
 

 

AGENDA 
JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

July 10,  2012 
 

Planning Commission meetings are located in the Old Charles Town Library meeting room at 
200 East Washington Street, at the side entrance on Samuel Street at 7:00 PM                                                                  
 
1. Approval of the minutes for the June 12, 2012 meeting. 

 Discussion of action on waiver with Briggs Concept Plan from the June 12, 2012 
Planning Commission meeting. 

 
2. Citizen Communications. 

 
3. Request for postponement. 

 
4. Request by Arcadia Development Co. for a variance from the Subdivision Ordinance Article 

8, Section 8.1(d) to allow for an extension of time (24 months to July 23, 2014) to bond and 
record the Harvest Hills Subdivision (PC File #12-02). The property is located on the east side 
of Route 17 (Flowing Springs Road) and the south side of the CSX Railroad where the two 
intersect. The owner of the property is Arcadia Development Co.  This property is designated 
as Tax District: Shepherdstown, Map: 24, Parcels: 12 and 13. 

 
5. Discussion and possible vote regarding the US 340 Gateway Plan. 

 
6. Discussion and possible vote regarding the placement of items on the agenda.   

 
7. Reports from Legal Counsel and legal advice to PC. 

Active Litigation: 
 Far Away Farms 
 Cedar Meadows Airpark 

 
8. Director’s Report. 

 
9. County Commission Liaison Report. 

 
10. Planning Commission Exchange. 

 Report from the Health Department Meeting Liaison. 
 Report from the Public Service District Meeting Liaison. 
 Report from the Parks and Recreation Meeting Liaison. 
 Report from the Jefferson County Development Authority Meeting Liaison. 
 Report from the Water Advisory Committee Meeting Liaison. 

 
11. President’s Report. 

 
12. Actionable Correspondence.  
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13. Non-Actionable Correspondence. 
 
The Planning Commission welcomes written comments at any time.  Our office is open Monday 
through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and is located at 116 East Washington Street, P.O. Box 
338, Charles Town, WV 25414.  Our phone number is (304) 728-3228; our fax number is  
(304) 728-8126; our email address is planningdepartment@jeffersoncountywv.org and our 
website is www.jeffersoncountywv.org.  
 
Any party desiring a transcript of these proceedings will be responsible for providing a competent 
stenographer at their own expense.  Minutes and video recordings of past meetings, Subdivision 
Regulations, Zoning Ordinance, and the Comprehensive Plan can be found on the website.  The 
office has a file on each project as well as aerial photos of the county.  Minutes and audio 
recordings of older meetings not on the website are available for review in the office. 



MINUTES 
JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 12, 2012 
 

The Jefferson County Planning Commission met on Tuesday, June 12, 2012 with the following 
Commission members present: Paul Taylor, President; Eric Smith, Vice-President; Morgan 
Etters, Secretary; Kelly Baty, Ed Burns, Gene Taylor, Steve Stolipher and Walt Pellish.  Staff 
members present included Jennifer Brockman, Director of Planning and Zoning; Seth Rivard, 
Planner; Steve Barney, Zoning Administrator; Jonathon Saunders, County Engineer; Steve Groh, 
Prosecuting Attorney; and Amy Puetz, Planning Clerk. 
 
Mr. Daniel Hayes was absent with notification. 
 
Mr. P. Taylor called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM. 
 
1. Approval of the minutes for the May 15, 2012 meeting. 

 
Mr. Rivard identified an error on page 4, item #9, 3rd paragraph.  He stated that the date 
should read June 7, 2012, not June 6, 2012.  Mr. Stolipher moved to approve the minutes of 
the May 15, 2012 Planning Commission meeting with the correction as stated by Mr. Rivard.  
Mr. Burns seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 
 

2. Citizens Communication.  None. 
 

3. Request for postponement.   
 

Ms. Brockman stated that the applicants for both items #6 and #7, which were requesting 
time extensions, requested to be postponed to the June 26, 2012 Planning Commission 
Meeting.  There was no opposition from members of the Planning Commission.   

 
4. Concept Plan Review and Public Workshop for Briggs Animal Adoption Center (PC 

File #S12-01). This property is located on the west side of US Route 340 approximately 
1300 feet north of its intersection with Route 340/2 (Wheatland Road). This project 
consists of a 10,000 square foot building designated as a cat house and additional 
parking area. The property is located in Tax District: Kabletown; Tax Map: 11; Tax 
Parcel: 1. 

 
Mr. Rivard described the location of the property and reported that this project would be 
considered a minor site plan once the concept plan is approved and would process 
administratively.   
 
Mr. Randy Keppler, of Greenway Engineering, gave a short presentation describing the 
project.  He explained that there was a maintenance building depicted on the original site 
plan that was never built.  He reported that the applicant would place the 1,000 square foot 
maintenance building on this site plan with a slight change in location.   
 
Mr. Rivard reviewed the request and presented the staff report.  He stated that staff would 
support a request for a waiver of sidewalk requirements if the applicant were willing to 
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provide an easement in the event that future development of the area would generate a need 
for a sidewalk on that property.  He also reported that the waiver request would only be 
applicable to this site plan and would be reevaluated with any future submissions. 
 
Mr. Eric Smith entered the room at 7:12 PM.  
 
Mr. P. Taylor opened the public workshop.  There was no comment.  The public workshop 
was closed.   
 
Mr. Keppler stated that the applicant would prefer not to incur the expense to provide an 
easement for development that may occur 20 to 30 years in the future although this would be 
considered if not providing an easement would inhibit the project in any way.  
 
Mr. Stolipher commented that the property is located in a very rural area and that he did not 
foresee that there would be any need for a sidewalk or an easement at this time.  He also 
implied that there may be a future possibility of a lane expansion on US 340 in that area 
which may take part of the property.   
 
Mr. Keppler stated that the applicant had suggested providing a note on the site plan which 
stated that the easement would be given at such a time that a hiker/biker trail or a sidewalk 
were necessary in development at no cost to the County.  
 
Mr. Smith stated that the applicant should be allowed to keep the land and that, if a sidewalk 
would be necessary in the future, the County or the State would need to purchase it allowing 
the money to go toward the Human Society.   
 
Mr. Smith moved to grant the waiver of sidewalks without restrictions.  Mr. Stolipher 
seconded the motion which carried unanimously.   
  
Mr. Stolipher moved to approve the Concept Plan.  Mr. Burns seconded the motion which 
carried unanimously.   
 
Mr. Pellish asked that requirement that 16 full size copies of the Concept Plan be provided to 
the Planning Department be a burden that is removed from future applicants due to the 
substantial cost. 
 

