmitt Robinson, ABR, e-PRO
Sales Associate

301-501-1122

301-245-4346

Railey Realty

301-387-2000
erobinson@railey.com

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org
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John Nelson

From: christine campe-price [campeprice@verizon.net]
Sent:  Thursday, October 29, 2009 4:56 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: Watershed Zoning Ordinance

Dear Mr. Nelson and Planning Commission Members,

We urge you to adopt the proposed revisions to the Deep Creek Watershed Zoning Ordinance, the Garrett County
Sensitive Area Ordinance, and the Garrett County Subdivision Ordinance.

We are currently part-time residents of Garrett County because we so enjoy its physical beauty and abundance of public
lands. Eventually we plan on moving to our home full time and consider the county more than just a vacation spot. It is
vital to adopt the ordinance revisions to protect our county from the pressures of uncontrolled development.

Sincerely,
Christine Campe-Price and Cristofer Price

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/30/2009



Savage River Watershed

Association, Inc.
PO Box 355, Frostburg, MD 21532
301-689-7156

October 27, 2009

Garrett County Planning Commission

c/o John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Garrett County Courthouse

203 South Fourth Street

Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Planning Commission Members:

| am writing you on behalf of the Savage River Watershed Association (SRWA). Several of our members
attended the October 14" public information meeting at Garrett College, where Clive Graham and his
associate provided a review of the draft revisions of the Deep Creek Watershed Zoning Ordinance, the
Garrett County Sensitive Area Ordinance and the Garrett County Subdivision Ordinance. SRWA
endorses these ordinance revisions and applauds your efforts to preserve the rural nature and natural
resources of our county, while at the same time encouraging thoughtful land development. It is only
through such compromise that the quality of life of our citizens can be maintained and enhanced well into
the future.

Please note that SRWA and its members have been actively involved in this very public planning process
since it began in June of 2006. Our members attended public meetings, wrote letters and shared their
vision for Garrett County. The majority of our members are residents and landowners in Garrett County.
They acknowledge that though the current Comprehensive Plan and the proposed ordinances may not be
perfect, they are steps in the right direction.

In closing, we thank you for your foresight in proposing these revisions to the Garrett County
Commissioners. We hope that they will display the same courage that you have shown and approve
these changes. If these ordinances are not revised now, Garrett County will be doomed to face the same
haphazard development of its neighbors to the east and the quality of life of our residents now and in the
future will suffer.

Please feel free to contact me if you need any clarification regarding the contents of my letter. In addition
to the above mailing address, you may reach me by email at srwadirector@gmail.com or phone me at
home (301-895-3686).

Sincerely,

Lizabeth McDowell
President SRWA

SRWA is a non-profit organization composed of local landowners and other citizens
dedicated to preserving and enhancing the rural nature and natural resources of the
Savage River watershed by assisting interested landowners and public land managers
with environmental stewardship efforts and educational outreach.
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John Nelson

From: Annie Bristow [piperannie@gmail.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, October 28, 2009 4:33 PM
To: John Nelson

Cc: Kenny Braitman; Annie Bristow
Subject: comments on Comp Plan

October 29, 2009

Garrett County Planning Commission

c/o John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Garrett County Courthouse

203 South Fourth Street

Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Planning Commission Members:

This letter is in support of your recommendations for revisions to Garrett County's Comprehensive Plan. As
you know, Kenny and I have been involved in the revision process since the beginning of public
meetings/hearings.

We are alarmed that the Garrett County Chamber of Commerce has misrepresented the process in what must
be an attempt to derail three years of a very public endeavor. The last minute Chamber ad may have been
strategic; i.e., rather than weighing in earlier with constructive feedback, they purposively delayed to try to kill
the revisions. This bad behavior should not be rewarded.

Your commission has acted in good faith by reaching compromise positions based on feedback from all of
your constituents. While not all revisions are as we might have wished them to be, this is the nature of
compromise!

Please have the fortitude to stand by your recommendation which have been fully, publically vetted. We
strongly support your work.

Sincerely yours,

10/29/2009
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Annie Bristow and Kenny Braitmanjm

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/29/2009
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John Nelson

From: Rich Skipper [rskipper@highland-engineering.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 5:56 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: ZONING CHANGES

Dear John
Please consider the following recomendations.

