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To:  Annapolis Planning Commission    
 
After reviewing the Annapolis City Dock Master Plan (version dated December 2012), the 
Annapolis Environmental Commission (AEC) wishes to make the following recommendations:  
 
• First, AEC believes the plan offers a positive alternative to the City Dock's current configuration, 

and congratulates the authors for a job well done. It provides a general template to guide repairs, 
replacements and construction over the two decades or so. An endeavor of this size inevitably 
contains conclusions that not everybody agrees with but, all things considered, this one does a 
creditable job in providing a tool to improve the City Dock area for the benefit of residents, 
business owners, and visitors alike. 

• However, AEC is concerned about the lack of green space. There is some increase in green space 
provided by the plan but this does not seem to be a substantial step forward. Trees, as in so many 
architectural treatments, appear to be minor decorations rather than providing for large, healthy 
trees that reach full maturity. Most of the plan is dedicated to impervious surfaces like roads, 
sidewalks, and parking lots. AEC would like to see a lot more vegetation, which would have 
environmental benefits like shading and stormwater capture, and be more attractive to visitors 
and residents.  

• AEC would like to see more attention to the capture and treatment of stormwater, not just that 
originating onsite, but that originating offsite and draining toward the City Dock area. This could 
be captured in many ways, depending on the area’s topography and motivation of local property 
owners: 
o Step gardens and infiltration basins; 
o The use of permeable material when sidewalks and road ways need to be replaced; 
o Phase in a requirement that drive ways have an effective infiltration mechanism immediately 

prior to the street connection point; 
o Encourage the use of rain barrels where appropriate. 

• An important goal is to increase the power of magnets that attract people to downtown and City 
Dock areas, even if at the expense of one mode of transportation, the single car delivering mostly 
one person, parked immediately adjacent to one destination. This is a worthy objective.  The 
balance as it exists now is improperly struck in favor of vehicular throughput for cars transiting 
the City Dock/Downtown areas without stopping, and poorly managed parking for private cars at 
the expense of spaces and events vital enough to attract additional citizens of Annapolis and 
visitors from elsewhere.  Higher priority is needed for people, performance and art spaces, 
congregating and events venues.  Better attention to space needed for pedestrians, for all of their 
uses.  This plan is helpful to the necessary rebalancing. 

• AEC supports the following transportation-related changes:  
o Reconfiguration of the present traffic circle so as to occupy less space;  
o Improved and safer pedestrian flow;  
o Expanded people/events space and new venues for many kinds of group activities that can 

attract additional residents and visitors to the city dock area of Annapolis; 
o Conversion to better use of a some areas now devoted to parking; 
o An improved parking management system so that parking is provided at a number of value 

levels and convenience, gauged to the needs and abilities of City Dock and downtown 
visitors; 

o An improved transportation system for serving a spectrum of needs and capabilities, 
coordinated with the parking resource; 



o Improved information systems including new signage and exploiting emerging technologies 
that are rapidly and widely being adopted, like smart phones and systems announcing where 
and when parking spaces become available. 

• AEC would like the plan to tie into a clear, strong, overarching citywide transportation plan. 
Properly done, a fully integrated transportation system would consist of the present elements, 
and new ones such as more agile public transport, distance-graduated parking that comprises 
valet parking, vehicles like the Circulator with better and expanded routes, a fleet of smaller 
electric vehicle shuttles, the increased usage of bicycles, and better use of information 
technologies.  A regular schedule of small electric shuttles (like those used by eCruisers) would 
be cheaper to operate and maintain than buses, take up less space, create less noise, and not 
pollute the air. AEC would like to see their charging stations powered by wind or solar offsets.  

• Idling buses should not be allowed on City Dock, where visitors will be forced to breathe in their 
fumes. 

• Selected rain gardens and other environmental features should contain educational signs. The 
city should schedule regular demonstrations of best management practices and environmental 
stewardship.  

• Trees should be planted in large plots with ample long-term root space, not small planters, so that 
they live for many decades rather than the street tree average of seven years. The colonial 
squares in Savannah, GA, with their canopies of majestic old trees, are a great example of such 
long-term investment. Permeable sidewalks and terraces can direct water to the root systems and 
protect them from damage.  

• Redevelopment of some of the spaces offers a tantalizing possibility of simultaneously providing 
better amenities and economically productive business locations, a new space for the 
Harbormaster still in view of his water domain, better setbacks from viewsheds, and improved 
pedestrian circulation. 

• It is critical that the city address the flooding aspects as soon as possible. The sea wall and 
improvements to the drainage system should be a high priority.  

• Public venues, performance and art display spaces can increase the number of people who visit 
City Dock and downtown Annapolis, thereby enhancing the overall vitality of the city.  As 
discussed at the public presentation and in the plan, provision of better and larger spaces is only a 
part of the solution.  Also needed is an entity that can effectively manage those spaces and events 
that occur in them.  City Council now deals with a remarkably large number of special events, 
debating pros and cons and approving varying constraints and restrictions.  It is arguable whether 
this is a good use of the time of members of a legislative body, perhaps a more important and 
productive a task being the setting of public policy to guide professionals in their detailed 
management of those public spaces to achieve maximal harmony among competing objectives. 
The importance of these spaces and their management cannot be over-emphasized as crucial to 
the vitality of all the dimensions of life in downtown Annapolis.  That vitality is essential to 
business success, cultural vibrancy, and civic pride.  To the extent that this area succeeds in 
attracting people, then those people will create incremental business activity. 

 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ted Weber 
Chair, Annapolis Environmental Commission 
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE CITY OF ANNAPOLIS MARITIME ADVISORY BOARD 

 
Board Members: 
 

Tarrant H. Lomax, Esq., Chair 
Chris Buchheister, Vice Chair 
Scott H. Allan 
Andrew Fegley 
Richard Franke 
Debbie Gosselin 
Duncan Hood 
Russell Outtrim 
Richard Pettingill 
William H. Woodward, Jr., DDS 
Karen Jennings (Annapolis Conservancy Board) 

 
Abbreviations:   
 

CDAC:  City Dock Advisory Committee   
MP or Plan:  City Dock Master Plan 
V&GP:  Visions and Guiding Principles of the CDAC 

 
General Observations: 
 
The City Dock area is an historic, working maritime part of the City of Annapolis, a 
political and sailing Capital.  It is not a National Park, Disneyworld or even 
Williamsburg.  It includes visiting yachtsmen, businesses serving local residents and 
visitors alike, and a waterfront ambience.  It should not become a tourist pedestrian 
centric location, but rather should equally serve the visitors as well as the community and 
businesses that coexist on a daily basis. 
 
The recommendations for significant reduction of downtown parking will have an 
adverse affect on local residents who visit downtown for lunch, dinner or a quick shop.  
Day long visitors will tolerate peripheral parking but the 1-2 hour visitor will opt for 
more convenient and less time-consuming alternatives.  In addition, the increased time 
for vehicular traffic to clear the intersection adds to both pollution and backups into the 
Eastport community.  The existing circle works just fine. 
 
The view from the water is Annapolis’ “million dollar postcard”.  We should not detract 
from that view with 2-5 story office buildings, and a forest of traffic lights virtually at the 
water’s edge. 
 
The implementation of a “T” intersection instead of the existing circle was unanimously 
rejected.   Traffic control appears to be the mask; the real driving force behind the T 
intersection is the creation of a 4th park (not counting the proposed pedestrian 



promenades) at Market Square.  Without that enlarged “park” there is no need to move 
the existing circle.  And Annapolis does not need 4 parks virtually on top of each other. 
 
Specific Comments: 
 
What the Master Plan got right: 
 
1. Concept of Gradual Improvement:  “Improvements … should be made gradually in 

time so that the City can assess how they are working before making the next 
improvement”:  This acknowledges the risk of change, and supports CDAC’s V&GP.  
Further, that parking should be converted “to public spaces as the parking strategies 
bear fruit. This requires that the change in use and demand of parking be monitored 
so that information is available to make informed decisions. The new smart meter 
technologies that the City will implement in 2013 will allow this.” (MP p 31) 

 
 

2.  Enhanced aesthetics such as outdoor dining, nicer pedestrian walkways, are a 
welcome recommendation, but only as long as long as any loss of parking is 
mitigated by sufficient, convenient, cost-competitive parking. 

 
3. Flood protection:  Get it right and get it done.  This is the first thing which should 

happen.  The solutions (the wall) found in the plan may not be the best or most cost-
effective. Best practices and proven yet high quality technology should be used, 
particularly for sound dampening if a “major pumping station” (MP p 23) is to be 
installed, and cost/benefit analyses must be done. 

 
4. Shade:  More shade is needed. It gets hot in the summer which coincides with the 

time of highest use, but view cones from Main Street and the water should not be 
negatively impacted.  

 
5. Public Art: Enhancing the beauty of the existing space should be supported.  The 

emphasis should be on integrating design into and onto functional improvements at 
every opportunity.  It should not be more heritage story-telling, since Annapolis has 
numerous vehicles for that:  Alex Haley statue and the Leonard Blackshear walk; 
Historic Annapolis Foundation including its Paca House and Gardens; Hammond 
Harwood House; the State House; Annapolis Maritime Museum; private tour 
companies; Banneker Douglas Museum, to name a few.  

 
6. Parking Management Concepts:  The strategies offered are a good starting place. 

The use of the free Circulator is a positive initiative.  Complaints from users indicate 
the operation of the Circulator needs improvement. New technology monitoring 
availability, pricing, and location of open spaces which can be transmitted to users in 
real time is beneficial.  The goal must be:  sufficient, convenient, and cost-
competitive parking.  Also important is the MP’s statement: “A gradual removal of 
parking spaces guided by the Plan is recommended in coordination with downtown 
businesses to address business concerns about the reduction in the number of 



 
7. Management Entity:  CDAC’s concept of an entity that would efficiently manage 

the operations around City Dock is a good one. However if not managed with 
businesses in mind, and in conjunction with the Harbormaster, it should not be 
attempted.  Examples of roles of the entity are:  managing parking; managing events 
such that they are beneficial to and not at the expense of residents and downtown 
businesses and maritime interests; keeping the City Dock clean; managing 
landscaping, seasonal flowers and decorations, and  maintaining the historic seaport 
brand.  But City Dock is also working maritime waterfront, and not just tourist 
attraction.  Attention must be given to the integrated management of  all aspects of a 
downtown working city facility. 

 
8. Zoning Change and getting rid of “conditional special exception use” is also 

positive. (MP p30).  However, any change to the WMC zoning should only occur 
in conjunction with a comprehensive (not expensive) review of all of the 
maritime zones as require in past Comprehensive Plans.  This will ensure that 
the maritime zoning remains effective and is not eliminated piece by piece. 

 
9. Undergrounding utility lines as opportunities allow. (MP p 31).  But the inclusion 

of a forest of traffic lights in place of the circle is counterproductive to the 
beautification sought but undergrounding utilities. 

 
What the Master Plan got wrong:   
 
1.  T Intersection Replacing the existing circle.  Replacing the historical and functional 

existing circle with the traffic-signaled T intersecton.  “Beginning at the approaches 
from all directions, the intersection would become a slow moving environment…to 
calm traffic.” (MP p 13)  In the name of “improving the pedestrian experience”, the 
functionality, aesthetics, and historical context of the existing traffic circle are 
discarded for a three-way intersection which will require a minimum of three traffic 
lights – a sight that has been successfully and intentionally avoided in the area for 
decades.  And, the Master Plan recognizes the key problem with the T concept – “a 
slow moving environment”.   Further, the CDAC voted 7 to 6, with 1 abstention, 
against the T intersection concept. 

 
 This proposal and the point discussed in Paragraph 2 immediately below both 

contribute to what will be a source of gridlock and inability to “get to and through” 
town – a named goal of CDAC’s Vision and  Guiding Principles.  Access will be 
severely reduced, all for the alleged goal of a better environment for pedestrians and a 
4th park at the Market House Square. This flies in the face of the reality that hundreds 
of thousands of pedestrians maneuver through the City Dock area safely every year in 
what has been rated one of the most walkable towns in America. This plan also does 
not account for the 10,000 vehicles per day (data from Annapolis DPW staff) which 



traverse through downtown. Contrary to the MP statement that the Circle cannot 
account for “the conflicting movements of pedestrians and vehicles and the variety of 
offsetting intersection approaches” (p 17), the existing Circle and pattern do so very 
well, and safely, per data provided by Sabra Wang and daily observation. 

 
 Any back-up caused by pedestrians can be ameliorated by improved crosswalks and 

using crossing guards during peak times (a few hours during nice summer weekends).  
The risk of slowing down traffic consequent to traffic signals and narrow roadways is 
to force some number of those who now drive through town, and are an important 
source of those “locals” who use it, to go around, exacerbating traffic on Forest Drive 
and Spa Road, and negatively impacting our businesses.  

 
The MP’s concept to build the signaled T-intersection is a very expensive and risky 
way to “improve the pedestrian environment” by refereeing “the flow of pedestrians 
and vehicles,” which is a problem less than 2 % of the time. Crossing guards can be 
and have been effectively used to provide “green time” to pedestrians during this 
minor amount of time.  Lastly, the concept of refereeing the flow of pedestrians and 
vehicles ignores the simple fact that Compromise to Main or Randall Streets is a 
major means of egress from the Eastport peninsula and even beyond. 

 
2. Traffic rerouting. The proposed lights and narrowed roadways with new signaled 

turns reduce flexibility; reduce use of businesses; impact trash pick-up, deliveries, 
and access in general.  The MP suggests that yet another traffic signal may be needed 
at Compromise and St. Mary’s Streets.  Yet, the need for traffic control at St. Mary’s 
Street is the morning drop off and afternoon pickup at St. Mary’s School.  Those 
vehicles coming down St. Mary’s Street in the morning and afternoon are using 
Compromise and Main or Randall Streets as a means of egress – they are not visiting 
downtown Annapolis.   Again, functional and aesthetically designed crosswalks 
and/or a crossing guard during the few times necessary are a much better solution.  
The statement that “currently Compromise can be a rather high speedway into City 
Dock” (MP p19) is just biased opinion without any empirical data. 

 
 
3. Environmental insensitivity.  MP p 32 admits that the new traffic routing will add 

an average of 30 seconds to the trip of the driver going between USNA and Eastport.  
Multiplied by 10,000 cars per day, that adds 83 hours PER DAY to the time people 
spend idling their vehicles at the T intersection.  On page 16, the Master Plan states 
that the T will reduce traffic delays during peak traffic periods “primarily due to the 
regulated control of auto and pedestrian flows”. (MP p32).  As previously stated, the 
less-than-2% of the time when such delays may occur, auto and pedestrian flows may 
be easily accomplished via crossing guards.  This is a cheaper, more effective, 
environmentally-sound method which also employs people. 

  
4. Pedestrian-friendly:  No need has been demonstrated and this ignores the fact that 

Compromise to Main and Randall are also a major means of egress.  This is the 
commercial and maritime downtown for the City of Annapolis and Anne Arundel 
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5. Parking:  During Phase 1, CDAC came to informal consensus that some parking 

could be removed if there was mitigation.  The City Dock businesses have 
continually expressed the need for more parking.  The amenity of more green or 
pedestrian space closer to Susan Campbell Park, provided emergency vehicle and bus 
drop-off access is maintained, is acceptable - provided sufficient, convenient and 
competitively-priced parking is provided as part of the Plan.  When the MP was 
first shown to CDAC, no parking strategy had been considered.  Although the MP 
introduced the concept of “smart parking” strategies, there is no parking plan 
specifically developed for City Dock.  Before any parking is removed, this must be 
done. 

  
6. Re-development of Dock Street:  View Cone and Scale:  2-3 story buildings along 

Compromise Street and 4-5 story buildings along the North side of Susan Campbell 
Park impacting the view cones from both Main Street and the water are unacceptable 
and unneeded.  Even the Master Plan cautions that it is “imperative that viewshed 
analyses be undertaken… for any new development…” (MP p 11).  And those 
viewsheds should include views both to and from the water. 

 
Conclusion 
 
 City Dock is the commercial and maritime center of a small city, a city which also 

functions as the county seat and the State capital and the home of two colleges; a city 
known already for its waterfront, beauty and walk-ability; a successful city whose 
downtown attracts millions annually by land and sea. It does not belong to city 
residents only; it does not belong to visitors only.  Rather its success depends upon its 
draw upon a larger population of “locals”, maritime visitors, and land visitors.  It 
must continue to function as an authentic working downtown waterfront, 
economically viable and sustainable - not a pedestrian centric theme park at the 
expense of local community use, the loss of maritime visitors,  restricted access and 
restricted egress from the adjoining communities.   
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OFFICIAL CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

 

Friday, March 15, 2013 

 

 

Mayor Joshua Cohen and 

Members of the Annapolis City Council 

City of Annapolis 

160 Duke of Gloucester St. 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

      Re:  City Dock Master Plan, Spring, 2013 

       Transportation Board Endorsement with 

       Recommendations 

 

Dear Mayor Cohen and Members of Council:  

 

 This letter serves to inform the Mayor and City Council members and members of the Planning 

Commission of the official position of the Annapolis Transportation Board concerning the City Dock 

Master Plan proposal as it has been submitted to us for review.  As passed by resolution of the 

Annapolis Transportation Board:  

 

 The Annapolis Transportation Board ENDORSES the City Dock Master Plan, with the 

recommendation that acting on any such plan with changes to the Annapolis City Dock area be 

coupled with a comprehensive parking study to determine the parking needs of local businesses, 

residents, employees, and visitors in and around the City Dock area.  

 

 If you need additional information regarding our position or have questions, please do not 

hesitate to contact me or another member of the Board. 

 

 I remain,  

     Sincerely yours, 

 
     John A. Giannetti Jr. 

     Chairman 

     Annapolis Transportation Board 
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Following are my comments on the City Dock Master 
Plan sent to the Historic Preservation Comission for 
consideration at their deliberations on the plan at their 
February 28th meeting. 
 
PLAN OVERVIEW: 
 
The proposed master plan appears to set forth 
various plans for various areas without actually being 
an "Urban Design" plan for the city dock.  The plan 
focus is on pedestrian and automobile circulation 
patterns, parking and development intensification.  It 
ignores some of the urban design potential suggested 
by the Urban Land Institute's brief study of the dock 
area two years ago.  The proposed master plan does 
not include any urban design studies analyzing the 
city dock area as it presently exists and may evolve. 
 There is no analysis of view sheds, spacial 
relationships, scale of the buildings and, most 
importantly, the relationship between the land and the 
water in an historic setting.  This should be the 
overriding principal of the plan and I do not believe 
this important element  has been addressed. 
 
PEDESTRIAN AND AUTOMOBILE CIRCULATION 
PATTERNS: 
 
The master plan recommends changes to the 
pedestrian and automobile circulation patterns that 
are heavily tipped in favor of pedestrians.  Even 



though this may allow tourists to have more options 
for places to walk and sit, it comes at the price of 
restricting the automobile traffic flow that must 
traverse the area.  The proposed T-Plan intersection 
and the numerous traffic control devices intended to 
improve the pedestrian experience are out of 
character with the existing urban design of our 
baroque city plan.  A more appropriate solution may 
be to make some adjustments to the location of the 
circle and the curb lines that restrict the flow of traffic 
through the area. 
 
PARKING: 
 
The master plan promotes the concept of parking 
management as the way to restrict parking in the city 
dock area and this is good advice.  Resolving this 
Gordian knot will free the area for many urban design 
opportunities that have not yet been explored. 
 
DEVELOPMENT INTENSIFICATION: 
 
The concept of intensifying development opportunities 
in the dock area may be well intentioned, but it does 
not relate to the historic scale of our baroque city plan 
and the existing built environment.  New development 
and redevelopment certainly should be an option, 
provided that it respects the historic view-sheds and 
the height, bulk, scale, proportions, and mass as set 
forth in the Annapolis Historic District Design Manual. 
 