5. Final Plat Public Hearing for the Aspen Greens Subdivision (PC File #07-15).  The 
property is to consist of 20 single-family lots on 17.054 acres.   The property is located 
northeast of the intersection of Route 24 (Old Country Club Road) and Route 17 
(Flowing Springs Road). The owner of the property is Maurice Gladhill. This property 
is designated as Tax District: 2, Map: 4, Parcel: 19. 
 
Mr. Rivard described the request and read from his staff report recommending approval.  He 
reminded the Planning Commission that this project did not fall under the provisions of 
Senate Bill 595.   
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Mr. Fred Gates, of Gates Associated, gave a presentation describing the project.   
 
Mr. P. Taylor opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  The public hearing was 
closed.  
 
Mr. Stolipher moved to approve the Aspen Greens Final Plat.  Mr. G. Taylor seconded the 
motion which carried unanimously.   
 

6. Request by James and Barbara Gibson for a variance from the Subdivision Ordinance 
Article 8, Section 8.1(d) to allow for an extension of time (24 months) to bond and 
record the Allstadts Corner Subdivision (PC File #07-10). This property is located on 
the south side of Route 340 (William L. Wilson Freeway); the east side of Route 27 
(Millville Road) and on the north side of Route 27/2 (Allstadt’s Hill Road) and is 
designated as Tax District: Harpers Ferry, Map: 9, Parcel: 39.1. 
 
This item was postponed to the June 26, 2012 Planning Commission meeting.  
 

7. Request by Wild Goose Farm, LLC for a variance from the Subdivision Ordinance 
Article 8, Section 8.1(d) to allow for an extension of time (24 months) to bond and 
record the Wild Goose Subdivision (PC File #08-18). The property is located on 
Shepherd Grade Road. The site is located across from Terrapin Neck Road and the 
National Training Conservation Center and is designated as Tax District: 
Shepherdstown; Map: 3; Parcel: 13 & 13.6. 
 
This item was postponed to the June 26, 2012 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
Mr. P. Taylor moved item #9 before item #8 since item #8 was given a specific start time of 
8 PM.   
 

9. Continued from the 04/24/2012 PC Meeting: Discussion regarding Proposed Additional 
Commercial and Industrial Zoning Categories and related amendments to the Jefferson 
County Zoning and Land Development Ordinance. 

 
Mr. Barney discussed the proposed amendments and significant changes that were made 
from the previous draft.   
 
Mr. Pellish inquired as to why commercial uses were limited by the square footage of the 
building when residences were not in the Neighborhood Commercial district.  Mr. Barney 
explained that traffic impact and parking implications that commercial uses had that 
residences do not were taken into consideration when determining the square footage 
requirements.  Mr. Pellish asked if an applicant applied for a building somewhat larger than 
the maximum requirements, would that be defendable.  Mr. Groh replied that a variance or 
waiver is always an option for the applicant.  
 
Mr. Stolipher suggested eliminating distance requirements.  He also commented that higher 
square footage requirements for the Neighborhood Commercial district were needed.  He 
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stated that he would like to see maximum square footages of 7,000 to 8,000 in that district.  
Mr. Barney explained that staff supports retaining distance requirements within the Zoning 
Ordinance due to the sensitive nature of some commercial uses.  He stated that the staff does 
understand that changes to the distance requirements may be necessary and suggested 
pursuing those changes as separate amendments to allow for additional public comment.   
 
Mr. Baty questioned whether these amendments were similar to the type of zoning that was 
presented a few years ago and placed in a referendum.  He reminded the Planning 
Commission that, at that time, the proposed zoning was voted down.  He stated that he felt 
that the zoning being proposed currently needed to be simplified. 
 
Ms. Brockman discussed the referendum and stated that the zoning map at that time was 
attached to an entire Zoning Ordinance which was what failed.  She explained that the 
current proposed categories were requested in order to resolve issues regarding rezoning 
requests that were asking for the broad category of Residential/Light Industrial/Commercial.   
 
Mr. Baty raised concern that the proposed categories allowed spot zoning and bypassed the 
LESA scoring system.   
 
Mr. Stolipher moved to recommend approval of the draft amendments to the County 
Commission removing the distance requirements and increase the maximum square footage 
in the Neighborhood Commercial category to 7000 square feet.  There was no second, the 
motion failed.   
 
Ms. Etters moved to recommend approval of the draft amendments, as written, to the County 
Commission.  Mr. Pellish seconded the motion which passed 7 for and 1 opposed (Mr. Baty). 
 
Mr. P. Taylor called for a break at 8:20 PM.  He called the meeting to back to order at 8:35 
PM. 
 

8. Public Hearing regarding the US 340 East Gateway Plan. 
 
Ms. Brockman described the US 340 East Gateway Plan and the public process that occurred 
in order to create the document.  
 
Mr. Rivard reviewed the US 340 East Gateway Plan.   
 
Mr. P. Taylor opened the public hearing.   
 
Ms. Janice Schiltz, a member of the Shore Keepers of Jefferson County, read a letter written 
by Mr. J. Michael Cassell, the Shore Keepers attorney.  The letter stated several points of 
concern: 

 The Bakerton Underpass was described in the 2004 Comprehensive Plan as a 
“Highway Problem Area”.  The underpass contains a sharp curve, poor sight distance 
and is one lane.  The same concerns and safety issues described in 2004 still exist 
today. 
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 Due to the high probability of accidents on Bakerton Road due to hazards such as the 

narrowness of the road and blind turns, the Shore Keepers feel it would be useful to 
have statistics on all motor vehicle accidents which have occurred in the entire US 
340 Study Area. 

 A zip line facility had recently been constructed on the Potomac River which uses the 
Bakerton Underpass as an access point.  The Shore Keepers recommend that there be 
an official investigation and review of the Zoning Certificate issued for this facility.   

 The Bakerton underpass is a single land underpass with no line of sight for traffic 
flow and is located on a small two lane secondary road.  There are no solutions to 
these safety hazards presented in the US 340 East Gateway Plan.  There is also no 
strategy identified to obtain funding for correcting these issues.  

 The Shore Keepers request eliminating and preventing future commercial traffic to 
improve safety on Bakerton Road. 

 
Ms. Suzanne Malesic, speaking on behalf of Patrick Henry Estates Homeowners Association, 
had the following comments: 

 On page 117, “At the public work session, potential options regarding connections to 
existing roadways within the Patrick Henry Estates development were also 
discussed”, Ms. Malesic reported that Patrick Henry Estates roads would not tolerate 
additional traffic.   

 After a substantial court battle with the developer, Patrick Henry Estates now own the 
development’s roads and they will continue to object to additional traffic.   

 Patrick Henry Estates would be in favor of apron roads or connector roads that run 
along US 340 to assist in solving access issues.  However no support will be given to 
roads connecting to roads within the subdivision.  