Section 157.165 Powers and Duties; Variances

Reinstate E (old 1005-E)

Add F

Special power and duties for lots that qualify under the provisions of Section 157.042 (grandfathered lots).

1. In the Lake Residential Zoned Districts( LR-1 & LR-2) if a lot is substandard by 50 percent or more in size, either in
area or width,the Board may approve variances to reduce the setback requirements to those required in the Town
Residential (TR) Zoned District if:

a. The variance will not be contrary to public interest,

b. The granting of the variance would be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Ordinance and would
not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare,

¢. The applicant provides adequate evidence that the proposed building or structure will not adversely affect the
adjoining property owners' use and enjoyment of thier property.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
RICH SKIPPER

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/29/2009



October 27, 2009

John E. Nelson, Director

Office of Planning and Land Development
Frederick A. Thayer III Courthouse, Room 210
203 South Fourth St., Oakland, MD 21550

Dear Mr. Nelson,

This letter is in regard to the up-dated Comprehensive Land Plan for Garrett County. We the
Garrett County Farm Bureau Board of Directors are in support of the reclassification of land
usage in the County to bring it up to a more accurate representation of land usage in the County.
However we cannot support the requirement that land sold in Agricultural Resource or Rural
Resource areas be required to keep 66 to 80% open space or resource land with the clustering of
development lots. We would propose that development density remain at current levels with the
three acre minimum lot size subject to Health Department requirements. We would support the
cluster and open space resource set aside proposal only if it were offered as a voluntary
development option for the development of private land in Agricultural Resource or Rural
Resource areas. This option could include tiered tax incentives or a higher number of
developable lots. We support this only as a voluntary option and not as a required way to
develop private property in these areas. Thank you for your attention and consideration of this

proposal.

Sincerely,

GCFB, Board of Directors
Paul D. Miller, President
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John Nelson

From: DOUG MCCLIVE [DOUG.MCCLIVE@Longandfoster.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, October 28, 2009 2:45 PM |

To: John Nelson

Subject: Comprehensive Plan Comments

John and Planning Commission,

First, I would like to commend the Commission and your office on all the hard work that's gone into the potential revisions
discussed at the recent Planning Commission meeting and the public information meeting the same night at the College.

I've been in touch with the process of these revisions from the beginning by way of the Government Affairs Committee at
the Board of Realtors. | write today not as a spokesman for GCBR, but as a local landowner and Realtor - one who is in
touch with property owners and market values.

My property is located in an AR zoned area on Clifton Drive in Oakland. | bought the property in 1991 as an investment
and nest egg so that | would someday be able retire by developing my property according to the rules that were in place
then. The 30 acres is wooded and my plan was to subdivide in 4-6 acres per home site, creating covenants and
restrictions for the HOA to preserve the trees and natural landscape as much as possible. Similar HOA CCRs exist in
other residential subdivisions and they work really well, i.e. The Biakeslee, Tanglewood, Timbers on the Yough, Deep
Creek Highlands, Highline, and Bear Creek Forest, to name just a few. If you fly over these areas, you'll see that the
canopy of the more mature subdivisions is still pretty dense.

| feel that my long term financial goals are being threatened with these new proposed changes and | don’t believe you've
given the stakeholders in your community an ample chance to be heard and have input into the process. | think you need
to slow the process down and let the taxpayers, whose financial and family assets are at stake, be heard. The way to find
out what the majority really wants is to notify them that their investments are falling under new potentially restrictive
changes.

Clustering in AG, RR, or AR zoning is not a viable marketable product. Values will plummet. You said two years ago that
you would listen closely to the farmers. | can’t believe they are comfortable with this, and Holtschneider and Bender said
so at the College. I think, if the rest of the farmers were in the information loop, they also would have resistance to these
changes.

You proposed the new scenic overlay district. Any owner of those ridge view lots purchased them at a price that reflected
the ‘view value’, anywhere from $125,000 to $600,000-depending on the market. How can you possibly consider
jeopardizing that value? | understand that the view from lake surface has changed, but how is it fair to create a protection
from that elevation and not protect the view from the ridge lot? It's a double standard and the owner of the lot has a
serious financial stake in his lot, purchased with the understanding that he could build his home with that view intact. A
ridgeline ordinance would be a better fit, with nothing extending above the tree line.