Thank you for the opportunity to testify in this matter.  
I have confidence that the Planning Commission's 
recommendations will provide guidance to the City 
Council when they consider adoption of the City Dock 
Master Plan.  
 
 
Gary Schwerzler 
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Ward	
  One	
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  Association	
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Dear	
  Chairwoman	
  Harris	
  and	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission:	
  
	
  
The	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  members	
  and	
  Board	
  respectfully	
  provide	
  the	
  
following	
  comments	
  and	
  suggestions:	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  some	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  that	
  Ward	
  One	
  feels	
  would	
  be	
  positive	
  changes	
  
to	
  the	
  downtown.	
  	
  	
  However	
  if	
  we	
  lose	
  the	
  historic	
  character	
  of	
  downtown,	
  if	
  we	
  
drive	
  more	
  businesses	
  into	
  failure,	
  by	
  lack	
  of	
  parking	
  or	
  some	
  other	
  unanticipated	
  
consequence,	
  the	
  negative	
  impact	
  will	
  have	
  a	
  direct	
  effect	
  on	
  our	
  home	
  values,	
  
business	
  environment,	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
  life.	
  
	
  
Changes	
  to	
  City	
  Dock,	
  positive	
  or	
  negative,	
  will	
  most	
  certainly	
  affect	
  Ward	
  One	
  more	
  
than	
  any	
  other	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  city.	
  	
  In	
  a	
  broader	
  sense,	
  downtown	
  Annapolis	
  is	
  a	
  
treasure	
  for	
  all	
  residents	
  in	
  all	
  Wards.	
  If	
  we	
  take	
  actions	
  that	
  detract	
  from	
  our	
  
downtown,	
  this	
  will	
  hurt	
  all	
  Annapolitans.	
  The	
  historic	
  seaport	
  is	
  the	
  single-­‐most	
  
valuable	
  asset	
  that	
  differentiates	
  us	
  from	
  the	
  surrounding	
  malls	
  and	
  land-­‐locked	
  
areas.	
  	
  
	
  
Preserve	
  Annapolis’	
  Historic	
  Seaport	
  
	
  

“Annapolis	
  enjoys	
  a	
  national	
  reputation	
  as	
  a	
  desirable	
  place	
  both	
  to	
  live	
  and	
  to	
  
visit,	
  based	
  primarily	
  on	
  its	
  history	
  and	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay.	
  These	
  
same	
  factors	
  are	
  cited	
  as	
  key	
  advantages	
  for	
  downtown	
  businesses	
  as	
  they	
  
compete	
  on	
  both	
  a	
  local	
  and	
  regional	
  basis.”	
  (Orlando	
  Ridout	
  V)	
  

	
  
The	
  proposed	
  master	
  plan	
  contains	
  the	
  greatest	
  threat	
  to	
  the	
  preservation	
  of	
  the	
  
historic	
  downtown	
  that	
  we’ve	
  seen	
  in	
  three	
  decades.	
  Specifically,	
  the	
  Plan	
  
recommends	
  buildings	
  that	
  are	
  from	
  three	
  to	
  five	
  stories	
  in	
  height	
  on	
  City	
  Dock.	
  
Such	
  a	
  drastic	
  change	
  necessarily	
  affects	
  zoning	
  by	
  raising	
  the	
  long-­‐standing	
  height	
  
and	
  bulk	
  restrictions.	
  	
  The	
  original	
  intent	
  to	
  place	
  the	
  height	
  and	
  bulk	
  overlay	
  onto	
  
our	
  downtown	
  area	
  was	
  triggered	
  by	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  Hilton	
  Hotel	
  (now	
  the	
  
Marriott),	
  which	
  dwarfs	
  other	
  City	
  Dock	
  buildings	
  and	
  scars	
  the	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  
from	
  the	
  water.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  wide	
  spread	
  agreement	
  then	
  that	
  the	
  building	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  
positive	
  asset	
  for	
  the	
  District.	
  	
  That	
  is	
  equally	
  true	
  today.	
  Why	
  would	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  
encourage	
  more,	
  over-­‐sized	
  construction?	
  	
  City	
  Hall	
  is	
  already	
  drafting	
  legislation	
  to	
  
allow	
  buildings	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street	
  that	
  rise	
  more	
  than	
  70	
  feet	
  above	
  street	
  level	
  –	
  ten	
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feet	
  taller	
  than	
  the	
  Marriott.	
  	
  	
  The	
  combined	
  mass	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  buildings	
  would	
  be	
  2.3	
  
times	
  the	
  bulk	
  of	
  the	
  Marriott.	
  
	
  
The	
  views	
  of	
  Annapolis	
  and	
  City	
  Dock,	
  from	
  the	
  water	
  and	
  across	
  Ego	
  Alley,	
  are	
  our	
  
City’s	
  multi-­‐million-­‐dollar	
  views.	
  	
  These	
  views	
  are	
  the	
  postcards	
  that	
  attract	
  tourists	
  
and	
  new	
  residents.	
  	
  Visitors	
  come	
  to	
  Annapolis	
  because	
  we	
  are	
  “this	
  captivating	
  city	
  
by	
  the	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay	
  that	
  has	
  changed	
  very	
  little	
  since	
  it	
  was	
  founded	
  over	
  350	
  years	
  
ago”	
  (Marriott	
  Website).	
  	
  They	
  come	
  here	
  because	
  of	
  Annapolis’	
  unique	
  historic	
  
harbor.	
  	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  Baltimore’s	
  Inner	
  Harbor,	
  DC,	
  Alexandria,	
  or	
  National	
  Harbor.	
  	
  	
  
Our	
  city	
  cannot	
  afford	
  to	
  destroy	
  our	
  heritage	
  and	
  our	
  economy	
  with	
  70-­‐foot	
  
buildings	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  also	
  believe	
  the	
  proposed	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  violates	
  the	
  
requirements	
  established	
  in	
  the	
  City’s	
  2009	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan,	
  which	
  says,	
  in	
  
part,	
  “The	
  plan	
  shall	
  deem	
  the	
  public	
  property	
  from	
  the	
  Dock	
  to	
  and	
  including	
  the	
  
Market	
  House	
  to	
  be	
  Civic	
  Space	
  for	
  residents	
  of	
  the	
  city.”	
  (p.35).	
  	
  Instead	
  of	
  creating	
  
civic	
  space	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street,	
  the	
  proposed	
  Plan	
  calls	
  for	
  the	
  conversion	
  of	
  public	
  
property	
  to	
  commercial	
  buildings.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  stated	
  goals	
  of	
  the	
  
Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  as	
  adopted	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  
	
  
We	
  strongly	
  oppose	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  rezoning	
  this	
  area.	
  	
  As	
  it	
  stands,	
  The	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  
would	
  become	
  an	
  amendment	
  to	
  our	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan.	
  	
  Maryland’s	
  Terrapin	
  Run	
  
decision	
  (2008)	
  established	
  that	
  zoning	
  and	
  development	
  must	
  follow	
  the	
  
Comprehensive	
  Plan.	
  	
  If	
  adopted,	
  the	
  change	
  in	
  zoning	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  optional.	
  	
  It	
  
would	
  be	
  permanent.	
  	
  Indeed,	
  City	
  Hall	
  is	
  already	
  drafting	
  the	
  new	
  zoning	
  legislation	
  
to	
  implement	
  it.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  Plan	
  is	
  adopted,	
  the	
  massive	
  buildings	
  will	
  go	
  up	
  and	
  our	
  City	
  
will	
  have	
  to	
  live	
  with	
  the	
  mistake	
  for	
  generations.	
  
	
  
Parking	
  
	
  
Our	
  second	
  concern	
  is	
  the	
  Plan’s	
  elimination	
  of	
  225	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  parking	
  spots	
  
in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area	
  without	
  demonstrating	
  an	
  effective	
  parking	
  plan.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  
needs	
  to	
  be	
  sure	
  it	
  does	
  not	
  kill	
  downtown	
  businesses	
  or	
  drive	
  more	
  visitor	
  parking	
  
into	
  local	
  neighborhoods.	
  	
  Parking	
  is	
  critical	
  to	
  downtown	
  business	
  survival.	
  	
  Main	
  
Street	
  and	
  City	
  Dock	
  shops	
  are	
  in	
  competition	
  with	
  Towne	
  Center,	
  Westfield	
  Mall	
  
and	
  potentially	
  a	
  new	
  shopping	
  area	
  at	
  Crystal	
  Springs.	
  	
  The	
  business	
  community	
  
has	
  reacted	
  loudly	
  to	
  the	
  potential	
  loss	
  of	
  parking	
  for	
  their	
  customers,	
  and	
  their	
  
subsequent	
  loss	
  of	
  business.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  residents	
  share	
  their	
  concern.	
  
	
  
Loading	
  areas	
  are	
  an	
  integral	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area	
  as	
  well.	
  	
  Businesses	
  rely	
  on	
  
loading	
  areas	
  for	
  commerce;	
  residents	
  wait	
  in	
  them	
  for	
  children	
  after	
  school.	
  	
  The	
  
City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  would	
  remove	
  42%	
  of	
  total	
  loading	
  area	
  available	
  now.	
  	
  Of	
  the	
  
remaining	
  space	
  59%	
  would	
  be	
  flex	
  space	
  –	
  only	
  available	
  as	
  loading	
  area	
  from	
  7am	
  
to	
  11am.	
  	
  For	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  day	
  the	
  Plan	
  would	
  cut	
  loading	
  area	
  down	
  to	
  22%	
  of	
  its	
  
current	
  maximum	
  value.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  believes	
  this	
  would	
  seriously	
  hamper	
  
the	
  City	
  Dock	
  economy.	
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Implementation	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  as	
  written	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  catastrophic	
  effect	
  on	
  the	
  
economic	
  heart	
  of	
  our	
  City	
  and	
  cause	
  parking	
  mayhem	
  in	
  our	
  neighborhoods.	
  	
  The	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  strongly	
  supports	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  
comprehensive	
  parking	
  and	
  transportation	
  program	
  for	
  downtown.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  that	
  
it	
  is	
  an	
  essential	
  precondition	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  changes	
  recommended	
  
for	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  must	
  include	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  a	
  
demonstrated,	
  working	
  parking	
  plan	
  to	
  mitigate	
  the	
  parking	
  losses	
  envisioned	
  by	
  
this	
  Plan.	
  
	
  
Save	
  the	
  Circle	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  plan	
  suggests	
  a	
  ‘T’	
  intersection	
  and	
  a	
  larger	
  Market	
  Plaza	
  adjacent	
  to	
  
Market	
  House.	
  The	
  plan	
  also	
  claims	
  an	
  improved	
  flow	
  of	
  pedestrians	
  and	
  traffic	
  
through	
  the	
  area.	
  
	
  
The	
  T	
  intersection	
  necessarily	
  requires	
  stoplights,	
  however.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  
object	
  to	
  the	
  introduction	
  of	
  stoplights	
  and	
  the	
  associated	
  pedestrian	
  signals	
  
anywhere	
  within	
  the	
  viewshed	
  of	
  Annapolis’	
  City	
  Dock.	
  	
  As	
  we	
  discussed	
  above,	
  the	
  
views	
  of	
  Annapolis	
  are	
  our	
  historic	
  and	
  commercial	
  treasure.	
  	
  The	
  plan,	
  even	
  with	
  
underground	
  utilities	
  and	
  pivoting	
  Fawcett’s,	
  clutters	
  the	
  view.	
  Adding	
  stoplights	
  
and	
  pedestrian	
  signals	
  will	
  require	
  six	
  to	
  eight	
  stoplights	
  along	
  Randall	
  Street.	
  	
  	
  
People	
  do	
  not	
  visit	
  Annapolis	
  for	
  its	
  stoplights.	
  
	
  
We	
  believe	
  the	
  traffic	
  studies	
  of	
  the	
  ‘T”	
  intersection	
  are	
  flawed.	
  	
  Memorial	
  Circle	
  
becomes	
  congested	
  for	
  several	
  reasons:	
  traffic	
  backs	
  up	
  on	
  Main	
  St.,	
  Randall	
  St.	
  at	
  
the	
  light,	
  traffic	
  stops	
  on	
  Compromise	
  St.	
  because	
  the	
  Spa	
  Creek	
  bridge	
  is	
  up;	
  drivers	
  
stop	
  at	
  Dock	
  St.	
  look	
  for	
  parking;	
  and	
  pedestrians	
  cross	
  where	
  ever	
  they	
  want	
  to.	
  	
  	
  
The	
  traffic	
  studies	
  applied	
  to	
  Memorial	
  Circle	
  and	
  the	
  “T”	
  only	
  considered	
  the	
  effect	
  
of	
  the	
  designs	
  on	
  interactions	
  between	
  pedestrians	
  and	
  vehicles	
  within	
  the	
  Randall	
  
Street	
  intersections	
  –	
  they	
  did	
  not	
  consider	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  external	
  congestion.	
  	
  The	
  
traffic	
  studies	
  were	
  superficial	
  and	
  do	
  not,	
  in	
  fact,	
  provide	
  realistic	
  solutions	
  to	
  our	
  
traffic	
  problems.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  traffic	
  circle	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  prominent	
  feature	
  of	
  that	
  space	
  since	
  1885.	
  	
  We	
  are	
  
especially	
  reluctant	
  to	
  discard	
  a	
  historic	
  element	
  of	
  our	
  landscape	
  because	
  a	
  new	
  
configuration	
  “might”	
  be	
  better.	
  	
  The	
  circle	
  was	
  dedicated	
  as	
  a	
  memorial	
  in	
  memory	
  
and	
  honor	
  of	
  area	
  military	
  veterans	
  in	
  1977.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
For	
  all	
  these	
  reasons	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  oppose	
  adopting	
  the	
  ‘T	
  ‘	
  intersection	
  as	
  
part	
  of	
  the	
  Master	
  Plan	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  Rather	
  we	
  should	
  concentrate	
  our	
  efforts	
  on	
  
removing	
  or	
  relocating	
  structural	
  obstacles	
  within	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza.	
  
	
  
Enhancements	
  
	
  
	
  There	
  are	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  that	
  will	
  help	
  residents	
  and	
  visitors	
  to	
  
enjoy	
  our	
  city.	
  We	
  support	
  the	
  widening	
  of	
  sidewalks;	
  pivoting	
  of	
  the	
  old	
  Fawcett’s	
  



Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  

4	
  

building	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  Main	
  St.	
  view	
  cone;	
  enhanced	
  waterfront	
  promenade;	
  additional	
  
crosswalks;	
  and	
  parks	
  at	
  the	
  Donner	
  Lot	
  and	
  Newman	
  Street.	
  	
  All	
  of	
  these	
  
enhancements	
  will	
  serve	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area	
  more	
  attractive	
  to	
  residents,	
  
visitors,	
  and	
  business	
  customers.	
  	
  A	
  low	
  seawall,	
  sensitively	
  implemented,	
  can	
  
protect	
  our	
  low-­‐lying	
  properties	
  without	
  harming	
  the	
  beautiful	
  Historic	
  Seaport	
  
brand.	
  	
  	
  And	
  the	
  bike	
  lane	
  on	
  Compromise	
  Street	
  is	
  sorely	
  needed	
  for	
  the	
  safety	
  of	
  
our	
  bikers.	
  
	
  
In	
  short	
  form,	
  our	
  positions	
  are	
  these:	
  	
  (Detailed	
  analysis	
  follows.)	
  
	
  
Support:	
  

• Gradual	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  plan	
  enhancements	
  
• Widening	
  sidewalks	
  
• Creating	
  a	
  grand	
  Promenade	
  
• Pivot	
  Fawcett’s	
  and	
  to	
  restore	
  historic	
  viewshed	
  
• Convert	
  Donner	
  surface	
  lot	
  to	
  a	
  park	
  
• Create	
  a	
  park	
  at	
  the	
  bottom	
  of	
  Newman	
  (but	
  not	
  into	
  water)	
  
• Add	
  crosswalks	
  to	
  Compromise	
  Street	
  
• Create	
  a	
  Bike	
  Lane	
  on	
  Compromise	
  Street	
  	
  
• Create	
  a	
  protective	
  Seawall	
  –	
  but	
  lower	
  and	
  more	
  narrow	
  
• Enlarge	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza	
  to	
  make	
  it	
  a	
  more	
  effective	
  gathering	
  space	
  
• Bring	
  back	
  the	
  former	
  crosswalk	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  Market	
  House	
  
	
  

	
  
Oppose:	
  

• Oppose	
  large,	
  3-­‐5	
  story	
  buildings	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street	
  
• Oppose	
  removal	
  of	
  parking	
  without	
  a	
  proven	
  and	
  tested	
  parking	
  plan	
  

Oppose	
  unbroken,	
  straight	
  lines	
  of	
  sidewalk	
  and	
  seawall	
  along	
  Dock	
  St	
  
extending	
  from	
  Randall	
  all	
  the	
  way	
  out	
  to	
  Susan	
  Campbell	
  Park	
  

• Oppose	
  grassy	
  areas	
  around	
  City	
  Dock	
  
• Oppose	
  stoplights	
  
• Oppose	
  T	
  Intersection	
  
• Omission	
  of	
  crosswalk	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  Market	
  House	
  
• Oppose	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  management	
  entity	
  with	
  over-­‐reaching	
  powers	
  
• Oppose	
  selling	
  city	
  property	
  
• Oppose	
  the	
  City	
  taking	
  ownership	
  interest	
  in	
  Boat	
  Shows	
  
• Elimination	
  of	
  special	
  exceptions	
  in	
  any	
  of	
  what’s	
  current	
  C2	
  zone	
  

	
  
Community	
  Consensus	
  
	
  
In	
  2011	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  unanimously	
  adopted	
  its	
  “Visions	
  and	
  
Guiding	
  Principles”	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  plan;	
  however,	
  the	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  was	
  
deeply	
  divided	
  over	
  certain	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  late	
  Gilbert	
  
Renaut	
  wrote:	
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“I	
  have	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  respect	
  for	
  citizen	
  volunteer	
  committees,	
  so	
  long	
  as	
  they	
  are	
  
fairly	
  put	
  together,	
  and	
  I	
  am	
  always	
  reluctant	
  to	
  second-­‐guess	
  them.	
  	
  There	
  
were	
  several	
  people	
  on	
  this	
  committee	
  I	
  have	
  nothing	
  but	
  respect	
  for.	
  	
  However,	
  
where	
  I	
  think	
  the	
  process	
  may	
  have	
  gone	
  wrong	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  consultants	
  put	
  
together	
  a	
  plan	
  without	
  getting	
  consensus	
  or	
  even	
  a	
  majority	
  vote	
  on	
  most	
  of	
  
the	
  recommendations.”	
  

	
  
As	
  submitted,	
  the	
  Plan	
  does	
  not	
  represent	
  a	
  community	
  consensus	
  of	
  a	
  path	
  
forward.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  that	
  did	
  receive	
  support	
  and	
  elements	
  that	
  
are	
  intensely	
  controversial.	
  	
  The	
  Planning	
  Commission’s	
  challenge	
  is	
  to	
  tease	
  these	
  
elements	
  apart	
  and	
  forward	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  a	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  that	
  our	
  whole	
  
community	
  can	
  embrace.	
  
	
  
We	
  suggest	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  smaller,	
  focused	
  sections	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  considered	
  individually,	
  
while	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  larger	
  plan.	
  	