 Ms. Malesic pointed out that several times the acronym of UGB was transposed to 
UBG. 

 On page 103, points 7, 8, or 11, if the new road construction implies any sort of 
connection to Patrick Henry Estates roads, residents will object.  

 On page 140, a major subdivision is defined as any subdivision containing more than 
3 lots according to the 1979 Jefferson County Subdivision Regulations.  Ms. Malesic 
stated that section should be clarified to state the current definition that a major 
subdivision contains no more than 5 lots. 

 Page 141 contains a list of subdivisions.  Ms. Malesic suggested adding information 
such as how many homes are in each subdivision and which subdivisions are not fully 
built out.   

 On page 142, where it states, “The scenarios are not intended to represent a plan to 
rezone any individual property or locate land uses on individual parcels”, Patrick 
Henry Estates residents would like to know how many homes or how many parcels 
could be involved in those scenarios.  

 On page 144, end of the first sentence, “…significant properties that have vested 
development rights”, Patrick Henry Estates residents would like a list of properties 
that have vested rights.   

 On page 149, a definition of Eminent Domain and of Home Destruction Proposal is 
needed.  
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Mr. Chip Dorman commented that frontage roads are a great idea.  He stated that one 
solution to the bottleneck of the Bakerton Road underpass would be to adjust the US 340 
Corridor Study boundaries to eliminate the Bakerton Road underpass from possible 
development.  He raised concern of the cost of development and infrastructure.   
 
Mr. Carl Jackson commented that acceleration/deceleration lanes were needed on highways.  
He suggested building overpasses/underpasses to eliminate the need for traffic lights.  He 
also raised concern of how transportation projects would be funded.  He requested that a 4 
lane highway be built from Bolivar to the Virginia Line where there is currently a bottleneck.   
 
Mr. Grant Smith, representing the Eastern Panhandle Trailblazers, commented that there is a 
need for more walking/biking connections between Harpers Ferry, Charles Town, Ranson 
and the existing Route 9 trail.  He reported the importance of trails to tourism.  He stated that 
the Trailblazers had identified a Harpers Ferry loop which could be easily put in place from 
Potomac Street to the Bakerton underpass, then through to School House Ridge North, back 
to the access road and across the road at the traffic light, then to eventually complete the 
loop.  He stated that the trail is almost in existence currently.  
 
Mr. Bill Yearout, also representing the Eastern Panhandle Trailblazers, stated that the trail 
vision that the Trailblazers had for US 340 would a part of a larger regional network which 
would extend through 3 counties from Harpers Ferry to Berkeley Springs.  He commented 
that the Trailblazers would like to see a pedestrian path and a shared bike path from Harpers 
Ferry to Ranson along US 340 but not on US 340 in addition to the loop.  He suggested that 
the Planning Commission work with the Department of Highways to ensure safe pedestrian 
and cycling crossing along US 340 wherever traffic lights are added.  He asked that trails be 
a part of a green space agreement to future developments.   
 
Mr. Tom Cardamone, representing the Sheridan Subdivision, suggested providing sensors for 
traffic lights that provide for 3 minutes each way to assist in solving issues such as the 
Bakerton underpass. 
 
Ms. Lyn Widmyer, speaking as a Jefferson County resident, raised concern that no parkland 
and open space map had been made available.  Mr. Rivard stated that a map had been posted 
to our website although technical issues with the website had made access unavailable and 
that a map could be made available to her.  Ms. Widmeyer continued that the land use map 
does not capture the intent of the text of the document and that there is too much sprawl.  She 
urged that the map be more specific as a master plan especially if floating zones will be 
proposed in the future.     
 
Mr. David Tabb, member of the US 340 East Corridor Study Citizen’s Committee, stated that 
he had proposed several years ago to the Highway Department to eliminate every stop light 
along US 340 and utilize elevations and structures and service roads.  He commented that the 
US 340 Gateway Plan would potentially take 50 to 100 years to complete.   He stated that he 
felt too much emphasis was being place on bike and pedestrian trails and that more emphasis 
needed to be placed on traffic issues and safety.   
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Mr. John Maxey, Harpers Ferry resident, commented that there needs to be closer 
coordination with outside agencies such as the Division of Highways.  He stated that the plan 
needed to be extended to US 340 South.  He commented that by ignoring the southern end of 
US 340, Jefferson County is losing many opportunities and losing money and he urged that 
this study be done quickly.   
 
Mr. Chris Craig, on behalf of the Trail and Town Alliance of Harpers Ferry and Bolivar, 
expressed that a high priority needed to be place on trails that provide a safe byway and 
preserve scenic corridors.   
 
Ms. Kathryn Reim, Harpers Ferry resident, commented that the Bakerton underpass is 
dangerous due to the people who try to rush through the tunnel.  She stated that more signage 
may be necessary.   
 
Ms. Betsy Bainbridge, Harpers Ferry resident, asked for support of the suggestions given 
previously by the Eastern Panhandle Trailblazers. She stated that improved interconnectivity 
of bike and pedestrian trails would increase tourism to our area.  She reported that focusing 
on these paths would accomplish four positive aspects of the US 340 Gateway Plan by 
diversifying transportation modes, providing more attractive greenspaces, providing a 
welcoming environment for residents and visitors, and improve economic development by 
promoting tourism.   
   

10. Reports from Legal Counsel and legal advice to PC. 
Active Litigation: 
 Far Away Farms 
 Cedar Meadows Airpark 
 
Mr. Groh reported that litigation regarding Cedar Meadows Airpark had been postponed to 
October.   
 

11. Director’s Report.  
 
Ms. Brockman stated that the County Commission held a public hearing on May 31, 2012 
regarding JCCEP’s request to extend the provisions of Senate Bill 595 to July 1, 2015.  She 
reported that she would be summarizing comments from that meeting for discussion and 
possible action at the June 21, 2012 County Commission meeting.  She commented that if the 
County Commission votes to accept the amendment at that time, the June 26, 2012 Planning 
Commission meeting could be cancelled.   
 
Ms. Brockman stated that Thursday, June 14, 2012 would be the County Commission public 
hearing for the rezoning of the Capriotti property.   
 
Ms. Brockman stated that she would be working on a proposed timeline related to the 2014 
Comprehensive Plan and whether or not the US 340 South study would be included as a part 
of the Comprehensive Plan or as its own separate process.  She stated she would like to 
discuss this with the Planning Commission before it goes before the County Commission.    
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12. County Commission Liaison Report.  None. 
 

13. Planning Commission Exchange. 
 

 Report from the Health Department Meeting Liaison.   
Mr. Burns reported that there was a discussion regarding records and how they would 
store well and septic and GIS information.  He stated that the Health Department was 
attempting to get a new system that would integrate with the County to store that 
information. 
 