My opinion is that all property owners need to be individually notified by mail of the proposed changes and you need to

10/28/2009
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extend this very short calendar for 1-3 months after notification to let your constituency respond. Then act accordingly.

Thanks again for your efforts to try to do the right thing.

Dowug McClive
471 Clifton Drive

Oakland

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly probibited. if you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Emall transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrelt County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org
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John Nelson

From: Carol and Joe McDaniel [mcdanieljandc@gmail.com] on behalf of Joe & Carol McDaniel
[medanieljandc@verizon.net]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 3:25 PM

To: John Nelson

Subject: Garrett County Ordinances

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

To whom it may concern:

My husband, Joe, and I strongly support the revised Garrett County Ordinances for the
Deep Creek watershed, the sensitive areas and the subdivisions. We think the planning
required by the ordinances will lead to improved development while maintaining one of the
great resources of the county, the forested areas.

We were impressed by the efforts the county made to obtain citizen input regarding these
changes and to work on the revisions. Those citizens who say they were uninformed need to
make an effort to read the paper and/or visit the county website as this information has
been available.

Carcl McDaniel
437 Serenity Drive
Grantsville, MD 21536

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual (s) or
entity named. If you are not the intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its contents is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete
the original, and destroy all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be
secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed,
arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does
not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of email transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org



Dear Members of the Planning Commission, and Mr. Nelson:

First off, please accept my sincere gratitude for your efforts in the process of updating the
Comprehensive Plan. | understand that this is a thankless job and everyone has an opinion. |
like many am just beginning to understand the proposed changes. From what | understand,
some of your own members are just now at a point of wrapping their arms around the significance
of these changes. Despite the fact that | was a member of the original committee involved in
developing many of these proposals, | was not and remain not in favor of some of the proposals.
It would be normal to assume that because of my role as a real estate agent that | would be
against anything that would curb development, but | assure you that is not my motive. Anyone
who is familiar with my personal role in development knows that | have always taken the
approach that underdevelopment makes for a better product. Blakeslee, FarMuse, Paradise
Cove, and HC Reserve are examples of developments that | have had a direct role in and by
choice were never developed to their full capacity. 1 will cover 3 issues that | am concerned with
and provide potential solutions to consider.

Scenic Protection Areas:

| know there are many who chimed in on this issue, but | am struggling to find the problem. We
all want the ridges around the lake protected, but is it really a problem that nature and common
sense won't solve? | have been in the real estate industry for 25 years. Over that time | learned
that the most difficult lots to sell are those with little no tree cover. | have yet to find a developer
or lot owner who clear cut property to create views. | looked with an open mind and can not find
evidence of a pattern of area ridge tops littered with exposed roof tops and unsightly homes. We
have plenty of history over the past 20 years with view developments that should ease our minds.
Mountainside, Monte Vista, Pete’s Pinnacle, Timber Ridge, Sunset Ridge, and Rock Lodge
Heights are all developments that were not well received because houses were in view from the
lake and highways. However, it should be noted that in all of the above examples the property’s
timber was harvested prior to development. | have to admit for the first few years | thought it left
a lot to be desired, but the trees grew back and the developments had covenants to preserve
exterior building materials to the habitat. One development actually forced an owner to change
the roof color because it was not in keeping with the standards set forth by the development.
Today, none of these properties are in clear view and in many cases, it is almost impossible to
see homes because of the canopy.

The one property that seems to fit the description that sparked this debate and led to the
proposed change is The Overlook. Further investigation might explain why it was so exposed
when completed. The property was actually cleared by a previous owner who planned to develop
a hotel. The property actually looked like a bomb went off on it before the Overlook Developers
purchased it. As part of the construction process, the Overlook’s developer planted trees which
are maturing quickly. If you examine pictures of the property today verses a few years ago, it will
confirm that nature is at work and it won’t be many years before the property will be much harder
to see.

I see many problems with this provision. First of all, | don’t know anyone but engineers who
might be able to explain it. Secondly: how are you going to enforce this without hiring engineers
to prove violations? What happens in the event of a natural disaster or if an adjoining neighbor
living below the subject property removes trees that previously shaded the view of a home that is
in the protected area. Third: the fact that no grandfathering is in place for previously sold lots
could lead to loss of value and legal challenges that no one wants to be a part of.