  By	
  getting	
  agreement	
  on	
  individual	
  segments	
  
of	
  the	
  plan,	
  we	
  believe	
  we	
  can	
  make	
  progress	
  on	
  those	
  areas	
  where	
  there	
  is	
  general	
  
agreement,	
  and	
  by	
  refining	
  those	
  areas	
  that	
  need	
  more	
  discussion	
  and	
  evaluation	
  of	
  
alternatives.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Sincerely,	
  

	
  
Joe	
  Budge	
  
President,	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  
president@wardone.org	
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Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  Analysis	
  of	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  following	
  comments	
  appear	
  in	
  the	
  order	
  of	
  the	
  pages	
  in	
  the	
  proposed	
  plan:	
  
	
  
p.	
  2:	
  “We	
  embrace	
  the	
  outcome	
  of	
  our	
  efforts	
  yet	
  we	
  note	
  that	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  unanimous…”	
  	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  2011	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  unanimously	
  adopted	
  its	
  “Visions	
  and	
  
Guiding	
  Principles”	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  plan.	
  	
  However	
  the	
  Committee	
  was	
  deeply	
  
divided	
  over	
  certain	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  final	
  plan.	
  	
  As	
  submitted,	
  the	
  Plan	
  does	
  not	
  
represent	
  a	
  community	
  consensus	
  of	
  a	
  path	
  forward.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  
that	
  did	
  receive	
  widespread	
  support.	
  	
  The	
  Planning	
  Commission’s	
  challenge	
  is	
  to	
  
tease	
  these	
  elements	
  apart	
  and	
  forward	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  a	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  that	
  our	
  
whole	
  community	
  can	
  embrace.	
  
	
  
p.	
  8:	
  “Gradual	
  Improvement	
  with	
  Emphasis	
  on	
  Historic	
  Layout,	
  Scale,	
  Vistas”	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  opening	
  phrase	
  of	
  Vision	
  1	
  (“Improvements	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  gradually…”)	
  was	
  a	
  
temporal	
  statement,	
  not	
  an	
  architectural	
  one.	
  	
  The	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  committee	
  was	
  that	
  
we	
  don’t	
  do	
  everything	
  in	
  the	
  plan	
  all	
  at	
  once,	
  we	
  ease	
  our	
  way	
  into	
  it.	
  Only	
  the	
  last	
  
sentence	
  on	
  the	
  page	
  (“Improvements	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  above	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  gradually	
  in	
  
time	
  so	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  can	
  assess	
  how	
  they	
  are	
  working	
  before	
  making	
  the	
  next	
  
improvement.”)	
  has	
  any	
  relation	
  to	
  the	
  heading.	
  	
  	
  The	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  page	
  
talks	
  about	
  how	
  the	
  Dock	
  Street	
  sidewalk	
  gradually	
  gets	
  wider	
  as	
  you	
  walk	
  along	
  it.	
  	
  
The	
  sidewalk	
  should	
  be	
  addressed	
  under	
  its	
  own	
  heading	
  elsewhere.	
  	
  This	
  page	
  
needs	
  to	
  lay	
  down	
  the	
  marker	
  that	
  the	
  Master	
  Plan	
  is	
  a	
  20-­‐year	
  vision;	
  that	
  different	
  
parts	
  will	
  be	
  implemented	
  at	
  different	
  times;	
  and	
  that	
  as	
  we	
  implement	
  portions	
  we	
  
need	
  to	
  test	
  them	
  for	
  effectiveness	
  and	
  course-­‐correct	
  as	
  necessary.	
  	
  A	
  central	
  
element	
  of	
  this	
  concept	
  is	
  sequencing:	
  	
  for	
  example	
  one	
  must	
  reposition	
  the	
  old	
  
Fawcett’s	
  building	
  before	
  building	
  seawall	
  in	
  that	
  area	
  and	
  one	
  must	
  identify	
  a	
  home	
  
for	
  the	
  Harbormaster	
  before	
  blowing	
  up	
  his	
  building.	
  	
  The	
  plan	
  should	
  explicitly	
  
address	
  what	
  sequencing	
  is	
  envisioned.	
  
	
  
p.	
  8:	
  Dock	
  Street	
  Sidewalk	
  	
  
	
  
“Widening	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  while	
  holding	
  its	
  new	
  edge	
  parallel	
  to	
  the	
  bulkhead	
  rather	
  
than	
  to	
  the	
  buildings	
  has	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  creating	
  an	
  increasingly	
  wider	
  pedestrian	
  zone	
  
along	
  the	
  building	
  frontage	
  as	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  extends	
  eastward	
  to	
  Craig	
  Street.”	
  	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  agrees	
  that	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  out	
  past	
  Storm	
  Bros.	
  should	
  be	
  wide	
  
enough	
  to	
  accommodate	
  pedestrians,	
  café	
  tables,	
  and	
  small	
  shade	
  trees.	
  	
  We	
  
disagree,	
  however,	
  with	
  “holding	
  the	
  new	
  edge	
  parallel	
  to	
  the	
  bulkhead.”	
  	
  This	
  
creates	
  a	
  hard,	
  straight	
  line	
  that	
  looks	
  like	
  it	
  belongs	
  in	
  a	
  mall.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  out	
  of	
  character	
  
with	
  its	
  surroundings.	
  	
  The	
  facades	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area	
  reflect	
  the	
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early	
  shoreline.1	
  	
  Their	
  irregularity	
  imparts	
  a	
  unique	
  character	
  that	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  what	
  
Annapolis	
  is	
  all	
  about.	
  	
  Rather	
  than	
  ignoring	
  that	
  character	
  we	
  should	
  emphasize	
  it.	
  	
  
We	
  believe	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  should	
  follow	
  the	
  building	
  frontage,	
  growing	
  wider	
  by	
  
replacing	
  the	
  parallel	
  parking	
  spots	
  in	
  that	
  area	
  with	
  sidewalk.	
  
	
  
p.	
  10	
  &	
  11:	
  Viewshed	
  and	
  Old	
  Fawcett’s	
  Building	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  plan’s	
  vision	
  to	
  restore	
  the	
  historic	
  viewshed	
  
from	
  the	
  bottom	
  of	
  Main	
  Street	
  by	
  repositioning	
  the	
  old	
  Fawcett’s	
  building.	
  
	
  
p.	
  11:	
  Scale	
  and	
  New	
  Buildings	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  hastens	
  to	
  add,	
  however,	
  that	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  viewshed	
  is	
  
important.	
  	
  The	
  views	
  of	
  Annapolis	
  and	
  City	
  Dock,	
  from	
  the	
  water	
  and	
  across	
  Ego	
  
Alley,	
  are	
  our	
  City’s	
  multi-­‐million-­‐dollar	
  views.	
  	
  These	
  views	
  are	
  the	
  postcards	
  that	
  
attract	
  tourists	
  and	
  new	
  residents.	
  	
  Visitors	
  come	
  to	
  Annapolis	
  because	
  we	
  are	
  “this	
  
captivating	
  city	
  by	
  the	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay	
  that	
  has	
  changed	
  very	
  little	
  since	
  it	
  was	
  
founded	
  over	
  350	
  years	
  ago”	
  (Marriott	
  Website).	
  	
  They	
  come	
  here	
  because	
  of	
  
Annapolis’	
  unique	
  historic	
  harbor.	
  	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  Baltimore’s	
  Inner	
  Harbor,	
  DC	
  
,Alexandria	
  ,	
  or	
  National	
  Harbor.	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  views	
  of	
  Historic	
  Annapolis	
  are	
  an	
  integral	
  
part	
  of	
  the	
  City’s	
  “Beautiful	
  Historic	
  Seaport”	
  brand.	
  	
  We	
  must	
  protect	
  our	
  brand,	
  not	
  
compromise	
  it.	
  
	
  
The	
  importance	
  of	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  Historic	
  Annapolis	
  is	
  already	
  recognized	
  by	
  City	
  Law	
  
(“21.62.060:	
  Scenic,	
  historical,	
  archaeological	
  and	
  landmark	
  sites	
  and	
  features	
  that	
  
are	
  located	
  on	
  or	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  shall	
  be	
  preserved	
  and	
  
protected	
  to	
  the	
  maximum	
  extent	
  as	
  practicable	
  through	
  site	
  design,	
  building	
  location,	
  
and	
  parking	
  layout.	
  	
  Special	
  consideration	
  shall	
  be	
  given	
  to	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  projects	
  on	
  
views	
  of	
  the	
  Annapolis	
  historic	
  district	
  from	
  the	
  following	
  points:	
  1.	
  From	
  Eastport	
  and	
  
the	
  City	
  dock;	
  …”).	
  	
  The	
  suggestion	
  of	
  large	
  buildings	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street	
  is	
  contrary	
  to	
  
law.	
  
	
  
These	
  proposed	
  large	
  buildings	
  would	
  dwarf	
  any	
  structures	
  presently	
  around	
  City	
  
Dock	
  with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  the	
  Halsey	
  Field	
  House.	
  	
  Planning	
  &	
  Zoning	
  testified	
  to	
  
the	
  Historic	
  Preservation	
  Commission	
  they	
  are	
  preparing	
  legislation	
  which	
  would	
  
permit	
  these	
  buildings	
  to	
  rise	
  up	
  seventy	
  one	
  feet	
  above	
  street	
  level.	
  	
  That	
  is	
  ten	
  feet	
  
taller	
  than	
  the	
  sixty-­‐one	
  foot	
  Marriott	
  Hotel	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  side	
  of	
  Ego	
  Alley.	
  	
  To	
  
determine	
  bulk	
  we	
  measured	
  the	
  Marriott	
  and	
  the	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  on	
  Google	
  
Maps	
  and	
  multiplied	
  by	
  height2.	
  	
  In	
  aggregate	
  the	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  would	
  have	
  2.3	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  See:	
  “The	
  Shorelines	
  of	
  Annapolis	
  Market	
  Slip”	
  on	
  Planning	
  &	
  Zoning’s	
  City	
  Dock	
  
website:	
  
http://www.ci.annapolis.md.us/Government/Departments/PlZon/CDAC/Images/Shoreli
nes%20of%20Annapolis%20Market%20Slip%20v2.pdf	
  
2	
  The	
  footprint	
  of	
  the	
  Marriott	
  tower	
  is	
  222’	
  x	
  72’.	
  Times	
  61’	
  high	
  =	
  975,024	
  cubic	
  feet.	
  	
  
The	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  have	
  a	
  combined	
  frontage	
  on	
  Dock	
  St.	
  of	
  305’.	
  	
  (This	
  includes	
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times	
  the	
  bulk	
  of	
  the	
  Marriott.	
  	
  Imagine	
  two	
  and	
  a	
  third	
  Marriott’s	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street,	
  
while	
  remembering	
  that	
  building	
  itself	
  was	
  the	
  impetus	
  for	
  the	
  City’s	
  existing	
  height	
  
and	
  bulk	
  laws.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  are	
  acutely	
  aware	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  
would	
  amend	
  the	
  City’s	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan.	
  When	
  that	
  occurs,	
  then	
  according	
  to	
  
the	
  Terrapin	
  Run	
  case	
  decided	
  by	
  the	
  MD	
  Court	
  of	
  Appeals,	
  the	
  zoning	
  in	
  any	
  areas	
  
identified	
  in	
  the	
  plan	
  would	
  have	
  to	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan.	
  	
  As	
  
mentioned	
  above,	
  Planning	
  &	
  Zoning	
  is	
  already	
  preparing	
  legislation	
  to	
  change	
  the	
  
zoning,	
  height,	
  and	
  bulk	
  regulations.	
  	
  Once	
  started,	
  this	
  process	
  cannot	
  be	
  stopped	
  –	
  
and	
  it	
  will	
  be	
  permanent.	
  	
  If	
  our	
  community	
  makes	
  a	
  mistake	
  on	
  the	
  Circle	
  vs.	
  Tee	
  
decision,	
  we	
  can	
  move	
  the	
  curbs	
  around	
  and	
  fix	
  it.	
  	
  But	
  once	
  70-­‐foot	
  buildings	
  are	
  
constructed	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  there	
  for	
  generations.	
  
	
  
Accordingly,	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  strongly	
  objects	
  to	
  rezoning	
  which	
  would	
  allow	
  
the	
  introduction	
  of	
  three	
  to	
  five	
  story	
  buildings	
  on	
  any	
  portion	
  of	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  	
  The	
  
buildings	
  would	
  be	
  completely	
  out	
  of	
  scale	
  and	
  mass	
  with	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  City	
  Dock.	
  We	
  
should	
  not	
  repeat	
  the	
  mistakes	
  of	
  the	
  past	
  and	
  allow	
  Ego	
  Alley	
  to	
  be	
  framed	
  on	
  both	
  
sides	
  by	
  buildings	
  that	
  damage	
  the	
  viewshed,	
  are	
  out	
  of	
  scale,	
  and	
  detract	
  from	
  our	
  
historic	
  City.	
  	
  Introduction	
  of	
  these	
  tall	
  buildings	
  on	
  City	
  Dock	
  would	
  damage	
  
Annapolis’s	
  brand,	
  lessen	
  tourism,	
  and	
  thereby	
  damage	
  our	
  entire	
  City’s	
  economy.	
  
	
  
Further,	
  as	
  described	
  earlier,	
  the	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  façades	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  buildings	
  
describe	
  the	
  historic	
  shoreline	
  and	
  give	
  the	
  area	
  character.	
  	
  One	
  characteristic	
  of	
  the	
  
Dock	
  Street	
  layout	
  is	
  that	
  as	
  one	
  proceeds	
  out	
  the	
  street	
  the	
  space	
  opens	
  up,	
  
becoming	
  wider	
  and	
  wider,	
  until	
  finally,	
  one	
  comes	
  to	
  the	
  water’s	
  edge.	
  	
  Expanding	
  
the	
  footprint	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  would	
  cramp	
  this	
  sense	
  of	
  expansion	
  and	
  bury	
  the	
  
lines	
  of	
  the	
  old	
  shoreline.	
  	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  also	
  believe	
  the	
  proposed	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  violates	
  the	
  
requirements	
  established	
  in	
  the	
  City’s	
  2009	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan,	
  which	
  says,	
  in	
  
part,	
  “The	
  plan	
  shall	
  deem	
  the	
  public	
  property	
  from	
  the	
  Dock	
  to	
  and	
  including	
  the	
  
Market	
  House	
  to	
  be	
  Civic	
  Space	
  for	
  residents	
  of	
  the	
  city.”	
  (p.35)	
  	
  Instead	
  of	
  creating	
  
civic	
  space	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street,	
  the	
  proposed	
  Plan	
  calls	
  for	
  the	
  conversion	
  of	
  public	
  
property	
  to	
  commercial	
  buildings.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  stated	
  goals	
  of	
  the	
  
Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  as	
  adopted	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  removing	
  the	
  Dockmaster	
  building	
  provided	
  that	
  an	
  
alternate	
  location	
  is	
  available	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  Dockmaster	
  and	
  our	
  waterborne	
  guests	
  
the	
  equivalent	
  functionality.	
  	
  The	
  Dockmaster	
  building	
  provides	
  a	
  visual	
  wall	
  and	
  
intrudes	
  on	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  of	
  outer	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  However,	
  the	
  visual	
  wall	
  now	
  
serves	
  to	
  camouflage	
  parked	
  cars,	
  and	
  since	
  the	
  proposed	
  plan	
  also	
  calls	
  for	
  cars	
  to	
  
park	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Susan	
  Campbell	
  Park,	
  the	
  City	
  must	
  seriously	
  consider	
  
whether	
  it’s	
  removal	
  would	
  be	
  an	
  improvement	
  of	
  the	
  view.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
the	
  Guzzi	
  Building	
  and	
  excludes	
  Craig	
  Street.)	
  	
  The	
  block	
  is	
  105’	
  deep	
  times	
  71’	
  high	
  =	
  
2,273,775	
  cubic	
  feet.	
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p.	
  12:	
  Parks	
  and	
  Open	
  Spaces	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  conversion	
  of	
  the	
  Donner	
  Parking	
  Lot	
  into	
  public	
  
park	
  space	
  provided	
  that	
  mitigation	
  is	
  available	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  parking	
  spaces	
  lost.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  conversion	
  of	
  Newman	
  Street	
  between	
  
Compromise	
  and	
  Ego	
  Alley	
  into	
  a	
  public	
  park.	
  	
  However	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  believe	
  the	
  park	
  
should	
  descend	
  into	
  the	
  water	
  because	
  the	
  water	
  quality	
  is	
  so	
  bad.	
  We	
  believe	
  this	
  
could	
  serve	
  as	
  an	
  “attractive	
  nuisance”	
  and	
  expose	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  liability.	
  	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  opposes	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  grassy	
  area	
  on	
  Susan	
  Campbell	
  Park.	
  	
  
The	
  area	
  would	
  attract	
  dog	
  walkers,	
  as	
  the	
  goose	
  park	
  now	
  does,	
  and	
  become	
  
unsanitary.	
  	
  Its	
  close	
  proximity	
  to	
  the	
  shoreline	
  would	
  promote	
  rapid	
  stormwater	
  
runoff	
  of	
  fertilizers	
  and	
  pesticides	
  into	
  the	
  bay.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  “Public/Private	
  Spaces”	
  recommended	
  by	
  the	
  
Plan.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  sidewalk	
  seating	
  for	
  our	
  restaurants	
  has	
  enhanced	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  
our	
  downtown.	
  
	
  
p.	
  13:	
  Market	
  Square	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  proposed	
  Market	
  Square	
  area	
  we	
  believe	
  the	
  City	
  should	
  remove	
  the	
  
structures	
  that	
  render	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza	
  ineffective	
  as	
  a	
  Plaza	
  –	
  the	
  walls	
  and	
  
memorials.	
  	
  Relocate	
  the	
  signage	
  for	
  the	
  Kunta	
  Kinte	
  Memorial	
  closer	
  to	
  the	
  Alex	
  
Haley	
  statue.	
  	
  We	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  City	
  make	
  the	
  area	
  into	
  an	
  effective	
  and	
  attractive	
  
plaza	
  before	
  we	
  put	
  significant	
  effort	
  into	
  making	
  it	
  a	
  bigger	
  one.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  widening	
  of	
  sidewalks	
  in	
  Market	
  Space	
  by	
  
conversion	
  of	
  diagonal	
  parking	
  to	
  parallel	
  parking.	
  	
  This,	
  too,	
  can	
  improve	
  the	
  
effectiveness	
  of	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza.	
  
	
  
p.	
  14:	
  Promenade	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  promenade	
  along	
  the	
  water	
  proposed	
  in	
  the	
  Plan.	
  	
  
However,	
  in	
  outer	
  Dock	
  Street	
  we	
  believe	
  the	
  back	
  of	
  the	
  Promenade	
  (and	
  the	
  
seawall)	
  should	
  jog	
  towards	
  the	
  water,	
  following	
  the	
  line	
  of	
  the	
  bulkhead.	
  	
  The	
  Plan	
  
should	
  not	
  create	
  a	
  straight-­‐line	
  element	
  that	
  extends	
  all	
  the	
  way	
  from	
  Randall	
  St.	
  
out	
  to	
  Susan	
  Campbell	
  Park.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  Annapolis’s	
  waterfront,	
  not	
  someplace	
  else’s,	
  
and	
  the	
  irregularities	
  give	
  it	
  character.	
  	
  A	
  straight-­‐line	
  element	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  
length	
  is	
  out	
  of	
  scale	
  in	
  Annapolis.	
  
	
  
p.	
  16:	
  Circle	
  vs.	
  Tee	
  Intersection	
  
	
  
As	
  mentioned	
  in	
  the	
  Plan,	
  the	
  Citizen’s	
  Committee	
  was	
  divided	
  over	
  the	
  replacement	
  
of	
  Memorial	
  Circle	
  with	
  a	
  Tee	
  intersection.	
  	
  The	
  Plan	
  “features	
  a	
  T	
  intersection	
  …	
  
while	
  recognizing	
  that	
  more	
  community	
  discussion	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  devoted	
  to	
  this	
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question.”	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  couldn’t	
  agree	
  more	
  that	
  more	
  community	
  
discussion	
  is	
  needed.	
  	