 Report from the Public Service District Meeting Liaison.  None. 
 

 Report from the Parks and Recreation Meeting Liaison.  None. 
 

 Report from the Jefferson County Development Authority Meeting Liaison.   
Ms. Brockman explained that the summer intern hired by the Planning and Zoning 
Department would be meeting with the Development Authority along with Planning 
and Zoning staff to compare data for the 2014 Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 Report from the Water Advisory Committee Meeting Liaison.  None. 

 
Mr. Burns suggested formalizing a policy regarding how items are placed on the agenda to 
avoid future confusion.   

 
14. President’s Report.  None. 

 
15. Actionable Correspondence.  None. 

 
16. Non-Actionable Correspondence.  None. 

 
Mr. Burns moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:15 PM.  Mr. Stolipher seconded the motion which 
carried unanimously.  An audio recording and/or a video recording of the meeting may be found 
on our website.  These minutes were prepared by Amy Puetz, Planning Clerk. 
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Item #6 Request by Arcadia Development Co., owner/developer, for a variance to extend the time 
to bond and record the Harvest Hills Subdivision, Phase 2, Section 2 (PC File #12-02).  
The applicant is requesting an extension of time from July 23, 2012 to July 23, 2014.  

   
OWNER: Arcadia Development Co.  
DEVELOPER: Same 
SURVEYOR/ENGINEER: Greenway Engineering, Inc. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 
This property is located east side of Route 17 (Flowing 
Springs Road) and the south side of the CSX Railroad where 
the two intersect. 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

District:  Shepherdstown, Map: 24, Parcels: 12 and 13. 

ZONING DISTRICT: Zoning Map Designation:  Rural 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES: 
Zoning Map Designation: 
North: Rural South: Rural 
East: Rural West: Rural 

LOT AREA: 326.067 acres 

PROPOSED ACTIVITY: 
Variance to extend the time to bond and record the Harvest 
Hills Subdivision, Phase 2, Section 2 from July 23, 2012 to 
July 23, 2014.  

DEVELOPMENT HISTORY: 

Harvest Hills Subdivision (PC File # 12-02) 
 April 23, 2012 – Harvest Hills Subdivision, Phase 2, 

Section 2 was approved by the Planning Commission 
with the following conditions: 
 No construction would commence and no sale 

of lots platted in this phase to any outside 
entities will be allowed until the tolled bond 
for Phase II, Section 1 and also for this phase 
has been posted. 

 A merger deed will be submitted to the 
Engineering Department for the lots being 
final platted to allow for the lots of this phase 
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to be merged and for this phase and the 
previous phase to be merged if the applicant 
defaults on the tolling agreement. 

 March 26, 2010 – Enactment of SB 595 extended the 
time to hold a public hearing on the Final Plat of the 
next phase by July 1, 2012. 

 February 24, 2009 – Variance to extend the time to 
bond and record to February 25, 2010. 

 November 25, 2008 – Harvest Hills Subdivision, 
Phase II, Section 1 was approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

 February 16, 2007 – Staff Review Meeting for 
Preliminary Plat. 

 September 12, 2006 – Harvest Hills Subdivision, 
Section 1, Phase 1, Lots 28-50 was approved by the 
Planning Commission 

 January 13, 2004 – The Planning Commission 
reinstated the CUP/CIS with extended deadlines of 
567 days with a new expiration date of July 13, 2005. 

 January 8, 2002 – CIS accepted by the Planning 
Commission. 

 May 22, 2001 – CUP approved by the Planning 
Commission with conditions. 

FINAL PLAT  
Submitted: 03/5/12  
Public Hearing Scheduled: 4/24/12  
90 Day Deadline to Bond and Record: 07/23/2012 

 
Background: 
 
Harvest Hills is located on the east side of Flowing Springs Road and south of railroad tracks near 
Duffields.  Since this subdivision started before the 2008 Subdivision Regulations where adopted, the 
subdivision is being reviewed under the 1979 Subdivision Regulations.  The subdivision consists of 387 
single family number of lots.  The most recent Final Plat approved at Planning Commission for this 
project is for 22 lots.   
 
The Request: 
 
The applicant is requesting a 24 month extension, from July 23, 2012 to July 23, 2014, to bond and 
record the Final Plat.  Per Section 8.1(d) of the Jefferson County Subdivision Ordinance of 1979, an 
approved Final Plat shall be bonded and recorded within 90 days.  The applicant received Final Plat 
approval at the April 23, 2012 Planning Commission meeting.  While the Planning Commission has 
approved an extension of all development that met the terms of Senate Bill 595 to July 1, 2015, the 
applicant has chosen to process this variance to be assured of their continued vested rights.  
 
The variance process in the 1979 Subdivision Ordinance is different from the waiver process outlined in 
the 2008 Subdivision Regulations.  In order to grant a variance the following four criteria must be met: 
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The request is not contrary to the public interest. 
The request for a variance of 24 months to extend the time limit to bond and record the Final Plat is not 
contrary to the public interest.  In view of the fact that the applicant intends to continue the development 
as approved by the Planning Commission, no change has occurred to the site which would negatively 
impact the public interest.   
 
A literal enforcement of this Ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship. 
A literal enforcement of the ordinance would require the applicant to start the project anew if it is not 
bonded and recorded by July 23, 2012.  As outlined in the applicant’s submittal and above, Arcadia 
Development Co. has completed the preliminary and Final Plat approval process and is requesting a 
delay in the recordation and bonding of the approved project.  If the appellant is denied an extension, the 
process would have to start over as outlined in the new Subdivision Regulations.   Beginning the process 
over would not be likely to change the layout of proposed use of the project from the currently approved 
Final Plat.  
 
The request is not the result of a self-imposed hardship. 
The request is not a self-imposed hardship.  As noted above the applicant has received approval of the 
Final Plat for this development.  The applicant’s efforts required to process the approvals shows a vested 
interest to proceed forward.   
 
The spirit of this Ordinance will be observed and substantial justice done. 
Since the variance is for a time extension and not a variance of the site layout, the spirit of the ordinance 
will be observed.   
 
Recommendation 
 
Due to the significant applicant investment to get through the Final Plat approval, Staff believes the 
request is reasonable. However, this is also a policy decision for the Planning Commission to consider.  
Does the Planning Commission feel comfortable extending projects into the future, without being sure 
when and how the development may occur in the future?  Throughout the County, there is a significant 
number of lots that are either preliminarily approved, Final Platted, and/or in a tolling agreement.  It is 
the Planning Commission’s role to determine if leaving so many potential lots around the County is the 
best option for the County.   
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MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Jefferson County Planning Commission 

FROM: Seth Rivard, County Planner 

DATE:  July 10, 2012 

SUBJECT: Discussion of Comments Received at June 12, 2012 Public Hearing for the US 340 
Corridor East Gateway Plan 

 
Attached are the comments received at the June 12, 2012 Planning Commission public hearing 
regarding the US 340 Corridor East Gateway Plan.  The chart has been generated based on citizens’ 
requests for information added to the Plan.  The chart provides the section and page where specific 
information related to the request can be found; the current language in the Plan; Staff comment 
regarding the request; and staff recommendation as to whether the document should be amended based 
on the comment or that no change is necessary.  
 
