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SECTIONONE

Executive Summary

PURPOSE

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The purpose of this Urban Growth Boundary Study is to create
areas around each of the Towns, whereby the provision of water
and sewer infrastructure would be closely coordinated between the
County and the respective Towns. The primary focus of this Study
has been to seek input from the Towns on their existing ability to
serve areas currently outside incorporated boundaries, and to
evaluate ways to effectuate that service. In the Route 40 corridor,
the Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB’s) are subareas of the larger
Development and Suburban Districts. In the outlying areas, around
the Towns of Rising Sun, Chesapeake City and Cecilton, the
UGB?’s correspond to those areas designated as Town-Residential
(TR) Zoning.

The provision of a long-term wastewater system and water supply
and distribution system into the 1-95/Route 40 corridor, is the
central tenet of the 1990 Cecil County Comprehensive Plan. Not
only would a stable water and wastewater infrastructure provide
one of the primary components needed to attract business and
industry, but such infrastructure would also allow the County to
focus new growth away from the northern and southern
agricultural areas. Page 2 of the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, under
Major Plan Features, states:

“Over the 20-year planning horizon to which this Plan is
directed, the County is forecasted to grow from its present
78,000 residents to approximately 99,300. (Editor’s note:
The 1990 Census later confirmed the population to be
71,347. See Section Three for latest year 2020 projections.)
The distribution of new development will depend to large
extent on the County’s ability to provide a public water
supply and a sewer system to the Development, Town, and
Suburban  Districts recommended in this Plan.
Development in these districts is currently limited by
insufficient water supply and sewerage infrastructure. The
County is studying the feasibility of a major water supply
line along the 1-95 and U.S. Route 40 corridor from an
intake in the Susquehanna River. Until the water supply is
available and sewerage collection and treatment facilities
are constructed, a significant amount of the growth in the
County will occur at low densities in the Rural
Conservation and Resource Protection Districts. When the
districts recommended for more intense development have
the necessary infrastructure, the County should implement
measures to attract development into these districts and
discourage development in the Rural Conservation and
Resource Protection Districts.”

I-1
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SECTIONONE Executive Summary

This long narrative from the Comprehensive Plan is necessary to
emphasize the importance accorded to water and sewer
infrastructure in implementing the goals and objectives of both the
growth districts as well as the agricultural districts. As will be
discussed in Section 4, the growth districts are well served with
sewage treatment facilities. Both the Perryville and Seneca Point
treatment plants currently have excess capacity. Elkton is in the
process of preparing the planning and preliminary engineering to
upgrade its sewage treatment plant. Furthermore, although the
regulatory requirements are increasingly stringent for sewage
discharge permits, opportunities do exist to increase the capacities
of treatment plants through innovative technologies. In terms of
infrastructure, the provision of a long-term water supply has been
the primary obstacle to a more complete implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan.

HISTORY Previous attempts to provide a long-term water supply to the Route
40 corridor began in earnest in the 1960’s with an offer from
William DuPont to construct a reservoir and dedicate it for public
use. This offer was rejected. This concept was resurrected in the
1980’s by the State and the County, whereby it was proposed to
build a reservoir on State lands at Fair Hill (previously owned by
Mr. DuPont). This project also never came to fruition. As
mentioned in the above passage from the Comprehensive Plan, in
1990 the County was again attempting to provide a water source to
the Route 40 corridor through the evaluation of several
alternatives. This study entitled, Susquehanna River Water Supply
Study, prepared by Gannett Fleming, Inc., recommended an
upgrade to the Perryville Water Treatment Plant and a 24 inch
main from Perryville to Elkton. Due to the high capital costs and
low existing customer base, this project was also not implemented.

SUSQUEHANNA PIPELINE  Prior to this study, the latest attempt to plan for a water supply in
the Route 40 corridor began in 1994. This 1994 plan also proposed
to use the Perryville Water Treatment Plant, but first proposed to
use the existing Mill Creek Treatment Plant in the interim to build
a customer base prior to improvements at the Perryville Water
Treatment Plant. In January 1998, the County received
authorization from the Susquehanna River Basin Commission
(SRBC) to purchase 800,000 gallons per day from the Town of
Perryville. (The authorization letter from SRBC can be found in
Appendix A.) The authorization from the SRBC was conditioned
upon, among other things, execution of an agreement with the
Town of North East regarding service to North East, and was also
conditioned upon the County Master Water and Sewer Plan
receiving approval from the Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE). In January 1998, MDE requested that the
Draft Master Water and Sewer Plan be revised to include an inter-
jurisdictional agreement with the Town of North East regarding

I-2
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SECTIONONE

Executive Summary

AGENCY COMMENTS
ADDRESSED

water, and to organize a regional task force that would create a
long-term strategy for the coordination of the County and Towns
on water supply. (MDE’s January 16, 1998 letter can be found as
Appendix B.) These items could not be accomplished and the plan
could not be implemented. The concerns from SRBC and MDE in
1998 can be generally be described as the following:

= General lack of coordination with the Towns;
= Duplication of infrastructure within the Towns;
= Possible competition for water customers with the Towns;

= Lack of an overall growth management policy that provided for
staged growth, once the water infrastructure was in place.

As will be seen in this report, this Urban Growth Boundary Plan
provides a mechanism for providing long-term water and sewer
infrastructure in the Route 40 corridor and the TR Zones. This Plan
includes the following:

= Direct input from the Towns on the contents of the Plan, and
on the path forward.

= Use of the Towns’ infrastructure to disperse water and/or sewer
service to the UGB’s.

= Recognition by the County of the future annexation plans of
the Towns.

= Establishment of a policy that the UGB’s represent staged
growth areas to allow the County and Towns to keep pace with
other infrastructure and service needs.

This Plan represents a foundation on which the County and Towns

can cooperatively address their water and sewer infrastructure
needs.

1-3
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SECTIONTWO

Background Planning

COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN
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The County Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted in 1990 and
revised in 1997, provides for a Land Use Plan which establishes
seven (7) land use districts within the unincorporated portions of
the County. Within each of these land use districts, the
Comprehensive Plan makes varying recommendations on open
space and density/intensity for development and for the provision
of infrastructure. A brief description of the land use districts is as
follows:

= Resource Protection District — Located in the southern
portion of the County, this district seeks to protect the integrity
of the agricultural industry in the area by offering the lowest
residential densities in the Comprehensive Plan. Public water
and sewage should not be provided in this district unless it is to
abate an existing public health problem.

= Rural Conservation District — This district is located in the
northern portions of the County as well as on the Elk Neck
Peninsula. The district seeks to protect the rural character of
the area by offering densities slightly higher than those in the
Resource Protection District. As with the Resource Protection
District, public water and sewer should not be provided to this
district unless such service addresses an existing problem area.

= Suburban District — The Suburban District acts as a transition
zone between the higher densities/intensities in the
Development District and those in the Rural Conservation
District. Public water and sewer facilities should only be
provided to that portion of the district contiguous to existing
development.

= Development District — The Development District, which is
located generally along the Route 40 and 1-95 corridor, offers
the highest densities of residential uses as well as offering a
range of commercial and industrial uses. Those portions of the
Development District not designated for service in the County
Ten-Year Water and Sewer Plan should be provided with
public water and sewer if feasible.

= Town District — The Town District is located around the
Towns of Rising Sun, Chesapeake City, and Cecilton. This
district seeks to foster County/Town cooperation by providing
for dual review of certain subdivisions. The intent is to
promote development within the County of the same character
as the respective Town. Those portions of the Town District
not designated for service in the County Ten-Year Water and
Sewer Plan should be provided with public water and sewer if
feasible.
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SECTIONTWO

Background Planning

POLICY PLANS
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= Village District — This district seeks to protect the character of
several historic crossroad and waterfront villages in the
County. The Comprehensive Plan and subsequent Zoning
Ordinance gives the Planning Commission the authority to
require lot dimensional standards and landscaping consistent
with the surrounding village. Public water and sewer service to
the Village District should only be provided to abate a public
health problem or if service can readily be extended from
adjacent areas.

= Mineral Extraction District — The Mineral Extraction District
seeks to protect important mineral resources of the County
from pre-emptive development that would render the resources
economically unrecoverable. It should be noted that not all
areas designated as Mineral Extraction District in the
Comprehensive Plan were subsequently zoned as Mineral
Extraction-A or Mineral Extraction-B (overlay zone) in the
comprehensive rezoning of 1993. These parcels should not be
precluded from consideration of public water and/or sewer
service because of their Comprehensive Plan designation.

The Land Use District Map can be found in Map I1-1.

Consistent with Article 66B of the Annotated Code of Maryland,
the Comprehensive Plan also includes a Transportation Plan,
Housing Plan, a Plan for Business and Industry and a Community
Facilities and Public Services Plan. Within each one of these
Comprehensive Plan components, goals and objectives are
established as well as specific policy recommendations. The
provision of water and sewer into appropriate areas is central to the
implementation of the various policy recommendations. For
example, a policy recommendation within the Housing Plan is for
the County to:

“Work with the Towns to identify opportunities for affordable,
high density housing in the Town Districts and Towns.”

A policy recommendation in the Plan for Business and Industry
states:

“Provide public sanitary sewer, water supply, and
transportation infrastructure in the corridor defined by Route
40, 1-95, and the Northeast Rail corridor to accommodate new,
more intense economic development.”

-2
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SECTIONTWO

Background Planning

AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVATION
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Although not specifically mentioned in the Transportation Plan,
the provision of central water and sewer into appropriate areas is
also a key component of successfully fulfilling one of the main
goals of the Transportation Plan. One of the goals and objectives of
the Transportation Plan is to:

“Focus transportation investments on defined growth areas.
Limit investment outside these growth areas to those that
address state-wide needs or health and safety considerations.”

Without central water and sewer in these “defined growth areas”
that would allow developments to take advantage of the higher
densities/intensities permitted in the Zoning Ordinance, major
transportation investments in these areas would most likely not be
cost-effective. Development would continue to occur at a higher
pace outside these growth areas, leading to pressure to make
transportation investments in areas not recommended by the
Transportation Plan.

Another central tenet of the County’s Comprehensive Plan is to
maintain the County’s agricultural character as well as to maintain
the farming infrastructure to support the continuance of agriculture
as a viable industry. Again, without the provision of central water
and sewer in defined growth areas, development pressure will
continue on the agricultural areas of the County. In addition to
providing another housing market within the County, central water
and sewer could also assist in other agricultural preservation
efforts. For example, transfer of development rights may be used
to preserve agriculture while allowing property owners to realize
land value equity of their farms. Currently, there is little
opportunity for development within the defined growth areas to
realize the maximum densities/intensities permitted under the
current zoning. Even higher densities/intensities typically needed
in the receiving areas of an incentive-based transfer of
development rights ordinance, cannot be provided under the
current infrastructure scenario.

11-4



SECTIONTHREE

Demographics and Land Use

POPULATION
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As can be seen in Table I11-1, Cecil County experienced a steady
rate of growth between 1970 and 1990 with an increase of 18,056
persons over those two decades.

Table 111-1
Population Change 1970 - 1990
Annual Average
Increase Growth Rate
1970 1980 1990 1970-1990 | 1970-1980 | 1980-1990
53,291 | 60,430 | 71,347 18,056 1.26% 1.67%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census

This steady pace of growth has continued and even increased in the
1990°s as evidenced in Table 1ll1-2. The County realized an
increase of 11,175 persons within that eight (8) year period with an
annual average growth rate of 1.84%.

Table I11-2
Population Change 1990 — 1998

Annual Average
Increase Growth Rate
1990 1998 1990-1998 1990-1998
71,347 82,522 11,175 1.84%

Source: Maryland Office of Planning

Compared to other Eastern Shore Counties, Cecil County
experienced the largest absolute increase in population between
1990 and 1998, and the second highest annual average growth rate.
Of the 24 counties in Maryland, Cecil County experienced the
ninth highest growth rate during this period in the 1990’s.
Population changes from 1990 to 1998 for all the counties in
Maryland can be found in Table I11-3.

The Maryland Office of Planning (MOP) also estimates future
population for Maryland counties in five (5) year increments to the
year 2020. These estimates for Cecil County can be found in Table
11-4.
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Census
1990
MARYLAND 4,780,753
BALTIMORE REGION 2,348,219
Anne Arundel County 427,239
Baltimore County 692,134
Carroll County 123,372
Harford County 182,132
Howard County 187,328
Baltimore City 736,014
SUBURBAN WASHINGTOI' 1,635,788
Frederick County 150,208
Montgomery County 762,207
Prince George's County 723,373
SOUTHERN MARYLAND F 228,500
Calvert County 51,372
Charles County 101,154
St. Mary's County 75,974
WESTERN MARYLAND RE 224,477
Allegany County 74,946
Garrett County 28,138
Washington County 121,393
UPPER EASTERN SHORE 180,726
Caroline County 27,035
Cecil County 71,347
Kent County 17,842
Queen Anne's County 33,953
Talbot County 30,549
LOWER EASTERN SHORE 163,043
Dorchester County 30,236
Somerset County 23,440
Wicomico County 74,339
Worcester County 35,028

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\TABLE IlI-3

1991
4,855,948

2,376,192
433,896
699,332
127,262
188,968
194,622
732,112

1,665,735
156,149
773,022
736,564

236,725
54,448
103,969
78,308

227,213
74,871
28,687

123,655

184,517
27,355
73,218
18,105
34,658
31,181

165,566
30,129
23,249
75,865
36,323

1992
4,902,664

2,392,437
440,072
703,322
130,092
194,616
199,669
724,666

1,684,854
160,762
782,912
741,180

242,087
56,995
105,619
79,473

228,864
74,599
28,995

125,270

187,063
27,846
74,484
18,412
35,048
31,273

167,359
30,226
23,428
76,547
37,158

Table 111-3
Population Change 1990 - 1998
Maryland Counties

Annual
Absolute Average
Change Growth Rate
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1990-1998 90-98
4,943,092 4,985,453 5,023,442 5,057,839 5,094,924 5,134,808
2,405,056 2,416,858 2,425,675 2,430,878 2,436,973 2,444,280 96,061 0.50
447,497 455,035 461,153 465,166 470,234 476,060 48,821 1.36
706,260 709,066 712,855 717,099 720,520 721,874 29,740 0.53
132,618 136,066 139,926 143,449 146,834 149,697 26,325 2.45
196,684 201,496 205,116 208,746 212,339 214,668 32,536 2.08
207,375 213,826 219,372 224,509 229,501 236,388 49,060 2.95
714,622 701,369 687,253 671,909 657,545 645,593 -90,421 -1.63
0
1,703,952 1,724,716 1,743,626 1,763,017 1,782,352 1,805,467 169,679 1.24
166,614 172,110 176,050 179,256 183,099 186,777 36,569 2.76
793,272 800,597 809,066 818,241 828,467 840,879 78,672 1.24
744,066 752,009 758,510 765,520 770,786 777,811 54,438 0.91
0
245,791 251,103 256,462 262,338 269,864 277,510 49,010 2.46
59,578 62,054 64,359 66,759 69,327 71,877 20,505 4.29
107,266 109,042 111,320 113,037 115,233 117,963 16,809 1.94
78,947 80,007 80,783 82,542 85,304 87,670 11,696 1.81
0
229,001 229,181 229,796 229,451 229,469 227,923 3,446 0.19
74,141 73,687 73,564 72,946 72,101 71,333 -3,613 -0.62
29,176 29,351 29,399 29,356 29,435 29,238 1,100 0.48
125,684 126,143 126,833 127,149 127,933 127,352 5,959 0.60
0
189,576 192,032 194,914 197,690 200,848 203,673 22,947 1.51
28,186 28,602 28,891 29,113 29,427 29,489 2,454 1.09
75,769 76,874 78,129 79,231 80,771 82,522 11,175 1.84
18,448 18,603 18,708 18,848 18,927 18,925 1,083 0.74
35,620 35,978 36,809 38,086 38,979 39,672 5,719 1.96
31,553 31,975 32,377 32,412 32,744 33,065 2,516 0.99
0
169,716 171,563 172,969 174,465 175,418 175,955 12,912 0.96
30,280 30,159 29,861 29,933 29,847 29,503 -733 -0.31
23,721 24,233 24,217 24,466 24,388 24,296 856 0.45
77,594 78,226 78,894 79,010 79,048 79,367 5,028 0.82
38,121 38,945 39,997 41,056 42,135 42,789 7,761 2.53



SECTIONTHREE

Demographics and Land Use

POPULATION
DISTRIBUTION
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Table I11-4
Population Projections 1990 — 2020

1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
71,347 85,200 90,200 94,600 98,800 102,500

The MOP estimates that the rate of growth will decrease over the
next twenty (20) years from that experienced in previous decades.
Using information from above, the annual average growth rate for
the past and future decades is as follows in Table I11-5

Table 111-5
Annual Average Growth Rate by Decade

1970-1980 | 1980-1990 | 1990-2000 | 2000-2010 | 2010-2020
1.26% 1.67% 1.60% 1.07% 67%

Although the rate of population growth is projected to decrease,
the accommodation of the additional 17,300 people (21% of the
1998 population) over the next 20 years into appropriate areas as
defined by the Comprehensive Plan, will be one of the major
challenges faced by the County. Using the MOP projections, the
Wilmington Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO) disaggregates
the population projection totals down into transportation analysis
zones (TAZ’s). This “breakdown” of the population figures for the
entire County into smaller geographic regions, allows one to better
estimate the distribution of the new population per land use
districts of the Comprehensive Plan. The WILMAPCO projections
should be considered the “trend” growth pattern since they reflect
past trends and projects that are currently in the County’s
development review process. The WILMAPCO projections do not
assume any major policy changes or infrastructure projects that
may cause a redistribution of these projections. Although there is
no explicit quantitative benchmark, the County wishes to
accommaodate large portions of this new population into the growth
districts of the Comprehensive Plan. Map Ill-1 shows the
distribution of the increased population for the years 2000-2020 as
the percentage of total change by TAZ using WILMAPCO figures.
Map 111-2 shows the absolute population change by TAZ for the
years 2000-2020 using WILMAPCO figures. The Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Districts can be found in Map 11-1.
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SECTIONTHREE

Demographics and Land Use
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As one can see in Maps I11-1 and 111-2, large portions of the growth
districts between Route 40 and 1-95 will go under-utilized
compared to the goals and objectives of those districts in the
Comprehensive Plan. It should be noted that portions of the Route
40/1-95 corridor are zoned for commercial or industrial and would
not reflect increased population even if developed fully. Clearly,
however, ample opportunity exists for the growth districts to
accommodate more of the future population of the County.
Conversely, several TAZ’s located predominantly in the Rural
Conservation District show large increases relative to the total
increase in population. TAZ’s 660, 680 and 810 located in the Fair
Hill, Calvert and Rising Sun areas respectively, show a
disproportionate increase in population per the goals and objectives
of the Rural Conservation District.