  While	
  the	
  Tee	
  intersection	
  has	
  certain	
  benefits,	
  it	
  is	
  
problematic	
  in	
  areas	
  as	
  well.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  strongly	
  opposes	
  the	
  introduction	
  of	
  traffic	
  signals	
  on	
  Randall	
  
Street	
  –	
  both	
  at	
  the	
  foot	
  of	
  Main	
  and	
  the	
  intersection	
  of	
  Dock	
  and	
  Randall.	
  	
  The	
  Tee	
  
intersection	
  would	
  require	
  six	
  to	
  eight	
  traffic	
  lights	
  and	
  poles	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  poles	
  for	
  
pedestrian	
  control	
  signals.	
  	
  The	
  signals	
  would	
  add	
  prominent	
  visual	
  clutter	
  to	
  
Annapolis’s	
  most	
  precious	
  viewscape.	
  	
  Who	
  wants	
  to	
  look	
  at	
  Annapolis	
  and	
  see	
  
stoplights?	
  	
  We	
  think	
  this	
  would	
  be	
  ill	
  advised	
  and	
  runs	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  plan	
  to	
  
restore	
  the	
  historic	
  viewshed.	
  
	
  
Second,	
  we	
  believe	
  the	
  traffic	
  simulations	
  used	
  to	
  study	
  the	
  Circle	
  vs.	
  Tee	
  question	
  
were	
  flawed	
  in	
  that	
  they	
  excluded	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  traffic	
  congestion	
  outside	
  the	
  City	
  
Dock	
  study	
  area.	
  	
  Any	
  resident	
  will	
  tell	
  you	
  that	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  key	
  contributors	
  to	
  
congestion	
  at	
  Memorial	
  Circle	
  is	
  traffic	
  backing	
  up	
  on	
  Main	
  Street	
  and	
  into	
  the	
  Circle.	
  	
  
The	
  Tee	
  vs.	
  Circle	
  traffic	
  simulations	
  omitted	
  this	
  important	
  factor.	
  	
  Hence	
  the	
  claim	
  
that	
  the	
  Tee	
  improves	
  the	
  flow	
  of	
  traffic	
  and	
  pedestrians	
  through	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  invalid.	
  	
  
Additional	
  simulations	
  would	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  determine	
  what	
  is	
  valid.	
  
	
  
Third,	
  we	
  are	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  abandonment	
  of	
  the	
  Circle	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  
a	
  traffic	
  circle	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  prominent	
  feature	
  of	
  that	
  space	
  since	
  1885.	
  	
  Considering	
  
the	
  time,	
  effort	
  and	
  monetary	
  investment	
  each	
  property	
  owner	
  in	
  the	
  historic	
  
district	
  has	
  devoted	
  to	
  preserving	
  the	
  historic	
  elements	
  of	
  our	
  downtown,	
  we	
  
especially	
  reluctant	
  to	
  discard	
  a	
  historic	
  element	
  of	
  our	
  landscape	
  because	
  a	
  new	
  
configuration	
  “might”	
  be	
  better.	
  
	
  
Finally,	
  the	
  circle	
  was	
  dedicated	
  as	
  a	
  memorial	
  in	
  memory	
  and	
  honor	
  of	
  area	
  
military	
  veterans	
  in	
  1977.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  objects	
  to	
  simply	
  removing	
  the	
  
memorial	
  without	
  a	
  plan	
  to	
  replace	
  it.	
  
	
  
For	
  all	
  these	
  reasons	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  strongly	
  opposes	
  adopting	
  the	
  Tee	
  
intersection	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Master	
  Plan	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  Rather	
  we	
  should	
  concentrate	
  
our	
  efforts	
  on	
  removing	
  or	
  relocating	
  structural	
  obstacles	
  within	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza	
  to	
  
make	
  that	
  area	
  more	
  effective	
  for	
  congregation	
  than	
  it	
  is	
  now.	
  	
  
	
  
p.	
  18	
  Pedestrian-­‐ization	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  supports	
  the	
  improved	
  “pedestrian-­‐ization”	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  
area	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  third	
  element	
  of	
  the	
  Advisory	
  Committee’s	
  vision	
  
was	
  a	
  “…high	
  quality	
  pedestrian-­‐oriented	
  and	
  walkable	
  public	
  open	
  space…”.	
  	
  Many	
  
elements	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  support	
  this	
  vision.	
  
	
  
In	
  particular	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  supports	
  the	
  crosswalks	
  introduced	
  across	
  
Compromise	
  Street	
  at	
  Newman	
  and	
  St.	
  Mary’s	
  Streets	
  and	
  across	
  Dock	
  Street	
  at	
  
Craig	
  Street.	
  	
  (We	
  have	
  our	
  doubts	
  about	
  the	
  value	
  of	
  the	
  crosswalks	
  spanning	
  Dock	
  
Street	
  in	
  the	
  middle	
  of	
  both	
  blocks,	
  however.)	
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Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  call	
  on	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  bring	
  back	
  the	
  crosswalk	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  the	
  
Market	
  House	
  and	
  reconnect	
  Market	
  House	
  with	
  the	
  water.	
  
	
  
p.	
  19:	
  Bike	
  Lane	
  on	
  Compromise	
  Street	
  
	
  
If	
  there’s	
  only	
  room	
  for	
  one	
  bike	
  lane	
  it	
  should	
  be	
  on	
  the	
  Southbound	
  (single	
  lane)	
  
side	
  of	
  the	
  street.	
  	
  Cars	
  can	
  swerve	
  around	
  bikes	
  on	
  the	
  two-­‐lane	
  side	
  but	
  there	
  isn’t	
  
room	
  to	
  do	
  so	
  on	
  the	
  one-­‐lane	
  side.	
  	
  	
  We	
  would	
  prefer	
  to	
  give	
  up	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  
sidewalk	
  to	
  support	
  bike	
  lanes	
  going	
  in	
  both	
  directions.	
  
	
  
p.	
  20	
  Parking	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  plan	
  calls	
  for	
  the	
  replacement	
  of	
  parking	
  space	
  with	
  buildings,	
  
seawall,	
  and	
  pedestrian	
  space.	
  	
  As	
  a	
  result	
  225	
  automobile	
  parking	
  spaces,	
  both	
  
public	
  and	
  private,	
  will	
  be	
  lost.	
  	
  The	
  Plan	
  also	
  removes	
  365	
  linear	
  feet	
  of	
  commercial	
  
loading	
  area.	
  	
  (See	
  Appendix.)	
  This	
  is	
  not	
  surprising	
  –	
  since	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  
parking	
  now,	
  one	
  can’t	
  change	
  much	
  of	
  anything	
  at	
  City	
  Dock	
  without	
  having	
  an	
  
effect	
  on	
  parking.	
  	
  The	
  business	
  community	
  has	
  reacted	
  loudly	
  to	
  the	
  potential	
  loss	
  
of	
  parking	
  for	
  their	
  customers,	
  and	
  their	
  subsequent	
  loss	
  of	
  business.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  
residents	
  share	
  their	
  concern	
  for	
  we	
  believe	
  that	
  a	
  vibrant	
  business	
  community	
  is	
  
vital	
  to	
  the	
  downtown.	
  	
  Further,	
  we	
  know	
  where	
  those	
  cars	
  are	
  going	
  to	
  go	
  looking	
  
for	
  parking	
  spaces	
  –	
  into	
  our	
  residential	
  areas	
  that	
  already	
  have	
  inadequate	
  parking.	
  	
  
Implementation	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  as	
  written	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  catastrophic	
  effect	
  on	
  the	
  
economic	
  heart	
  of	
  our	
  City.	
  
	
  
Loading	
  areas	
  are	
  an	
  integral	
  part	
  of	
  commerce	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area.	
  	
  Without	
  the	
  
ability	
  to	
  bring	
  in	
  truckloads	
  of	
  product,	
  retailers	
  and	
  restaurants	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  could	
  
not	
  survive.	
  	
  Residents	
  use	
  the	
  loading	
  areas	
  as	
  well,	
  waiting	
  for	
  their	
  children	
  in	
  the	
  
afternoons	
  when	
  school	
  lets	
  out.	
  	
  The	
  official	
  loading	
  areas	
  (on	
  Prince	
  George	
  and	
  in	
  
Market	
  Space)	
  are	
  demonstrably	
  inadequate:	
  one	
  need	
  not	
  spend	
  much	
  time	
  at	
  City	
  
Dock	
  to	
  see	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  creative	
  ad	
  hoc	
  solutions	
  by	
  truck	
  and	
  bus	
  drivers.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  
Dock	
  Plan	
  would	
  remove	
  365	
  linear	
  feet	
  of	
  ad	
  hoc	
  loading	
  area	
  –	
  42%	
  of	
  total	
  
loading	
  area	
  available	
  now.	
  	
  Of	
  the	
  remaining	
  space	
  59%	
  would	
  be	
  flex	
  space	
  –	
  only	
  
available	
  as	
  loading	
  area	
  from	
  7am	
  to	
  11am.	
  	
  For	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  day	
  the	
  Plan	
  would	
  cut	
  
loading	
  area	
  down	
  to	
  22%	
  of	
  its	
  current	
  value.	
  	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  believes	
  this	
  
would	
  seriously	
  hamper	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  economy.	
  
	
  
In	
  its	
  Visions	
  and	
  Guiding	
  Principles,	
  the	
  Advisory	
  Committee	
  recommended:	
  	
  
	
  

“Develop	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  parking	
  program	
  for	
  downtown.	
  Such	
  a	
  program	
  
would	
  ameliorate	
  losses	
  in	
  parking	
  by	
  including	
  better	
  wayfinding	
  signage	
  and	
  
smart	
  technologies	
  (such	
  as	
  flexible	
  pricing	
  for	
  parking),	
  a	
  greater	
  mix	
  of	
  
transportation	
  modes	
  (bikes,	
  shuttles,	
  water	
  taxis,	
  and	
  public	
  transit),	
  an	
  
emphasis	
  on	
  expanding	
  off-­‐street	
  capacity	
  and	
  maximizing	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  garages,	
  
and	
  “cheap	
  and	
  experimental”	
  ways	
  to	
  study	
  and	
  implement	
  innovative	
  parking	
  
ideas.	
  A	
  parking	
  program	
  would	
  also	
  be	
  coordinated	
  with	
  local	
  businesses	
  to	
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provide	
  support	
  to	
  them	
  and	
  take	
  into	
  account	
  the	
  seasonality	
  of	
  uses	
  and	
  
parking	
  needs	
  and	
  to	
  further	
  study	
  a	
  host	
  of	
  additional	
  parking	
  options.”	
  (p.	
  23)	
  

	
  
Instead	
  of	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  program,	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  presents	
  a	
  simplistic	
  
outline	
  –	
  one	
  paragraph	
  –	
  of	
  seven	
  steps	
  the	
  City	
  might	
  take	
  to	
  address	
  automobile	
  
parking	
  and	
  presents	
  it	
  as	
  “The	
  Parking	
  Plan”.	
  	
  The	
  Plan	
  does	
  not	
  address	
  
commercial	
  loading	
  areas	
  at	
  all.	
  	
  In	
  no	
  way	
  is	
  this	
  paragraph	
  a	
  plan	
  for	
  parking	
  
management.	
  	
  Neither	
  the	
  Transportation	
  Department	
  nor	
  anyone	
  else	
  has	
  
developed	
  a	
  plan	
  for	
  managing	
  parking	
  in	
  City	
  Dock	
  or	
  elsewhere	
  in	
  downtown.	
  	
  
Because	
  of	
  this	
  the	
  proposals	
  outlined	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  lack	
  credibility.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association	
  strongly	
  supports	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  
comprehensive	
  parking	
  program	
  for	
  downtown.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  an	
  essential	
  
precondition	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  most	
  changes	
  recommended	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  
Dock	
  area.	
  	
  Not	
  only	
  must	
  the	
  City	
  develop	
  a	
  plan,	
  it	
  must	
  implement	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  
demonstrate	
  that	
  it	
  can	
  manage	
  parking	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  our	
  businesses	
  and	
  
residents	
  before	
  it	
  will	
  have	
  the	
  credibility	
  to	
  remove	
  225	
  parking	
  spaces	
  and	
  forty	
  
percent	
  of	
  the	
  loading	
  zones.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  must	
  include	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  a	
  
demonstrated,	
  working	
  parking	
  plan	
  to	
  mitigate	
  the	
  parking	
  losses	
  envisioned	
  by	
  
this	
  Plan.	
  
	
  
p.	
  23,	
  Flood	
  Control	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  back-­‐flow	
  preventers	
  and	
  eventual	
  pumping	
  
station	
  to	
  prevent	
  ordinary	
  tidal	
  and	
  storm	
  flooding	
  of	
  City	
  Dock.	
  	
  Such	
  “nuisance”	
  
flooding	
  occurs	
  several	
  times	
  a	
  year.	
  	
  Future	
  projects	
  to	
  overhaul	
  bulkheads,	
  
seawalls,	
  and	
  street	
  ends	
  should	
  include	
  mitigation	
  of	
  nuisance	
  flooding.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  supports	
  the	
  long-­‐term	
  idea	
  of	
  a	
  partial	
  seawall,	
  disguised	
  as	
  
planter	
  and	
  benches,	
  and	
  other	
  flood	
  control	
  measures	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  plan.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  
critically	
  important	
  to	
  both	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  experience	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  viewsheds	
  of	
  
Annapolis	
  that	
  the	
  wall	
  be	
  low.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  it	
  should	
  be	
  restricted	
  to	
  a	
  maximum	
  of	
  
three	
  feet	
  above	
  grade	
  and	
  that	
  other,	
  deployable	
  means	
  be	
  explored	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  
flood	
  plain	
  from	
  higher	
  water.	
  
	
  
The	
  plan	
  should	
  be	
  amended	
  to	
  make	
  Annapolis’s	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  seawall	
  explicitly	
  
contingent	
  on	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  Naval	
  Academy’s	
  commitment	
  to	
  build	
  a	
  connecting	
  
seawall	
  or	
  equivalent	
  structure	
  on	
  their	
  property.	
  	
  If	
  our	
  seawall	
  is	
  open	
  at	
  one	
  end	
  
flooding	
  will	
  simply	
  go	
  around	
  it.	
  
	
  
The	
  graphics	
  on	
  pp.	
  14	
  and	
  15	
  shows	
  the	
  seawall	
  as	
  ten	
  feet	
  wide.	
  	
  Barring	
  an	
  
unstated	
  engineering	
  reason	
  we	
  think	
  this	
  is	
  excessive.	
  	
  Its	
  mass	
  would	
  become	
  a	
  
dominant	
  feature	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  landscape.	
  	
  Half	
  that	
  width	
  should	
  be	
  sufficient.	
  
	
  
The	
  Master	
  Plan	
  fails	
  to	
  address	
  storm	
  water	
  retention	
  other	
  than	
  to	
  mention	
  in	
  
passing	
  that	
  the	
  concept	
  exists	
  (p.24).	
  	
  Stormwater	
  retention	
  is	
  a	
  critical	
  element	
  for	
  
improving	
  the	
  safety	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay	
  water.	
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p.	
  25:	
  Public	
  Art	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  public	
  art	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  environment.	
  
	
  
p.	
  28:	
  Management	
  Entity	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  endorses	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  a	
  small	
  management	
  entity	
  to	
  look	
  
after	
  and	
  promote	
  downtown	
  and	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area.	
  	
  While	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  a	
  
Business	
  Improvement	
  District	
  may	
  have	
  merit,	
  it	
  requires	
  approval	
  from	
  a	
  
supermajority	
  of	
  properties	
  in	
  the	
  area.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  unlikely	
  so	
  we	
  suggest	
  the	
  City	
  have	
  
realistic	
  expectations	
  and	
  find	
  funding	
  from	
  other	
  sources.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  objects	
  to	
  the	
  management	
  entity	
  having	
  any	
  interest	
  in	
  the	
  
sale	
  of	
  City	
  Property.	
  	
  None	
  of	
  City	
  Dock	
  is	
  for	
  sale.	
  	
  Were	
  anything	
  to	
  come	
  up	
  for	
  
sale,	
  the	
  discussion	
  of	
  that	
  and	
  the	
  disposition	
  of	
  funds	
  should	
  be	
  reserved	
  to	
  the	
  
City	
  Council.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  objects	
  to	
  the	
  suggestion	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  take	
  an	
  ownership	
  
interest	
  in	
  the	
  Boat	
  Shows.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  has	
  no	
  business	
  inserting	
  itself	
  into	
  a	
  private	
  
enterprise.	
  	
  Further,	
  the	
  Boat	
  Shows	
  actually	
  work	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  our	
  City.	
  	
  We	
  
cannot	
  afford	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  City	
  run	
  the	
  Boat	
  Shows	
  the	
  way	
  they’ve	
  run	
  Market	
  
House.	
  
	
  
p.	
  30:	
  Land	
  Use	
  
	
  
Graphic:	
  The	
  graphic	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  buildings	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  block	
  of	
  Dock	
  Street	
  just	
  
below	
  Randall	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  south	
  side	
  of	
  Prince	
  George,	
  are	
  in	
  the	
  C1A	
  zone.	
  	
  The	
  
existing	
  zoning	
  map	
  on	
  the	
  P&Z	
  website	
  shows	
  the	
  entire	
  first	
  block	
  of	
  Dock	
  Street	
  
as	
  C2.	
  	
  The	
  Citizen’s	
  Committee	
  did	
  not	
  discuss	
  rezoning	
  this	
  block	
  at	
  all.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  
this	
  is	
  the	
  graphical	
  equivalent	
  of	
  a	
  typo	
  that	
  must	
  be	
  fixed	
  before	
  the	
  Plan	
  becomes	
  
adopted	
  as	
  policy.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  objects	
  to	
  the	
  recommendation	
  that	
  all	
  permitted	
  uses	
  in	
  the	
  
“Development	
  Areas”	
  should	
  be	
  “by	
  right”	
  uses	
  not	
  subject	
  to	
  special	
  exception.	
  	
  We	
  
believe	
  that	
  where	
  a	
  use	
  mirrors	
  an	
  identical	
  use	
  in	
  the	
  adjacent	
  C2	
  zone,	
  the	
  
allowed	
  use	
  should	
  be	
  identical.	
  	
  To	
  do	
  otherwise	
  will	
  set	
  up	
  inequities	
  between	
  one	
  
set	
  of	
  properties	
  and	
  others	
  nearby	
  –	
  some	
  sharing	
  common	
  property	
  lines.	
  	
  We’ll	
  
never	
  hear	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  it.	
  
	
  
Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  objects	
  to	
  the	
  call	
  to	
  remove	
  the	
  billboard	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  	
  
Whether	
  one	
  likes	
  it	
  or	
  not,	
  the	
  billboard	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  what	
  gives	
  Annapolis	
  its	
  
character	
  as	
  an	
  authentic	
  town	
  and	
  makes	
  this	
  a	
  real	
  City,	
  not	
  Disneyland.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  
Plan	
  is	
  successful	
  in	
  reinvigorating	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area,	
  the	
  billboard	
  will	
  fall	
  to	
  new	
  
development	
  in	
  due	
  course.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  doesn’t	
  need	
  to	
  pick	
  this	
  fight.	
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Appendix	
  A:	
  Automobile	
  Parking	
  Spaces	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  study	
  area	
  (Dock	
  St	
  around	
  to	
  Newman	
  St)	
  there	
  are	
  345	
  existing	
  automobile	
  
parking	
  spaces:	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
(Source:	
  City	
  of	
  Annapolis)	
  
	
  

Outer	
  Dock	
  St	
   130	
  
Inner	
  Dock	
  St	
   68	
  
Market	
  Space	
   41	
  
Memorial	
  Circle	
   16	
  
Donner	
  Lot	
   24	
  
City's	
  Newman	
  St.	
  Lot	
  (a.k.a.	
  "Fleet	
  Lot")	
   28	
  
Fawcett's	
  (provided	
  by	
  owner)	
   38	
  
	
   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  
Total	
   345	
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In	
  the	
  Proposed	
  City	
  Dock	
  Plan	
  there	
  are	
  120	
  spaces:	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
(Source:	
  Annapolis	
  City	
  Dock	
  Master	
  Plan,	
  p.20)	
  
	
  

Outer	
  Dock	
  St	
   54	
  
Inner	
  Dock	
  St	
   35	
  
Market	
  Space	
   18	
  
Tee	
  Intersection	
   13	
  
	
   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  
Total	
   120	
  

	
  
	
  
345-­‐120	
  =	
  225	
  Automobile	
  parking	
  spaces	
  removed	
  (65%)	
  
	
  
The	
  Plan	
  shows	
  27	
  spaces	
  on	
  lower	
  Main	
  St.	
  	