The chart is intended to provide the Planning Commission with the information needed to determine if 
any request provided by the public is appropriate for inclusion within the US 340 Plan.  At the July 10, 
2012 Planning Commission meeting, Staff will present the information in the chart.  Staff will state 
whether Staff agrees with a particular request and change to the document is necessary or does not 
recommend a change based on the request. Staff is looking for Planning Commission direction regarding 
each request.  The Planning Commission may choose to vote to recommend approval of the US 340 East 
Gateway Plan at this meeting or at a future meeting (date certain).   
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#  Topic  Section  Current Language in Draft Plan  Citizen Request  Staff Comment  Staff Recommendation 

1  Bakerton 
underpass 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Table 11 
Page 104 
Page 120 

Railroad underpass:  Widening of Bakerton Road 
railroad underpass. 

Incorporate need for Railroad 
underpass to be widened into 
document. 
 
 

The Plan has identified the this as a 
needed improvement. 

No change recommended.  

2  Bakerton 
underpass 
funding 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 

Railroad underpass:  Widening of Bakerton Road 
railroad underpass. 

Identify specific funding sources.    The Plan does not specify any funding 
sources for any transportation, other 
than Old Country Club Road intersection 
with US 340.  That project is in the 
HEPMPO Long Range Transportation 
Plan.  
 
It should be noted that one of the first 
steps toward funding transportation 
projects is inclusion in a local plan which 
allows for adoption into a future State or 
Hagerstown Eastern Panhandle 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(HEPMPO) 

No change recommended.  

3  Bakerton 
Tunnel 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 

Railroad underpass:  Widening of Bakerton Road 
railroad underpass. 

The tunnel is not a problem; it’s the 
people trying to rush through the 
tunnel.  Tunnel has value in that it 
requires people to slow down and 
acknowledge other drivers.   

No suggestion.  No change recommended.  

4  UGB vs. 
GBU 

Througho
ut the 
document 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)  Correct any misspelling where UBG 
may have been used rather than the 
proper UGB acronym  

  Staff will address any errors for this 
acronym.  
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#  Topic  Section  Current Language in Draft Plan  Citizen Request  Staff Comment  Staff Recommendation 

5  Major 
Subdivision
s within 
the study 
area 

Appendix 
B Major 
Subdivisio
ns within 
the 
Corridor 
Map 27 
Page 141 

A map depicts the number of subdivisions within 
the study area. 

Add the number of approved homes 
next to each development. 

The list is only to represent the number 
of residential developments in the 
corridor, not necessarily the number of 
homes.  

No change recommended.  

6  Definition 
of Major 
Subdivision 

Appendix 
B Major 
Subdivisio
ns within 
the 
Corridor 
Map 27 
Page 140 

“According to the 1979 Jefferson County 
Subdivision Regulations, a Major Subdivision is a 
subdivision containing more than three lots.” 

Define Major Subdivision as more 
than 5 lots per the 2008 Subdivision 
Regulations.  

All major subdivisions shown on Map 27, 
page 140, were approved under the 1979 
Subdivision Regulations.  There are no 
major subdivisions within the study area 
that were approved under the 2008 
Subdivision Regulations.  
 
The 1979 Subdivision Regulations define 
a major subdivision as more than 3 lots, 
while the 2008 defines a major 
subdivision as more than 5 lots. 

To clarify any confusion, Staff 
recommends adding a short 
statement below Map 27 
acknowledging the change in the 
definition of a major subdivision 
between the 1979 and 2008 
Subdivision Regulations.  

7  Vested 
Property 
Right 

Section 
5.5 
Page 81 

The Plan details vested property rights.  Vested 
property rights are developments that have not 
yet started construction or have a partially 
completed development, but yet have the right, 
by approval of the Planning Commission, to 
continue to move the project forward.  

List the number of developments 
with vested rights and the number 
of homes within each approved 
development. 

The land use is intended to show 
currently approved and permitted uses  
within the study area and maintained 
rights to those developments.    
 
The purpose is to depict those 
developments with vested rights, not 
necessarily the number of housing units.  
 
The map does show and name the 
projects with vested property rights.  
When the Plan is printed with 11x17 
maps, the name of the developments are 
shown. 

The first half of the request has 
already been satisfied as the names 
of the developments with vested 
rights have been identified.   
 
Regarding the second portion of 
the request, the purpose of the 
map is more general than outline 
the exact number of homes 
approved.   

8  Eminent  N/A  The words “eminent domain” or “home  Define “eminent domain” and  Since these words are not in the Plan,  No change recommended. 
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#  Topic  Section  Current Language in Draft Plan  Citizen Request  Staff Comment  Staff Recommendation 

domain 
and home 
destructio
n 

destruction” are not in the plan.  “home destruction.”  there is no need to define the terms. 

9  Patrick 
Henry 
Estates 
(PHE) 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Page 117 

“At a public workshop discussion was held 
regarding connections to existing roadways 
within the Patrick Henry Estates development.  
However, the Patrick Henry Estates 
Homeowners Association is opposed to such 
options and has sued their developer to obtain 
the deeds to the roads and common areas in the 
development.” 

Opposes any future roads 
connections into Patrick Henry 
Estates. 

Staff has work with the Patrick Henry 
Estates HOA President.  There are no 
proposed roadway connections into PHE.   

The Plan as currently drafted has 
no connection into PHE roadways 
reflecting the comments provided 
at previous meetings. 
 
However, Staff continues to believe 
that interconnection of any 
development is helpful in 
dispersing traffic across multiple 
street networks versus loading all 
traffic onto the main road.  

10  Recommen
dation of 
transportat
ion 
improvem
ents 
 
 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Table 11 
Page 103 
Project ID 
7, 8 and 
11 

Project ID 7 
“Road Connection from Shenandoah Springs to 
Old Country Club Road and Wal‐Mart” 
 
Project ID 8 
Signal flashers warning of approaching 
intersection on west‐bound US 340 approaching 
Patrick Henry Way and Shepherdstown Pike 
(230).  
 