The WILMAPCO population estimates can be found in Table I11-
6. It should be noted that some discrepancy exists between the
County totals of the WILMAPCO projections and the MOP
projections for the County with the MOP projections being slightly
higher. This discrepancy would most likely not impact the
distribution by percent of the total population by TAZ.
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Table 111-6
Population Projection 2000-2020
Cecil County, Maryland
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Table 111-6
Population Projection 2000-2020
Cecil County, Maryland
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SECTIONFOUR

Municipal Facilities

CECILTON

This chapter briefly describes the existing water and/or wastewater
facilities for each of the Towns in Cecil County. In addition, any
future plans for expansion or improvements are also noted. Most
of the information contained in this report concerning the water
and wastewater was received during a series of interviews and
telephone conversations with Town representatives. The 1993
Cecil County Master Water and Sewer Plan and recent studies
performed by Elkton, North East, Perryville, and Rising Sun also
provided sources of information used in this report.

The Town of Cecilton currently provides both water and sewer
service within the incorporated limits of the Town.

Water

The Town’s water system draws from the Magothy aquifer through
two wells approximately 300 feet deep. The wells are currently
producing flows of 85 gallons per minute (gpm) and 200 gpm. The
Town’s Groundwater Appropriation Permit (GAP) currently
permits withdraw of an average daily flow of .050 million gallons
per day (mgd). Treatment of the groundwater is provided by
softening and filtration to remove iron and manganese. Storage is
provided via a 0.125 million gallon (mg) tank. Existing demand is
approximately .045 mgd.

According to a 1998 report prepared for the Town, when the water
demand reaches approximately 0.065 mgd, additional storage will
be needed to provide adequate domestic and fire storage. This
demand would be reached if a proposed 80 unit development on
the north side of Town proceeds. The Town is undertaking
planning considerations for additional storage capacity and a new
water treatment facility to serve future Town needs.

Sewer

The Town operates a wastewater treatment and disposal system
comprised of a lagoon system, sand filtration and ultra-violet
disinfection which discharges into Duck Creek. The existing
design capacity of the wastewater treatment and disposal system is
0.080 mgd and the permitted capacity of the system is 0.050 mgd.
The Town has initiated planning to upgrade the capacity of the
system to 0.100 mgd to accommodate future flows and increased
flows due to infiltration and inflow (1/1).
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CHARLESTOWN

CHESAPEAKE CITY

The Town of Charlestown currently provides water service to
Town residents with sewer being provided by the County’s Seneca
Point Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).

Water

The Town’s system is comprised of three wells, with only two of
the wells being used regularly and the third used as a back-up. The
currently permitted capacities of the system are 157,000 gpd
average daily flow and 250,000 gpd maximum daily flow. Current
demand on the system is approximately 71,000 gpd. The Town
anticipates that, given recently proposed developments requesting
service and existing developed areas that will request service
(Charlestown Manor), the near-term (0-5 years) demands will be
approximately 102,000 gpd. Treatment of water supply is
provided for iron removal, pH adjustment and disinfection.

Storage is currently provided with a 500,000 gallon elevated
storage tank.

According to the Town Manager, there are no immediate plans to
upgrade the system.

Sewer
Sewer would be provided via the County’s Seneca Point WWTP.

As mentioned in the introduction of this report, the UGB for the
Town of Chesapeake City corresponds to that area currently zoned
Town Residential (TR). Since the only area zoned TR is located
adjacent to South Chesapeake City, this report will focus on the
water and wastewater facilities serving the south side of the Town.

Water

Chesapeake City, which is split by the Chesapeake and Delaware
Canals, maintains two separate water systems overall. The Town
is served by four wells which take water from the non-marine
cretaceous deposits. The GAP allows for an overall withdraw of
an average daily flow of .170 mgd and a maximum daily flow of
.220 mgd. South Chesapeake City is served by two of the four
wells with a capacity of .085 mgd and a .075 mg elevated storage
tank. The Town must provide substantial treatment to remove iron
from the groundwater.
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Sewer

South Chesapeake City is served by an activated sludge package
plant with a permitted capacity of .080 mgd. Current flow to the
treatment plant is approximately .069 mgd.

ELKTON The Town of Elkton currently provides both water and sewer
service to the residents of the Town. Water service is also provided
to the Triumph Industrial Park which is not within the Town limits.
The information contained in this section regarding the water and
sewer systems of Elkton, and current and future demands on said
systems, was taken from a report prepared by McCrone Inc., dated
May 18, 1999 entitled Comprehensive Water and Sewer Study, as
well as information supplied by Town staff.

Water

The Town currently provides water to its customers from two
sources — a surface water treatment plant located on the Big Elk
Creek, and a well system that consists of two wells. The surface
water treatment plant is permitted by MDE to withdraw 1.5 mgd
average daily flow and 2.0 mgd maximum daily flow. The design
capacity of the surface water treatment plant is 2.0 mgd. The
Town’s well system is currently permitted by MDE to withdraw
0.65 mgd on a yearly basis and for the month of maximum use an
average daily flow of 1.2 mgd.

Storage is currently provided with the following facilities:

= Two 900,000 gallon reservoirs

= A 500,000 gallon elevated storage tank located on Blue Ball
Road

= A 500,000 gallon elevated storage tank located on Dogwood
Road

= A 400,000 gallon storage tank located on the southeast corner
of the 1-95/Route 279 interchange

= A 200,000 gallon standpipe in Thomson Estates

As stated in the McCrone study, this report will assume a total
current capacity of the Town’s water system of 2.15 mgd. Total
current demand on the entire water system is 1.35 mgd. This
current demand is the sum of the demands emanating from the five
different pressure zones of the Town’s water system.

In addition to estimating current water demands based on meter
readings, previous reports and water and wastewater treatment
plant records, the McCrone study also estimated future water
demands for a 0-10 year period and a 10-20 year period. It is
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important to note that the future demands used in the McCrone
study for the 10-20 year period include areas that are currently
unincorporated but are anticipated to be annexed in the future.
Water demands for the 0-10 year period are based on pending
subdivisions and the Town’s knowledge of other potential
developments within that time period. A summary of existing and
future demands on the Town’s total water system used in the
McCrone study is shown in Table IV-1.

Table IV-1
Existing and Future Total Water Demand

Existing Demand 0-10 year Period 1-20 year Period

1.35 MGD 2.77 MGD 4.88 MGD

Given a linear projection of growth for the pressure zones served,
the surface water treatment plant will reach its permitted capacity
of 1.5 mgd by the year 2003. Considering the entire water system,
the total capacity of 2.15 mgd will be reached by 2005.

The Town has initiated preliminary discussions with a consultant
who is currently preparing a wellhead protection program for the
Town. This program will also address the availability of additional
groundwater to serve the future needs of the Town. To date, no
formal investigation is underway.

In addition to making recommendations to find additional sources
of water for the future demands, the McCrone study also makes
numerous recommendations for other operational upgrades to the
system.

Sewer

The Town currently provides sewer service to Town residents via a
collection and conveyance system comprised of gravity lines, force
mains and 10 pumping stations. Treatment is provided at the
Elkton WWTP located on the south side of Route 40 adjacent to
the County Detention Center. The Elkton WWTP has a design
capacity of 2.6 mgd but only has a permit from MDE to discharge
1.6 mgd of effluent into the Big Elk Creek.

As with the current demands on the Town’s water system, the
existing flow to the WWTP is 1.35 mgd. The McCrone study
indicated that the projected 0-10 year and the 10-20 year flows to
the WWTP are within 1% of the projected water demands for the
same time period. Therefore, the future water demands included in
Table V-1 above should also be considered as future wastewater
flows. Assuming a linear projection of growth, the WWTP will
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reach its permitted capacity of 1.6 mgd by the middle of the year
2000.

The Town is currently in the planning stages to upgrade the
permitted capacity of the WWTP to its current design capacity of
2.6 mgd. The planning for said upgrade would also allow for
modular upgrades to accommodate future flows of 5.0 mgd. In
pursuit of these upgrades, the Town has requested from MDE the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
limitations for a flow of 2.7 mgd, and more general planning
effluent limits for the ultimate 5.0 mgd upgrade. The Town is
currently in discussions with MDE regarding future effluent
limitations.

The McCrone study also makes numerous recommendations
concerning upgrades to the Town’s wastewater collection and
conveyance system.

NORTH EAST The Town of North East currently provides water to its customers
via two surface water treatment plants (WTP) located at Rolling
Mill and Leslie. In addition to serving Town residents, the Town
also provides water service to unincorporated areas of the County
in accordance with two service area agreements executed between
the Town and the County dated November 6, 1972 and June 7,
1983, respectively. Sewer is provided to Town residents by the
County’s Seneca Point WWTP.

Water

The Town is currently in the process of designing upgrades to the
two water treatment plants to accommodate growth over the next
20 years within the Town and service area. Improvements to the
Rolling Mill WTP include the addition of two 1.0 mgd maximum
daily flow modules with room for a third. The Town has a permit
pending with MDE to withdraw .956 mgd average daily flow and
1.84 mgd maximum daily flow. In order to meet minimum flow-
by requirements in the North East Creek, the Town is currently
evaluating the environmental impacts of pumping water from the
tidally influenced portion of the North East Creek upstream, above
the water treatment plant intake. This two year study is a
requirement of MDE. It is unclear whether or not MDE will issue
a permit to increase withdraws from the North East Creek prior to
the conclusion of the study.
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Upgrades to the Leslie WTP include the installation of three new
filters (seven foot diameter each), capable of filtering
approximately 830,000 gpd. The Town also has a permit pending
with MDE for the Leslie WTP to withdraw .406 mgd average daily
flow and .620 mgd average daily flow. Pumping of water
upstream of the Leslie intake to meet low-flow requirements is not
proposed. During periods of low-flow, the Leslie WTP will not
operate. Improvements to the Rolling Mill WTP will allow transfer
of water to the pressure zones served by the Leslie WTP during
periods the plant is shut down.

The Town is also designing two new elevated storage tanks.
County/Town Service Area Agreement

As mentioned earlier, the County and Town entered into service
area agreements in 1972 and 1983. The purpose of the agreements
was for the County to utilize water from the Town to serve an area
generally associated with the Route 272 corridor, extending from
the Town to Bayview. The agreements benefited both jurisdictions
in that they increased the Town’s customer base and allowed the
County to provide service to employment centers and to
concentrate development in accordance with the 1974 and 1990
Comprehensive Plans. The 1983 agreement expanded the service
area from that described in the 1972 agreement as a result of the
Town accepting from the County, the Leslie WTP. Concomitant
sewer service was provided by the County to the 1983 service area
via the Stoney Run interceptor. Salient features of the 1983
agreement include the following:

= The Town shall serve the area described in the agreements
(“areas to be served”).

= Upon request for service by the County, outside the Town
limits, within the “area to be served”, the cost of extending
facilities to provide said service shall be shared by the County
and Town “...in a fashion to be negotiated at the time of such
request.”

= |n addition to water service to the “areas to be served”, the
County retained the right to purchase an additional 300,000
gpd to serve other areas.

= The Town is not obligated to commit more than one-half of its
reserve operational capacity to the County for new service at
any time.
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PERRYVILLE

= The Town will provide water to areas outside the “area to be
served” on a bulk rate basis with the rate not exceeding that
charged to customers within the Town.

= The Town and the County will share the cost of extending
facilities to the perimeter of the “area to be served”, with the
County bearing the cost of constructing any facilities outside
the “area to be served”.

= |f the Town annexes an area outside the “area to be served”,
the Town shall reimburse the County for the cost of any water
facilities originally constructed in the area by the County.

The 1983 agreement was subsequently amended in 1986 and 1989.
The 1986 amendment stipulated financial and administrative
responsibilities of the Town and the County relative to upgrades to
the Leslie WTP extension of service to the Community College
and Bayview Elementary School. The 1989 amendment stipulated
that the Town had the right to review construction drawings for
water line extensions. The 1989 amendment also granted the Town
the authority to require annexation or the payment of
commensurate fees in return for water service. This
annexation/payment clause applies to service anywhere outside
Town limits. The County, in return, retained the right to review the
Town’s water rate structure for customers outside Town limits.
Finally, the 1989 amendment permits the Town to charge up to
100% more for connection fees and user fees to customers outside
Town limits.

The 1972 and 1983 service area agreements and subsequent
amendments can be found in Appendix C.

Sewer
Sewer would be provided by the County’s Seneca Point WWTP.

The Town of Perryville currently provides both water and sewer
service to residents of the Town.

Water

The Town owns two surface water treatment plants located on the
Susquehanna River and Mill Creek, respectively. The Mill Creek
WTP is no longer in operation. The Susquehanna River WTP,
which is located on Frenchtown Road, is permitted by MDE to
withdraw an average daily flow of 2.0 mgd and a maximum daily
withdraw of 4.0 mgd. However, the Susquehanna WTP can
produce only .80 mgd in a 24 hour period due to water quality
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standards required by MDE and the operational constraints of the
facility. Specifically, the pumping, sedimentation, filtration and
storage facilities of the Susquehanna WTP do not allow it to
accommodate the permitted amount without expansion of the
facility. Under normal operating conditions (16 hours of operation
at a normal pump rate), the plant produces approximately .40 mgd.
At a maximum pump rate during a 16 hour period, the plant can
produce approximately .50 mgd. Average daily demand is
approximately .376 mgd.

The Town has been advised by MDE that the Susquehanna WTP
can no longer discharge backwash from the filtration process
directly into the river. The Town is currently evaluating it options
regarding backwash, including an operational change or
discharging backwash into the sanitary sewer system. The Town is
also currently evaluating various treatment alternatives to meet
new public drinking water standards.

Storage is currently provided via a .50 mg tank at 1-95 and a .25
mg tank at Cedar Corner Road. Recent evaluations of existing and
future water service needs of the Town indicate that there is
presently inadequate storage to provide for the existing demand. At
least one day of emergency storage should be available since no
emergency power generators are available at the Cedar Corner
Road Booster Station and emergency power is only available for
one finish water pump at the water treatment plant.

Additional storage is also required for projects that currently have
an executed Public Works Agreement (PWA), with even more
storage needed for other known projects without an executed
PWA. A summary of the additional storage requirements for the
existing demand and those projects with an executed PWA is as

follows:
Total
Additional Storage
Project Status Required
Existing Demand 310,000 gallons
Executed PWA 450,000 gallons*

* Assumes that no system improvements are made to address the
existing demand.
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Sewer

The Town operates a WWTP which includes rotating biological
contactor treatment and discharge into Mill Creek. The design and
permitted capacity of the WWTP is 1.65 mgd with a current flow
of approximately .85 mgd. The Town has recently completed an 1/I
report for the collection and conveyance system which serves
downtown Perryville. The I/1 report identifies various sources of
inflow that, if corrected, would provide additional excess capacity
at the WWTP.

PORT DEPOSIT The Town of Port Deposit currently provides water and sewer
service to Town residents.

Water

The Town operates a surface water treatment plant located on the
Susquehanna River. The WTP is currently designed to
accommodate a hydraulic capacity of approximately .86 mgd.
Given permit limitations, the WTP can realistically accommodate
approximately .40 mgd and still meet water quality standards. The
existing WTP was constructed by the Navy and later dedicated to
the Town. Prior to the existing WTP’s construction, the Town
received its water from the Bainbridge Naval Training Center.

Sewer

The Town operates an activated sludge wastewater treatment plant
with stream discharge into the Susquehanna River. The capacity of
the WWTP is .150 mgd.

The Town of Port Deposit has recently annexed the former
Bainbridge Naval Training Center. The Town also recently
initiated a study to determine the future needs of the recently
annexed area, as well as to evaluate alternatives for the provision
of water and sewer to the site. The provision of water and sewer to
the Bainbridge site could possibly entail relocating the existing
WTP and WWTP onto the Bainbridge site to accommodate future
as well as existing needs.
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RISING SUN

SENECA POINT WWTP

The Town of Rising Sun currently provides both water and sewer
service within the incorporated limits of the Town.

Water

The Town currently utilizes four wells to provide water service to
its customers. The 1998 demand for water was an average daily
flow of .148 mgd and a maximum daily flow of .192 mgd. The
Town is permitted by MDE to withdraw an average daily flow of
.260 mgd and a maximum daily flow of .320 mgd. A 1.0 mg
standpipe offers emergency protection for the concentrated
commercial and residential areas.

The Town has recently purchased land with two existing wells to
provide an additional 50 gallons per minute to meet current
demands. In addition, recent studies have indicated that the Town
needs new storage facilities to maintain adequate fire flows. The
Town is considering a new .50 mg tank near the library.