In summary, six years ago the County adopted rules to stop the “mini-hotel” phenomenon
because of fear that the lake would be over run by them. Potential rental income was the reason
behind the sudden growth of 7-8 bedroom lakefront homes. | presented evidence at a public
hearing that showed that the demand for these homes had subsided due to plenty of supply and
falling rental demand making it unnecessary to implement reactionary rules. Nevertheless, the



proposed regulations were adopted requiring the county to hire a staff to enforce them. Since
2003, the demand for large homes has never resurfaced and likely never will. Rental income
derived from these properties has never come close to the numbers produced in 2001-2. Did the
regulations stop “mini-hotels™? In my opinion, the answer is no. Supply and demand did.

They same theory applies here. If lot owners and developers are irresponsible, no one will want
to live in those areas and properties will not sell. The developers of these areas are intelligent
people. They are already self-policing their properties with covenants and architectural guidelines
that control clearing. History shows that nature and self policing are working. Please consider
dropping this provision entirely.

Setback Enforcement on Substandard Lots in the Watershed

Please excuse my ignorance on this subject if | was given bad information, because | did not
actually read anything about this yet. However, if what | am told is true, | have a major problem
with this issue. As | understand it, variances for setback issues will no longer be permitted for
substandard lots predating the zoning ordinance. There are several undeveloped 50’ lots on the
lake that will be impacted by this. The properties in question were sold and approved as building
lots. The owners of these properties have paid taxes and in many cases sewer fees for over 34
years with the expectation that they might someday build. If the proposed rule is adopted, some
lots may not be buildable. Those that are approved will only allow homes not wider than 20'.

This is alarming to me. There is example after example where the zoning board approved homes
that varied from 24-30’ wide on similar lots. These homes generally fit weli within their
neighborhoods and are consistent with similar homes throughout the area. The proposed
changes, while intended to protect the neighboring property owners may in fact have the opposite
affect. The architectural design of 20’ wide homes is not consistent with other area homes and
will likely lead to much taller homes. There is a very clear example of this on Lake Shore Drive.
The home on the 50’ lot towers over the ranch style home next door. The narrow width of the
house required the property owner to build up in order to fit bedrooms and baths. The result is
bizarre to look at from the road and likely impacts both properties negatively.

If a property becomes unbuildable as a result of the new rule, the property will technically no
longer qualify for a dock permit. Is the County prepared to reimburse these property owners for
loss of value and more importantly, is the County willing to turn it's back on significant potential
tax revenue that will be lost if these lots are no longer of value?

Much like the scenic view provisions above, this provision makes no sense to me because the
properties are already self regulating themselves. Many of the properties are located in areas not
serviced by sewer. The size requirements for septic systems alone will restrict or eliminate any
potential to build on these lots until public sewer arrives. Many of the lots in public sewer areas
are under different zoning regulations which have less restrictive setback requirements. The
remaining lots are currently subject to the current setback requirements.

['would love to take credit for thinking of this solution, but | completely agree with the suggestion
to adopt Town Residential setback regulations on all 60’ or less wide lots in the watershed. This
will eliminate virtually all variance requests and be in keeping with what the zoning board has
traditionally approved anyway.

New Subdivision Rules

I am beginning to understand the proposals on this issue more and more. It appears to me that
much of what is proposed is to appease the State and protect potential revenue streams from the
State. | don't like any regulations that further impacts property owners and farmers, and | am
concerned with the proposed percentages for development and protected areas. | am not in



favor of required clustering as | don’t believe that it will be attractive to most buyers and | do
believe that it will reduce property values for those that currently own larger parcels.

New development is pretty much at a standstill. The unfounded fear by many that these farms
and large acreage tracts are soon to be sold and carved up is nothing more than paranoia. The
inventory of building lots of just about any size in Garrett County is at an all time high. Anyone
willing to go through the subdivision process and pay taxes on individual lots for the foreseeable
future is pretty brave. Again, if it ain't broke, why are we fixing it?

I'would suggest that we table this issue for at least 3 years to take a closer look. | agree with the
gentleman who suggested that all developable properties outside of the watershed be subject to
the same regulations. | believe that the County could encourage property owners to consider
designating resource areas by providing them with mutually beneficial incentives rather than
forcing it upon them. Finally, | would suggest that the AR/RR areas in the watershed be
eliminated for now. The areas selected appear arbitrary and considering how some of the lines
look, it might even appear to have been impacted by who knew who. At the very least, these
property owners should be notified with written notice of the proposed changes and the potential
impact.