“Aggressive driving and high speed limits on 
portions of US 340 create safety concerns at 
several intersections along the corridor.  In 
particular, westbound approaches to both 
Patrick Henry Way and Shepherdstown Pike 
Intersection were highlighted as major concerns 
by the public.  Vehicles approach these 
particular intersections at high speeds, resulting 
in quick decelerations.” (Page 106) 

This request was presented by the 
Patrick Henry Estates HOA. 
 
Patrick Henry Estates HOA would 
not support the project ID’s listed to 
the left. 

The proposed projects do not connect 
into Patrick Henry Estates residential 
development.  Staff has previously 
worked with the HOA to ensure that new 
roadways would not connect into the 
residential development.  
 
Project ID 7 
This proposed road bypasses PHE estates 
to the north with no connection.  
However, the “and Wal‐Mart” references 
a long term potential connection of a 
frontage road paralleling 340 from Old 
Country Club Rd. to Patrick Henry Way.  
This proposed road is designed to strictly 
go between Wal‐Mart and 340, not near 
the residential area of PHE.  The purpose 
of this connection is to relieve the 
congestion at 340 and Patrick Henry Way. 

Project ID 7 and 11 are designed to 
alleviate the traffic at 340 and 
Patrick Henry Way.  
 
Regarding Project ID 7, Staff 
suggests rephrasing “Road 
Connection from Shenandoah 
Springs to Old Country Club Road 
and Wal‐Mart” to “Road 
Connection from Shenandoah 
Springs to Old Country Club Road” 
and creating a separate line for 
“Frontage Road from Old Country 
Club to Patrick Henry Way.”  By 
separating the Wal‐Mart 
connection onto its own line, it 
reduces the appearance that the 
connection from “Road Connection 
from Shenandoah Springs to Old 
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Project ID 11 
East‐West road north of the rail line connecting 
Old Country Club Road and Shepherdstown Pike. 

 
Project ID 8 
Flashing signals are designed to warn 
drivers to be aware and slow down as 
they enter areas of higher traffic volume. 
 
Project ID 11 
This project has no bearing on Patrick 
Henry Estates and is designed to reduce 
traffic volumes on US 340 by dispersing 
the traffic to other networks.   Further, 
the approved development of 
Breckenridge nearly completes a 
connection between Old Country Club 
Road and Shepherdstown Pike. 

Country Club Road and Wal‐Mart” 
implies a connection through the 
residential section of Patrick Henry 
Way.  
 
Project ID 8 
No change recommended.   
 
Project ID 11 
No change recommended. 

11  Transporta
tion 
recommen
dations 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Table 11 
Page 104 
Pages 
106, 107, 
108, 113, 
and 123 

“Intersection reconfiguration and/or 
signalization at US 340 and Bakerton‐Millville 
Roads.  Address concerns for left‐turn vehicles 
during peak periods.” 
 
“Improvement projects at US 340 and 
Millville/Bakerton Roads intersection were rated 
as the highest priority projects in the corridor 
(per public input received from meetings and 
websites).” 

The safety of the Millville/Bakerton 
and US 340 intersection is a 
concern. 

The Plan identifies several short and long 
term options for improvements to this 
intersection.    

No change recommended.  

12  Motor 
vehicle 
statistics of 
accidents 
within the 
Study area 

Section 
3.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations  
Page 50 

Plan notes the number of fatalities along the 
corridor. 

Provide statistics on all motor 
vehicle accidents within the Study 
area. 

Staff believes the number of 
transportation recommendations for the 
corridor indirectly addresses this request.  
While the statistics are interesting, it is 
not anticipated to change any of the 
transportation needs 

No change recommended. 
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13  Cost of 
transportat
ion 
projects 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Pages 124 
and 125 

“These funding constraints indicate that it may 
not be possible to fund many of the identified 
projects.  These issues have prompted the 
HEPMPO to include a more robust prioritization 
process as part of the LRTP (Long Range 
Transportation Plan) development process.”   
 
“As Jefferson County continues to assess 
regional transportation strategies, other 
potential funding mechanisms will need to be 
evaluated.  These may include public‐private 
partnerships, developer funded projects or land 
donation, or development fees and tolls.” 

Concern regarding how projects will 
be funded 

Staff acknowledges that funding is a real 
concern and not all projects may be 
funded.  However, projects need to be on 
a priority list before they are eligible for 
funding.  This will assist in placing needed 
improvements on inventory list for future 
state and federal funding.  
 
It may be important to remember that 
some roads will be constructed as part of 
future developments.  For example, as 
noted above, there is an approved 
development that provides nearly a 
complete street network connection 
between Old Country Club Rd. and 
Shepherdstown Pike.  

No change recommended. 

14  Cost of 
transportat
ion 
projects 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Pages 124 
and 125 

As Jefferson County continues to assess regional 
transportation strategies, other potential 
funding mechanisms will need to be evaluated.  
These may include public‐private partnerships, 
developer funded projects or land donation, 
and/or development fees and tolls.   

Create a transportation impact fee.  While the plan notes the possibility of a 
transportation improvement levy, the 
Plan does not rely on this as a preferred 
funding source.   State law does permit 
local jurisdictions to establish taxing 
district for transportation improvements.   
   
The MPO has stated the importance of a 
locally created priority list receiving 
consideration as Long Range 
Transportation Plans are updated. 
 
It may be important to remember that 
some roads will be constructed as part of 
future developments.  For example, as 
noted above, there is an approved 
development that provides nearly a 
complete street network connection 

No change recommended. 
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between Old Country Club Rd. and 
Shepherdstown Pike. 

15  Overpasses 
and lights 
on US 340 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Pages 117 
and 113 

Old Country Club Road and US 340 AND 
Millville/Bakerton Road and US 340 are shown 
to have grade separated intersections. 

US 340 should have 
over/underpasses to eliminate lights 
on US 340. 

The plan does outline a few locations 
where under/overpasses could be 
implemented.  However it’s not 
envisioned that all points of access will be 
by an under/overpass due to cost and 
limited right of way. 

No change recommended. 

16  Acceleratio
n lanes 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations  
Pages 111 
and 119 

“Map 20 illustrates the possible extension of 
existing turning lanes between WV 9 and 
Jefferson Terrace Road.” 
 
Regarding the ramp onto Rt. 9 from Flowing 
Springs Road, the Plan notes, “With future 
increase in WV 9 traffic and high speeds along 
this corridor, a merge lane has been 
recommended.”   

Improve acceleration lanes.  Plan details improvements to some 
acceleration and deceleration lanes along 
340, including the locations mentioned to 
the left. 

No change recommended. 