Sewer

The Town owns and operates a 10 acre waste stabilization lagoon
with a total of five cells, with aeration provided in two of the cells.
The wastewater treatment system is currently designed and
permitted by MDE to treat 275,000 gpd. The 1999 average daily
flow to the wastewater system was 226,000. In 1995, the Town
installed an ultra-violet disinfection system that is capable of
accommodating 600,000 gpd. In addition, the Town will begin
engineering design to upgrade the treatment plant headworks,
lagoon and air diffusers in the summer of the year 2000. Along
with these improvements the Town will slip-line one of the major
interceptors to the treatment plant to reduce I/l. Existing I/l has
been estimated at 50,000 gpd.

The County owns and operates the Seneca Point WWTP which
provides sewer service to the Towns of North East and
Charlestown and the surrounding unincorporated areas. The
Seneca Point WWTP has a design capacity of 2.0 mgd and a
permit capacity of 1.2 mgd. The County is currently in the process
of designing upgrades to the treatment plant to provide Biological
Nutrient Removal (BNR) for a flow of 2.0 mgd.
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INTRODUCTION As noted in the Executive Summary, the main purpose of this
study is to delineate potential Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB’s)
around each of the municipalities and to investigate the
implications of municipal water and/or sewer service to these
areas. This section will describe potential UGB’s around the
Towns of Charlestown, Elkton, North East, Perryville and Port
Deposit. In addition to delineating the potential UGB’s around
these Towns, this section will also estimate the future water and
sewer needs of the UGB’s. Since the Towns of Cecilton,
Chesapeake City and Rising Sun are surrounded by rural and
agricultural land use districts, the County’s Town Residential (TR)
zoning classification adjacent to these respective Towns essentially
acts as an urban growth boundary. For this reason, this study will
estimate the future water and sewer needs of those areas designated
as TR zoning as described below.

In creating the UGB’s around the Towns, the following factors
were considered:

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Districts

Only those areas designated as Suburban, Development and
Mineral Extraction District in the Land Use Plan of the County’s
Comprehensive Plan were considered for inclusion in the UGB’s.
Mineral Extraction District areas were considered due to the fact
that some areas classified as such in the Comprehensive Plan, were
subsequently zoned as other than mineral extraction during the
County’s comprehensive rezoning in 1993. In addition, some
industrial uses are permitted in the Mineral Extraction-A (MEA)
zone. No area classified as Rural Conservation District or
Resource Protection District in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan
were considered for inclusion in a UGB.

Future Annexation Areas of the Towns

As directed by the County, one of the primary considerations in the
creation of UGB’s around the Towns was the extent of future
annexation by the respective Towns. That is, the County does not
wish to hamper the ability of the Towns to annex additional area
into the incorporated limits. For this reason, the UGB’s begin at
the outer perimeter of areas designated as future annexation. For
the Town of Elkton, future annexation areas were derived from the
previously mentioned McCrone Study. The future annexation areas
as described in the McCrone Study and as used in this study, also
generally correspond to the Future Annexation Areas map as
prepared and adopted by the Town in 1988. For the Town of
Perryville, future annexation areas were derived from the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan. Future annexation areas for the Town of
V-1
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ESTIMATION OF FUTURE
WATER AND SEWER NEEDS

North East were derived from the Town’s draft Comprehensive
Plan currently being considered. The Town of Charlestown does
not have a formal annexation plan, nor does the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan designate future growth areas. The future
annexation areas depicted in this study for Charlestown were
created by Tatman & Lee and were generally deemed acceptable
by the Town. No future annexation areas were shown for the
Town of Port Deposit, since the Town just recently annexed
approximately 1,200 acres of the former Bainbridge Naval
Training Center. As noted below, there is considerable overlap
between areas zoned TR and future growth areas of the Towns of
Cecilton, Chesapeake City and Rising Sun.

Land Necessary to Reasonably Accommodate Future Growth

In lieu of attempting to utilize the Town's water and/or sewer
facilities to provide service to the entire growth corridor of the
County between Route 40 and 1-95, this plan evaluates service to
smaller geographic areas. Not only will this facilitate the County’s
ability to provide other services such as roads and schools, it is
also somewhat necessary given the Towns’ limited ability to
provide additional water and sewer capacity.

Natural and Manmade Features

Natural features such as streams, rivers and adjacent riparian
habitats, and manmade features such as roads often provide for
logical boundaries and breaks between varying intensities of
development.

In addition to establishing the geographic extent of the UGB’s, this
chapter also provides an estimation of the future water and sewer
needs of new and existing development in the UGB’s. Water and
sewer needs were also estimated for those areas designated as TR
zoning as mentioned above. Using a geographic information
system (GIS) and data provided by the Maryland Office of
Planning, the number of dwelling units that could be
accommodated within each UGB was estimated. Densities for
development utilizing public sewer from the Cecil County Zoning
Ordinance were used to estimate the number of dwelling units that
could be accommodated per acre. An environmental constraint
factor of 25% was also applied to the maximum densities permitted
in the Zoning Ordinance. The environmental constraint factor
reduces the overall number of dwelling units that could be
constructed due to features such as steep slopes, wetlands, riparian
buffers, etc. Water and sewer needs for industrially zoned land
were considered as 1,000 gpd/acre. Overall, in estimating future

V-2
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water and sewer needs of the UGB’s and the areas zoned TR, the
following methodology was used:

Acreage of each zoning district within each UGB was
calculated from the acreage field of the parcel data contained in
MdProperty View.

Residential zoning acreage was reduced by 25% to account for
environmental constraints which generally limit development
at maximum densities.

Residential development potential was calculated using the
densities permitted in the Zoning Ordinance for development
utilizing public sewer.

Water and sewer needs for residential zones were based on 250
gpd/dwelling unit.

Water and sewer needs for industrial zones were based on
1,000 gpd/acre.

Water and sewer needs for existing dwellings within the
UGB’s were relatively minor, but were considered in the
overall needs of the UGB.

Except for UGB 3 around Elkton, the amount of land of the
various UGB’s zoned commercial was minor, and the water
and sewer needs of these areas are assumed to be
accommodated in the overall residential needs.

Acreage associated with existing platted subdivisions was not
used in calculating the overall development potential of a
UGB.

For parcels zoned Mobile Home (MH), a density of six
units/acre was applied to parcels greater than ten acres due to
the potential to develop a mobile home park. A density of four
units per acre (DR zone density) was applied to MH zoned
parcels less than ten acres.

V-3
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URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARIES AND TR
ZONING DESIGNATIONS

CECILTON

CHARLESTOWN

The TR zoning adjacent to the Town of Cecilton extends from both
the north and south side of Town limits. It should be noted that the
TR zoning overlaps areas designated as future growth areas as
shown in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan of 1998. Specifically,
Map 3, entitled Growth Plan in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan,
designates a mixed use area adjacent to the northeast side of Town
limits, an employment area on the southeast side and a planned
development area on the southwest side. The northwest side is
shown as agriculture.

The TR zoning adjacent to Cecilton comprises approximately 318
acres and is shown in Map V-1. The water and sewer needs of this
area are approximately 239,000 gpd and were derived from the
following:

318 acres zoned TR

318 acres - 25% (environmental constraints) = 238 acres

238 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 952 units
952 units x 250 gpd/unit = 238,500 gpd

The UGB for the Town of Charlestown extends westerly from the
Town limits to include an area between Carpenter Point Road and
the CSX Railroad as shown on Map V-2. As noted earlier,
Charlestown has no formal annexation plans, and the future
annexation area used for this report was created by Tatman & Lee.
The future annexation area extends generally north from Town to
include relatively large undeveloped residentially zoned parcels
surrounding the recently annexed Trinity Wood development, as
well as to include the Charlestown Manor area.

The UGB for Charlestown does not include areas directly to the
north of Town since the vast majority of the area between the
Town and Route 40 is zoned MEA. The area to the south of Town,
on the southeast side of Carpenter Point Road, was not considered
for inclusion in the UGB since several large lots have recently
been created that are restricted from further subdivision. It should
be noted that there is some residentially zoned acreage in the
Charlestown UGB shown on Map V-2, however the acreage and
subsequent water and sewer needs are negligible. As shown
below, the water and sewer needs for the Charlestown UGB were
generated solely from potential industrial users.

V-4
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CHESAPEAKE CITY

ELKTON

The water and sewer needs of the Charlestown UGB are
approximately 0.36 mgd and were derived from the following:

364 acres zoned M2
364 acres x 1,000 gpd/acre = 364,000 gpd

The TR zoning adjacent to South Chesapeake City generally
extends south from Town along Routes 213 and 342 as shown on
Map V-3. It should be noted that the TR zoning adjacent to South
Chesapeake City overlaps areas shown as future growth areas on
the Land Use Plan — Growth Plan of the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan. The TR zone along Route 213 corresponds very closely with
a mixed-use growth area, and the TR zone along Route 342 is
encompassed by an area shown as a residential growth area.

The TR zone adjacent to South Chesapeake City comprises
approximately 245 acres. The water and sewer needs of this area
are approximately 184,000 gpd and were derived from the
following:

245 acres zoned TR

245 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 184 acres

184 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 736 units
736 units x 250 gpd/unit = 184,000 gpd

Three potential UGB’s have been created around the Town of
Elkton. At this time, these UGB’s can be considered alternative
UGB’s or phased components of a larger UGB comprised of all
three. The three UGB’s for the Town of Elkton can be found on
Map V-4. None of the UGB’s overlap the areas shown as future
annexation.

UGB 1

UGB 1 extends north and northwest from Town limits to 1-95
between Routes 316 and 213. On the southerly end, UGB 1
terminates at Nottingham Road, and on the westerly end, UGB 1
terminates along the westerly property lines of several large
parcels including the industrially zoned property of the Thiokal
Corporation. UGB 1 also encompasses the Triumph Industrial Park
as well as portions of the Little Elk Creek and Big Elk Creek.

V-5
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The water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 1.17 mgd
and were derived from the following:

DR Zone
217 acres zoned DR
217 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 163 acres

163 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 651
units

651 units x 250 gpd/unit = 163,000 gpd

SR Zone

1,065 acres zoned SR

1,065 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 800 acres

800 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 1,600
units

1,600 units x 250 gpd/unit = 400,000 gpd

M1, M2 and Bl Zones

603 acres zoned M1, M2 or Bl

603 acres x 1,000 gpd/acre = 603,000 gpd

Total of all zones in UGB 1 =1,170,000 gpd
UGB 2

UGB 2 is not contiguous to the Town of Elkton and extends from
UGB 1 westerly to Marley Road encompassing an area between
Nottingham Road and 1-95. UGB 2, which contains very little
commercially or industrially zoned land, is also bisected by the
CSX railroad. The water and sewer needs of UGB 2 are
approximately .674 mgd and were derived from the following:

DR Zone
188 acres zoned DR
188 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 141 acres

V-6
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141 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 564
units

564 units x 250 gpd/unit = 141,000

SR Zone

1,318 acres zoned SR

1,318 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 989 acres

989 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 1,978
units

1,978 units x 250 gpd/unit = 495,000 gpd
MH Zone

Assume 100 existing and proposed units at Forest Green Mobile
Home Park

100 units x 250 gpd/unit = 25,000 gpd

M1 and M2 Zones

13 acres zoned M1 or M2

13 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 13,000 gpd

Total of all zones in UGB 2 = 674,000 gpd
UGB 3

UGB 3 extends from the Town of Elkton starting at the Little EIk
Creek and Route 40, westerly in a linear fashion along Route 40
and Route 7. UGB 3, which is generally bounded by Nottingham
Road to the north, Marley Road to the west and the Amtrak rail
line to the south, encompasses many small commercially zoned
parcels along Route 40. The water and sewer needs of this
commercially zoned land were accommodated as an overall “set-
aside” flow of 50,000 gpd. At 10 gpd/employee, 50,000 gpd is
capable of accommodating the needs of 5,000 retail employees.
UGB 3 also includes the Mason Dixon Sand and Gravel site
(zoned DR) which is a Superfund site that is currently undergoing
groundwater remediation. The water and sewer needs of UGB 3
are 1.03 mgd and were derived from the following:

V-7
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DR Zone
649 acres zoned DR
649 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 487 acres

487 acres X 4 units per acre (DR density with public sewer) = 1948
units

1948 units x 250 gpd/unit = 487,000 gpd

MH Zone

64 acres zoned MH on parcels greater than 10 acres in size

64 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 48 acres

48 acres x 6 units/acre (Mobile Home Park Density) = 288 units
288 units x 250 gpd/unit = 72,000 gpd

98 acres zoned MH on parcels less than 10 acres in size

98 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 74 acres

74 acres x 4units/acre (MH density with public sewer) = 296 units
296 units x 250 gpd/unit = 74,000 gpd

Total MH zone = 146,000 gpd

BG Zone

179 acres zoned BG

Total BG zone = 50,000 gpd

M2 Zone

349 acres zoned M2

349 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 349,000 gpd

Total of all zones in UGB 3 = 1,032,000 gpd

V-8
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NORTH EAST One area is proposed as a UGB’s for the Town of North East (Map
V-5).

UGB 1

UGB 1 is to the west to the Town limits but is not contiguous to
the Town itself. The UGB extends the current water service area
westward bounded by Red Toad Road. The CSX railroad creates
the northern boundary and Razor Strap Road makes the southern.

The total water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 0.21
MGD.

SR Zone

249 acres zoned SR

249 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 187 acres

187 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 374 units
374 units x 250 gpd/unit = 93,375 gpd

RM Zone

101 acres zoned RM

101 acres - 25% (environmental constraints) = 78 acres

78 acres x 6 units per acre (RM density with public sewer) = 455
units

455 units x 250 gpd/unit = 113,225 gpd

Total of all zones in UGB 1 = 206,600 gpd

V-9
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PERRYVILLE The UGB for the Town of Perryville extends from the existing
Town limits and future annexation areas northerly to 1-95, and
easterly from future annexation areas to the eastern property line of
large industrially zoned parcels south of the CSX railroad. The
portion of the UGB north of Town is bounded by Jackson Station
Road to the east, 1-95 to the north and the Susquehanna River to
the west. The easterly portion of the Perryville UGB generally is
bounded parcel lines to the east, the CSX railroad to the north,
future annexation areas to the west and the Amtrak Railroad to the
south. As shown on Map V-6, no portion of the UGB overlaps
areas shown as future annexation. As shown below, the vast
majority of the water and sewer needs for the Perryville UGB were
generated from industrial needs.

The water and sewer needs of the Perryville UGB are
approximately 2.04 MGD and were derived from the following:

DR Zone
306 acres zoned DR
306 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 230 acres

230 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 920
units

920 units x 250 gpd/unit = 230,000 gpd

SR Zone

241 acres zoned SR

241 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 181 acres

181 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 362 units
362 units x 250 gpd/unit = 91,000 gpd

MH Zone

22 acres Zoned MH

22 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 17 acres

17 acres x 6 units/acre (Mobile Home Park density) = 102 units

102 units x 250 gpd/unit = 23,000 gpd

V-10
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M1/M2/MEA Zones

1,700 acres zoned M2 or MEA

1,700 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 1,700,000 gpd

Total of all Zones = 2,044,000 gpd

PORT DEPOSIT The UGB for the Town of Port Deposit extends from town limits
in a northwesterly direction and is bounded by Route 276 to the
southeast, Rock Run Road to the northwest and town limits to the
southwest. As mentioned earlier, no areas are designated as future
annexation areas due to the fact that the Town has just recently
annexed the entire former Bainbridge Naval Training Center. The
UGB for the Town is shown on Map V-7, and contains several
large undeveloped parcels as well as an existing mobile home park.

The water and sewer needs of the Port Deposit UGB are
approximately .300 mgd and were derived from the following:

SR Zone

683 acres zoned SR

683 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 512 acres
512 acres x 2 units/acre = 1024 units

1,024 units x 250 gpd/unit = 256,000 gpd

MH Zone

Approximately 200 existing units in Benjamin’s Mobile Home
Park

200 units x 250 gpd/unit = 50,000 gpd

Total of all Zones = 306,000 gpd

V-11
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RISING SUN The TR zone adjacent to the Town of Rising Sun is shown on Map
V-8 and extends easterly from Town limits along Route 273 and
south of Route 1 and Little New York Road, and northerly from
the western portion of Town limits. It should be noted that the TR
zoning, especially that portion that extends east from town limits,
overlaps areas designated for phased annexation in the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the area zoned TR west of
Sylmar Road, south of Little New York Road, east of Stevens
Road and north of Route 273 is designated as a Phase 3
Annexation area; the area zoned TR west of Stevens Road, south
of Route 1 and east and north of Town limits is designated as a
Phase 2 Annexation area; and the area zoned TR west of Red
Pump Road south of Route 1 is also designated as Phase 3
Annexation area. The small portions of TR zone south of Route
273 is designated as a Phase 1 Annexation area.

The TR zoning adjacent to the Town of Rising Sun comprises
approximately 1,060 acres which includes some existing platted
subdivisions whose acreage (40 acres) was not used to calculate
overall development potential of the TR zone. The water and sewer
needs of the TR zone are approximately .765 mgd and were
derived from the following:

1,060 acres zoned TR

1,060 acres — 40 acres (area of platted subdivisions) = 1,020 acres
1,020 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 765 acres

765 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 3,060
units

3,060 units x 250 gpd/unit = 765,000 gpd

V-12
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This chapter will discuss the ability of the respective Towns to
provide water and/or sewer service to the areas identified as
UGB’s and the areas zoned as Town Residential (TR). Where
appropriate, recommendations have been made for physical
improvements as well as for administrative activities to effectuate
such service. Prior to the above discussions, it is first necessary to
evaluate the implications of annexations relative to Town service
to the UGB’s or TR zones.