  We’ve	
  omitted	
  those	
  from	
  our	
  
calculation	
  as	
  Main	
  St.	
  isn't	
  part	
  of	
  City	
  Dock	
  and	
  doesn't	
  appear	
  to	
  change	
  from	
  the	
  
present.	
  	
  We	
  counted	
  25	
  cars	
  parked	
  in	
  that	
  block	
  of	
  Main	
  on	
  Google	
  Maps,	
  with	
  the	
  
view	
  of	
  several	
  spaces	
  obscured	
  by	
  trees.	
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Appendix	
  B:	
  Loading	
  Areas	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  two	
  official	
  loading	
  zones	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  study	
  area:	
  Thirty	
  feet	
  of	
  curb	
  
on	
  Prince	
  George	
  behind	
  the	
  Phillip’s	
  building	
  and	
  the	
  entire	
  curb	
  of	
  Market	
  Space	
  
which	
  lies	
  alongside	
  Market	
  House	
  and	
  Hopkins	
  Plaza.	
  	
  The	
  Market	
  Space	
  loading	
  
zone	
  if	
  “Flex	
  space”	
  –	
  it	
  is	
  only	
  a	
  Loading	
  Zone	
  from	
  7am	
  to	
  11am.	
  	
  The	
  rest	
  of	
  the	
  
day	
  the	
  space	
  is	
  devoted	
  to	
  automobile	
  parking.	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  other	
  areas	
  around	
  City	
  Dock	
  that	
  are	
  consistently	
  used	
  as	
  ad	
  hoc	
  loading	
  
zones.	
  	
  Busses	
  line	
  the	
  edges	
  of	
  Susan	
  Campbell	
  Park	
  waiting	
  for	
  their	
  passengers	
  to	
  
return	
  from	
  the	
  harbor	
  tour.	
  	
  Trucks	
  park	
  alongside	
  the	
  traffic	
  islands	
  in	
  Memorial	
  
Circle	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  painted	
  traffic	
  island	
  in	
  Inner	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  	
  These	
  ad	
  hoc	
  loading	
  
areas	
  are	
  in	
  daily	
  use	
  and	
  are	
  an	
  accepted	
  part	
  of	
  commerce	
  at	
  City	
  Dock.	
  
	
  

	
  
(Source:	
  Ward	
  One	
  Residents	
  Association)	
  
	
  
For	
  this	
  analysis	
  we	
  assume	
  the	
  “official”	
  loading	
  zones	
  remain	
  intact	
  –	
  both	
  flex	
  and	
  
permanent.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  plan	
  doesn’t	
  substantially	
  change	
  their	
  locations.	
  	
  The	
  
plan	
  has	
  a	
  large	
  effect	
  on	
  ad	
  hoc	
  loading	
  areas,	
  however.	
  	
  We	
  identified	
  and	
  
measured	
  these	
  spaces.	
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Current	
  Loading	
  Areas:	
  
	
  

	
   Linear	
  
Feet	
  

Permanent	
  Loading	
  Zones	
   	
  
Prince	
  George	
  St	
  (behind	
  Phillip’s)	
   30	
  
	
   	
  
Flex	
  Loading	
  Zone	
  (7-­‐11am	
  only)	
   	
  
Market	
  Space	
  behind	
  MH	
  &	
  Plaza	
   260	
  
	
   	
  
Ad	
  Hoc	
  Loading	
  Zones	
   	
  
Outer	
  Dock	
  St	
  (busses	
  –	
  along	
  SC	
  Park)	
   205	
  
Inner	
  Dock	
  Street	
   80	
  
Beside	
  Market	
  House	
   65	
  
Memorial	
  Circle	
   165	
  
	
   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  
Total	
   805	
  

	
  
Proposed	
  Loading	
  Areas:	
  	
  
	
  

	
   Linear	
  
Feet	
  

Permanent	
  Loading	
  Zones	
   	
  
Prince	
  George	
  St	
  (behind	
  Phillip’s)	
   30	
  
	
   	
  
Flex	
  Loading	
  Zone	
  (7-­‐11am	
  only)	
   	
  
Market	
  Space	
  behind	
  MH	
  &	
  Plaza	
   260	
  
	
   	
  
Ad	
  Hoc	
  Loading	
  Zones	
   	
  
Outer	
  Dock	
  St	
  (busses	
  –	
  along	
  SC	
  Park)	
   150	
  
Inner	
  Dock	
  Street	
  
	
  	
  	
  (street	
  too	
  narrow)	
  

0	
  

Beside	
  Market	
  House	
  
	
  	
  	
  (converted	
  to	
  traffic	
  lane)	
  

0	
  

Tee	
  Intersection	
   0	
  
	
   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  
Total	
   440	
  

	
  
	
  
805-­‐440	
  =	
  365	
  Linear	
  feet	
  of	
  loading	
  area	
  removed	
  (42%).	
  	
  Of	
  the	
  remaining	
  loading	
  
area	
  59%	
  would	
  only	
  be	
  effective	
  from	
  7am	
  to	
  11am.	
  
	
  
	
  



From:  "Godley, Gene" <Gene.Godley@bgllp.com> 
To: Biba Frank <FJB@annapolis.gov>, Randy Adams <randall.w.adams@verizon.net>, Bierman Scott 
<sabierman@gmail.com>, "Lawrence W. Littig" <llittig@comcast.net>, Willie Sampson <sampson50@comcast.net> 
CC: Nash Sally <SNash@annapolis.gov> 
Date:  3/12/2013 5:57 PM 
Subject:  Fwd: Port Wardens comments on Master Plan 
 
Fellow Port Wardens: 
 
In our rush at the last meeting, I failed to ask for any comments on the Master Plan which we had mentioned earlier (copies on the city 
web site) and I am enclosing a communication from Sally Nash asking if we have any input.  My only concern is what implications 
there will be if the Harbormaster's office is moved off the Dock (revenue collection, nautical patrolling, etc)' but if you have any 
comments, feel free to send them to Sally or Frank. 
Gene 
 
Sent from my I-Pad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 

 



From:  Ellen Moyer <ellenmoyer@yahoo.com> 
To: Sally Nash <SNash@annapolis.gov> 
Date:  3/5/2013 3:44 PM 
Subject:  Fwd: Thoughts on the dock plan 
 
>  
> Begin forwarded message: 
>  
>> From: Ellen Moyer <eomoyer@gmail.com> 
>> Date: February 16, 2013 2:03:39 PM EST 
>> To: Tom Fridrich <tfridrich@mdhallarts.org> 
>> Subject: Thoughts on the dock plan 
>>  
>> The AIPPC is pleased to be recognized for a lead role In shaping the art on city dock. We concur with the report assertions on the 
value of art in nurturing uniqueness of place and in interpretation of culture. That is what we are have pursued since our beginning  
that can be seen in the outdoor art throughout the city.  
>>  
>> It is therefore surprising that the plan ignores the fact that out-door art, history panels, music and theatre productions currently 
enliven the space around city dock.  
>>  
>> In its design the Dock Plan eliminates the existing stage area outfitted for sound where the USNA Band performs in the summer. It 
eliminates the historic signs and the outdoor art it claims to propose. 
>>  
>> The plan also calls for the creation of a private entity to manage the use of the dock area. A permitting process was in place within 
city government. Privatizing this function will not eliminate the clammer of some merchants opposed to festivals, vendors, 
performances or anything at all on the dock. It is also not clear how the AIPPC would interface with the private management council 
permit process for enhancing the performing arts. To reduce confusion management of the dock area use should remain with city staff  
>>  
>> Additionally City Code provides for 1/10 of 1% of the operating budget be designated for AIPPC. It is a revolving fund open to 
contributions from Foundations, businesses and individuals. The management of revenues for the arts is best kept under city financial 
security. The plan speculates on ways to fund the management authority and ignores how to utilize tools currently available. 
Legislation requiring developers to include a % of their budget to arts is common in many cities and could be pursued in Annapolis. 
>>  
>> Street furniture, paving surfaces, trees and flowers express the look and feel of places. AIPPC, as the manager of public art 
throughout the City, could be engaged in an advisory role in the streetscape design process 
>>  
>> Annapolis is blessed with a number of street-end and vest pocket parks. All of them offer opportunities for art-in-the-park 
programs. We are now recognised as one of the nations top 25 small towns for the arts. Annapolis has the  
>> Promise to be number one. But organizing design competition or soliciting creative ideas and programs is useless without revenue 
to follow the dream. The cities commitment to AIPPC funding is essential to meeting the expectation of the Dock Plan. 
>>  
>> For now supporting the performing arts  
>> That has been a part of the dock venue should continue. Aippc can play a bigger role working with City event staff in enhancing 
additional performing arts as lunch time music in market space or puppet shows. While art is free to the public, professional artists are 
not ,nor should they be ,free. To meet the recommendations of the plan for art and for AIPPC to meet its challenge it is essential for 
the city to clarify its commitment to public art legislatively and financially. 
>>  
>> Ellen Moyer 
>>  
>> Sent from my iPhone 



> >  
> > >>> Ellen Moyer <ellenmoyer@yahoo.com> 2/19/2013 11:07 AM >>> 
> > The concepts in the plan will probably be adopted. They are not  new.  However the devil is in the details and though the authors 
claim they are not giving details there are indeed some and a number of inconsistencies.  
> > For instance the plan recommends 5 story buildings along dock street which would canyonise Prince George St. Hardly sensitive 
to the historic buildings on that street. Five story height limits detract from the human scale architecture that  
> > Makes this city so liveable.  
> >  
> > The plan talks about the vitality that music and vendors and art and history signage would bring to the dock. It ignores the fact that 
this happens now to the controversy of some dock merchants who would eliminate all such activity.  The plan design eliminates the 
stage that  now accommodates USNA concerts.  It removes the history signs and artwork. But calls upon the theatre community to 
begin now to perform at the dock. It asks for a new private entity to manage the dock events and to be funded with Boat show revenue, 
a big revenue hit on the city. it asks that the aippc manage the city artscape. Too many  bureaucratic hooks in this plan. The 
controversy over use of the dock space will not disappear. For clear coordination and public policy the city should stay in control of 
managing the dock.  
> >  
> > Removing the trees from the dock when summertime temps exceed 100 is  not wise. Providing a grassy plot for  visitors to 
sunbathe on serves little purpose and despite the current popularity of the green word it is not an environmental influence. Clay 
underlays most of the dock area.  
> >  
> > The so called open parking area is in fact a parking area. Why disguise it by describing it as a flexible area. It is designed for 
parking.  
> >  
> > Valet parking was in place for 4 years at the city lot at Fawcetts.  It proved its value. Discontinued in 2010 it should be 
reintroduced.  
> >  
> > ( this is only a partial  comment. I have to leave for a meeting and will continue comments later) 
> >  
> > Ellen Moyer 
> > 443-370-1785 
> > Ellenmoyer@yahoo.com 
> >  
> > Sent from my iPhone 
 
> Part 2  
>  
> Newman street end currently floods and is unsightly. It needs to become parklike however to consider it a substitute for the 
playground across compromise street is nonsense. Newman st Park, existing, is far larger than space at the harbor could accommodate 
with a relocated Faucetts Building. A green promenade along lower Newman would frame a new building and accommodate walkers 
with places to sit, play chess or eat. Even a history sign on the street name and past use as an oyster house and other businesses could 
be included. The promenade should extend east on compromise St. To the Spa Creek Bridge with an Improved streets cape and 
upgrade of the small public space in front of the Fleet Reserve.  
> Compromise Street is a gateway into the core of the city and has been ignored entirely in the Dock Plan. It should be the focus of 
connecting from Eastport picking up the harbor trail at Newman. The notion of a waterfront promenade across the Fleet and Marriott 
and AYC property is a longways down the road if ever but the pleasant walkability along Compromise Street is doable and an 
alternate substitute.  
>  
> Market Plaza. 
> Well,  circles are a part of the city's historical pattern. I personally fail to see the esthetic benefit of multiple traffic lights in the heart 
of the dock area.  
> Annapolis is not an urban large metropolitan area. It doesn't need to look like any city USA.  Caution should be applied to adopting 
wholesale the elimination of the existing circle. Walkers are resourceful and can be directed with the use of pavement design and the 
help of actual people crossing guards. The market house plaza can be extended into market square ( too bad the area wasn't bricked 
when it was recently asphalted)  
> Eliminating parking from the west side of market house while retaining and increasing handicapped and hybrid auto parking along 
the hard beans side would test the impact of reduced parking space on business. Valet parking and Ez shuttle could be stationed here 
too. An enlarged plaza into market space only could accommodate lunch time music  And provide a space for pedestrian festive 
gatherings with rotating vendors for flowers, cool summertime drinks, and art work.  
>  
> Wider sidewalks have been recommended in the past but narrowed in response to public controversy opposing outdoor cafes.  Now 
that outdoor cafes are accepted the sidewalks need to be extended along the business side of Dock Street and Trees added to provide 
shade from the summer heat. The promenade around dock street is too severe, too straight again reminiscent of more urban settings. 
Instead of extending the buildings keep the rambling pattern. Eliminate the middle parking aisle but provide angular parking in the 
space considered for building extension.  
>  
> Perhaps the harbor master could become apart of the new sailing hall of fame. That would help with the funding of this important 
visitor destination. If not, it should just stay where it is. We are a maritime center. The visibility of the Harbor Master Visitor Center is 
an important landmark to Americas Sailing Capital and should not be obscure.  
>  
> In order of priority the infrastructure needs of sea level rise and a failing bulkhead at the end of ego alley for which funds were once 



available as phase 2 of the dock bulkhead repair heads the list. However, other improvements can begin now:  
>  
> With two city parking lots on Compromise street book ending the Faucett building the city is  the controlling negotiator for revising 
the area from the Donner lot through and including Newman street. A design team should be engaged for specific plans before any 
change in zoning takes place. Design should be budgeted in this fiscal year.  
>  
> Comprise Streetscape is doable now as is valet parking and Aippc management of art venues in the dock area. This just needs 
administration directive.  
>  
> (whatever happened to bike rental downtown and weekend crossing guards)  
>  
> Market House Plaza design phase one into market space, and sidewalk extension along dock street north should be budgeted in this 
years budget 
>  
> Dock space and existing parking ( excluding the center aisle) and the circle should be left alone for now as well as the promenade 
along the ego alley side. These spaces are controversial and far more expensive and should be pushed into the future with far more 
thought.  
> The  seawall may be part of the infrastructure work with state mde and waterways funding. We are a state capital so negotiate for 
big dollars with this capital innovation.  
>  
> . The simpler less expensive projects can be completed within the next 3-years under the management of the city planning and 
public works departments.  another privatized dock management authority is too expensive, slows down the process for change to at 
least 5-7 years and interferes with coordination of city services . It is an idea that should be shelved.  
>  
> Lastly the plan speaks to increased pedestrian traffic. 4 million visitors come to Annapolis Annually. Visitors exclaim about the 
beauty of the city. I am not aware of visitor complaints about the downtown. They respond to the human scale.  Simplicity. Good 
places to dine. While venues for outdoor dining, the attraction of outdoor art and history storytelling can be enhanced care should be 
taken to preserve what is now an asset. The dock plan  is inconsistent in its vision and moves too far to urbanize the look and feel of 
the dock space.  
> Keep it simple, build on existing assets of scale and interests, clean up the garden and bio diversity areas that exist, and achieve what 
is doable in small bites beginning with the Compromise Street Corridor 
>  
> Ellen Moyer 
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March	
  19,	
  2013	
  
	
  
To	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission:	
  
	
  
On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Committee	
  and	
  Board	
  of	
  the	
  Murray	
  Hill	
  Residents	
  
Association,	
  I	
  respectfully	
  submit	
  the	
  following	
  comments	
  regarding	
  the	
  draft	
  City	
  
Dock	
  Master	
  Plan	
  (CDMP).	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  background,	
  I	
  would	
  state	
  that	
  many	
  of	
  our	
  members	
  have	
  observed	
  at	
  City	
  Dock	
  
Advisory	
  Committee	
  (CDAC)	
  meetings,	
  participated	
  in	
  public	
  workshops	
  held	
  by	
  
CDAC	
  and	
  attended	
  public	
  presentations	
  of	
  the	
  CDMP.	
  Many	
  of	
  us	
  have	
  individual	
  
concerns	
  with	
  certain	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  CDMP;	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  unanimous	
  in	
  our	
  position	
  on	
  
each	
  aspect	
  or	
  element.	
  	
  And	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  statement,	
  we	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  attempting	
  to	
  
address	
  each	
  of	
  those	
  individual	
  concerns.	
  Rather	
  our	
  intent	
  is	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  
Planning	
  Commission,	
  and	
  through	
  them	
  the	
  Annapolis	
  City	
  Council,	
  some	
  overall	
  
guidance	
  as	
  to	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  plan	
  we	
  find	
  most	
  worthy	
  of	
  support	
  or	
  deserving	
  of	
  
further	
  scrutiny.	
  
	
  
We	
  are	
  also	
  aware	
  that	
  other	
  associations,	
  commission	
  and	
  boards	
  are	
  also	
  
reviewing	
  CDMP.	
  In	
  particular,	
  we	
  are	
  aware	
  that	
  Historic	
  Preservation	
  Commission	
  
(HPC)	
  has	
  conveyed	
  to	
  you	
  their	
  multiple	
  serious	
  concerns	
  about	
  various	
  elements	
  
of	
  the	
  plan.	
  We	
  would	
  urge	
  you	
  to	
  give	
  these	
  concerns	
  due	
  consideration.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  following,	
  we	
  have	
  listed	
  those	
  elements	
  and	
  features	
  of	
  CDMP	
  that	
  as	
  a	
  group	
  
we	
  can	
  support,	
  those	
  on	
  which	
  we	
  cannot	
  find	
  consensus	
  and	
  those	
  that	
  we	
  
conclude	
  we	
  should	
  oppose.	
  
	
  
Elements	
  garnering	
  support:	
  
	
  

• Creating	
  a	
  continuous	
  U-­‐shaped	
  promenade	
  from	
  end	
  of	
  City	
  Dock	
  to	
  
Newman	
  Street	
  and	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  small	
  access	
  area	
  across	
  from	
  the	
  school	
  
and	
  playground.	
  	
  

	
  
• Providing	
  wider	
  sidewalks	
  and	
  more	
  crosswalks.	
  One	
  crosswalk	
  must	
  

include	
  a	
  crossing	
  to	
  the	
  head	
  of	
  ego-­‐alley	
  at	
  the	
  Market	
  House.	
  We	
  
understand	
  that	
  in	
  some	
  areas,	
  additional	
  sidewalk	
  space	
  will	
  require	
  the	
  
conversion	
  of	
  angle	
  parking	
  to	
  parallel	
  parking.	
  