17  340 
Bottleneck 

Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 
Page 102 

“As indicated in the transportation needs 
section, the US 340 river crossings are primary 
bottlenecks just outside the East Gateway 
Corridor study area.  The existing two‐lane 
bridge (Figure 13 shows the Harpers Ferry 
Bridge) is a source for significant congestion that 
affects regional access.  Although very important 
to corridor operations, studies of alternative 
bridge crossings, which require substantial data 
collection efforts and a detailed assessment of 
environmental and construction options, were 
beyond the scope of this land use vision plan.  
West Virginia will be working with Maryland and 
Virginia in conducting future studies to address 
these, and other operational issues along US 

Provide 4 lanes on US 340 where 
there is currently a bottleneck. 

While it has been acknowledged that the 
bottleneck is a real problem, the study 
area starts at the west end of the 
Shenandoah.  The scope of a bridge 
improvement is well beyond the scope of 
this plan.  The problem is well known, but 
the regulatory authority of Jefferson 
County is limited in addressing this 
problem.   
 
Clearly this topic has been outlined in the 
Plan, as the statement to the left details. 

No change recommended.  The 
problem of the bottleneck is 
universally recognized and is being 
addressed by the states of WV, MD 
and VA.  
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340.  Due to the excessive cost and environment 
concerns, such projects, even if planned, may 
not be built for years.” 

25  Traffic 
sensors 

N/A  N/A  Provide sensors in road to detect 
traffic volume for signal change. 

Staff agrees.  Staff suggests a sentence stating, 
“At signalized intersections sensors 
should be installed to allow for 
better flow of traffic depending 
upon traffic volume.” 

18  Crossing 
Signals 

Section 

4.6 Goals 

and 

Objectives 

and 

Section 

5.6 Parks, 

Trails and 

Greenway

s 

“Install pedestrian/bike crossings at 
intersections along US 340.” 

Provide pedestrian walkways at 
stoplights. 

Staff agrees.  Staff suggests a sentence stating, 
“Signalized intersections should be 
upgraded to include pedestrian 
crosswalk s and signals.”  

19  Parks, 
Trails, and 
Greenways 

Section 
4.6 Goals 
and 
Objectives 
and 
Section 
5.6 Parks, 
Trails and 
Greenway
s 

Sections 4.6 and 5.6 details trail connection 
opportunities. 

Provide connections from Harpers 
Ferry to Charles Town with a 
connection to the existing Rt. 9. 

These connections have been identified 
in the plan. 

No recommended change. 

20  Parks, 
Trails, and 
Greenways 

Section 
4.6 Goals 
and 
Objectives 

“It was also noted that roadways should be 
accompanied by adjacent bike lanes to provide 
additional transportation options.  The 
appropriate regional and state transportation 

Trails to be separated from the 
roadway for safety. 

Staff agrees.   Staff suggests adding a sentence 
stating, “Where possible, trails 
should be separated by a green 
median from the road for safety of 
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and 
Section 
5.6 Parks, 
Trails and 
Greenway
s 

planning entities should be made aware of the 
proposed trail plans so that they can be utilized 
as part of the design of future road 
improvements.” 

the users of the trail.” 

21  Parks, 
Trails, and 
Greenways 

Section 
4.6 Goals 
and 
Objectives 
and 
Section 
5.6 Parks, 
Trails and 
Greenway
s 

“Members of the Eastern Panhandle 
Trailblazers, a non‐profit organization dedicated 
to facilitating ‘walking, running, bicycling, and 
wheeling opportunities’ in West Virginia’s 
Eastern Panhandle, attended public meetings for 
the US 340 Corridor Plan and contributed 
comments regarding trails.” 

Note that trails connect to a larger 
regional network. 

While it is implicit in the document, Staff 
suggests a sentence making this 
statement more explicit.  

Staff suggests adding a sentence 
stating, “Local trails in the County 
would assist in creating a regional 
Eastern Panhandle network that 
stretches across multiple counties 
and states.”  

22  Parks, 
Trails and 
Greenways 

Existing 
Condition
s – 
Section 
3.6. 
Goals and 
Objectives 
– Section 
4.6.   
Recomme
ndation – 
Section 
5.6 

N/A  Too much focus on bikes and trails.  There are 7 pages dedicated to Parks, 
Trails, and Greenways in the Plan, 
compared to 61 pages for Transportation.  
 
While there is a dedicated group of 
citizens concerned about parks, trails and 
greenways, the Plan focuses heavily on 
automobile transportation improvements 
and land uses. 

No change recommended. 

23  Parks, 
Trails and 
Greenways 

N/A  N/A    Require that trails, parks and 
greenways be dedication during the 
rezoning process. 

State law does not permit this type of 
request with a rezoning. 
 
The Subdivision Regulations should be 
amended require the dedication of trail 

No change recommended. 
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easements or trail improvements as part 
of a new developments open space 
requirement.  

24  Parks, 
Trails, and 
Greenways 

Section 

4.6 Goals 

and 

Objectives 

and 

Section 

5.6 Parks, 

Trails and 

Greenway

s 

“Provide new connecting trails with all new 
developments.” 

Provide new trails in all new 
developments. 

Request is identified in the document.  No recommended change. 

26  Land Use 
and Zoning  

Section 
5.5 
Page 82 

“The preferred Land Use Scenario was 
developed in an interactive process that 
included multiple public meetings.   
 
“The following Preferred Land Use Scenario was 
developed after significant public participation 
and input resulted in the refinement of 3 
proposed growth scenarios.” 
 
“The Future Land Use Map (Map 17) is an 
attempt to strike a balance by allowing 
additional growth beyond the urban growth 
boundary, while also respecting the area’s rural 
character, environment and history.  The 
scenario combines commercial, housing, rural 
development and employment.” 

The Future Land Use scenario does 
not specify intent, and permits too 
much sprawl. 
 
Development should be clustered at 
intersections.  
 
Plan should preserve rural heritage. 

Land use has been developed in 
participation with public input. 
 
The Future Land Use Map does strike a 
balance between competing interests 
and, to a certain extent, does cluster the 
highest level development at the 
intersections. 

No changes recommended. 

27  Land Use 
and 
Transporta

Section 
4.7 – 
Goals and 

“This study focuses on addressing key 
transportation operation, safety and mobility 
options within the East Gateway Corridor as 

Land use and transportation 
decisions should occur together.  
Additional development should not 

The current language in the document 
addresses this request.   
 

No change recommended. 
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tion  Objectives 
Section 
5.7 
Transport
ation 
Recomme
ndations 

related to future land use growth.” 
 
“Promote a land use pattern that is consistent 
with the capacity of the roadway networks.” 
 
“Ensure that any required improvements to US 
340 and surrounding roads occur concurrent 
with development activity.”  

overburden US 340.  Actual implementation may require 
changes to local ordinances and 
regulations.  