Annexation

The provision of water and/or sewer by the Towns to new
developments, and the requirement that those new developments
be annexed into the Town providing service, has long been a tool
of the Towns to grow and increase revenue. In addition, property
taxes paid to the Town on the land being annexed helps to defray
the cost of providing such service. During the discussions with the
Towns while preparing this study, the issue of annexation often
arose. That is, could the Towns require annexation as a condition
of providing service to areas identified as UGB’s or TR zoning?
For the purposes of this study, no overall policy has been
established regarding this issue. The primary purpose of this study
is to identify currently unincorporated areas for potential service
with the respective Town’s water and/or sewer facilities consistent
with the County’s Comprehensive Plan. Said service would only
be provided in joint cooperation between the Towns and County. It
is envisioned that, ultimately, service would be provided in
accordance with service area agreements which would specify any
conditions of providing such service. Annexation issues would be
discussed in more detail during the negotiations between the
County and Town(s) regarding the service area agreements.

It is important to note that, as mentioned earlier in this study, the
UGB’s do not overlap any areas designated for future annexation.
It may be in the best interest of both the County and Towns to
negotiate service area agreements to provide service to areas
clearly designated for future annexation. Said service would
implement Town land use policies while also potentially lessening
the overall pressure to convert agricultural lands to residential
development in the County’s Rural Conservation District and
Resource Protection District.

Using the information presented in the previous chapters, Tables
VI-1 and VI-2 summarize the water and sewer capacities of the
Towns relative to existing need, future Town needs, future UGB
and TR zone needs. Except for the Towns of Elkton, North East
and Rising Sun, no other Town has recently evaluated future water
and/or sewer needs for its incorporated boundaries and future
annexation areas. The water demand and wastewater flow

VI-1
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estimates for the year 2020 for the remaining Towns assumes that
the Towns will utilize all remaining capacity of the water and
sewer systems for their own use (Year 2020, Town Use). Given the
limited remaining capacity of these systems, these Towns may
need to make improvements to accommodate their own future
needs.

Cecilton

Tables VI-1 and VI-2 indicate that the Town is currently incapable
of providing water or sewer service to the areas designated as TR
zone surrounding the Town. There is currently only 5,000 gpd
available capacity in the water system and only 11,000 gpd
available in the sewer system. At 250 gpd/dwelling unit, this
remaining capacity in the water and sewer system would
accommodate 20 and 40 dwelling units, respectively. This would
allow for limited in-fill or new development but would not allow
for any substantial new growth in or surrounding the Town.

As stated in Section 4, the Town is currently considering upgrades
to the wastewater treatment plant as well as the water system. The
Town has begun the planning to upgrade the wastewater treatment
plant to .100 mgd, but has not quantified a future demand for water
system improvements. The Town does anticipate having to provide
additional storage once water demand reaches .065 mgd. Assuming
water system improvements that provide a corresponding capacity
to the wastewater treatment plant planned improvements (.100
mgd), there will be limited potential to accommodate new growth.

Charlestown

With an existing water supply capacity of .157 mgd and an existing
demand of .071 mgd, the Town currently has an excess water
supply of .086 mgd. The Town Manager estimates that recently
proposed developments would require an additional water supply
of .031 mgd, leaving approximately .055 mgd of unallocated
excess capacity. This excess capacity would supply approximately
220 dwelling units and would be needed to supply the area
designated for future annexation. In order to provide service to the
UGB the Town would need to develop an additional supply of
water. In order to accomplish this, the following should be
investigated:

= Developing additional groundwater supplies.
= Connecting to any water supply that is provided to the eastern

portion of the Perryville UGB. This will be discussed in more
detail below.

VI-2



TABLE VI-1
WATER NEEDS
CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY PLAN

Water Supply Year Water Supply
TOWN Water quply Existing Demand 2020 Rrogrammed Demanq Year 2020, Year 2020 Deficit, UGB Buildout Water Total Deficit*
Capacity* Capacity Town Limits Town Needs** Demands
Charlestown 0.157 0.071 0.157 0.157 0.000 1.030 1.030
Cecilton 0.050 0.045 0.050 0.050 0.000 0.239 0.239
Chesapeake 0.085 0.069 0.080 0.080 0.000 0.184 0.184
City South
Elkton 2.150 1.350 2.150 4.800 2.650
UGB 1 NA NA NA NA NA 1.170 3.820
UGB 2 NA NA NA NA NA 0.674 3.324
UGB 3 NA NA NA NA NA 1.030 3.680
North East 0.870 (information from Town is pending)
Perryville 0.400 0.376 0.400 0.400 0.000 1.340 1.340
Port Deposit 0.400 0.114 0.400 0.400 0.000 0.300 0.300
Rising Sun 0.260 0.148 0.260 0.449 0.189 0.765 0.954

* Considers both permit and treatment capacity. Does not consider storage requirements.
** For Cecilton, Chesapeake City, Perryville and Port Deposit, assumes that Town will utilize any remaining capacity.
***Does not include storage requirements.
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WASTEWATER NEEDS

CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY PLAN

WWTP Year 2020 Year 2020
TOWN WWTP EXxisting e Programmed Wastewater Flow Year 2020 Deficit UGB Buildout -
) 4 Existing Fl ' ' Total Deficit**
Permitted Capacity e Capacity Town Limits Town Needs* Wastewater Flows ot betict

Cecilton 0.080 0.045 0.080 0.080 0.000 0.239 0.239
Chesapeake 0.080 0.069 0.080 0.080 0.000 0.184 0.184
City South
Elkton 1.600 1.350 1.600 4.800 3.200

UGB 1 NA NA NA NA NA 1.170 4.370

UGB 2 NA NA NA NA NA 0.674 3.874

UGB 3 NA NA NA NA NA 1.030 4.230
Perryville 1.650 0.850 1.650 1.650 0.000 1.340 1.340
Port Deposit 0.150 0.114 0.150 0.150 0.000 0.300 0.300
Rising Sun 0.275 0.226 0.275 0.449 0.174 0.765 0.939

* For Cecilton, Chesapeake City, Perryville and Port Deposit, assumes that Town will utilize any remaining capacity
** Does not include storage requirements.
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Chesapeake City

Similar to Cecilton, Chesapeake City also does not currently have
the ability to provide water or sewer service to areas designated as
TR zoning. A remaining capacity of 16,000 gpd (64 dwelling
units) and 11,000 gpd (44 dwelling units) in the Town’s water and
sewer systems respectively, will allow for infill and limited new
development. A new development consisting of 41 units has
recently received concept approval from the Town’s Planning
Commission which would generate approximately 10,000 gpd of
water and sewer needs. In addition, the Mayor of Chesapeake City
stated during the interviews, that the Town wishes to accommodate
new growth mostly on the north side of Town to better preserve the
historic character of the south side and the accompanying tourism
business. According to the Mayor, the extension of water and/or
sewer outside of existing Town limits on the south side, would
only occur to address serving existing dwellings.

Elkton

As reported in the McCrone study, the Town of Elkton is facing
considerable deficits in water and sewer capacity for the expected
growth over the next 20 years. As can be seen in Table VI-1 and
VI-2, the Town can expect a water supply deficit of 2.65 mgd, and
a sewer capacity deficit of 3.2 mgd over the next 20 years if no
improvements are made. The Town is in the planning stages of
upgrading the wastewater treatment plant to allow for a staged
accommodation of flows over the next 20 years. More significantly
perhaps, is the estimation in the McCrone study that the surface
water treatment plant permitted capacity and the overall water
system permitted capacity will be reached in the years 2003 and
2005, respectively. This deficit, of course, does not include the
needs of the potential UGB’s provided in this study. Given this
near term water supply deficit, the following alternatives were
discussed with the Town that could address future Town needs as
described in the McCrone study as well as the needs of the UGB:

= Development of additional groundwater supplies by the Town.
A study conducted in 1987 by the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources, entitled Northern Cecil County Water
Supply Resources Development and Management Plan, states
that an additional 1.5 mgd of water is potentially available
from the coastal plain aquifers south of Route 40 near the
Town. Given the long-term water supply needs of the Town
and the County’s UGB, this scenario would only provide short-
term relief.

VI-5
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= Interconnection with the Artesian Water Company supply in
Delaware. Artesian currently owns and operates wells and a
treatment plant on Old County Road (Williams Road in Cecil
County) on the Maryland/Delaware border. According to
telephone interviews conducted as part of this study, Artesian
officials stated that there is available capacity to provide
service to Elkton. Interconnection could potentially occur at the
State border on Williams Road. Depending on the amount of
water available from Artesian, the Town could purchase water
directly from Artesian and, in turn, sell to the County for
service to the UGB’s.

= County purchase of water from Artesian with use of the
Town’s distribution system to provide water to the UGB’s.

= Interconnection with the County’s Meadowview water system
which obtains most of its water supply from the United Water
Company in Delaware. Given recent water supply problems in
Delaware, this scenario would most likely not provide a long-
term solution, but could provide alternatives in times of
drought.

Along with recommendations to increase the water supply and
upgrade the wastewater treatment plant, the McCrone study also
made numerous recommendations to upgrade the Town’s water
distribution system and wastewater collection and conveyance
system. In order to determine where future improvements were
needed, McCrone developed a model of the wastewater collection
system using a spreadsheet framework created in Quattro Pro, and
a model of the water system using Cybernet, by Haestad Methods.
These models could be used to test system impacts of service to the
UGB of any of the above alternatives.

North East

As noted in Section 4, the County and Town have previously
entered into service area agreements whereby the Town provided
water service to areas outside of Town limits. The County and
Town should begin discussions on revising these agreements to
provide coordinated water service to the future annexation areas of
the Town and the surrounding UGB. In light of the potential
municipal interconnection discussed below, the Town should
decide to what extent it wishes to pursue its currently anticipated
upgrades. Even with the possible interconnection, increased
capacity within the Town’s existing system would provide
additional flexibility during times of drought or other emergencies.

VI-6
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Perryville

Under current operating conditions, the Town of Perryville has
only .024 mgd of additional capacity at the WTP. Although the
surface water withdraw permit allows for an average daily
withdraw of 2.0 mgd, the normal operating conditions of 16 hours
of operation at normal pumping rates produces only .40 mgd. In
addition, there is inadequate storage to meet current demands. The
Town is also currently considering alternatives to improve the
treatment plant or treatment operations to meet State water quality
requirements. Under the current situation, the Town is incapable of
providing water service to the UGB.

The Town does have approximately .80 mgd of available capacity
at the wastewater treatment plant. Given the fact that the eastern
portion of the Town’s UGB could easily be served by the County’s
Seneca Point WWTP, the total sewer needs of the UGB to be
potentially served by the Town is .34 mgd. Again, the Town will
need to evaluate its own long-term needs relative to service to
existing and future annexation areas prior to determining if there is
excess capacity to serve the UGB.

Port Deposit

Although there appears to be excess capacity available at the
Town’s water treatment plant, and to a lesser extent at the
wastewater treatment plant, the future water needs of the recently
annexed Bainbridge site will require additional capacity. The
Town is currently in the process of evaluating the future water and
sewer needs of the Bainbridge site as well as evaluating
alternatives to provide service. Due to the proximity of the
potential UGB to the Bainbridge site and given the similar
topographical characteristics of the two areas, water and sewer
service to the Bainbridge site would greatly facilitate potential
service to the UGB. During the interviews conducted as part of this
study, the Town Manager did agree to have the Town’s consultant
consider the additional needs of the UGB (.30 mgd) when
evaluating service alternatives to the Bainbridge site.

Rising Sun

Tables VI-1 and VI-1 indicate that there is currently .112 mgd of
excess capacity in the Town’s water system and .049 mgd of
excess capacity at the Town’s wastewater treatment plant. In a
study prepared by Whitman, Requardt and Associates, LLP for the
Town entitled, Water/Wastewater Preliminary Engineering Report,
dated July 29, 1998, improvements to the water system are
proposed to meet a 20-year demand of .449 mgd. This 20-year
demand is based on the needs of the existing Town as well as the
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needs of the Phase | Annexation Area as shown in the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan. Improvements to the water system include
the development of several wells, upgrades to the distribution
piping and the addition of a .250 mg storage tank.

Improvements to the wastewater system are proposed in the above-
mentioned study that would allow for a limited increase in
treatment capacity from .275 mgd to .375 mgd. An evaluation of
improvements that would permit a larger increase in capacity is
deferred pending a more detailed analysis of the lagoons.
Improvements to the North Branch Interceptor are recommended
to reduce I/l and increase available capacity in the lagoon
treatment system.

Memorandums of Understanding

As can be seen throughout the previous chapters, none of the Towns
currently have the excess capacity to accommodate the total needs
of the UGB’s or TR zones. Much additional work needs to be
performed prior to providing service, such as feasibility
evaluations and preliminary engineering, cost estimating, final
engineering, permitting, etc. To begin implementation of service to
any UGB, the County and Towns should enter into Memorandums
of Understanding (MOU’s). The MOU should establish the
potential area to be served as well as the roles of the County and
Town relative to future engineering costs. Items such as
County/Town contribution to capital costs, user fees, annexation
policies need not be included in the initial MOU’s until such time
as the cost of providing service is established in the more detailed
engineering studies.

County Actions

=  The County should seek comments from each Town relative to
this study and the Towns’ willingness to proceed with further
investigations into service to the UGB’s or TR zones. The
County should assure the Towns that such a willingness in no
way obligates the Towns to provide future service to these
areas, but only establishes the impetus to move forward with
more detailed investigations.

= The County should seek to update the Master Water and Sewer
Plan to include the UGB’s and TR zones of the willing Towns
as potential service areas. Again, the Water and Sewer Plan
should be written is such a way so as to assuage any fear the
Towns may have that such a designation obligates service to
the areas.

VI-8
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= The County should seek to enter into MOU’s with the willing
Towns. The MOU’s would further refine the path forward such
as establishing the roles and financial commitments of the
parties relative to more detailed preliminary engineering
reports.

Town Actions

= Each Town should carefully review this study and determine if
it is in their best interest to enter into a MOU with the County
as described above. Such a consideration should be made in
light of the Town’s ability to meet the long-term needs of its
customers and the potential for improved service or increased
capacity by cooperating with the County.

= Each Town should evaluate, and attempt to quantify, their
future water and sewer needs. This has recently been
accomplished in the Towns of Elkton, North East and Rising
Sun. Such evaluations will assure that the County will not be
requesting allocations that are needed to serve areas within the
existing limits of the Towns or future annexation areas of the
Towns.

The following recommendations assume that the Towns have
decided to pursue potential service to the UGB’s or TR zones.

Cecilton

The area within and immediately surrounding the Town of
Cecilton has been the subject of recent development proposals. In
light of the extreme growth occurring in Southern New Castle
County, Delaware, the Town expects this growth pressure to
continue. The Town is in the process of preparing a water and
wastewater facilities plan. The Town and County should begin
discussions on cooperatively planning for, and ultimately
providing for, the long-term water and wastewater needs of the
area. These future needs should be based on in-fill potential in the
Town, the Town Growth Areas as defined in the Town
Comprehensive Plan and the County’s TR zoning.

Charlestown
Based on the Town’s comments on the Draft Plan, included in

Appendix C, there is no need to pursue discussions with the Town
at this time.

VI-9
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Chesapeake City

Since the Town only wishes to expand on the north side, it does
not appear appropriate for the County to pursue possible upgrade
to the south side’s water and sewer system to provide service to the
TR zones.

Elkton

The County and Town should jointly pursue the investigation of
additional water supplies to address the future needs of the Town
as well as the UGB’s. A phased approach to providing service to
the UGB’s should be undertaken based on the availability of
additional water and the timing of future upgrades to the
wastewater treatment plant. A summary of the potential options to
increase water supply is as follows:

= Development of additional wells on the south side of Town.

= Execution of a service agreement between the Artesian Water
Company and the Town with the Town providing service to the
UGB’s via a service area agreement between the Town and
County.

= Execution of a service agreement between the Artesian Water
Company and the County, with the County using the Town’s
distribution system to provide water to the UGB’s.

The Town should continue to pursue upgrades to the wastewater
treatment plant.

North East

The Town should decide to what extent it wishes to pursue its
currently contemplated upgrades. The Town could continue to
pursue upgrades to its existing system, or pool its resources with
the County and other Towns to implement the interconnection
discussed below.

Perryville

The County and Town should jointly pursue upgrades to the
Susquehanna River WTP to provide additional water to the Town,
the UGB and other areas as will be discussed below. In addition to
increasing the water supply, the County and Town should jointly
pursue upgrades to the water system to address existing storage
deficiencies and future storage needs.

VI-10
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Depending on the future sewage needs of the Town, the Town and
the County should jointly pursue upgrades to the Town’s
wastewater treatment plant to accommodate the western portion of
the UGB.

Port Deposit

The Town should continue its evaluation of alternatives to provide
water and wastewater service to Bainbridge and the UGB. Once
this study is completed, the County and Town can begin
discussions on how to provide such service.

Rising Sun

The County and Town should jointly seek to revise the 1998
Preliminary Engineering Report to determine what improvements
are necessary to the Town’s water and sewer systems to
accommodate the TR zones.

MUNICIPAL Given the limited resources and recent droughts, clearly the most

INTERCONNECTIONS challenging issue facing the County and the Towns is the provision
of a long-term water supply. All the recommendations above have
attempted to address the future needs of the Towns and County
UGB’s in isolation. Numerous previous studies have proposed to
utilize the Susquehanna River to provide a long-term water supply
to the Route 40/1-95 corridor. Major obstacles that prevented the
implementation of these plans included concerns over the extent of
potential service, lack of coordination with Towns, and the lack of
an existing customer base relative to the up-front capital costs.
The Susquehanna River still provides the most sustainable water
supply to the County. The County should begin discussions with
the Towns, State agencies and the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission (SRBC) regarding the use of the Susquehanna River
to meet the long-term needs of the County and Towns under the
following parameters:

= |Intake will occur at the Perryville Water Treatment Plant.