Final Overall Comment

One of the most frustrating policies that the County follows is public notice. | know that the
County is following whatever minimum standards as determined by the County or State, but the
County's largest revenue supplier is not getting reasonable notice. Yes, | am referring to second
home/property owners; the ones who do not have a vote; the ones that continue to pay
mindboggling taxes with minimal county services at their disposal; the ones that allow enough
revenue for our children to enjoy a great education and allow us to drive on better than average
roads. The least we can offer them is the opportunity to have a voice in the changes that will
impact their property. Usually by the time they learn about the policies that will impact them, it is
too late. We may not think they have a vote, but | would suggest that they have the ultimate vote.
If we continue to disrespect them, they may decide that for what they are paying in taxes alone,
maybe it isn’'t worth it. | hear it more and more every year that owning property in this County is
quickly becoming unaffordable. So where will the future take us? Who knows? But, we are in a
difficult economic time and for many of these property owners, Garrett County is a luxury that is
nice, but not a necessity. If enough of them become disgruntled values may be in jeopardy and
the county's revenue stream may be in jeopardy as well. | ask the county to consider that we
need them more than they need us. | ask the county to acknowledge that our methods of public
notice do not supply adequate notice to our most important client. The least we can do is send
them a letter notifying them of these public events or offering to make them part of a data base
that will electronically notify them when important events are pending. Maybe the county could
even consider sending ALL new property owners a welcome/thank you letter....before they get
their first tax bill.

Thank You again for considering my comments as you forge ahead.

Bin Weissgerber, Jr.
(C) 301-616-4141 (0O) 301-387-2000
Railey Realty
billw@railey.com
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John Nelson

From: Bob Custer [bob@custerrealtyandauction.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, October 27, 2009 10:36 AM

To: John Nelson

Subject: subdivision ordinance changes

As you know | am a native of Garrett County raised a farmboy and involved with the farmers and land owners of Garrett
County. | own 157 acres which will be classified as AR of RR under the proposed revisions. | am resistant to these
changes for the followng:

1. This reclassification reduses the potential yield for development by 66% thus redusing the value of my farm by the
same. As you know many(nearly all) farmers rely upon credit secureed by equity in their farms. This change will greatly
reduce farmers abiiity to obtain needeed credit.

The average size of subdivided lots is roughly 9 acres. This has been maintained by the lands ability to perk or not to
perk. The lot size, and configuration of the subdivisions you used as examples at the meeting were all determined by the
lands ability to perk and then engineered around the perks. This is not going to change, if anything lots will get bigger due
to the difficulty in finding perks on the existing subdivdable land. Mandated land classification is not neccessary to
maintain a large "average" lot size.

A person who has sold their comercial easements to the stse has received fair compensation for those rights. If you
take 66% of my ability to develope my land how are you going to compensate me for the lost value. This constitutes and
unfair taking of my land. Even by means of eminent domain you get some value for land taken. This method leaves the
landowner without recourse.

If you are to mandate land classification. you should be wiliing to provede public sewerage to those areas to insure that
those farms and large land tracts can actually accomplish 1/3 yield without interference from mother earth giving up an
adequate number of perks.

2. 1do not understand the rationale of a 500 ft. setback from state owned land. This seems highly excessive. If a person
owned two adjacent military lots (100 ac.) this setback would limit them to and envelope of only 15 ac. - 20ac. | suspect
that this setback is to protect john q public from unsightly development. john q public has no vested interest in this
situation. | certainly hope that this is not a situation of 500 people ownig 1 acre or no acres having more influence than the
land owner who 500 acres or 50 acres. they do not have a bone in this controversy.

| personally hate to see subdivision of beautiful Garrett County Land but it is going to happen and | feeel that the land
owners who have worked the land and paid the taxes are entitled to reap the full benefits of the land without government
interference.

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or entity named. If you are not the
intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its
contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender. delete the original, and destroy
all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could he intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does not
accept any fiability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email
transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakiand, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org

10/27/2009



John Nelson

From: cecil@qualitymachining.com

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 12:29 PM
To: John Nelson

Subject: Set aside 66%

Subject:

The proposed land developement requirement of 66% set aside plus 3 acre per lot.