28  Commercia
l 
developme
nt beyond  
Bakerton 
underpass 

Land Use 
Map 
Section 
5.5 
Pg. 83 

Plan acknowledges existing land use north of the 
Bakerton underpass.  No change in existing land 
use is shown or proposed. 

No commercial development 
beyond the Bakerton underpass. 

No commercial land use is proposed 
north of the underpass other than the 
non‐conforming campground and river 
access.  

No change recommended.  

29  Land Use 
and Zoning 
 
     & 
    
Economic 
Opportunit
ies   

Section 
5.2 
Page 77 
 
Section 
5.5 
Page 82 
 

“The preferred Land Use Scenario was 
developed in an interactive process that 
included multiple public meetings.   
 
“The following Preferred Land Use Scenario was 
developed after significant public participation 
and input resulted in the refinement of 3 
proposed growth scenarios.” 
 
“The Future land Use Map (Map 17) is an 
attempt to strike a balance by allowing 
additional growth beyond the urban growth 
boundary, while also respecting the area’s rural 
character, environment and history.  The 
scenario combines commercial, housing, rural 
development and employment.” 
 
“Regarding business development, participants 
identified several types of businesses and 
industries for potential location within the 

Protect corridor from non‐tourist 
businesses by placing non‐tourist 
businesses elsewhere in the County. 
 
 

Land use has been developed in 
participation with public input. 
 
The Future Land Use Map does strike a 
balance between competing interests. 
 
 

No changes recommended. 
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corridor.  These include: 

 Tourism/historical/entertainment” 

 (the list continues to enumerate other 
business opportunities) 

 

30  Land Use 
Study Area 

Section 
1.3 
Page 10 

“There are two boundaries that frame the study 
area.  The first boundary is one mile on either 
side of the corridor.  This is considered the 
primary impact area.  The second boundary, 
defined as the scenic view, is much larger and 
follows the new WV 9 to the south and Job 
Corps Road and Engle Switch Road to the north.”

Study area should not be along the 
Potomac River. 

The Study area was established before 
the first meeting in March 2011.  The 
scenic viewshed area detailed in the Plan, 
essentially recognizes the existing land 
use in the viewshed area.  No proposed 
changes are shown on the Future Land 
Use Map that would change the existing 
conditions where concern has been 
expressed.  Until fall of 2011, concerns 
regarding the study area were not 
presented. 

No change recommended.  

31  340 South  N/A  N/A  Need to study US 340 South.  Within the 2014 Comprehensive Plan, US 
340 south is proposed to have a special 
focus. 

No change recommended. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
Date:  July 10, 2012 
 
To:      Planning and Zoning Staff and Planning Commission 
 
From:  Jennifer Brockman, Director of Planning and Zoning 
 
RE:     Placement of Items on the Planning Commission Meeting Agenda - Policy 
 
 
Approval of the minutes, Citizen’s Communication, and Requests for Postponement shall remain as the 
first three items on every Planning Commission agenda.  Following these items shall be any applicant 
requested item such as, but not limited to: Variance/Waiver requests, Concept Plan Public Workshops, 
Final Plat and Site Plan Public Hearings, and Rezoning requests.  These items shall be placed on the 
agenda in the order in which they were submitted.  Any staff initiated items shall follow such as, but not 
limited to: Discussions or Public Hearings regarding Amendments, Discussions regarding Policies, and 
workflow discussions.  The final items on the agenda are standing items and shall occur in the following 
order: Reports from Legal Counsel and Legal Advice to PC, Director’s Report, County Commission 
Liaison Report, Planning Commission Exchange, President’s Report, Actionable Correspondence, and 
Non-Actionable Correspondence.  Agendas for special called meetings are subject to be shortened with 
the final standing items on the agenda eliminated.   
 



1

Amy Puetz

From: Ed Burns <elburns@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2012 10:43 AM
To: Amy Puetz
Subject: Re: Agenda Policy

Amy, 
As I read your policy it seems that it is a restatement  of the existing way we do things. I was more interested  in 
setting a policy on how headings are ordered on the agenda.  
Things such as hearings that are of a usual matter will be placed first, then hearings that are large in scope will 
be held in the order in which staff has concluded will serve the public interest the best. 
Please pass this on to Jenny for her review. 
Thanks, 
ED 
 

On Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 12:28 PM, Amy Puetz <apuetz2@jeffersoncountywv.org> wrote: 

 

Hi Ed,  

  

Attached is the draft policy regarding placement of items on the agenda as discussed at the last 
meeting.  Let me know if you have any questions or concerns.  I am here the rest of this week but will 
be out all next week.   

  

Thanks, 

TÅç câxàé 

Amy Puetz 

Planning Clerk 

Planning and Zoning Department 

(304) 728-3228 
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Email:  planningdepartment@jeffersoncountywv.org          Phone:     (304) 728‐3228   
Email:  zoning@jeffersoncountywv.org              Fax:     (304) 728‐8126 

Director’s Report 
July 10, 2012 

Planning Commission Meeting 

1) Activity Report (attached)  

2) 4th Quarterly Report (Annual 2011-2012 Fiscal Year Report) – Due to the fact that the 
Departments of Planning and Zoning’s server has been down for the month of June, there 
will be a delay in the production of this report. If it is available at the time of the meeting, it 
will be distributed then. 

3) Powerpoint Presentation from the “Tourism Works for Jefferson County” speaker hosted by 
the Jefferson County CVB on June 28, 2012 (attached)  

4) Recent CC Actions: 

a) Vote to Approve a Policy extending vesting provisions of the Subdivision Regulations 
and/or Zoning Ordinance (Approved, 6/21/12)  -- NOTE: June 26, 2012 special called 
PC meeting) was canceled due to approval of time extension policy  

b) Public Hearing on the landowner-initiated petition to amend the County Zoning Map for 
a 8.98 acre property owned by Gene Capriotti (held June 14, 2012 7 pm) 

5) Upcoming CC Actions: 

a) Vote on the landowner-initiated petition to amend the County Zoning Map for a 8.98 
acre property owned by Gene Capriotti (July 12, 2012) 

b) Request to County Commission to schedule a Public Hearing on Potential Amendments 
to the Zoning Ordinance Text regarding the Creation of New Commercial and Industrial 
Zoning Categories and Related Amendments (July 12, 2012) 

c) Discussion of Proposed Timeline for Comp Plan (after PC’s August 2012 meeting) 

6) Upcoming PC meetings: 

a) August 14, 2012 

 Discussion of Proposed Timeline for Comp Plan  
 Concept Plan for Sheetz Expansion 
 Sidewalk waiver for Briggs Animal Center 

b) September 11, 2012 

 

JEFFERSON COUNTY, West Virginia 
Departments of Planning and Zoning 

116 East Washington Street, 2nd Floor 
Charles Town, WV 25414 

 

 






