= Service will be provided only to the Towns of Perryville,
North East and Elkton, those Towns’ future annexation areas,
and the surrounding UGB’s as defined in this study and
ultimately in the Master Water and Sewer Plan.

=  The Towns will act as nodes of distribution.

= To the extent that service can reasonably be provided to the
County UGB’s, the Towns will administer service to the
UGB’s in accordance with service area agreements to be
negotiated in the future.

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\CHAP6 VI 'll
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= Service will be denied to areas not designated as the above,
unless such service will abate an existing health hazard.

Service to the Towns and the County UGB’s in accordance with
the above parameters offers the following advantages over the
County attempting to provide a water source to its growth areas
independent of the Towns:

= The County will not be perceived as competing with the Towns
for customers and potentially hindering the Towns’ ability to
use the provision of water as a means to annex.

= Phased service to the UGB’s, which are smaller subareas of the
County’s growth areas, allows the County to better keep pace
with the provisions of other public facilities such as schools
and roads.

= Utilization of the Town’s distribution system to the maximum
extent feasible to provide water to the UGB’s.

= Consistency with the Maryland Smart Growth and
Neighborhood Conservation Program which calls for state
resources (funding) to be applied to areas where infrastructure
is already in place or planned to be in place.

As stated in the introduction to Section 4, information on the
condition and future plans for the Town’s facilities was received
from the Towns during a series of interviews and telephone
conversations. Prior to the initiation of the study, the overall scope
and concept of the project were presented to Town representatives
on October 27, 1999. In addition, an Informational Meeting on the
completed Draft Plan was held at the Cecil Community College on
Saturday, March 18, 2000. Written invitations to attend were
extended to all Town Planning Commission members, as well as
Town elected officials. All of the Towns were represented. At this
Informational Meeting, copies of the Draft Plan were distributed
and written comments on the Draft Plan were requested by the
County. Copies of the written correspondence from the Towns can
be found in Appendix D. No written comments were received
from the Towns of Port Deposit or Rising Sun.
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SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

1721 North Front Street » Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102-2391
Phone (717) 238-0423 « Fax (717) 238-2436

Web http:/Aww.srbc.net

Application 19980108

CECIL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND

Purchase of up to 0.80 MGD from the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland

Review Authority

Pursuant to Article 3, Section 3.10 of the Susquehanna River Basin Compact,
P.L. 91-575, and Sections 803.4 and 803.44 of the Commission’s regulations, the Susquehanna
River Basin Commission requested that the above referenced application be submitted to the
Commission for review. The application has been reviewed by Commission staff for possible
approval in accordance with the previously referenced sections of the Compact and regulations,
and pending policy of the Commission regarding out-of-basin diversions.

Description

Purpose. The purpose of the application is to request approval for the purchase of water
for distribution in a proposed transmission main and associated appurtenances to provide an
additional source of water along the Route 40 Development Corridor in Cecil County, Maryland.

Background. The applicant has requested the right to purchase up to 0.80 million
gallons of water per day (MGD) from the Town of Perryville through a proposed
interconnection. The water will be available for distribution to existing municipalities, existing
industrial, commercial, and residential users, and new users along the Development Corridor,
generally defined as U.S. Route 40 from Perryville to the Town of Elkton, Cecil County,
Maryland. The initial construction plans would develop the pipeline to the Town of North East,
Cecil County, Maryland. '

Location. The water would be withdrawn through an existing intake pipe located at the
Town of Perryville’s Susquehanna Water Treatment Plant. The interconnection between the
Town of Perryville and the proposed transmission main would be in the vicinity of the Town’s
Cedar Comner storage tank. The proposed transmission main will be located along the south
shoulder of U.S. Route 40.
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Project Features. The area proposed to be served by the applicant currently obtains the
majority of its water from ground-water sources, the Big Elk Creek, the Little Elk Creek, and
Northeast Creek. Water is treated as needed and stored in numerous storage facilities having a
combined capacity of approximately 9.4 million gallons. The water purchased from Perryville
will flow directly into the proposed transmission main. The Susquehanna and Mill Creek Water
Treatment Plants will undergo the upgrades necessary to support the proposed project. All other
sources and interconnections that currently exist in the area will be maintained.

Currently, Elkton and North East rely on sources of water that are not reliable during low
flow periods, and the local streams are severely stressed because of their withdrawals. This
project would not only make available a dependable supply, but would also provide local
environmental benefits to streams currently being impaired frequently.

The project is very proximate to the Susquehanna River Basin and the return water enters
the upper portion of the Bay upstream of the Susquehanna River inflow. This project has been
developed through the Cecil County Planning Office and is the result of planning studies
evolving over a period of some 30 years. It is consistent with state land use planning and will
provide a dependable water supply to many communities that need it for public health and safety.

Consultant studies show the project to be the most cost effective and the least
environmentally intrusive of the various alternatives available. The project is being coordinated
with other infrastructure such as wastewater and energy facilities.

Findings

The project is subject to Commission review and approval requirements as per
Commission Regulation 803.4, 803.44 and Article 3, Section 3.10 of the Compact. The project
is also subject to water conservation requirements as per Commission Regulation 804.20(a). The
water transmission from the Town of Perryville constitutes a diversion of Susquehanna basin
waters under Section 3.10(5) of the Compact and is being reviewed by the Commission under a
separate docket for the Town of Perryville. Because of the integral connection between this
docket and the docket for Perryville, this application is also being reviewed with respect to the
Commission’s pending out-of-basin diversion policy.

An application fee has been paid in accordance with Commission Resolution 97-01, and
the applicant has met the Commission’s municipal notification requirements.

OUT-OF-BASIN DIVERSION CONSIDERATIONS

1. Will the project have any adverse effects on the ability of the Susquehanna River Basin
to meet its own water needs?

The project’s increased taking from the Susquehanna River will have very little net effect
on the basin’s ability to meet its own water needs. Although the proposed transfer will cause an
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creased diversion of water from the basin, the Town of Perryville will be in compliance with
the Commission’s consumptive use regulation, which assures that in periods of low flow any
water transferred outside the original service area will be made up by releases from upstream
storage reservoirs. The Town of Perryville will be responsible for paying a rate of 20 percent of
the $0.14/1,000 gallons for all water transferred outside its original service area. This money is
in turn being used to purchase reservoir storage so that releases can be made to offset the
incremental effects of this proposed transfer.

2. How will the project affect the instream flow requirements of the river and the
freshwater requirements of the Chesapeake Bay?

Assuming all of the proposed purchase of water from Perryville (0.80 MGD) comes from
the Susquehanna River, it is difficult to envision any effect on either the river or the Chesapeake
Bay, especially since a majority of the water will eventually be returned to the Northeast Creek
which empties into the Upper Chesapeake Bay. The 0.80 MGD purchase (1.24 cfs) represents
just 0.003 percent of the long-term annual mean flow of the Susquehanna River at Marietta, Pa.
Focusing on just low flow periods, the proposed taking is 0.01 percent of the mean flow for .
August, which is the lowest monthly average value for the year. At the most extreme case, the
taking would be 0.06 percent of the lowest daily flow ever measured at Marietta. Keeping in
mind that during low flow periods, the withdrawal of water would be offset by upstream releases,
there would be no measurable impact on the flow regimes of either the Susquehanna River or the
Chesapeake Bay. Also, during low flow events, the releases from upstream reservoirs would
improve river habitat for some 250 miles. :

3. Has the applicant demonstrated a reasonably foreseeable need for the quantity of
water requested?

Yes. Average and maximum daily demands for the Project Study Area (northeastern and
central Cecil County) water systems currently are 5.09 MGD and 7.66 MGD, respectively.
Projections by the applicant for the year 2020 indicate an average and maximum daily need of
9.72 MGD and 14.58 MGD, respectively. The applicant estimates that by the year 2020, a total
new source capacity of 7.71 MGD will be needed for all public and private water systems in the
study area to meet maximum daily demands. Commission staff has reviewed these projections
and has found them to be reasonable in light of the one percent annual growth occurring in the
Project Study Area.

4. Has the applicant demonstrated that reasonable efforts have been made to develop
sources within the basin of need?

Yes. Most of the Project Study Area is served by ground-water sources. Based on the
“Northeastern Cecil County Water Supply Resources Development and Management Plan”
conducted by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources in 1988, and the “Susquehanna
River Water Supply Study” conducted by Gannett Fleming, Inc. in 1990, the present ground-
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water and surface-water source capacities are insufficient to meet present and future water
demands. The majority of the ground-water supply is from the Piedmont Formation, which is
hard igneous rock yielding insufficient water to meet the projected needs. Alternative supply
sources such as the construction of a reservoir on the Big Elk River, drilling more wells, an
interconnection with the Chester Water Authority, and others have been investigated. However,
both studies found that the construction of a transmission main along U.S. Route 40, otherwise
known as the Development Corridor, from Perryville to Elkton, Maryland is the most viable
solution.

5. Does the proposed project have the potential to adversely impact the economic
development within the Susquehanna basin? :

The proposed project has the potential to positively impact that portion of the basin
immediately adjacent to the basin boundary and outside of the basin. The 1990 Cecil County
Comprehensive Plan established a Land Use Plan identifying the U.S. Route 40/1-95 corridor as
comprised of Suburban and Development Districts. The purpose of the Development District
‘...is to encourage intense residential, commercial, and industrial development in and around the
Towns of Elkton, North East, Perryville, and Port Deposit. Development is encouraged because
it can be most effectively served by public investments in roads, water supply, and sewers.”
(pg. 6) “The Suburban District was created to provide development opportunities in appropriate
areas outside of the Development District and thereby reduce development pressures on the rural
areas of the county” (pg. 16). By providing the water and sewer infrastructure needed to sustain
the current rate of growth in the U.S. Route 40/1-95 corridor, the project will have a positive
economic “spin-off’ effect in those areas both within and outside of the basin in the vicinity of
the project.

During the processing of this application, Commission staff learned that this proposed
transmission main is not included in the current (1999) Water and Sewer Plan for Cecil County.
In discussions with both Cecil County and the State of Maryland, it was learned that an updated
plan including the proposed pipeline to serve as a new regional water supply source has been
prepared. The updated plan is currently being reviewed and final adoption is scheduled for early
1998. Commission staff recommends that this updated plan be officially adopted by Cecil
County, the municipalities of the county, and the State of Maryland prior to the start of
construction of the proposed pipeline.

Following a thorough review of the material submitted by the applicant, Commission
staff has determined that the proposed purchase of water meets the requirements of the
Commission’s proposed out-of-basin diversion policy, will not conflict with nor adversely affect
the SRBC Comprehensive Plan, is physically feasible, and will not adversely influence the
present or future use and development of the water resources of the basin.
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Decision

The purchase of up to 0.80 MGD from the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland,
is approved pursuant to Article 3, Section 3.10 of the Compact and Sections 803.4 and 803.44 of
the regulations subject to the following conditions:

a. The applicant shall comply with Commission Regulation 804.20(a) regarding water
conservation. This regulation calls for metering of all users, reduction of unaccounted-for water

to 20 percent or less, and the adoption of a pricing structure which encourages water
conservation.

b. The applicant shall, in times of drought conditions, concurrently institute upon its
customers’ restrictions concerning conservation and water use similar to those imposed by the
Town of Perryville on its own system customers. Also, the applicant shall impose water use

restrictions consistent with any drought emergencies declared by the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission.

c. This action does not obviate the need for the applicant to obtain any other federal,
state, or local approvals required for the project.

d. The applicant shall finalize the adoption of the revised Cecil County Water and Sewer
Plan recognizing the proposed pipeline as an integral, countywide water supply project. This
~ approval shall not become effective until all approvals that are needed from the State of

Maryland for the amended County Water and Sewer Plan and the Route 40 water transmission
line are obtained.

e. Prior to construction of the project, the County shall execute and submit to the
Commission for approval, a written agreement with municipal water suppliers adjacent to the
pipeline service area, including the Town of North East, to make available water from the
pipeline in such quantities and at such times as may be needed by the Town to ensure a safe and
adequate supply. Prior to subsequent approvals for later phases of the project, the County shall
execute similar agreements with other municipal water suppliers and other existing significant
water users that are adjacent to any proposed pipeline service area, such as the Town of Elkton.
This approval does not constitute approval for any future phases of the project which may fall
within the review authority of the Commission.

f The Commission reserves the right, based upon new findings, to reopen any project
docket and make additional orders that may be necessary to mitigate or avoid adverse impacts or
otherwise to protect the public health, safety, welfare or the environment. Commission approval
confers no property rights upon project sponsors.

g. This approval is effective until January 15, 2023, in accordance with the terms of
MDE Permit CE69S041(03) or its successors. Should the MDE Permit CE69S041(03) be
revoked for any reason, this Co_mmission docket shall also be terminated concurrently. In order
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to continue operation beyond this time, the applicant shall submit a renewal application by
April 1, 2022. Any increased allocations will require a new application and approval by the
Commission.

h. The applicant has a period of three years from the date of this approval to initiate the
project or such approval will automatically expire, unless an extension is requested by the
applicant and approved by the Commission. Likewise, if the project is discontinued for such a
time and under such circumstances that an abandonment of the project may be reasonably
inferred, the Commission may rescind the approval of the project unless a renewal is requested
by the applicant and approved by the Commission.

By the Commission:

£l

Dated: __January 15. 1998 0 - L flea—
Chaixhian

K:\DATA\PADAM\WORD\DOCKETS\CECILCOUNTYB
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=====* MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
MDE 2500 Broening Highway ® Baltimore Maryland 21224
FaTe (410) 631- 3000 @ 1- 800 -633-6101 ® hitp// www. mde. state. md. us

m Glendening Jane T. Nishida
JAN 161998 o

The Honorable Oakley Sumpter, Presideot
Board of County Commissioners

129 E. Main Street, Room 101
Elkton MD 21921

Dear Mr. Sumpter:

ives of the Maryland Department of the Environment met on Friday, January 9, 1998,
with Mr. Al Wein, Director of Planning, Mr. Robert Campbell, Director of Public Works, and Mr. Charies
Bao and Mr. Samuel Jenkins of Transviron, Inc., the County’s design engincer, in regard to the proposed
hﬁ!lkawuauummphmmdmisﬁonﬁmmmlhol-%mmemidwmdn
Towns of Perryville and North East. This is the first phase of a larger plan to provide water, sewer and gas
service for the central growth corridor of the County.

The issues discussed at this meeting included the status of the County’s engineering plans, the
consistency of the project with the existing 1993 and draft 1997 update of the County Water and Sewerage
Plan, and the positions of the potentially affected towns of Perryville, North East and Elkton regarding the
planned development of central corridor infrastructure. At the meeting, the County indicated that, upon
wammzmmmmmmmmmm:mmumdmmm
mummphmudwmhnofmemnmﬂsﬁonlhe&omm:mnc:wkpummnmmrm
of North East.

-+ With regard to the Water and Sewerage Plan, the 1993 Plan included the County’s intent to build a
pmpoudnmmﬁsaionline.andcon:epmﬂydmibedﬂwinﬁmmmﬂm However, the Plan as
written does not adequately describe the intended scrvice arca, the phased and ultimate Susquehanna River
water withdrawals, bow the Mill Creek plgat fits in with the plan, and the larger impacts of the overall
memﬁmmhmwwhmmw.

The proposed Plan update more clearly articulates the plans of the County with respect to the
central comidor infrastructure plan. MDE is ia support of the county’s plan to abandon the Cherry Hill,
WNMWWMM;Mwmm. MBDE is also in
deimhaﬁnsthﬁiﬁngmtksyﬁmshh&peﬂa’s?oﬁﬂwmnitymdmhﬁm
identificd in the draft Plan. The inclusion of “denied access” as a tool to serve such areas while maintaining
control of development is also a good feature of the draft Plan update.

&
TTY Users 1-800-735-2258 “Together We Can Clean it
via Maryland Relay Service » o s



The Honorable Oakley Sumpter, President
Page2

As mentioned in comments prepared by the Maryland Office of Planning on the draft 1997 Plan, the
County may wish to re-evaluate the residential zoning densitics in light of the Priority Funding Arcas
criteria. Please be aware that in order to receive water and/or wastewater funds from MDE, proposed
capital projects must in designated areas which meet the criteria of the Smart Growth legislation. Please
contact the Maryland Office of Planning with any questions regarding this designation process.

WCWWMWEMMMTMdPM&NoﬂhmM%n
Town dpmﬂewhhmﬂpq@nMMuﬁommsmumdemm-wed

replacement of the Mill Creek water | plant. However, as articulated in cariier cofrespondence to
you from this office, MDE is concerned that the central corridor development will negatively impact the
economic stability of the municipalities and result in sprawl development with significant cnvironmental

MDE wmﬂdthed‘mj&g:oseeinthe?hnﬂwtoﬂmvinsaddiﬁondhnguage;

1. MmﬁcammmmeCwmymuﬂwrﬁdormmdmgemﬁmmplmwin
playamlcinhdpingtheimorpomedtmﬁthinthe County to address existing and future water
and wastewater needs as needed, and that the County will enter into water and sewerage service
agreements with the towns to formalize such a regi approach._Specifically, prior 10 the

service agreements would include: opportunitics for the interconnection of water and sewerage
systems; the negotiation of service area boundaries to best accommodate needs and availability of
Wamdmewadtymtkmmwmrucdtmm;mmﬁmm .
the upgrade, development and consolidation of water and scwerage facilities in concert with “Smart
Growth™ tomounsedcvdopmemnndredevdopminumwithuisﬁng infrastructure and
avoid sprawl development.