	
  
• Creating	
  flexible	
  open	
  spaces	
  that	
  are	
  adaptable	
  to	
  multiple	
  uses,	
  recognizing	
  

that	
  everything	
  does	
  not	
  need	
  to	
  happen	
  at	
  one	
  end	
  of	
  City	
  Dock.	
  This	
  
includes	
  creating	
  a	
  larger	
  plaza	
  at	
  the	
  Market	
  House	
  (Hopkins	
  Plaza),	
  which	
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we	
  believe	
  is	
  possible	
  with	
  either	
  intersection	
  option.	
  Flexible	
  space	
  on	
  lower	
  
Dock	
  St.	
  (in	
  front	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  NSHOF)	
  can	
  function	
  either	
  as	
  parking	
  or	
  
event	
  space	
  depending	
  on	
  circumstances.	
  	
  

	
  
• Reducing	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  surface	
  parking	
  to	
  allow	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  

open	
  space.	
  Prior	
  to	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  any	
  substantial	
  number	
  of	
  surface	
  
parking	
  spaces,	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  parking	
  management	
  policy,	
  as	
  described	
  in	
  
CDMP	
  (Section	
  III-­‐B)	
  must	
  be	
  established	
  and	
  implemented.	
  The	
  overall	
  
surface	
  parking	
  area	
  on	
  Dock	
  Street	
  should	
  be	
  gradually	
  reduced	
  so	
  that	
  
there	
  is	
  maximum	
  opportunity	
  for	
  all	
  users	
  to	
  adapt	
  to	
  the	
  reduction.	
  	
  

	
  
• Opening	
  the	
  viewshed	
  by	
  siting	
  new	
  construction	
  at	
  the	
  Fawcetts’	
  site	
  back	
  

from	
  the	
  water,	
  aligning	
  it	
  along	
  Compromise	
  Street	
  and	
  preserving	
  Donner	
  
Lot	
  as	
  a	
  park	
  or	
  other	
  open	
  space.	
  Aligning	
  the	
  new	
  2-­‐3	
  story	
  building	
  with	
  
Compromise	
  will	
  also	
  help	
  establish	
  the	
  urban	
  streetscape	
  on	
  Compromise,	
  
in	
  contrast	
  to	
  the	
  more	
  suburban	
  character	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  surface	
  parking	
  lot	
  
fronting	
  the	
  street	
  as	
  currently	
  exists.	
  	
  
	
  

• Moving	
  the	
  Harbormaster	
  office	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  viewshed	
  on	
  lower	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  
	
  

• Establishing	
  that	
  viewshed	
  protection	
  should	
  be	
  a	
  review	
  criterion	
  for	
  all	
  
new	
  development	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  City	
  Dock.	
  This	
  should	
  include	
  considering	
  
the	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  view	
  from	
  the	
  water.	
  

	
  
• Reconfiguring	
  upper	
  Dock	
  St.	
  (between	
  Randall	
  and	
  Craig)	
  as	
  a	
  more	
  

traditional	
  street	
  to	
  replace	
  the	
  amorphous	
  parking	
  lot	
  and	
  roadway.	
  
	
  

• Establishing	
  that	
  existing	
  non-­‐conforming	
  billboards	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area	
  
must	
  be	
  removed	
  after	
  some	
  scheduled	
  date.	
  	
  

	
  
• Addressing	
  the	
  existing	
  chronic	
  “nuisance”	
  flooding	
  with	
  the	
  necessary	
  

infrastructure	
  improvements	
  as	
  soon	
  as	
  practicable.	
  These	
  improvements	
  
should	
  be	
  engineered	
  such	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  compatible	
  with	
  any	
  future	
  seawall	
  
construction.	
  

	
  
	
  
Elements	
  garnering	
  no	
  consensus:	
  
	
  
As	
  in	
  the	
  community	
  as	
  a	
  whole,	
  we	
  have	
  great	
  difficulty	
  in	
  reaching	
  a	
  consensus	
  
regarding	
  the	
  intersection	
  options	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  CDMP	
  (the	
  modified	
  circle	
  or	
  the	
  
T-­‐intersection).	
  We	
  recognize	
  there	
  are	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  pros	
  and	
  cons	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  
marshaled	
  for	
  either	
  option	
  and	
  that	
  many	
  of	
  us	
  feel	
  strongly	
  about	
  our	
  preferred	
  
option.	
  We	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  CDMP	
  should	
  more	
  fully	
  reflect	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  consensus	
  
within	
  the	
  community	
  as	
  a	
  whole	
  on	
  this	
  issue.	
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In	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  consensus,	
  we	
  would	
  simply	
  urge	
  you	
  to	
  recognize	
  that	
  most	
  
elements	
  of	
  the	
  plan	
  do	
  not	
  depend	
  on	
  the	
  unique	
  choice	
  of	
  modified	
  circle	
  or	
  T-­‐
intersection.	
  In	
  fact,	
  even	
  simply	
  modifying	
  the	
  existing	
  circle	
  creates	
  additional	
  
public	
  space	
  when	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  current	
  conditions.	
  Any	
  controversy	
  or	
  debate	
  
about	
  the	
  intersection	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  allowed	
  to	
  overwhelm	
  the	
  other,	
  positive	
  
elements	
  of	
  the	
  CDMP.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  second	
  item	
  for	
  which	
  we	
  cannot	
  state	
  either	
  support	
  or	
  opposition	
  is	
  the	
  
management	
  entity	
  proposed	
  for	
  City	
  Dock.	
  While	
  we	
  support	
  the	
  general	
  concept	
  of	
  
a	
  management	
  entity	
  as	
  laid	
  out	
  in	
  Guiding	
  Principle	
  #2,	
  the	
  description	
  of	
  the	
  
proposed	
  entity	
  in	
  CDMP	
  Section	
  III-­‐A	
  raises	
  many	
  concerns	
  in	
  our	
  minds.	
  These	
  
include	
  what	
  exact	
  authority	
  the	
  entity	
  would	
  have,	
  how	
  much	
  public	
  control	
  over	
  
public-­‐owned	
  property	
  at	
  City	
  Dock	
  would	
  be	
  relinquished,	
  whether	
  the	
  entity	
  
would	
  be	
  exempt	
  from	
  HPC	
  oversight,	
  and	
  so	
  on.	
  These	
  questions	
  should	
  all	
  be	
  
subject	
  to	
  public	
  discussion	
  that	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  short-­‐circuited	
  by	
  adoption	
  of	
  
constraining	
  language	
  in	
  the	
  CDAC	
  plan.	
  
	
  
Elements	
  garnering	
  opposition:	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  new	
  development	
  or	
  re-­‐development	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  Dock	
  area,	
  promoted	
  
by	
  changing	
  the	
  existing	
  C-­‐2	
  zoning	
  to	
  zoning	
  which	
  “promotes	
  high	
  density	
  mixed	
  
use	
  patterns”,	
  has	
  generated	
  the	
  most	
  concern	
  and	
  opposition	
  among	
  our	
  group.	
  
	
  
The	
  CDMP	
  itself	
  does	
  not	
  detail	
  the	
  exact	
  size	
  (bulk	
  or	
  height)	
  in	
  this	
  new	
  
development	
  zone	
  but	
  simply	
  refers	
  to	
  it	
  as	
  either	
  “2-­‐3	
  stories”	
  on	
  Compromise	
  St.	
  
or	
  “3-­‐5	
  stories”	
  on	
  Dock	
  St.	
  However,	
  we	
  are	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  HPC’s	
  memo	
  to	
  the	
  
Planning	
  Commission,	
  which	
  provides	
  more	
  detail	
  on	
  the	
  potential	
  heights	
  of	
  
buildings	
  when	
  including	
  a	
  change	
  in	
  measuring	
  height	
  from	
  the	
  current	
  “at	
  grade”	
  
standard	
  to	
  “at	
  flood	
  elevation”.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  believe	
  that	
  buildings	
  at	
  the	
  extreme	
  heights	
  detailed	
  in	
  the	
  HPC	
  memo,	
  
especially	
  those	
  along	
  Dock	
  Street,	
  would	
  fundamentally	
  alter	
  the	
  character	
  of	
  the	
  
entire	
  City	
  Dock	
  area.	
  There	
  are	
  simply	
  no	
  historic	
  analogs	
  for	
  such	
  large	
  buildings	
  
anywhere	
  at	
  City	
  Dock.	
  And	
  while	
  large	
  buildings	
  fronting	
  open	
  plazas	
  may	
  be	
  
appropriate	
  to	
  old	
  European	
  cities,	
  they	
  are	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  Annapolis.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Such	
  massive	
  buildings	
  will	
  not	
  fit	
  the	
  fabric	
  and	
  rhythm	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  historic	
  
streetscape	
  and	
  they	
  will	
  over-­‐whelm	
  the	
  human	
  scale	
  that	
  is	
  intrinsically	
  
“Annapolis”.	
  They	
  are	
  in	
  fact	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  Guiding	
  Principle	
  Number	
  One,	
  which	
  
states	
  that	
  the	
  CDMP	
  should	
  emphasize	
  the	
  historic	
  layout	
  and	
  scale	
  and	
  reinforce	
  
Annapolis’	
  identity	
  as	
  a	
  	
  “Beautiful	
  Historic	
  Seaport”	
  (emphasis	
  added).	
  	
  
	
  
Furthermore,	
  the	
  existing	
  height	
  and	
  bulk	
  restrictions	
  for	
  downtown	
  have	
  been	
  
essential	
  to	
  maintaining	
  and	
  preserving	
  the	
  existing	
  character	
  of	
  Annapolis.	
  
Removing	
  these	
  height	
  restrictions	
  would	
  serve	
  to	
  weaken	
  the	
  historic	
  district’s	
  
integrity.	
  It	
  would	
  set	
  a	
  precedent	
  for	
  demolition	
  or	
  building	
  alterations	
  throughout	
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the	
  downtown	
  commercial	
  zone	
  and	
  create	
  enormous	
  pressure	
  to	
  expand	
  the	
  least	
  
height-­‐restrictive	
  zone.	
  It	
  would	
  require	
  inordinate	
  resolve	
  among	
  elected	
  officials	
  
to	
  withstand	
  such	
  pressure	
  from	
  vested	
  interests.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  also	
  have	
  serious	
  concerns	
  regarding	
  the	
  proposal	
  to	
  align	
  the	
  new	
  buildings	
  on	
  
lower	
  Dock	
  St.	
  with	
  those	
  of	
  upper	
  Dock	
  Street.	
  One	
  concern	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  larger	
  
buildings	
  will	
  intrude	
  into	
  the	
  natural	
  viewshed	
  from	
  locations	
  that	
  the	
  CDMP	
  does	
  
not	
  depict.	
  We	
  are	
  dubious	
  of	
  the	
  supposed	
  benefit	
  gained	
  by	
  blocking	
  the	
  view	
  of	
  
Halsey	
  Field	
  House	
  from	
  lower	
  Dock	
  St.	
  We’re	
  also	
  concerned	
  that	
  a	
  linear	
  line	
  of	
  
buildings	
  will	
  destroy	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  quirky	
  character	
  that	
  is	
  so	
  quintessentially	
  
Annapolis.	
  And	
  we	
  are	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  possible	
  sale	
  of	
  public	
  land	
  on	
  City	
  Dock	
  
to	
  private	
  developers	
  or	
  interests.	
  	
  
	
  
Uses	
  in	
  the	
  new	
  development	
  areas	
  are	
  also	
  proposed	
  to	
  be	
  “by-­‐right”	
  rather	
  than	
  by	
  
Special	
  Exception.	
  The	
  City’s	
  Special	
  Exception	
  process	
  is	
  specifically	
  designed	
  to	
  
review	
  permitted	
  uses	
  that	
  have	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  adversely	
  impact	
  the	
  immediate	
  
neighborhood.	
  Given	
  the	
  high	
  profile	
  of	
  any	
  potential	
  development	
  in	
  this	
  area,	
  we	
  
don’t	
  believe	
  it	
  is	
  appropriate	
  to	
  exempt	
  permitted	
  uses	
  from	
  Special	
  Exception	
  
review.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  also	
  note	
  that	
  creating	
  additional	
  structured	
  parking	
  space	
  in	
  the	
  potential	
  new	
  
buildings	
  on	
  outer	
  Dock	
  Street	
  is	
  framed	
  by	
  the	
  CDMP	
  as	
  a	
  positive	
  for	
  City	
  Dock.	
  
But	
  we	
  should	
  be	
  working	
  towards	
  keeping	
  cars	
  out	
  of	
  our	
  highest	
  value	
  areas	
  
rather	
  than	
  attracting	
  them	
  there	
  by	
  providing	
  garage	
  parking	
  on	
  City	
  Dock.	
  Adding	
  
cars	
  and	
  traffic	
  to	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  City	
  Dock	
  simply	
  runs	
  counter	
  to	
  the	
  main	
  themes	
  of	
  
the	
  plan.	
  	
  
	
  
Finally,	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  support	
  the	
  proposition	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  take	
  an	
  ownership	
  interest	
  
in	
  the	
  boat	
  shows.	
  	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
Denise	
  Worthen	
  
Chair,	
  Land	
  Use	
  Committee	
  MHRA	
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From:  John and Barbara Dugan <dugan@dollshousebandb.com> 
To: <snash@annapolis.gov> 
Date:  3/15/2013 12:48 PM 
Subject:  Planning Commission re: city dock, etc 
 
Dr. Nash 
We are residents of Green Street and strongly object to the current  
options of high rise buildings around city dock and the removal of  
Memorial Circle in favor of traffic lights. Has anyone done an impact  
study on the residents ? Do you know that most of us street park and  
sometimes have to circle town 2 or 3 times to find a parking space ?  
Traffic lights will become a nightmare. Also, seaport ambiance will be  
destroyed with out of scale buildings. 
We strongly beseech the Commission to factor in the quality of life of  
the people who choose to live here and work so hard to make the city an  
attractive place both for ourselves and our visitors. 
Sincerely 
John and Barbara Dugan 
161 Green Street 
410 626 2028 
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From:  "Chez Amis Bed & Breakfast" <stay@chezamis.com> 
To: <SNash@Annapolis.gov> 
Date:  3/14/2013 7:07 PM 
Subject:  City Dock 
 
Hi There, We support the Ward One position on City Dock, without exceptions. 
Thank you! 
 
  
 
Elly Tierney - Your host and Innkeeper 
 
Chez Amis Bed & Breakfast 
 
85 East Street 
 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 
(888) 224-6455 
 
www.ChezAmis.com 
 
http://www.facebook.com/ellyinnkeeper 
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n	Karen	Theimer	Brow
General	comments:		
	
This	document	needs	to	accomplish	the	following:	first,	the	Plan	should	be	clearly	
stated;	second,	the	points	of	contention	should	be	marked,	with	alternatives	for	the	
contentious	points	outlined;	and	lastly,	the	plan	should	identify	how	it	comports	
with	CDAC’s	vision	and	guiding	principles.	We	are	all	in	agreement	that	we	do	not	
want	a	document	‘that	sits	on	a	shelf,’	and	we	recognize	that	many	people	with	
limited	time	must	read	the	document.	Thus,	it	is	very	important	to	make	it	tight	and	
as	clear	and	concise	as	possible.	I	also	would	recommend	that	the	document	be	
edited	and	spell‐checked	throughout.	An	executive	summary	should	follow	the	

ld	guide	the	presentation	to	City	Council	in	December.				“letter”	and	shou
	
Specific	comments.		
1.	page	2,		after	‘July	2011.’	Add	that	this	Plan	builds	on	CDAC’s	report	.	
	
2.	page	2.	paragraph	two	–	This	Plan	is	the	culmination	of	the	entire,	two‐year	
process,	not	just	the	process	since	we	presented	our	guidance	document.	Suggest	
that	you	speak	to	public	involvement	for	the	entire	process.	Public	input	for	this	

sted	project	has	been	extensive;	at	least	20?	meetings,	20?	presentations	from	intere
parties.		
	
3.	page	2,	p.	3‐		should	state	that	we	did	not	achieve	consensus	as	there	are	varying	
concerns	and	interests.	Still	reads	as	uneven.		Suggested	language	‐	“…T	
intersection,”	the	other	half	proposed	that	we	retain	the	circle	and	modify	the	
geometry	to	better	facilitate	pedestrian	access,	crossings,	and	traffic	design.	Remove	
the	comment	–	“for	better	or	for	worse.”		Include	a	statement	that	addresses	
‘flexibility’	in	design	for	lower	Dock	Street	that	will	balance	the	needs	of	the	
businesses	with	our	programmatic	goals	to	provide	more	public	space.	
	
4.	Suggest	that	you	add	to	this	section	that	it	is	our	goal	through	this	Plan	to	provide	
direction	and	guidance	to	support	CDAC’s	vision	to	provide	flexible	use	space,	
emphasize	historic	layout	and	scale,	enhance	pedestrian	access	and	experience,	

is	promote	public	areas	and	facilitate	better	management	of	City	Dock.		This	
addressed	on	page	7,	but	should	be	stated	at	the	outset.		
	
5.	Add	a	map	with	street	names,	orientation,	definition	of	the	study	area,	etc.		
	
6.	page	5	‐	while	you	speak	about	what	the	plan	attempts	to	do	–	this	is	a	blueprint	
for	improvement	–	what	is	lacking	is	a	purpose	statement.	Why	are	we	doing	this?		
	
7.	page	7.	I	would	send	a	note	to	Orlando	and	specifically	ask	him	to	take	a	look	at	
this	section.	I	think	some	historians	would	take	objection	to	how	this	is	written.	
Annapolis	is	a	National	Historic	Landmark	District,	and	this	section	is	where	you	set	
the	stage;	you	present	what	it	is	that	makes	this	such	a	challenge‐	the	geography,	
topography,	the	water’s	edge,	and	the	highly	significant	historic	environment.	Yes,	
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this	area	has	witnessed	change	over	the	past	300	years,	but	it	also	possesses	a	great	
deal	of	integrity.	The	final	sentence	in	p.	2	leads	you	to	believe	that	the	buildings	
have	been	replaced	‘again	and	again,’	and	dismisses	the	colonial	era	properties	in	
the	immediate	study	area.	Suggest	that	you	rework	paragraph	4	to	something	like,	
“in	the	study	area,	there	is	a	collection	of	18th	and	19th	century	architecture	that	is	
highly	significant	to	Maryland	and	to	the	entire	nation.”		You	should	include	a	
statement	about	the	need	for	sensitivity	to	historic	buildings	and	streetscapes,	for	
the	strong	urban	character	and	sense	of	place	that	the	area	possesses,	and	for	the	
human	scale	of	the	buildings	and	streetscapes	that	is	worth	preserving.	Add	(s)	after	
‘district’,	final	sentence.		
	
I	would	suggest	that	this	section	be	more	preservation‐minded.	Should	include	a	
statement	that	this	Plan	is	respectful	to	the	rich	history	and	integrity	of	the	area,	
preserves	view	sheds	and	sightlines,	and	does	not	complete	with	the	historic	
character.	You	could	also	include	a	statement	about	the	national	register	

	the	
	that	

significance.	The	NR	period	of	significance	covers	up	to	the	1940s	(not	sure
exact	dates).	You	can	speak	to	the	fact	that	it	is	not	one	particular	period	in	time
we	are	trying	to	recreate;	rather	that	this	sets	forth	a	plan	that	manages	change	and	
balances	21st	century	needs	within	an	intact	historic	setting.		
	
Suggest	that	you	only	use	that	one	historic	image	once.	Replace	one	copy	with		
some	of	Marion	Warren’s	old	photos,	a	series	of	historic	photos	that	document	the	
evolution	of	the	area,	maps,	etc.	I	have	a	copy	of	“The	Train’s	Done	Been	and	Gone”	if	
you	want	to	take	a	look	at	it.		
	
8.	Guiding	principles	applied	–	perhaps	consider	moving	this	before	Annapolis	City	
Dock	(see	comment	#4).		
	
9.	page	8	–	Up	front,	needs	to	be	a	statement	about	our	desire	to	create	a	flexible	
plan	that	allows	for	gradual	change,	implementation	of	experimental	ideas	that	are	
temporary	and	reversible	that	will	not	affect	the	historic	character	of	City	Dock.		
	