This is something I strongly oppose. I don't think it is even constitutional.

With all the new requirements for developement proposed, you are pricing the average
person from being able to purchase a lot to build on.

The area in white (on your map), why don't they also have to comply with the 3 acre
requirement?

The fact that they are closest to the lake I think it makes more sense they would be
required to the same as the rest of rural Garrett County.

I am also opposed to the requirements regarding the Scenic Byways requirements.
Please rethink these points.

Sincerely,
Cecil R. Holtschneider

This message and any files transmitted with it are intended only for the individual(s) or
entity named. If you are not the intended individual(s) or entity named you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance upon its contents is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender, delete
the original, and destroy all copies. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be
secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed,
arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Garrett County Government therefore does
not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of email transmission.

Garrett County Government,
203 South Fourth Street, Courthouse, Oakland, Maryland 21550 www.garrettcounty.org
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John Nelson

From: bbeelar@rcn.com

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 1:36 PM
To: John Nelson; Troy

Cc: Cheryl DeBerry

Subject: DCL Ordinance

John,

I had intended to get this to you earlier.

Attached is a statement on my view of the DCL Ordinance revisions, as seem from a

watershed protection perspective.
Again,

Specific items I cover are:

1. Need to be sure that this revision does
revision opportunities.

2.PennELec's retention of mineral, oil and
3. Support for Crestline control.

4. Protection of Agricultural lands

5. LR1 and LR2 zones and urging pro-active
systems.

Cordially,

Barbara Beelar, Friends of Deep Creek Lake

I urge the County to slow the process and to get the DCL stakeholders educated.

not undermine potential of Stormwater Code

gas rights and potential disaster.

stance in LR1 on upgrading existing septic



per

Comments on Revision of DCL Watershed/Influence Area Zoning Ordinance.

1.

Connection with the current revision of the Stormwater Code.

Nothing in the DCL Ordinance should in any way impair or impeded full, pro-active, aggressive
stormwater code revision.

According to MDE, the County will need to show any needed changes in the Ordinance which
come as a result of the Stormwater revision. This is a logistic problem, since finalization of the
Stormwater Code will not happen until next year.

PennElec retention of mineral, oil and gas rights

For some reason, when the State of Maryland purchased the lake and surrounding lands from
PennElec it allowed the utility to “reserve unto itself the mineral, oil and gas rights”.

Given the intense interest and opportunity for gas exploration in the region, the County,
Planning Board and all lake stakeholders must be completely protected from steps by PennElec
to conduct such exploration and extraction in the DCL Watershed area.

Without full protections, we could have another energy-drive crisis, similar to the wind turbine
threats.

Serious investigation into this matter should be of the highest priority of the County.

Crestline controls. Proposals for Crestline develop controls are a major step forward.

We have already seen the negative impacts due lack of such controls.

Such controls serve to retain run off and erosion from the heights of the hills surrounding the
watershed.

It is confusing why all references to tree protections, requirements, etc. were deleted from the
text.

The watershed area is slow being deforested as trees which were originally protected under
PennElec have aged and declined. Replacement requirements should be instituted in order to
assure soil retention and run off protections. This would be in keeping with State goal for
protection of forested and agricultural lands.

Protection of agricultural lands.

Protection of agricultural lands and agro-economy is of high importance to the County.
Agricultural practices which incorporate stewardship and bio-retention measures such as 100%
retention of all run off through ESD practices must be encouraged.

We must protect our agricultural heritage and this goal should be clearly stated in the
Ordinance.

LR1 and LR2.

Adding an additional subzone to assure great land area in areas which project septic use for the
foreseeable future is a positive step.

In this area, any new septic systems should be required to have the denitrification add on,
currently available free from the state, underwritten by the (beloved) flush tax.

The Ordinance should acknowledge that LR1 has existing septics, which should be receive
upgrades and controls.

The Ordinance should incorporate the DHMH section on septics, but require, not recommend,
pump out every three years. High use residential sites, such as rental properties, should be
required annual pump out. This zone should be the priority area of denitrification add ons
upgrades. And, a low cost revolving loan program should be made available to finance septic
improvements-- a major barrier for homeowners interested in participating in the State program.