2. A commitment that the county will initiate a regional task force, consisting of appropriate State,
County and municipal representatives, citizens and the business community, and the Susquehanna
River Basio Commission, to develop a strategy for the regionalization of the water and sewerage
services in the Planoed Service Areas as shown in the Water and Sewerage Plan and to form the
foundation for future inter-jurisdictional service agreements.
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The Honorable Oakley Sumpter, President
Page 3

Plusewnﬁdutlﬁsleﬂuasthenepmm’scomemOﬂﬂ:eduﬁupduewtthateund
SewvmgePhn.Wﬁwmfomﬂymdewmeﬂmoncehlmbmudoptedbythedeome
Commol i ne".

memnnmcﬁonpanitfortheﬁmPhneMﬂCreekmdthemnmﬁsﬁmﬁmtoNonhEm}
wiuboappmvedbyupuneletterwhenaﬂtechdulm' have been resolved, an inter-jurisdictional
wmmwmmmmmmqwmmszWumm.

hmupd&ahubmadop;eﬂbytheBmdotCMyCmomandappmvodbyMDE In addition,

aﬂcondiﬁomintheSRBprmnlfoannofbnindivuﬁonmbemet.

Appmvdofthemnmmionpanﬁtformeﬁmphuofmein&nnmcmuphndmminmcd
imply approval for future phases which may require separate permits or approvals by MDE.

If you have any questions,orwmﬂdliketodisw:sdﬁsﬁmhu,plmeconwctm:u
(410) 631-3567, or have a member of your staff contact Ms. Virginia Kearney, Manager, Water Quality
Infrastructure Program, at (410) 631-3574.

Sincerely,

Lo Mladns

L. Hearn, Director
Water Management Administration

¢c:  Jane T. Nishida, Secretary
The Honorable Ronald A. Guns
The Honorable David D. Rudolph
Mr. Ronald Kreitner
Mr. Alfred Wein
Mr. Robert Campbell
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THIS8 RGREEMENT, made thia L& day of November, 1972,
by and bstween THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CECIL COUNTY, herein-
aftear refarred to as “County"”, and THE PRESIDENT AND CONMISSIONE}
OF THE TOWN OF NORTH EAST, hereinafter reforred to as “Town",

WHEREAS, the County lawfully exinsts as a body corporat
and politic in the Btate of Maryland, and the Town lawfully exist
as a body corporate and politioc in said Countyy

WHEREAS, S8Section 19-17 of House Bill No. 1486, Chapte:z
739 of thae Laws of Maryland as passed by the 1972 Session of tha
General Assembly, prohibits, among other things, the construction
of any water system within the Cecil County Sanitary District
without prior approval of the County;

WHEREAS, the municipal water system of the Town presen
hag a daily capacity of spproximatoly 500,000 gallons of water,
and the present daily consumption of users connected thereto is
approximately Lgo,-ooo gallons per day)

WHEREAS, after contemplatad improvemgnte are made to
said system by or through funds provided by the State Highway Ad-
ministration L& conjungticn wwith water tc be swoplied to a new
service center on the John P, Kennady Highway iI-BS) in Ceoil Cou
Maryland, the daily capacity of said system will increase to
approximately 1,000,000 gallons par day;

WHEREAS, the John F. Kennedy Highway Servioca C.nt.r- wi
use an estimated 30,000 gallons of water per day upon hookup ;nd
an estimated 75,000 gallons per day by the year 1985, and the Tow
of Charlestown, when hooked into tha municipal system, will consu
an estimated 125,000 gallons per day, meking an immadiate .ct.l_.ut
total consumption of 350,000 gallons of watar per day by predent

usexs, John F. Konnedy Highway and the Town of Charlestown, thers
I leaving a total .ltimatodtunulod daily oapaclty of approximately
650,000 gallons of water available from the municipal town water
system)

Relline and Calver
ATTONNEYE AT LAW
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WHEREAS, the Town:and CQunt; desire to contract and
agree on a bulk rate sale of watar by the Town 46 the County
including the method by whioh said water will be supplied and tt
rates at which it will be sold, and to dafine the arsas outside
the Town Limite that the Town will have the exclusive right to
supply with watar, '

NOW, THEREPORE, THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH, that in an
tor the consideration of the covenants and agreemsents harein eon
tained, the COunt§ and Town, their successors and assigns, do
hereby contract and agree as follows: ; : :

1. AREA TO BE BERVED - The Town shall ba allowed to
serve the area (which description includes the Town Limits as th
existed at the date of thiz Agreement), baginning at the mouth o:
Stoney Run and the North East River and thence procaeeding Northe
along the center line of Stoney Run, undar U,5, Route No, 40, an
continuing on with the center line of said Run to its intersectic
with the center line of the B & O Railrcad tracks; thence in an
Easterly direction and with the center linu of the B & O Railroa¢
tracks to a point where said tracks intarsect with the center of
the Big North East Creek; thence Southerly with the center of ga!
Big North East Creek to the point where it interseots with the
South side of U.S. Route No, 40) thence Easterly with the South
side of U.B., Route No. 40 to the point where it intersects with :
Ll the centar of Mechanios Valley Road) thence Boutherly along the
center line of Mechanics Valley Road to and across Maryland Route
No. 7; thence Southerly along the centar line of Cemetary Road tc
the Tome Bchool properiyy thence southoriy aiong the East propert
line of said School property to Irishtown Road; thence ln.l éoutl
sasterly direotion along the center line of said road to an unnar
|i Run beyond tha North Bast-High School; thence Westerly aiong the
center line of said Run to the North East River; thence by a

straight line to the mouth of Stoney Run whare it maets the Nortl
Rollias sad Calvert

AFTORHEYE AT LAW
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East Rivar and the point and place of baginning,

2. In addition to the above, tha Town is hareby
authorized to extend water service to the John P, Kennady Servic
Center (I-95) and tp%the Town of Charlestown.

3. Th‘ f;;n shall retain and oontinue to mervice and
serve any properties existing outside the Town Limits and to whi
service ie presently being provided by the Town even if said
properties are not wichin the area to be saerved,

4. That as to any water lines constructaed bg the Tow
outside the area to be served, as permitted under thig Agresment
the Town may permit individual lot owners who abut on said water
lines to hook into said system if they 8o desire, but any sube'""
divisions subsequently developed outside the area ﬁo be merved
shall be within the jurisdiction of the County for water service
and the Town shall permit the County to hook into said linas of
the Town ocutside the area to be sarved for tha purpose of obtain
water for service to its customers,

S. Any and all construction of water facilities by tt
Town outside the Town Limits shall be subject to ané in accordanc
with all State and Local Lawsg governing said construotion, inelué
the approval of plans and specifications by the DirQator of Publ{
Works for Cecil County as callad for in Bectioen 19-17 of the afo;
said House Bill No, 1486,

6. If the Town annexes an area to its Town Limits
outside of the area to be served and in which the County has con~
struoted water lines and is serving said area with water purchase
from the Town; then ths Jounity zhall permii the Toun &2 purchaes
said lines from the County at the cost which the County has in~
volved in said lines at the date of purchase, ;

(a) In cornection therewith, if a meter or maters

are located within the annexed area by which the sale
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of water by the Town t& the County is measured, then
the Town shall bear thae axpense of relocating said
mater or meters and meter vaults and appurtenances t
the end of the newly annexed area %0 as to moter the
water sold to the County from that point.

7. That the Town shall provide and sell water to th:

County on a bulk rate basis of 40 cents par 1,000 gallons.

(a) This price shall exist for one year aftar ti
date of the first sale of water by tha Town to the
County and eithar party to this Agreement may requast
a reviaw and renaegotiation of said rate upon at laast
60 days' notice to the other party prior to the explix
ation of said ona year period,

(b) If a renegotiation is called for, each party
shall name an i{ndividual to negotiate on its behalf a
82i1d" negotiators shall use tha guide’lines as laid do
by tha Public Sarvice Commission of the State of Mary
for other utilities or water systems in nrtiéinq at a
fair and équltabln price for the water par 1,000 gall

(g) If the negotiators are unable to agree to a
figure to be charged pexr 1,000 gallons, then the two
nagotiators ahall name an individual as the final ar~-
bitrator on the price to be charged and the decisicn
of the final arbitrator ahall be binding upon the
parties to this Agreement.

(d) Once a final price per 1,000 gallons has bae
arrivaed at by which the parties are bound, that piia-
shall exist for a period of two years from the expir-
ation of the original one yesar period and shall conti
to automatically renew itself for additional twowyear

periods unless either party requests a review or re-
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described in item (b) of this Paragraph 9. of this
Agreement, then tha County shall pay for the cost of
gald construction, and the Town shall reimburse the
County for said cost plus {nterest at the rato at whio
the County funds used for construction were investaed
when withdrawn to pay for the construction, not to
exceed, in any event, a rate of six per oent (6%)
interast.

(d) The method of reimbursemsnt shall be by the
Town paying ovar to tha County the differsnce batwesn
actual cost of production and transmission of 1,000
gallons of water to the Town and the rate the County
paying the Town per 1,060 gallons. In addition, tha
Town shall pay over to the County any monies recaeived
by the Town for hookup feas to the lines within the
'aza; to be served™ and which lines werse constxucted
for the banefit of the County) provided, howaver, th
no hookups will be permitted to sald lines within th
“prea to bs served™ if it will qdvernely affeot the
actual pressure, flow or supply of watexr neaded by !
County.

(a) A rssolution passed by the Town shall be &
that im necessary to evidence the financial inabili
of the Town to construct tha mains or lines as call
for in item (c) of this paragraph 9 of this Agreeme
and a certificate from the County Treasurer aS to
{ntarsss rote baing earned by the County on the. fu
used for construction as daesoribed in item - (c)- of
paragraph 9 of this Agreement shall be sli that i
necossary to néidanco the interest being aarned ol

funds.

D
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WATER LIRE EXTENSION AGREEMENT
This Agreement, made this Jéfj{ff___ day of November,
1986, by and bastween THE PRESIDENT ARD COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWH
OF NORTH EAST, (herelnafter referred to as "Town"), and THE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND, (here~
Inafter referred to as "County").

WHEREAS, the parties hereto have previously entered i{nto

s Wator Service Agreement, the date of -the last one being June
7, 1983 (the "Water Agroement”) which Agreement is attached

hereto as an exhibit; and

WHEREAS, the Town and County have entered into subsequent
nogotiations regarding Improvement and extensions of the Town's
water service culminating in actlien taken in publie meet ings by

the Town on November 5, 1986 and by the County on November 3,

1986; and

WHEREAS, at sald meetings, motions were mada and unani-
mously carried that of the projected costs cf $440,000.00 for
upgrading the Town's water plant and extension of lines to areas
requested by the County, including the educational complex at

Bayview, the Town was to bear $75,000.00 of the cost and tha
County $365,000.00.

NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITHESSETH that in conslder:
ation of the premlses and the covenants and agreements hereln
contalined, the County and_Town, their successors and assigns, d
hereby contract and agreg as Eollows:

1. The Town agrees to rehabllitate and bring up to’

current standards the water treatment plant previously glven t¢
it by Peninsula Industrial park and to pay up to $75,000,00 in

costs for same.
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2. County agrees to baar the cost of putting a water
storage tank on the property balonging to Town or on other
appropriaste property of sufficlent size and volume to glve -
adequate pressure for {ndustrial, commerclal and residential use

contemplated.

3. County agress to undertake the extonslon of water

mains and nocessary lines from the water plant belongling to the

Town to the Bayview educatlonal complex ineluding Cecil Commun-

ity College, Cecil Vocatienal-Technical Centér and Bayviaw

Elementary School.

{, The County agrees to commit up to $365,000,00 of its
funds toward the completion of Nos. 2 and 3.

\ 5, Inasmuch as the Water Service Area Agreement dated
June 7, 1983 (attached hereto as an Exhibit) may provide for a
dlféferent allocatlon of costs for the extanslion of sald water
lines, sald 1982 Acreement is hereby amended in accordance with
the terms hereof. '

As WITNESS the hand of Clifton L. Buckworth, Preslident of
| the Board of County Commissioners of cecil County, duly attested
by the Administrative ﬁno{etant, and the hand of C. Ray Armoury
President of the President and commleslonars of the Town of
Morth East, duly attested by the Secretary, the day and yeat

Elrst above written.

ATTEST: . BOARD OF COUNTY -COMMISSIONERS
OF CECIL COUNTY

__MMML u‘“._%ﬁ:‘&mﬁﬁ-lwu
on . uckworth
0 o pPresident :

ATTEST1 i : THE PRESIDENT AND :
i COMMISSIONERS OF THE
TOWN OF NORTH EAST

Dﬁz‘;ﬂd 222 22;;!& By ‘?GH CLvMM'-d) (seAL

C. Ray Armour
President
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STATE OF MARYLAND,
COUNTY OF CECIL, ss8.:

I MEREBY CERTIFY that on this 247 aay o //ov. ‘
1986, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Publlc of the State
and County aforesald, personally appoared CLIFTON L. BUCKWORTI,
President of the Board of County Commissloners of Cecil County,
a body politic and corporate and political subdivision of the
State of Maryland, and being authorized so to do did agknowledgo
the foregoing instrument of wrlting to be the act and deed of
said political subdlivision,

WITNESS my hand and Notarlasl Seal,

R

HOTARY PUBLIC
Hy Commisslon Explres: 7/1/90

STATE OF MARYLAND,
COUNTY OF CECIL, ss.1

~ . b

I HEREDY CERTIFY that on this <% 9/‘L'd-y ol
1986, before ms, the subscriber, a Hotary Publlic of the Stato
and County aforosald, personally appeared C, RAY ARMOUR,:
Prosident of The Presldent and Commissioners of the Town of
North Eest, a municlpal corporation of the State of Maryland,
and being suthcrized so to d2 did acknowledge the foregoing
Instrument of writing to be the act and deed of said political
subdivision.

WITNESS my hand.aﬁ? Notarial Seal,

- 8 ?ﬁ{%b¢~ (€ ‘ k
prRr h6?§ﬁ?7€;;ETE ::321=’ A

My Commissien Expiresat 7/1/90

APPROVED AS TO FORM
AND-SUFFICIENCY:

xS? ( éldeJTzf\M—’/
nnis §, Clowar"' ™
Attornoy for Town of Notth East

Robert Valllant Jones
Attomey for County Commissioners
of Cocll County S
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: THIS AGREEMENT, made this 7 = day of VWM& 1983,

by and between THE PRESIDENT AND COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWN OF
NORTH EAST, hereinafter referred to as "Town'", and THE BOARD OF

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND, hereinafter

referred to as "County."

WHEREAS, section 19-17 of the Cecil County Code (Chapter
739, scction 2, Acts of 1972) requires the approval of the Director
of Sanitary Facilities before any sewerage, water, or drainage system
or extension thereof may be constructed; and

WHEREAS, Qnunty and Town entered into an Agreement dated
November 6, 1972 outlining the scope of the Town's responsibllity for
its "area to be served"; and

WHEREAS, the Town'propoul to accept as a gift, a water
treatment facility on property which lies outside its present Area To
Be Served as defined by said Agreement of November 6, 1972; and

WHEREAS, County is willing for Town to assums ownership,
maintenance and operatlon of seid water facility provided certain
additional areas are add‘ed to the current "area to be served" by the
North East Town Water System; and

WHEREAS, Town 1is willing to increase the "area to iu served"
outside fits presrnt incorporated bounds and outside Iite present water
service area.

NOW THEREFORE THI1S AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that in considera.
tion of the premises and the covenants and agreements herein eon-l
tatned, the County and Town, their s.uccessorl and assigns, do hereby

contract and agree as follows:

1. AREA TO BE SERVED, The Town thall serve the area

area as they exie¢t at the date of this Agreement), beginning ‘at the

(whicn description includes the Town Limits and existing wnt\; service
point at which Stoney Run jolns with the North East River and thence

proceeding Northerly along the center line of Stoney Run, under U.S,

Route No. 40, and continuing with the center line of said Run to its

LAW OFFICES
owin & PARRACK
& Easy MaiH GTRERT
ILeToMN, MARYLAND

intersection with the center line of the B & O Railroad tracks; thence
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in an Easterly direction with the center line of the B & O Railroad
tracks to a point where sald tracks Intersect with the center line of
Baron Road; thence Northerly with the center line of Baronm Road until
it intersects with John F. Kennedy Memorial Highway; thence in a
Westerly direction across the John F. Kennedy Memorial Highway jeining
on {ts Northwest side with the center line of Bailey Road and running
thence with the center line of Bailey Road in a Westerly, then
Northerly direction until it {ntersects with the center line of Theodore

Road; thence in an Easterly direction with the center line of Theodore

Road until departing therefrom in a Northerly, then Easterly direction
to include Parcel No. 40l on Tax Map No. 19, currently owned by
Curtis Parsons; thence following the division lines between Parcel MNeo.
137 and Parcel No. 40 currently owned by George G. Gray, Jr. and
Charity B. Bryant, respectively, and following eaid division line in a
Northeasterly, then Northwesterly direction past the division llne of
said Gray and running along the division line between Bryant and
Hacry H. Marr, Parcel No. 41, Tax Map No. 19, to the Westernmost
corner of the land of Marr; thence running Northeasterly with the Marr
‘boundary across Route 274 and continuing in a Northeuterly_dtrectlon
along the boundary of Parcel No. 469, land of Gary D, Corron, and
Parcel No. 13, land of Robert V. Weaver until it intersccts with the
center line of the North East Creek; thence following the center of the
North East Creek in a Southerly direction until it reaches the center
line of Maryland Route 272; thence in a Northeasterly direction with

the center line of Maryland Route 272 so as to include Gilpin Bridgu.