10.	Page	9,	final	sentence.	It	is	also	achievable	with	the	shift	circle	option.	How	about	
“this	potential	is	particularly	achievable	if	the	streetscape	is	modified	by	either	the	T	
intersection	or	the	shift	–circle	option.	“	While	the	T	is	preferred	by	the	consultant	
and	by	the	traffic	engineer,	it	was	not	determined	to	be	the	preferred	alternative	by	
the	majority	of	the	committee.		
	
11.	Page	11‐	last	sentence,	paragraph	2.	“…new	building	forms.”…	the	map	shown	
here	does	not	support	the	premise	that	they	fit	harmoniously.	While	I	understand	
this	is	just	a	general	mock‐up,	the	illustration	still	reads	as	a	five‐story	wall	in	front	
of	Gibson’s	lodging	and	the	Sands	house.	You	should	include	some	statement	that	
speaks	to	that	while	the	Plan	supports	a	relaxing	of	the	height	restriction,	the	
massing	and	scale	would	still	adhere	to	the	design	guidelines,	and	that	no	new	
construction	would	obstruct	view	sheds	nor	detract	from	historic	properties	in	the	
immediate	context.	Should	also	say	something	to	this	effect	also	when	discussing	the
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new	construction	on	the	Faucets	site	as	it	pertains	to	setback,	view	sheds,	etc.	larger	
buildings	would	be	proposed	as	a	series	of	masses	or	building	elements	compatible	
with	the	immediate	neighborhood.	I	anticipate	this	will	be	a	very	contentious	aspect	
of	the	plan.			
	
3rd	p	–	15	to	20	feet	–	remove	‘would	be	about	enough	to	secure…’	and	have	it	read	
just	“15	to	20	feet	is	proposed…”	
	
12.	page	12‐	Suggest	that	you	add	a	statement	in	the	first	paragraph	that	speaks	to	
the	idea	that	a	vibrant	and	dynamic	city	dock	allows	for	multiple,	mixed	uses,	both	
public	and	private	spaces,	small	and	large	gathering	areas	where	activities	can	be	
experienced	simultaneously.	Add	a	statement	that	we	heard	from	many	people	
about	desiring	and	reinforcing	the	connection	and	interaction	with	the	water.		
	
13.	final	sentence,	page	12	–	“adjacent	to	what	could	be	new	buildings	around	
market	house.”		This	is	unclear	–	are	you	proposing	that	new	buildings	are	added	
around	market	house?	Suggest	that	you	delete	this.		
	
14.	Page	13	–	first	sentence,	add	an(s)	after	building,	also	suggest	that	you	mention	
the	annual	Annapolis	tradition	of	lighting	of	the	Christmas	tree.			
	
15.	Same	paragraph,	“consistency	of	surface	materials…”	I	would	suggest	that	this	be	
revised.	What	people	want	to	see	is	‘context	sensitive	design’,	not	a	sea	of	pavers.	I	
would	instead	speak	to	the	use	of	high‐quality,	natural	materials,	such	as	brick	and	
granite	curbing,	and	the	inclusion	of	landscape	features	to	soften	impervious	
surfaces.		
	
16.	I	should	also	note	that	as	written,	this	locks	us	into	‘plan	A’	and	disregards	the	
shift	option.		I	would	also	include	a	statement	here	about	loading	zones.	It	is	my	
understanding	that	this	is	a	great	issue	for	the	businesses.	At	the	very	least,	you	
should	include	a	statement	about	accommodating	the	needs	of	businesses	by	
providing	designated	loading	zones	and	establishing	set	times	for	deliveries	in	
consultation	with	the	businesses	in	the	immediate	vicinity.		
	
17.	Page	14.	A	promenade.	“At	the	end	of	City”,	replace	with	“Susan	B	Campbell	
Park.”	Yacht	is	misspelled.	Could	mention	that	our	goal	is	to	create	an	uninterrupted,	
contiguous	promenade.	Will	this	accommodate	bikers	and	runners	as	well?		
	
18.	general	comment	about	Section	B‐	this	section	is	organized	in	such	a	way	that	
you	have	a	general	section	on	parks	and	open	spaces.	Then	you	speak	in	more	detail	
about	certain	design	elements	–	market	square	(are	we	no	longer	calling	this	

.	Hopkins	Plaza?	Inconsistent	use	of	the	term	throughout),	then	the	promenade
Suggest	that	you	add	a	section	on	Susan	B	Campbell	Park.		This	could	include	the	
discussion	about	flexible	use	space,	the	relocation	of	the	Harbor	Master	building	
(and	with	this,	state	that	this	is	a	non‐contributing	building	that	interrupts	view	
sheds,	and	that	the	new	location	will	still	meet	the	needs	of	the	Harbormaster	
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(elevated	view	of	the	harbor))	and	will	have	the	flexibility	to	allow	for	
programmatic	events	as	well	as	‘lounging’	space.		
	
Perhaps	in	this	new	section	you	will	also	address	your	vision	for	relaxing	the	site	
restrictions	in	this	area.	I	should	add	that	preservationists	have	fought	for	tight	
zoning	and	height	restrictions	in	the	historic	district	for	some	time.	I	expect	that	
many	people	will	express	concern	that	that	by	allowing	for	increased	height	and	
opening	the	ordinance	for	these	two	sections,	it	will	then	open	up	for	more	
challenges	elsewhere	in	the	district.	That	said,	I	suggest	that	you	are	very	careful	
here.	I	suggest	that	you	include	some	language	that	states	that	the	flexing	of	height	
(that	respects	view	sheds	and	site	lines)	is	appropriate	in	the	immediate	context	
because	there	are	fewer	historic	properties	in	that	location,	that	the	streetscape	is	
compromised	by	the	USNA	backdrop,	and	that	it	will	be	compatible	with	the	
proposed	design	for	the	Sailing	Hall	of	Fame.	You	can	restate	your	comment	about	
the	need	for	a	comprehensive	view	shed	summary.	You	can	also	comment	on	the	
need	for	any	new	construction	to	preserve	the	guidelines	and	architectural	
principles	found	throughout	the	district	with	regards	to	scale,	massing,	and	rhythm.		
	
19.	page	15	–	this	would	be	a	nice	point	to	talk	about	multi‐modal	transportation.	
Until	now	we	only	talk	about	the	automotive	and	pedestrian	experience.	I	would	
mention	bikes,	designated	bike	lanes,	the	Circulator	when	speaking	of	a	balance	in	
transportation.		
		
20.	page	17	‐	Again,	need	to	be	consistent	with	terms,	Hopkins	Plaza	or	Market	
Space.			
	
21.	I	would	like	for	a	brief	reasoning	why	the	committee	could	not	achieve	
consensus	on	this	issue.	Some	members	of	the	committee	stated	that	they	believed	
we	could	still	meet	our	programmatic	requirements	with	the	shift	option.	The	shift	
option	allows	for	increased	pedestrian	space	at	Hopkins	Plaza	and	the	Haley	
memorial;		it	is	proven	safe,	as	there	have	been	no	accidents	at	the	site	during	the	
study	period,	and	most	of	the	time,	traffic	flows	well	and	without	delay.	Backups	can	
be	addressed	by	improved	crossings	leading	up	to	the	circle.	What	I	learned	from	
the	Sabre	Wang	study	is	that	during	the	week,	cars	drive	through	city	dock,	but	on	
the	weekends,	cars	drive	to	city	dock.	It	was	my	understanding	that	there	will	be	
some	delays	with	the	light	option,	but	that	is	not	indicated	in	your	previous	section,	
though	it	is	mentioned	in	Section	F.	You	should	also	add	that	some	members	
objected	to	the	lights	for	aesthetic	purposes,	for	the	fact	that	the	lights	actually	make	
for	a	greatest	emphasis	on	the	auto,	and	that	there	was	objection	regarding	the	
transition	from	one	light	in	the	study	area	to	four.		
	
22.	page	17,	Paragraph	4	–I	think	you	will	be	well‐advised	not	to	dismiss	the	
preservation	issues	outright	and	to	acknowledge	the	idea	that	some	have	argued	
that	this	is	an	urban	design	form,	that	has	been	in	this	general	location,	for	over	the	
past	125	years.	While	the	current	circle	is	a	‘within	living	memory’	feature	of	City	
Dock,	further	investigation	is	warranted	as	to	whether	removal	of	this	design	form	
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would	adversely	affect	the	integrity	of	the	streetscape	and	the	district.	The	HPC	will	
look	at	both	the	removal	of	the	circle	as	well	as	what	will	go	in	its	place	–	how	will	
the	new	design	affect	the	landmark	status	and	the	characteristics	of	the	historic	
streetscape.	While	it	may	not	possess	integrity	of	materials	or	design,	it	may	possess	
integrity	of	its	association	with	the	emergence	of	the	automobile,	and	for	its	
location.	At	the	very	least,	there	should	be	some	recognition	that	this	is	an	issue	for	
some,	as	you	can	anticipate	it	will	be	for	the	HPC.		
	
	23.	P	20.	Where	is	section	IV?	Is	this	B	in	part	III?	At	the	meeting,	there	was	a	
discussion	about	the	need	to	more	clearly	articulate	the	mitigation	plan	since	this	is	
such	a	controversial	topic.	Should	be	more	discussion	about	the	Circulator,	that	it	
runs	constantly,	every	10	minutes,	free	to	the	public,	etc..	
	
24.	on	page	20,	the	side‐by‐side	maps	would	be	more	useful	if	you	listed	in	the	
current	plan,	how	many	spaces	are	available.	There	is	concern	that	the	numbers	are	
not	accurate	so	as	to	be	as	transparent	as	possible,	it	should	be	clear	exactly	how	
many	spaces	will	be	lost	under	this	Plan,	and	where	they	are	located.		
	
25.	Suggest	change	the	title	to	‘flood	protection,	greening	and	sustainability’.		Will	
the	sea	wall	really	mitigate	the	sea	level	rise	if	the	water	is	coming	from	
underneath?	Can	you	speak	to	that	in	the	report?	Has	this	type	of	technology	been	
proven	to	be	effective	in	other	areas?		
	
26.	Why	is	there	no	mention	of	the	kayak	launch?	Thought	that	idea	was	generally	
well	received.		
	
27.	page	25	–	remove	the	first	paragraph.	Does	not	contribute	to	the	document	and	
does	not	make	sense.		
	
28.	I	have	a	hard	time	understanding	this	section	altogether.	Is	there	a	way	to	
simplify	what	it	is	that	you	hope	to	accomplish	through	public	art	–	that	it	will	
enhance	the	area,	can	help	interpret	Annapolis	history	and	culture,	is	an	expression	
of	our	community,	but	will	not	detract	from	view	sheds	nor	compete	with	the	
existing	historic	waterfront.		Suggest	that	in	your	discussion	about	public	art,	you	

ig	also	emphasize	that	nothing	proposed	will	‘clutter’	the	district.		Visual	clutter	is	a	b
issue,	as	we	have	learned	through	the	wayfinding	improvement	process.		
	
29.	I	like	the	idea	of	markers	that	indicate	the	original	shoreline(s)	–	this	was	an	
idea	that	came	up	early	in	our	discussions.	Would	historical	markers	and	other	
forms	of	interpretation	be	considered	under	this	section?		
	
30.	page	30,	C1	–speak	to	the	desire	to	include	parking	so	it	would	not	compete	with	
surrounding	residential	needs.		Still	think	there	needs	to	be	an	emphasis	on	view	
shed	protection.	Further	study	needs	to	be	done	to	ensure	that	the	view	shed	cone	
will	not	be	compromised.	Perhaps	my	comment	#18	would	be	better	suited	in	this	
section	(see	above).		
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?		
	
33.	page.	32.	While	this	plan	is	the	preferred	design	by	the	traffic	engineering	
consultant,	it	should	be	clear	that	the	committee	as	a	whole	does	not	support	the	T	
as	the	preferred	option.	As	we	discussed,	the	committee	was	pretty	evenly	split.		If	
you	are	going	to	do	a	section‐by‐section	analysis	of	this	plan,	should	do	the	same	for	
the	modified	circle	plan.	At	the	very	least	it	should	be	attached	to	the	end	of	the	
document	and	not	need	to	be	accessed	through	P	and	Z.		You	also	need	to	speak	to	
the	traffic	configuration	in	front	of	Mangia	and	Mills.	That	is	the	most	confusing	part	
of	the	T	intersection	arrangement	and	it	needs	to	be	clearly	articulated.		
	
	
	
		
	
	

	
31.	page	31	D.	redevelopment.	Recommend	this	section	is	edited.	Sentences	could	be	
reworked	to	be	more	concise.		
	
32.	page	31,	E,	first	bullet.	What	are	the	first	two	phases	of	the	work?	What	is	
granting	seeking
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Dear Lois, 
 
My name is Susan Gillham and I am the Treasurer of the Ward One Residents Association.  I live at 132 Market Street, 
downtown Annapolis.  Our group as well as many downtown residents and businesses are very concerned about the 
proposed City Dock Plan that is coming up for review tomorrow night with the planning commission. 
 
If you would not mind, please read our 1 page handout that describes our thoughts and concerns. 
 
If you should have any questions or comments, I would be more than happy to speak with you any time tomorrow prior 
to the evening meeting. 
 
Thank you so much for your time and consideration! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan Hardy Gillham 
132 Market Street 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
301.276.1345 
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From:  "Chellis, Whitney" <Whitney.Chellis@ppd.mncppc.org> 
To: "jmr@annapolis.gov" <jmr@annapolis.gov> 
CC: "snash@annapolis.gov" <snash@annapolis.gov> 
Date:  3/21/2013 12:52 PM 
Subject:  FW: Planning Commission City Dock Master Plan  
 
 
________________________________ 
From: Chellis, Whitney 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 12:45 PM 
To: sally.nash@annapolis.gov 
Subject: Planning Commission City Dock Master Plan 
 
Sally, 
I was unable to compose a formal letter to the Planning Commission for tonights meeting and will be unable to attend. I would like to 
request that you forward, and provide a copy of this e-mail to the Commission for their consideration for tonights hearing: 
 
As a member of the WORA and Murry Hill residents association I have expressed the following two primary concerns directly to the 
consultants and at the WORA meeting on the proposed master plan and re-zoning. These comments are my own and do not represent 
any others. 
 
1. The viewshed analysis does not take into consideration the views from the harbor, or from the surrounding areas including the view 
shed from the Navel Academy. Until additional view shed modeling can be done a determination on the impact of the permissible 
heights is unknown. Prior to the approval of the permitted heights additional information including view shed modeling should be 
required. 
 
2. The primary issue I have with the master plan is that the entire water front is not included. The master plan includes both public and 
private lands. The extent of the plan should extend to the Eastport Bridge. The consultants and the WORA indicated that the property 
owners from the current edge of the plan to the Bridge did not want to be included. I would offer the following; a  master plan is a 
long term planning document that is intended to establish a vision for future redevelopment which could occur 15 to 20 years in the 
future, when existing buildings become obsolete or market conditions would warrant redevelopment. The Master Plan sets out the 
vision of the City and is not that of an individual property owner. The consent of a property owner is not required for it to be included 
in the master plan. 
 
If the property owners opposition is related to the rezoning, the master plan could extend to the Bridge and the rezoning amendment 
could retain the current zoning, with a recommendation that the new zones could be requested on those properties by the owners in the 
future, consistent with the master plan land use recommendations. By extending the master plan to the Bridge, redevelopment could 
provide an opportunity for the Planning Commission to implement the land use recommendations that would increase access,  
implement pedestrian improvements and access, and maintain appropriate view sheds, as those improvement may occur in the long 
term. 
 
I think to not include all of the properties which front the harbor to the Eastport bridge would be a fatal flaw in the plan, and be a 
missed opportunity which may not present it self in my lifetime. 
 
If the Commission is unable to extend the limits, at a minimum the Commission, I believe should include a recommendation that the 
expansion of the master plan to the Bridge will be revisited at the next available and appropriate opportunity. 
 
The consultants indicated in a public meeting that while they agreed that it should extend around the entire dock and harbor to the 
Bridge, the opposition from those property owners would slow down the approval process. That to me is not a credible argument and 
should not be the driver in this critical planning initiative for the future of the harbor. 
 
I respectfully submit these comments, and thank you for the work that you do. 
 
Thank you, 
Whitney Chellis 
18 Lafayette Avenue 
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Memo 

To: Planning Commission  

From: Historic Preservation Commission     Date: March 12, 2013 

Re: Review of City Dock Master Plan 

Executive Summary:   

 The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the City Dock Master Plan (CDMP) and 

received both public comment and expert advice on the plan.  We offer these comments as guidance to the 

Planning Commission for their review of the CDMP and its’ impact on potential infrastructure improvements and 

private redevelopment with in the study area.  

There are many components of the CDMP that the HPC believes could be fully compliant with preservation 

standards and guidelines depending on site and design specifications.  These include: 

 Redefinition of measurement from “at grade” to at “flood protection elevation” 

 Widening of some sidewalks and promenades to provide sufficient space for pedestrian usage 

 Redesign of Hopkins Plaza to improve space utilization and flexible use of space 

 Demolition of non-contributing buildings assuming appropriate designs are submitted for 

replacement structures 

 Installation of a seawall  

There are some components of the CDMP that the HPC believes illustrate conflict with and non-compliance to 

preservation standards and guidelines.  These include: 

 Revisions to height districts with the possible exception of the above mentioned technical 

redefinition depending on the specifically affected site 

 Relocation of Dock Street towards Market Slip 

 Realignment of sidewalks to parallel Market Slip as opposed to parallel to the building line 

 Demolition of Memorial Circle 

The HPC concurs with the CDMP that a viewshed analysis must be undertaken prior to any submission of plans 

to the HPC.  The HPC however cannot restrict its viewshed analysis to the view down Main Street to City Dock 

as inferred by the CDMP.  The HPC must consider all viewsheds: from land to water, from water to land and of 

significant historic resources (St. Annes, St. Marys, USNA Chapel Dome, Ridout House etc). 

As with any other pre-application review, these are comments to ensure that applicants have an understanding of 

the areas of consensus and contention that should guide a property owner in developing an application that can be 

approved by the HPC.   

Following this executive summary is a detailed analysis of the standards and guidelines the HPC used in 

developing these responses.  



 

Background: The City Dock Master Plan (CDMP) was submitted to the City Council on December 10, 2012.  It 

was referred to the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) for review and comment.  

1.  ANNAPOLIS HISTORIC DISTRICT ZONING ORDINANCE (excerpted) 

21.56.010 – Authority and Purpose 

B.  The preservation of sites, structures, and districts of historical, cultural, archaeological, or architectural 

significance together with their appurtenances and environmental settings is a public purpose. 

C. It is the further purpose of this article to preserve and enhance the quality of life and to safeguard the 

historical and cultural heritage of Annapolis by preserving sites, structures, or districts which reflect the elements 

of the City's cultural, social, economic, political, archaeological, or architectural history; to strengthen the local 

economy; to stabilize and improve property values in and around such historic areas; to foster civic beauty, and to 

preserve and promote the preservation and appreciation of historic sites, structures and districts for the education 

and welfare of the citizens of the City. 

2. The HPC took public input on the matter on February 12, 2013 at a regularly scheduled hearing, and allowed 

for written comment until February 28, 2013.  The HPC discussed the document at the February 28th 

Administrative Hearing, which was duly posted and attended by the public.  At the meeting on February 28, 2013 

Dr. Sally Nash provided technical and expert testimony from the planning department.  Under HPC Rules of 

Procedure (ROP) the report was treated as a pre-application conference under the following (excerpted) 

guidelines: 

ROP 3.10 A pre-application conference may be scheduled to provide an applicant with the opportunity for 

preliminary review of a project by the Commission prior to submitting a complete application for a 

certificate of approval….materials shall assist the commissioners in comprehending the issues related to 

the feasibility of the project and such broader issues as the scale and mass of the proposal, its impact on 

the streetscape, and the effect on the historic fabric and form of the resource…the comments made by the 

HPC members at a pre-application are in no way to be interpreted as an approval of the projects before 

them.  Absence of comment on any aspect of the presentations does not indicate acceptance.  The pre-

application meeting is solely an accommodation for the applicant. 

