
 
 
April   11,   2017 
 
 
Dear   Planning   Commissioners   and   County   Commissioners: 
 
The   Calvert   Coalition   for   Smart   Growth   believes   this   proposal   should   not   be   approved   for 
several   reasons   based   on   the   Maryland   Code   definition   of   variance   and   other   facts: 
 

1. As   to   the   definition   of   a   variance,   Maryland   law   states   that   it   means   “a   modification 
only   of   density,   bulk,   dimensional,   or   area   requirements   in   the   zoning   law    that   is   not 
contrary   to   the   public   interest ,   and   where,   owing   to   conditions    peculiar   to   the 
property    and   not   because   of    any   action   taken   by   the   applicant ,   a   literal   enforcement 
of   the   zoning   law   would   result   in   unnecessary   hardship   or    practical   difficulty ,   as 
specified   in   the   zoning   law”. –   Section   1-101,   Annotated   Code   of   Maryland. 
 
Here   are   the   reasons   these   variances   conflict   with   that   definition: 
 
a. Larger   signs   will   be   “ contrary   to   the   public   interest ”   because   they   conflict   with   the 

rural   character   of   our   County   and   will   spoil   our   landscape/make   us   look   more   like 
Waldorf.      It   is   also   not   consistent   with   the   PF   Master   Plan,   which   states   as   an 
objective,   "Establish   standards   for   signs   that   will   minimize   clutter   and   promote 
an   attractive   appearance   along   roadways.” 
 

b. The   “ action   taken   by   the   applicant ”   is   self-imposed.   It's   their   choice   to   build   a 
national   chain   on   the   property   and   the   national   chain   chooses   what   size   sign   they 
want.    National   chains   have   standards,   but   they   are   also   willing   to   accommodate 
local   requirements   to   build   an   attractive   development.   Just   look   at   signs   in 
Williamsburg   or   Charleston.  
 

c. The   " practical   difficulty "   must   be   related   " to   conditions   peculiar   to   the   property " 
and   national   chain   standards   have   nothing   to   do   with   the   property   conditions.     

 
2. The   Commissioners   will   be   considering   a   major   overhaul   of   sign   regulations   in   the 

coming   months.   While   right   now,   an   Administrative   Variance   would   only   increase   the 
sign   height   in   Prince   Frederick   from   14'   to   18.2',   the   new   sign   regulations   propose 
sign   heights   of   up   to   22'   in   the   PF   Entry   District,   which   would   result   in   a   max   height 
of   28.6'   with   a   variance!    And   who   knows   what   sign   heights   will   actually   get 
adopted?   How   can   you   decide   whether   to   adopt   these   changes,   not   knowing   what 
the   maximum   sign   heights   will   be?     
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Other   questions   include: 

 
3. Are   these   variances   permitted   everywhere?   What   about   areas   of   our   Town   Centers 

where   we   want   to   protect   the   historic   nature   of   the   town?   What   about   outside   the 
Town   Centers? 
 

4. Are   they   permitted   on   properties   outside   the   Town   Centers   such   as   Rural 
Commercial   and   Industrial   properties? 
 

5. Are   these   proposed   changes   unconstitutional?   Some   may   argue   that   the   exclusion 
of   local   businesses   is   contrary   to   the   equal   protections   clause   of   the   14 th 
Amendment   to   the   Constitution. 

 
 
On   behalf   of   the   Coalition,   we   respectfully   request   that    all    zoning   changes   be   put   on   hold 
until   the   new   Comprehensive   Plan   and   Zoning   Ordinance   are   adopted.    Our   reasons   are   as 
follow: 
 

1. There   is   no   way   to   know   whether   the   changes   will   be   consistent   with   the   new   Comp 
Plan.   If   they   are   not,   they   will   need   to   be   repealed   or   updated,   which   is   a   waste   of 
tax-payer   time   and   money.  
 

2. The   Comp   Plan   and   ZO   update   process   is   already   being   rushed,   with   both 
expected   to   be   done   by   next   spring/summer.   It   would   be   more   efficient   to   wait   until 
then   and   incorporate   the   changes   into   the   new   ZO. 
 

3. It   is   also   conceivable   that   these   piecemeal   changes   are   actually   slowing   down   the 
process,   since   you   have   the   same   staff   working   on   both   the   Comp   Plan,   the   new   ZO 
and   these   changes 

 
4. It   is   unfair   to   the   citizens   who   are   participating   in   the   Comp   Plan   process   to   also   be 

expected   to   keep   up   with   and   participate   in   numerous   public   hearings   about   ZO 
changes. 
 

Thank   you   for   your   consideration   of   our   comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael   King,   Chairman 
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Calvert   Coalition   for   Smart   Growth 
 
 