Gilpin Falls and lands of Paul O. Shirk, et ux (Parcel No. 58),
following the boundaries of sald Shirk's land Northeasterly, then
Southerly until thsy sejoin ths MNorth Eas: Creek; thence in a Southeriy
direction with the center line of North East Creek until it intersects

with the center llne of the John F. Kennedy Memorial Highway: thcru:al

in an Casterly direction with the center line of the John F. Kennedy .
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Memorial Highway until it intersects with the center line of Bouchelle
Road; thence in a Southerly direction with the center line of Douchelle
Road and along the Eastern boundary llnes of the landse of James D.
Weaver (Parcel No. 19, Tax Map No. 25) and following the boundary:
lines of sald lands of Weaver, West, South, West, South, Southwest and
West so as to Include in the '"area to be served" the said Parcel No. 19
and Parcel No. 468 as owned at the present time by Jamee D. Weaver
and James D. Weaver, Jr.; from the point at which the boundary line
ot’l said Parcel No. 468 joins the North East Creek, and running there-
from in a Southerly direction with the center line of the North East

Creek, crossing the B & O Railroad tracks and thence to the point

where the Creek intersects with the South side of U.S. Route No. 40;
thence Easterly with the South side of U.S. Route No. 40 to the point
where it intersects with the center of Mechaniecs Valley Road; thence
Southerly aleng the center line of Mechanics Valley Road to and’ across
Maryland Route No. 7; thence Southerly along the center line of
Cemetery Road to the Tome School proper{y; thence Southerly along the
East property line of said School property to lrishtown Road; thence in
a Southeasterly direction along the center line of said road to an
l;i'nnamed Run bevend the North East liigh School} thence west;rly along
the center line of suid Run to the North East Rivar; thence by a
straight line to the mout.h of Stoney Run where it- meets the North East
River and the point and place of beginning.

2. The Town shall retain and continue to service and serve
any properties existing outside the Town Limits to which service is
presently being provided by the Town even if sald propertles are
not within the "area to be served",

3. As to any water lines constructed by the Town outside
the "area to be served" as permitted under this Agreement, the. Town

may permit individual lot owners who abut on said water lines to
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hook into sald system If they so desire, but any subdivisions subse-
quently devcloped outside the "area to be served" shall be within the
jurisdiction of the County for water service, provided however that

should the Town decide to connect any such individuals, it shall not

be counted against t atlon t County |

forth unless such connection is at County's request.

4, Any and all construction of watar lacilities by the Town
outside the Town Corporate Limits shall be subject to and in accordance
with all State and Local Laws governing said construction, including
the approval of plans and specifications by the Director of Public
Works fer Cecil County as called for in Section 19-17 of the Cecil
County Code.

5. 1f the Town annexes an area to its Town leits. outside
of the "area to be served" and in which the County has conﬂruct_ed
water lines and is serving said area with water purchased from the
Town, then the County shall permit the Town to purchase sald lines
from the County at the cost which the County has involved in said
lines at the date of purchanle including any bonded indebtedness
existing on said date. Upon the incorporation of any such areas, said
areas shall be automatically added to the "area to be served" by Tewn.

In connection therewith, {f a meter or meters are 'lo;:ntcd
within the annexed area by which the sale of water by the Town to the
County is measured, then the Town shall bear the expense of relocating
said meter or meters and meter vaults and appurtenances to the end of

the newly annexed area so as to meter the water sold to the County

from that point.

6. Service to County.

(a) The Town wlill reserve for the County a maximum of
300,000 gallons of its operational water capacity for sale to the County
or to other parties at the request of County. llowever, the Town shall
not be relquired to commit more than one-half of its reserve operational

capacity to County for new services at any tline. County may make
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demand for sald commitment for new services at such time as a Public
Works Agreement for the project in need of such service shall be or
has been execcuted by the County and the developer. Sald water shall
be provided and sold to the County on a bulk rate basis, the price for
any such sale to be negotiated at the time but in any case it shall
not exceed the rate charged by Town to its custon.:ers within the
corporate limits of the Town. It is understood that the 300,000 gallon
allocation is a cumulative total amount to be called for by the County
so long as this Agreement is in effect.

(b) Upon request by the County for service outside the
"area to be served" as defined and déscribed herein, the Town and
County shall share equally the expense for construction of any mains
or lines necessary for said service from the closest existing main or
line which is of sufficient size and construction to the end of the
"area to be served", at which point a meter shall be installed, and
the responsibility for and the cost of construction from that point on
from the meter or meters shall be that of the County.

(¢) Upon request by the County for service outside the
Town Corporate Limits but within the "area to be served", the cost of
construction from the closest existing main or line which is of suffi-
cient size and construction shall be shared by Town and County in a
fashion to be negotiated at the time of such request.

. (d) At such time as a water main shall reach the area of
Lums Road, upon the request of County, water service shall be
extended to Cecil Community College, the cost of said extension to be
borne equally by Town and County.

(e) 1f, at the time of the request by the County, the
Town is not able to afford its cost of construction of mains or lines as
required by this Agreement, then the County shall pay for the cost of
said construction and the Town shall reimburse the County for said
cost with interest at the rate at which the County funds used for
construction were invested when withdrawn to pay for the construction,

provided said interest rate shall not exceed in any event, a rate of 8%

per annum.
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(f) The method of reimbursement shall be by the Town
paying over to the County the difference between actual cest of pro-
duction and transmission of 1,000 gallons a:;I water to the Town and
the rate the County is paying the Town per 1,000 gallons. In addi-
tion, the Town shall pay over to the County any monies received by
the Town for hooltup feea to the lines within the "area to be served"
and which lines were constructed for the ben of the County; pro-
vided, however, that no hookups will be permitted to said lines within

the "area to be served" if {t will adversely affect the actual pressure,
flow or supply of water nceded by the County.

(g) A resolution passed by the Town shall be all that
is necessary to evidence the financial inability of the Town to pay fits
share for the mains or lines as called for in this Agreement, and a
certificate from the County Treasurer as to the interest rate bclng.
carned by the County on the funds used -l'or construction as described
in ttem (e) of this Paragraph 6 of this Agreement shall be all that is
necessary to evidence the interest being earned on said funds.

(h) The cost and expense of maintaining the referred
to maine or water lines as constructed by the Town or shared equally
by Tewn and County, ehall be the Town's responsibllity, and the cost
and expense of maintaining main: or water lines as zonstructed by the
County, shall be the County's responsibility.

(1) The County hereby agrees to pay the cost of supply-
ing the meters and meter vaults and necessary appurtenances thereto,
including the complete initial cost of construction of said items and
alter construction is completed, the cost of maintaining sald meters, -
meter vaults and appurtenances thereto shall be the respensibility
of the Town and said described items shall remain the property of
the County.

(j) The Town hereby agrces that the County lhﬂ.lllh!\;.
the rlg'ht to run wa;er maine through the Town Limits or the "area to

be served" for the purpose of transmission of water to other areas
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outside the Town Limits or the "area to be served" by the County
but not for the purpose of service within the Toewn Limits or "area
to be served".

(k) The service to be ptavidea by the Town within the "area
to be served" must Le sufficlent for delivery of minimum fire flows for
residential areas as designated by the National Fire Protection
Association, Ine.

7. 1t Is understood that it is in the interests of hoth parties
that this proposed extension of publicl water take place expeditiously.
Accordingly, Town agreles to make arrangements for running water
mains from its existing plant under the B & O Railroad at approxi-
mately the same time the County shall run {te sewer lines under satd
railroad. The parties agree to cooperate with each other In this
respect so as to reduce the costes of water line extension as contern.—_
plated herein. County agrees o encourage the use of Town's water for
major new developments within the "area to be served" as set forth
herein.

-AS WITNESS the hand of Frank D. Ragan, President of the
Board of Couniy Commisefoners of Cecil County, duly attested by the
Administrative Assistant, and the hand of Willlam C. Ball, President of
the President and Commlssionerc of the Town of North East, duly

attested by the Secretary, the day and year first above written.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF CECIL COUNTY -

g@g%;;é (SE.\L)
nder gan. en em

Mlmlnlltrnttve Assistant

ATTEST: THE PRESIDENT AND COMMISS[ONERS
OF TIE TOWN OF NORTH EAST
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STATE OF MARYLAND,
COUNTY OF CECIL, ss.:

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 72  day of vvas~ 1983,
before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State and C;mnty
aforesaid, personally appeared FRANK D. RAGAN, President of the Boarc
of County Commissioners of Cecil County, a body politic and corporate
and political subdivision of the State of.Marylund. and being
authorized so to do did acknowledge the foregoing instrument of writing

, to be the act and deed of said political subdivision.

WITNESS my hand and- Notarlal Seal.

NOTARY PUBLIC o S5 G T
My Gommiseion Explres: 7/1/86'\"

STATE OF MARYLAND,
COUNTY OF CECIL, ss,!

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6# day orﬂ,—-, 1983,
before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State and County
aforesald, personally appenreld WILLIAM C. BALL, President &f The
President and Commissioners of the Town of North East, a municipal
corporation of the State of Maryland, and being authorized so to de,
did acknowledge the foregoing instrument of writing to be the .act. :
and deed of sald municipal corporation,

WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.

NOTAR uBLIC
My Commission Expires: 7/1/86
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AMENDHENT TO WATER_AGREEMERHT

THIS AMENDMENT, made thils 28th day of February r 1989,
by and between THE PRESIDENT AND COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWN OF
HORTH EAST (hereinafter referred to as "Town") and THE BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND (hereinafter
referrod to as "County").

WHEREAS, the partie; hereto have previously entared into a
Water Service Agreemont dated June 7, 1983 and amended by a
Water Line Extension Agreement datod November 24, 1986 (herain-
aftor referred to collectively as the "Water Agreemont"),
attached hereto and incorporated by referance heveing and

WHEREAS, the Town and the County have entered into subse-
quent negotiations regarding the Town's involvement in revlﬁu
and approval of plans and specifications for extensions of water
service; and ' :

WHERFAS, the Town has enacted an Ordinance under which it
will extend water service outside its incorporated boundaries,
only when the property owner to whom water service is being.
extended consents to annexation or on a contractual basis under
which the land c'ner wculd pay the equivalont of Town taxes; end

WHEREAS, the County has agreed that the Town has the right
to attach these conditions to the extansion of its water sarviéa
ouksidé its corporate houndaries, whether such servies Falls.
within the area to be served or outside said areajy and

WHEREAS, the County has no wish to interfere with the
Town's rights to recover costs and expenses assoclated with
extension and expansion of its wator treamtment facilities as
well as the water service; provided that the County maintains
the right to review and approve Town's rate structure tor. .
customors ocutside of the incorporated town limits.

NOW THEREFORE THIS AMENDMENT WITNESSETH, that in cdnnldar-

ation of the premises and the covenantas and agreements herein

|
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AS WITNESS the hand of Clifton L. Buckworth, President of
the Board of County Commissioneres of Cecil County, duly attested
by the Administrative Assistant, and the hand of Chris Meekins, .
President of the President and Commissioners of the Town of
North East, duly attested by the Secrotary, the day and year
first above written.

ATTEST1 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF CECIL COUNTY

BY1

Cilfteon L. Buckweorth, Preslident

ATTEST! PRESIDENT AND COMMISSIONERS
OF THE TOWN OF NORTH EAST

Wediosa. 8 Lonh. BYL L Cygm; ?&4@

Chrls Mesokins, President |

STATE OF MARYLAND,
COUNTY OF CECIL, sa:

1 WEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of '
1989, bofore the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State and
County aforssaid, personzally eppoared Clifton L. Buckworth,
president of the Board of County Commissioners of Cscll County,
and he, as such President and authorized so to do, acknowledged.
the foregoing Amendment to Water Agreoment to bo the act and
daod of sald Board of County commisslioners of Cacll County.

WITNESS my hand and Hotarlal Seal.

WOTARY PUBLIC
My Commission Expires: 7/1/90




APPENDIX D

TOWN COMMENTS

C:\Documents and Settings\dblack\My Documents\Official Forms\Urban Growth Boundary Plan\APPENDICES.doc
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Mayor
Toiwm of Chasapoates Gity
PO, Bax 205
169 RBokemia Stvonuis
Chasapeake City, Mampland 21915-0205
(410) 855-5298
G (410) 885-2545

21 April 2000

Eric S. Sennstrom, Director
Cecll County Ptanning & Zoning
129 E. Main St.,

Elkton, MD 21821

Vice President of the Chesapeake City Council and acting Mayor, John A. Ritter has requested that |

submit to you the comments of the Town of Chesapeake City pertaining to the current edition of the Cecil
County Urban Growth Boundary Plan.

We conclr with the direction and scope of the plan as presented. Our comments contained herein are
specific o its relationship to Chesapeake City.

1. As the county contines to grow we urge the continuance of dual review of the various
applications pertaining to planning and zoning for projects within the Town District a8 stipulated in the
County Comprehensive Plan. We belleve this will serve understanding and cooperation between the
govemment agencies.

2.nmmomym2uwidwﬁﬁedhmeplanismmsud1adisinmatnmesoumof
Crmsapeakecnyandmno!besmedpmanﬂyhymrpub&uﬂiﬁesbwm it doss however appear
in our Comprehensive Plan Growth area as part of our projecied residential annexation. It is important to
mbmathewnantpolicyofcmsapeakecmhmﬁeuﬁiﬁaaismatmarenotsupplied to any
properties outside of the town limits.

3.Weamnasumhowmemmwdumawmshmwnwmpmpmdmngmm.
WGdoagaewmmemnen!smnubdmmemayorSecﬁonSimmnan‘ This discussion however
mslbeexpmﬂedmmwdeMMHmaspmwhwcumrehenmP!an. This plan does
mm:mrproiacuonforgmwmconsidmﬁmahngmmzmaasilmenuesecumasmimduse. As of
ﬂﬂsmanhraquessbsnnexsomdﬂwﬁepmperﬁeshasbemrewvadbymm. This plan also
projocisgrowmhbmsmugusﬁmkoadmindudingBaepmiectTRZoneasaresiﬂmﬁalngma
as presented previously in this reply.

ety o e e b i ol
¥ 1 e G 22 41033655305 FPAGE.BGE
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Wa request that our current Comprehensive Plan be given appropriate consideration as the Urban Growth
Boundary Plan development is continued.

4. We desire to be a parl of the continuing development of the Urban Growth Plan in cooperation
with your office and the other municipalities in the county. We are prepared to establish the appropriate
body representing Chesapeake City in order to accomplish this.

The Town of Chesapeake City appreciates the effort conducted by your office in this matier. As we review
the various impacting components including the rapid growth of the county we realize the inevitable growth
of our area will be affected. Close cooperation in matters such as this that will shape Cacil County info a
more desirable place to live, work and recreate.

R. O. Mathews, Chairman
Chesapeake City Planning & Zoning Commission

APR 24 'AB  9:E&3 4103365305 PAGE . ab3d
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#5755, TOWN OF CECILTON

1_’= Wit

Jofn J. Burmeil, Mayor 4 APR 2 4 2@3‘ '

i £ ‘Waiter J. Foraker, Council Member &
LR g Theresa M. Rhoades, Councif Member R
o 5 ‘-53. Reba H. Green, Councif Member s LA Pash
~ffgi:;.g11¢_(). Paul 'W. Obensiain, Council Member =
R Sarah E XKeifer, Administrator
117 West Mazn Street p Phome: 410-275-2692
Post Office Box 317 Fax: 4i0-275-2808
Cecilton, Maryland 21915 F-mail Cecilton@dolnet
April 20, 2000

Mr. Eric Sennstrom, Director

Cecil County Office of Planning and Zoning
129 East Main Street

Elkton, MD 21921

Dear Mr. Sennstrom:

The Town of Cecilton strongly supports the County's eftorts to create an Urban Growth Boundary Plan and is
pleasad to participate in the review process. The following are the Town's comments regarding the first draft of

the Flan:
1) Section 4- Municipal Facllities
a. The 85 gpm well is no longer functioning and the 200 gpm well pump has been replaced with
a 109 gpm pump.
b. The Town is in the process of applying for an increased water appropriation permit. The
Town has requested an increase from an annual average of 40,000 gpd and an average of
50,000 gpd during the month of highest use to an annual average of 75,000 gpd and an
average of 125,000 gpd during the month of highest use.
2 Section 6 — Municipal Service to Urban Growth Boundary

a. This section states that there is little to no development pressure in the Cecilton area. While
that was correct when | first met with Chris Rogers, it is not the case at present. There are
several tracts of land north of Cecilton open for development. Most notably, a subdivision is
peing pursued on the west side of MD Rt. 213.

Should you have any questions reganding the Town's comments, please feel free to contact me at 410-275-
2692,

Sincerely, /, 3
: L
Sarah E, Keifer

Administrator
Town of Cecilton

APR 25 '20
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24-00 11:58A Town of Charlestown 410 28/ 6620 P.02

Cotun Gommissioners of Charlestofon

Fost Bffice Box 154
Uharlestatom, Cecil County, Marpland 21914

Phone 410-287-5173

April 20, 2000

The Honorable Nelson K. Bolender
President

Cecil County Commuissioners
County Office Building

129 East Main Street

Elkton, Maryland 21921

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Plan
Cecil County, Maryland

Dear President Bolender:

The Town of Charlestown does not wish the areas on Carpenters Point Road or on
Maryland Route 7 adjacent to Charlestown designated as growth areas on the Urban
Growth Boundary Plan. At the present time it is the consensus of the board that we do
not wish to provide water and sewer services to areas outside Town unless those areas
agree to annexation. We further prefer to treat such requests on a case-by-case basis as
they arise. We believe the designation of a particular area as one we are willing to annex
and serve will only encourage growth to occur more quickly than it would otherwise, We
already have areas inside the Town limits we must serve and growth is occurming there.
We do not feel that growth along Carpenters Point Road or Maryland Route 7 is in the
best interest of Charlestown and do not want to do anything that would encourage growth
in those areas.

Respectfully,

Steven William Vandervon
President

SWV/iem

HER SeS 2 nn s 39 4185965305 FPAGE.AQ"
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@oton Commissioners of Charlestafm

Post Gffice Box 154
@harlestofon, Cecil onnty, c"]ﬂarglanh 21914

Phone 410-287-6173  p—— S P

S E & wT TR
April 20, 2000 o AR 2 6 200
The Honorable Nelson K. Bolender
President
Cecil County Commissioners
County Office Building

129 East Main Street
Elkton, Maryland 21921

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Plan
Cecil County, Maryland

Dear President Bolender:

The Town of Charlestown does not wish the areas on Carpenters Point Road or on
Maryland Route 7 adjacent to Charlestown designated as growth areas on the Urban
Growth Boundary Plan. At the present time it is the consensus of the board that we do
not wish to provide water and sewer services to areas outside Town unless those areas
agree to annexation. We further prefer to treat such requests on a case-by-case basis as
they arise. We believe the designation of a particular area as one we are willing to annex
and serve will only encourage growth to occur more quickly than it would otherwise. We
already have areas inside the Town limits we must serve and growth is occurring there.
We do not feel that growth along Carpenters Point Road or Maryland Route 7 is in the
best interest of Charlestown and do not want to do anything that would encourage growth
in those areas.

Respectfully,

Steven William Vandervort
President

SWV/lem
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The Mayor and Commissioners

of the Town of Enzton

Robert J. Alt, Mayor Lewis H. George, Jr.,
Jean A. Broomell, Commissioner Town Administeator
Joseph L. Fisona, Commissioner

Charles H. Givoos, Commissioner

Edward M. MoKoown, Commissioner

April 20, 2000

Cecil County Office of Planning
Attn; Mr. Eric Sennstrom

129 East Main Street

Elkton, MD 21921

Dear Mr, Sennstrom:

I have reviewed the draft Urban Growth Boundary Plan for Cecil County, Maryland
developed by Tatman & L.ce Associates. My comments are as follows:

i [ recommend using contrasting hatch patterns to iliustrate the different zoning
classifications. The use of patterns will make it easier to read when making black
and white copies.

2 The population projections provided by WILMAPCO for the following traffic
analysis zones (TAZ) appear 10 be incorrect:

313 - This TAZ includes the Walnut Hill project, a 390-unit residential development that is in
various stages of approvals, portions of which are currently under construction.

510 - This TAZ is zoned Highway Interchange (C-3) district, with 2 75-room hotel and restaurant
planned for the area. Although this is a transient population, it will impact on Elkton's water and
sewer service.

500 - This TAZ includes the Mzadows [, Mcadows 111, Patriots Glen and Liberty Hill
subdivisions. Meadows I11 is under construction, while the others are in various stages of
approval. A total of 832 residential units are proposed for this TAZ.

495 — This TAZ includes the 312-unit Pine Valley Apartments that are currently under
construction. The Reilly Fanms subdivision 1s also included in this TAZ. Reilly Farms consists of
153 residential units and has received final subdivision approval. The total number of new
residential units planncd for this TAZ is 465.

565 —This TAZ includes Graymount Commons, a 194-unit townhouse development that has
received final subdivision 2pproval,

Town of Elkion
P. O. Box 157, Elkton, Maryland 219220157
Asca Code 410
Administeation Office 398-0970 Fax. 392-6633 Financo Office 398-4170 Fax: 392-6633
Building & Planning Offices 398-4999 Fax: 398.0128 Parks & Recreation 398-8144 Fax: 398-0128
£ P‘-‘?dﬂll‘flcll‘tl _::uf P__\_:b! ic Works 392.6636 Fax: 392-6634 Elkton Police Department 398-4200 Fax: 392-5294

AFF 41093653C5 PHGE. 204
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Mr. Eri¢c Sennstrom
Page Two

430 - This TAZ includes Village of Foxwood Chase, a 600 + unit residential subdivision, that has
received conceptual approval by the Elkion Planning Commission.

3. Page 1V-4, paragraph 3 should read, “The Town has engaged the services of their
consulting engincer, KCI Technologies, to prepare a proposal uddressing the
availability of additional groundwater to scrve the future needs of the Town.”

In serving the urban growth boundaries, the Town will want to outline administrative and
financial responsibilities and fees charged to customers outside of the town limits.
Further agreements should include the possibility of annexation by the Town of areas
located within the Cecil County urban growth boundary. The alternatives proposed for -
additional water sources appear reasonable; however, financial assistance by the State
and County is crucial to achieving these goals.

The above comments are preliminary in nature, based on the drafl plan. Should you have
any questions, please call me at 398-4999.

Sincerely,

D Ftcans_

Jeanne D. Minner
Director of Planning

PLed an o, 41 0aac S0 Pl



The Mayor and Commissioners

of the Town of Elkton

Robert 1 Alt, Mayor Lewis H. George, Jr.,
Jean A. Broomell, Commissioner Town Administrator
Joseph L. Fisona, Commissioner

Charles H. Givens, Commissioner

Edward M. McKeown, Commissioner

May 8, 2000

Cecil County Office of Planning
Attn: Mr. Eric Sennstrom

129 East Main Street

Elkton, MD 21921

Dear Mr. Sennstrom:
Enclosed please find review comments by Elkton’s consulting engineers, KCI
Technologies, Inc., on the draft Urban Growth Boundary Plan for Cecil County,
Maryland developed by Tatman & Lee Associates.

Should you have any questions, please call me at 398-4999,

Sincerely,

Jeanne D. Minner
Director of Planning

Enclosure

Town of Elkton
P. O. Box 157, Elkton, Maryland 21922-0157
Area Code 410
Administration C\Hi:‘c 398-0970 Fax: 392-6633 Finance OH'ICE 398-4170 Fax: 392-6633-
Buildmg & Pianning C’“ices 308-4999 Fax: 398-0128 Pari;s & Recreation 398-8144 Fax: 398-0128
Department of Public Works 392-6636 Fax: 392-6634 Elkton Police Department 398-4200 Fax: 392-5204
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Memorandum RE: Cecil County Urban Growth Boundary Plan

4/20/00

Page 2

how does the mapping of Elkton’s Comprehensive W&S plan look compared to these
maps?

6. The reference to Figure I-1, on p. 1I-1, should probably be to Map I1-1. No Figure I-1
was provided.

1 It is not entirely clear whether the “recommendations” associated with each of the
District descriptions on pp. 1-1 and 11-2 are from the Comprehensive Plans or from this
study.

Section 3

8. No comment regarding the demographic projections of the Cecil County Urban Growth
Boundary Plan. KCI did note that there is really no way to cross-reference to the
assumptions used in the Town of Elkton’s Comprehensive Water and Sewer Plan, since
the methodology in developing future flow projections in that plan did not relate directly
to population. Perhaps McCrone did document demographic/ population information,
and if so, it would probably be useful to have.

Section 4

o Apparently, Tatman & Lee Associates did not use the latest revision of McCrone’s report
(May 18, 1999 vs. October 20, 1999). I’m not sure what the differences were, but in any
case the latest version should be used, (and referenced).

10. The October 1999 McCrone report (ref. p. 2) states that the current water use has
increased to 1.5 MGD.

1 On p. 1V-4, the Wellhead Protection Program was recently completed. Assuming that it
will be initiated soon, the status of Elkton’s water supply study could probably be
referenced as “underway”, by the time the next draft of the Cecil County Urban Growth
Boundary Plan is prepared.

12, The nominal design capacity of the Elkton WWTP is 2.7 MGD according to the design
criteria shown on the 1981 Drawings. The NPDES Permit wasteload allocations were
determined using 1.6 MGD.

13. It may be worth noting that MDE’s TMDL study for Big Elk Creek will begin soon.

Section 5

14. The Plan needs more discussion of how Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) were
determined. Perhaps additional map features would be helpful.

15.  Is the “environmental constraints factor” of 25% conservative enough?

16.  Without a color copy Map V-4 is difficult to follow, particularly with respect to
differentiating Town Limits from Future Annexation areas.

7 How was UGB 2 chosen? It is not contiguous to the Town Limits.

KCI Technnoroies, InC www kcgr.com

il
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“Cown of North East

P.0. Box 528 - 300 Cherry Street + North East, MD 21901-0528
Phone: 410-287-5801 + Fax 410-287-8267

. YR
g §)LEEEIYE )
Robert F. McKnight el ke |
Gabriel M. Garzia L
Charles L. Gilbert / —

. CECILCOUN .

Charles R. Palmer, Il MAY 2, 2000 L CFLANNING & %ﬁﬁfcop
Rick A. Wyre - —
Administrator ERIC SENNSTROM
Melissa B. Cook-MacKenzie PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR
Clerk/Treasurer 129 EAST MAIN STREET
Anne F. Barker

ROOM 300
ELKTON, MARYLAND 21921

RE: CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH BOUNRY PLAN

DEAR ERIC:

PLEASE ALLOW THIS LETTER TO CONFIRM THAT THE MAYOR AND
COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWN OF NORTH EAST AGREE WITH THE CONCEPT
AND INTENT OF THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY PLAN. UPON COMPLETION OF
MAPPING AND SPECIFIC LANGUAGE REGARDING NORTH EAST WE WILL
PROVIDE FURTHER COMMENT. SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS AT THIS
TIME PLEASE DO NOT HESITATE TO CONTACT ME.

SINCERELY,
MELISSA B. COOK-MACKENZIE
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR

The Town of North East is an “Equal Opportunity Employer”
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Town Commissioners of Perryville Moyor

515 Broad Strect, P.O. Box 773 g

Perryville, Maryland 21903-0773 P, L,
(410) 642-6066 Awstin D, Amas

(410) 642-6391 (Fax) Wilms L. Demton
Timothy A, Tolbert

Doegrn M. Ward
Town Adwintstrator

Sharon Weygand

Agril 26, 2000

i:ost-it‘ Fax Note 7671 E:S‘“_ﬁ“;a 6 Om
RS RGERS A =\
Co./Dapt ' Co

Priemeo #

Cecil County (Government — 2 T _¢y700 Fhone v : Trsahs
Plannmg & Zoning Faxtors —¢11 13‘?08-* ;;t__j‘ﬂ_gqu qq(;—ﬁc————Sms
At Mr. Eric Sennstrom 4
129 E. Main Street

Elkton, MD 21921

Re: Usban Growth Area

Dear Mr. Seonstrom:
IhrcwnofPenyvi]krealizastlminCecﬂ(bumyﬂmmisanmdmpmﬁd:

Wamdsemrsewbetbrpotcnﬁalcuﬂominmﬁmmramdm As always, the

Town is willing; to work cooperatively with the County Commmissianers to uddress these
issues,

adstﬁ:gmcm,butalsomicipawdﬁnuremjectdumds. Uatil these issues are
mohud,lheTownwﬂJnotbeablatogivethairap;mvalﬁ:rtheUrhmewthm

Ifat any time, you wuldlﬂ:gwdiscusathhﬁnther,plmuaﬂm.
Sincegly,

teven .
Mayor X -

AER &6 a0 <1 5 e
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Town Commissioners of Perryville M

515 Broad Strect, P.O. Box 773 TEVRIY, Do

Perryville, Maryland 21903-0773 AL e

(410) 642-6066 : Austin . Amos

(410) 642-6391 (F&X) Wilma L. Denton
Timothy A. Tolbert

Doona M. Ward
Town Administrator

Sharon Weygand

June 9, 2000

Cecil County Roard of Commissioners
Attn: Nelson K. Bolender

129 E. Main Street

Elkton, MD 21921

Dear Nelson:

Thank you for your recent letter relative to my comments on the Urban Growth
Boundaries Plan that that is currently underway.

As you are aware, the Town is currently analyzing its existing Water and Sewer
treatment, collection and distribution facilities within the Town himits. It is apparent
from this ongoing investigation that capital improvements will have to be made to our
water facilities to enable the Town to adequately service infill areas within the existing
Town limits.

As I stated in my previous correspondence, the Town supports the Urban Growth
Boundaries Concept but as a result of our existing water facility’s needs we cannot
commit to provide these services outside of the Town limits at this time.

Tt is my understanding that the County intends to continue a dialogue with the
Towns relative to this planning issue. The Town would be agreeable to meet with the
County Commissioners and staff to discuss our needs in more detail. It is envisioned that
funding mechanisms and innovative alternatives would be key topics during these
discussions.

The Town did not intend to close the door for future discussion with the County
with respect to this important issue. Please let us know when you would like to meet
with us.




AMENDMENT TO THE CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY PLAN

WHEREAS, the Cecil County Comprehensive Plan calls for the provision of a
long-term waste water system and water supply and distribution system in the I-
95/Route 40 corridor; and

WHEREAS, the Urban Growth Boundary Plan for Cecil County created areas
around each of the Towns whereby the provision of water and sewer
infrastructure would be closely coordinated between the County and respective
Towns, and

WHEREAS, the Cecil County Planning Commission reviewed and
recommended approval of the Urban Growth Boundary Plan for Cecil County,
and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners adopted the Urban Growth
Boundary Plan for Cecil County in June 2000, and

WHEREAS, it has become necessary to amend certain portions of the text and
maps contained in the Urban Growth Boundary Plan for Cecil County, and

WHEREAS, said amendment was approved by the Board of County
Commissioners on Tuesday, 11 June 2002;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ENACTED, by the Board of County
Commissioners of Cecil County, State of Maryland, that the following
amendment be and is hereby enacted:



SECTIONFOUR Municipal Facilities
[Addition]
{Deletion}

{As mentioned earlier, the county and Town entered into service area agreements .
The 1972 and 1983 service area agreements and subsequent amendments can be found in

Appendix C.}

[The County and Town entered in to a new water service agreement in 2002 that nullified and
superceded the above agreements. The salient features of the agreement include:

. The Town shall serve the area described in the agreement.

° The Town shall retain and continue to service and serve any properties existing
outside the Town limits to which service is presently being provided by the Town
even if said properties are not within the “area to be served”.

° Any water lines constructed and owned by the Town outside the “area to be served”,
the Town may permit individual lot owners which abut on said water lines to hook
into said system if the individual lot owners so desire provided that said individual lot
owners pay the prevailing costs of extension, connection, and any other costs
associated with said hookup as permitted by ordinance or regulation of the Town,
and/or the Charter of the Town, and other governmental regulation when applicable.

. The County approves of the Town’s extension of water service outside the Town’s
corporate limits as indicated in the agreement. The Town agrees to extend service
outside of the Town corporate limits but within the area to be served. It is intended
that the costs associated with said extension will be borne by developers benefiting
from water service. If at any time, the County becomes a funding participant for a
water service extension in the area to be served, the Town shall pay to the County
one-half (1/2) of all connection fees collected from parties who own property in the
area served by said improvements which connect to said improvements up to the full
recovery of original costs associated with said water service extension. The County
maintains the right to review and approve the Town’s rate structure for customers
outside the incorporated Town limits.

° The Town may attach conditions to the extension of said water outside its corporate
boundaries.
° The County shall reserve the right to review and approve rate structure for service

outside of Town.

i The Town agrees that the County has the right to run water mains through the Town
limits or the area to be served for transmission of water to other areas outside the
Town limits or outside the “area to be served”.

° The County has conveyed to the Town a water storage tank, property, water mains,
and water distribution system depicted on the BAYVIEW WATER EXTENSION

plats.



e The County has agreed to make certain improvements prior to said conveyance to the
Town.

This Water Service Agreement can be found in Appendix C.]

V-7



SECTIONFIVE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY
{Deletion}
[Addition]
NORTH EAST One area is proposed as a UGB {'s} for the Town of North East (Map V-

5).

UGB 1

{UGB 1 is to the west to the Town limits but is not contiguous to the
Town itself. The UGB extends the current water service area westward
bounded by Red Toad Road. The CSX railroad creates the northern
boundary and Razor Strap Road makes the Southern.

The total water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 0.21 MGD.
SR Zone

249 acres zoned SR

249 acres-25% (environmental constraints) = 187 acres

187 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 374 units

374 units x 250 gpd/unit = 93,375 gpd

RM Zone

101 acres zoned RM

101 acres — 25% (environmental constraints) = 78 acres

78 acres x 6 units/acre (RM density with public sewer) = 455 units

455 units x 250 gpd/unit = 113,225 gpd

Total of all zones in UGB 1 = 206,600 gpd}

[UGB 1 is to the west of the Town limits but not contiguous to the Town
itself. The UGB extends the current water service area westward to
Belvidere Road. The CSX railroad creates a northern boundary with U.S.
Route 40, MD Route 7 and the corporate limits of Charlestown forming
the southerly boundary.

The total water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 1.7 MGD.

MI1/M2/MEA Zones

1,700 acres zoned M2 or MEA

1,700 acres x 1,000 gpd/acre = 1,700,000 gpd



SECTIONFIVE

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

PERRYVILLE

DATE:

Total of all zones in UGB 1 = 1,700,000 gpd.]

The UGB for the Town of Perryville extends from the existing Town
limits and future annexation areas to {the eastern property line of large
industrially zoned parcels south of the CSX railroad}[the west side of
Belvidere Road]. The portion of the UGB north of Town is bounded by
Jackson Station Road to the east, I-95 to the north and Susquehanna River
to the west. The easterly portion of the Perryville UGB generally is
bounded [by] parcel lines to the east, the CSX railroad to the north, future
annexation areas to the west and the Amtrak railroad to the south. As
shown on Map v-6, no potion of the UGB overlaps areas shown as future
annexation. {As shown below, the vast majority of the water and sewer
needs for the Perryville UGB were generated from industrial needs. }

{M1/M2/MEA Zones

1,700 acres zoned M2 or MEA
1,700 acres x 1000gpd/acre = ,700,000 gpd
Total of all Zones = 2,044,000 gpd}

[Total of all Zones = 344,000 gpd]

Administrtor

Q{h(@?

Nelspn K. Bolender, President