During a pre-application conference the HPC posits a series of questions related to how the proposed project 

would comply with various standards and guidelines. 

Materials Submitted for Review: City Dock Master Plan, Public Testimony, Staff Report 

  



In addition to the CDMP the following facts were introduced into the record: 

1. The CDMP covers an area that contains currently three separate height restrictions.  All heights are 

currently measured from the existing grade.   Legislation that adoption of the CDMP would trigger 

would revise heights districts on Dock Street and Compromise Street.   Additionally, the HPC was 

advised that Planning & Zoning intends to include in the legislation an amendment that would 

redefine the measurement from at grade (current code) to at flood protection elevation (proposed 

code).  If these changes are enacted into code the height limits would change as follows: 

District  Current Cornice/Roof      Proposed Cornice/Roof*  Change 

Fawcetts/  22’/32’   34’/44’    + 12 feet 

Compromise St 

 

Dock St (inner)  28’/38’   41’/51’    + 13 feet 

Guzzi property 

 

Dock St (outer)  28’/38’   61’/71    + 33 feet 

 

*Includes the measurement change from grade to flood protection elevation at 6 additional feet which is the 

maximum; depending on site the floodplain increment could be as low as 2 additional feet.   

 

The legislation that adoption of the CDMP would trigger also proposes changes in zoning and creation of a 

Waterfront City Dock zone that would expand uses subject to standards.  Some of the new uses would be hotels, 

restaurants and Planned Units Development (PUDs).   

 

In addition to the above items, elements in the CDMP that commissioners focused on in their discussions and 

have significant impact from the HPC perspective include but are not limited to: 

 

a. Relocation of  outer Dock Street forward towards Market Slip (see comment 1) 

b. Redefinition of the setbacks relative to sidewalk widths and building heights (see comment 2) 

c. Redefinition of inner Dock Street sidewalks to parallel promenade as opposed to buildings 

(see comment 2) 

d. Demolition of  Fawcetts, 1 Craig Street and the Harbormaster Building (see comment 3) 

e. Demolition of Memorial Circle and redesign of traffic flow at the foot of Main Street (see 

comment 4) 

f. Installation of a seawall (see comment 5) 

  



 

 

Overall Comments: 

 As of this date, the testimony available to guide the HPC in evaluating the compliance of projects 

envisioned within CDMP is lacking one absolutely critical element: professional assessment of 

the impact of CDMP projects on viewsheds.   The CDMP states “it will be imperative that 

viewshed analyses be undertaken during the plan review process for any new development or 

major redevelopment projects on City Dock.”  The HPC is charged with protection of all 

viewsheds, not simply the one referenced in the CDMP (ie down Main Street to the City Dock).  

The HPC must also evaluate impacts on views from the water, and from and of significant 

historic resources (such as the Naval Academy Chapel dome, the State House dome, Ridout 

House etc).   A study to evaluate this issue must be undertaken prior to any formal application to 

the HPC for approval on a specific project which would impact the various viewsheds.  The study 

must be done under the direction of City Staff and specifically the Chief of Historic Preservation 

to ensure its relevance to preservation requirements. 

 

 Without the resources necessary to complete a professional assessment of the CDMP regarding 

preservation issues, the HPC members can only be guided by the Secretary of Interior Standards 

for Rehabilitation, Article 66B of the State of Maryland which provides enabling authority for the 

HPC and the adopted Design Guidelines for the City of Annapolis.  These documents are the 

basis on which the component specific comments are based. 

 

 The HPC believes that given the location of the plan area, all components are subject to a 

standard of strict scrutiny for review as opposed to a lenient standard. 

 

Component Comments: 

1. Building Height and Bulk Changes/Setback Alterations:  Without the above referenced analysis the 

HPC cannot accurately assess the impact of the proposed changes on the numerous affected viewsheds.  

Looking to other impacts such as urban form, streetscapes and building design we refer to the following 

items (excerpted) in the Secretary of Interior Standards and the Annapolis Design Manual for assessment 

as to compliance and feasibility.  In assessing City Dock as a single resource (as opposed to each 

individual structure and open space) the importance of preservation of the spatial relationships becomes 

critical. 

Question: How would the proposed redevelopment projects/areas address the following standards and 

guidelines? 

 

I. Standards for Rehabilitation from the Secretary of the Interior :  (emphasis added) 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that 

requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial 

relationships.  



Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The 

removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 

relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  

Standard 4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own 

right will be retained and preserved. 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not 

destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 

property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with 

the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the 

integrity of the property and its environment.  

 

II. Annapolis Design Guidelines 

 P 16: “The historic district possesses a strong urban character formed by the radial city plan, sloping 

terrain, and numerous water views.  For all its’ diversity, there is a visual unity within the historic district, which 

results from the human scale of the buildings and streetscapes.  It is this unity which the HPC seeks to preserve.” 

 P 25-32: “Design principles provide a vocabulary for evaluating new buildings within an existing historic 

context.  The ordinance encourages good contemporary design which follows the design principles of existing 

neighboring buildings, and respects the scale, proportions, order, rhythms, and materials of the prevailing historic 

context.  Scale is perhaps the most important design principle to be considered in evaluating proposed new 

construction in historic neighborhoods.  The principle of scale applies to both individual buildings and to 

streetscapes.  Conversely, in the commercial, governmental, and institutional areas of the district, new large 

buildings of modern day function intrude upon a historic setting. Building size and age correlate closely in these 

areas; newer buildings tend to be larger. The significance of the size of the Capitol and the churches is diminished 

as more and more large buildings are constructed, because the diversity in scale these historic public buildings 

once provided has been diluted.   Rhythm in architecture refers to the spacing and repetition of building elements. 

A lack of historic rhythms, is one of the most frequently repeated criticisms of modern architecture. It is 

particularly destructive to the character of a historic district. 

A. GUIDELINES TO PRESERVE AND ENHANCE THE CITY'S HISTORIC URBAN FORM.  

A.1 The Town Plan and Focal Points: New buildings should reinforce the historic town plan of Annapolis 

and should respect traditional views and visual focal points including the State House, St. Anne's Church, and the 

water.   The dramatic pattern of streets converging on major spaces and radiating outward to views of the water 

(or other streets leading to the water) can be adversely affected by site planning and building design which does 

not reinforce the pattern. For example, large buildings at the visual terminus of a street may alter the human scale 

of the street and block historic views beyond.  

A.3 Views from the Water  All projects which are visible from the water shall respect and reinforce the 

historic character of the district and shall respect traditional views and visual focal points. 

  



B. GUIDELINES TO PRESERVE AND ENHANCE INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC STREETSCAPES.  

The residential street scape is an ensemble of street, sidewalks, fences, vegetation, and buildings. Each part is a 

layer in the transition from public to private and each is subject to the review of the Historic District Commission. 

Public space includes the street paving for vehicles and sidewalks for pedestrians. Buildings and landscape 

elements form walls of outdoor spaces which become the public halls and reception rooms of the city. Street and 

sidewalk paving is the flooring of these rooms, and the vegetation and street furniture the furnishings. The historic 

district ordinance is in place to protect the street scape from insensitive change. The ordinance discourages the 

removal of landscape elements and obliteration of the street scape "walls" by a change in setback, any 

increase in the height and width of the "walls," removal of the historic human scale, or disruption of the 

existing order and pattern of rhythm along the street.  (emphasis added) 

B.1 Visual Relationships Between the Old and New: A new building or addition should visually relate to 

contributing historic buildings in its immediate neighbor- hood rather than to buildings in the historic district in 

general. The "immediate neighborhood" is defined as 1/2 block in both directions.   

B.2 New Building Design : New buildings should be designed to strengthen the unity of the existing street 

scape, and should follow the design principles of historic architecture described in Chapter IV.  

B.3 Building Height and Bulk:  New buildings should respect the bulk and height of neighboring 

buildings. The facade height and proportions of new buildings should be compatible with the predominant 

character of other buildings in the street scape. Limiting the bulk and height of new construction is essential to 

protect the human scale of Annapolis streetscapes. (emphasis added)  

B.10 Prevailing Setbacks The prevailing setback line at the street should be preserved.   Any new 

construction should address the street in a manner consistent with neighboring structures and the overall street 

form and character. The facade of a planned new building should respect the alignment of existing building 

facades relative to the sidewalk edge. On blocks where buildings are set back, a new building should be set back 

to the prevailing setback line. 

B. 11 Building Widths and Spacing  The prevailing relationships of building widths and the spaces 

between buildings should be respected and preserved. Where buildings are built out to the side lot lines, new 

buildings should be built out to side lot lines to maintain the sense of a "wall" along the street.  Where buildings 

are clearly separated from one another by side yards, new buildings and additions to existing buildings should not 

encroach into the side yard spaces. Where the spacing of buildings and side yards creates a rhythm, new buildings 

and additions to existing buildings should not alter that rhythm.  

D.3 Preservation of Building Changes Significant changes to historic buildings and sites which have 

taken place over time are evidence of the history of the building and shall be preserved. 

Assessment:   

 The HPC found particularly persuasive the document submitted entitled “Shorelines of Annapolis 

Market Slip” providing historical documentation that the setbacks along Dock Street have been in 

existence in their current form since approximately 1878 (Hopkins). 

 

 The HPC can support the concept of a change in measurement definition as it relates to cornice and 

roof  lines as a reasonable and necessary adaptation to a changing environment (in essence similar to 



a field change when construction occurs).   However, the HPC would require additional data on the 

impact of such a change based on specific sites , buildings and viewsheds.   The HPC does not believe 

the concept of substantially altering the height district on Dock Street or Compromise Street would be 

compliant and feasible given the testimony in the record.   The HPC does not believe the concept of 

altering the location of outer Dock Street would be compliant or feasible given the testimony in the 

record.    

 

 The HPC takes note however of the following language in Title 21.56.060: “Special Considerations: 

the Commission may approve the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration, moving, or 

demolition despite the provisions of subsection (E)(2) of this section, if the Commission finds that:  a.  

The landmark, site or structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of 

substantial benefit to the City”  The HPC points out that the City and a property owner could present 

evidence to invoke this portion of the code and argue the case for substantial benefit.  The HPC would 

further note that such testimony would need to be demonstrable fact as opposed to assertions and 

would be subject to public scrutiny and rebuttal.  The HPC would have to vote on the matter prior to 

moving forward with an application under this provision. 

 

2. Redefinition of inner Dock Street sidewalks to parallel promenade as opposed to buildings and 

overall expansion of the ratio between sidewalks and buildings:  

Question: How would the proposed redevelopment projects/areas address the following standards and 

guidelines? 

 

I. Standards for Rehabilitation from the Secretary of the Interior :  (emphasis added) 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that 

requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial 

relationships.  

Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The 

removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 

relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not 

destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 

property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with 

the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the 

integrity of the property and its environment.  

 

II. Annapolis Design Guidelines.   

P 26. The principle of scale applies to both individual buildings and to streetscapes. In an urban setting, where 

each building functions as a part of the larger streetscape, building scale is of paramount importance. Outdoor 

spaces, including streetscapes, have scale as well. The walls of buildings, hedges, fences, and outbuildings create 

outdoor spaces which have a scale created by the height and spacing of buildings, the width of the street, and 

landscape elements. The intimate scale of Annapolis streetscapes is formed by the residential scale of buildings, 



the width of the street, the placement of buildings on their lots, the human scale of building features such as 

railings, porches, windows, shutters, doors, and the presence of trees and shrubs. The architectural diversity of 

Annapolis streets is visually pleasing because within the differences in styles there remains a harmony of scale.  

B. GUIDELINES TO PRESERVE AND ENHANCE INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC STREETSCAPES.  

The residential street scape is an ensemble of street, sidewalks, fences, vegetation, and buildings. Each part is a 

layer in the transition from public to private and each is subject to the review of the Historic District Commission. 

Public space includes the street paving for vehicles and sidewalks for pedestrians. Buildings and landscape 

elements form walls of outdoor spaces which become the public halls and reception rooms of the city. Street and 

sidewalk paving is the flooring of these rooms, and the vegetation and street furniture the furnishings. The historic 

district ordinance is in place to protect the street scape from insensitive change. The ordinance discourages the 

removal of landscape elements and obliteration of the street scape "walls" by a change in setback, any 

increase in the height and width of the "walls," removal of the historic human scale, or disruption of the 

existing order and pattern of rhythm along the street.  (emphasis added). 

Assessment: 

  The HPC does believe that widening certain sections of sidewalk along Dock Street to more closely 

conform with dimensions present throughout Main Street and Market Space would be compliant and 

feasible based on the testimony in the record and within certain limits and would welcome an application 

from the City on this project.  The HPC does not believe the concept of realigning sidewalks on Dock 

Street to parallel the promenade as opposed to the buildings would be compliant and feasible given the 

testimony in the record.   

 

3. Demolition of Fawcetts, 1 Craig Street and the Harbormaster Building:  

Question: How would the proposed redevelopment projects/areas address the following standards and 

guidelines? 

 

I. Annapolis Design Guidelines 

D2: Demolition: Demolition potentially alters the essential character and integrity of the historic district and 

shall be reviewed strictly.  The demolition of contributing structures does not met the Secretary of Interior 

Standards and should not be approved.  In accordance with City Code Section 21.56.090 no demolitions except 

those undertaken for public safety shall be approved until plans for a replacement structure have been submitted 

and approved by the HPC.  Archaeological research shall be conducted prior to demolition.  

Assessment: 

 The HPC does believe that demolition of non-contributing structures within the Historic District can be 

compliant and feasible based on the testimony in the record depending on the specific replacement design 

that is proposed.  This analysis would extend to the Fawcetts building and the Harbormasters building but 

not 1 Craig Street (a contributing resource to the District). 



 

4. Demolition of Memorial Circle and redesign of traffic flow at the foot of Main Street, redesign of 

Hopkins Plaza:   

 

Question: How would the proposed redevelopment projects/areas address the following standards and 

guidelines? 

 

I. Standards for Rehabilitation from the Secretary of the Interior :   

Standard 4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be 

retained and preserved. 

 

II. Annapolis Design Guidelines 

A.3 Views from the Water  All projects which are visible from the water shall respect and reinforce the 

historic character of the district and shall respect traditional views and visual focal points. 

D.3 Preservation of Building Changes Significant changes to historic buildings and sites which have taken 

place over time are evidence of the history of the building and shall be preserved. 

Assessment:  

 The HPC believes a redesign of Hopkins Plaza prior to any decision on Memorial Circle would be 

compliant and feasible depending on the design specifications submitted. A majority of the 

Commissioners present at deliberations believe that the demolition of Memorial Circle would not be 

compliant and feasible based on the testimony in the record.  These commissioners found the testimony 

from Ms McWilliams and Russo most persuasive.  However unlike all other items discussed, this was not 

a unanimous opinion and some commissioners (2) remain undecided based on the record.   

 

 The HPC takes note however of the following language in Title 21.56.060: “Special Considerations: the 

Commission may approve the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration, moving, or demolition 

despite the provisions of subsection (E)(2) of this section, if the Commission finds that: a.  The landmark, 

site or structure is a deterrent to a major improvement program which will be of substantial benefit to the 

City;”  The HPC points out that the City as the property owner could present evidence to invoke this 

portion of the code and argue the case for substantial benefit.  The HPC would further note that such 

testimony would need to be demonstrable fact as opposed to assertions and would be subject to public 

scrutiny and rebuttal.  The HPC would have to vote on the matter prior to moving forward with an 

application under this provision. 

 

5. Installation of a Seawall: The HPC does believe that the construction of a seawall could be compliant 

and feasible given the testimony in the record and depending on design specifications and welcomes an 

application from the City on that project. 

  



Comments from 2011 that the HPC continues to endorse are as follows: 

 The HPC would encourage the development, even at the conceptual level, of a streetscape 

materials guidance document.  Recommendations for the standardized use of paving, curb, and 

sidewalk materials for specific areas/uses would provide cohesion to the development since the 

build out time is a lengthy one.  Materials that are both sustainable and appropriate for use in the 

historic environment should be the focus of this effort.  This project could be accomplished 

efficiently and would result in significant improvement in the streetscape design. 

 

 The HPC heartily endorses the statement to coordinate and prioritize efforts with a review of the 

Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).   

 

 The HPC has no opinion on the discussion relating to the management entity proposed by CDMP 

per se but is mindful that regardless of management type, the historic district ordinance vests 

authority for approval of infrastructure changes with the HPC. 

Other Items: 

 The HPC has requested additional review of CDMP from Maryland Historical Trust.  Their letter is 

attached and made a part of this response. 

 

 The HPC is forwarding and making part of the record all public written testimony as well as minutes 

(when complete and adopted) from the hearing on February 12, 2013. 

 

 The HPC wishes to remind all parties that in addition to all other requirements as the CDMP moves into 

actionable projects that archaeological oversight will be a necessary component of the process.   

 

The HPC wishes to express our appreciation for the on-going collaboration of the various groups on this 

important project and we look forward to reviewing complete applications as the projects develop. 

Respectfully Submitted by:  

Sharon A Kennedy (Chair) 

Tim Leahy (Vice Chair) 

Kim Finch 

Bronte Jones 

Jay Kabriel 

Rock Toews 

Pat Zeno 

 

  



March 11, 2013 

 

Sharon A. Kennedy, Chair 

Annapolis Historic Preservation Commission 

Department of Planning & Zoning 

145 Gorman Street, Third Floor 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

Re: City of Annapolis  

City Dock Master Plan 

 

Dear Chairman Kennedy: 

 

I have received your letter of March 4, 2013, requesting that the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) provide 

technical assistance in the review of the City Dock Master Plan (CDMP) and its effects on the Colonial Annapolis 

Historic Landmark District.  We have reviewed the CDMP and, in accordance with the provisions of Article 66B, 

§8.03 (b) (1) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, we offer the following comments for your consideration.  

 

The CDMP describes five guiding principles for development and improvement around the City Dock area and 

discusses specific ways that the principles should be applied to preserve the historic layout and scale of the 

neighborhood, develop walkable public spaces, decrease the dominance of cars on the landscape, promote 

environmental sustainability, and foster public art.  As you are well aware, the area addressed by the CDMP is in 

the core of a unique and nationally-important historic district.  Historic Annapolis, Maryland Inventory of Historic 

Properties AA-137, has tremendous significance for its role in political, economic, and cultural history; as one of 

the first planned cities in Colonial America; and for its extraordinary collection of eighteenth and nineteenth-

century architecture.  The district has been listed in the National Register of Historic Places since 1965 and is one 

of the few large urban districts in the United States to be designated a National Historic Landmark, our nation’s 

highest recognition of historic importance.  The waterfront, and the connection of the surrounding district to the 

waterfront, is central to the character of the district and to telling the story of its history.     

 

After careful review and consideration, MHT is pleased to endorse most aspects of the CDMP.  The gradual 

transition to a more walkable neighborhood described in the plan capitalizes on and accentuates the unique and 

waterfront atmosphere of neighborhood.  Many of the proposed changes will be beneficial to the preservation of 

the historic character of the area.  Suggestions in the plan, such as improved sidewalks, a waterfront promenade, 

and additional park space will not only improve the experience of residents and visitors, but also make the 

surrounding historic buildings more economically viable while at the same time maintaining their context and 

historic integrity. 

 

Central to the CDMP is reducing the physical impact of the automobile through better managed parking.  A large 

amount of surface parking detracts from the historic character of the area and seems a poor use for waterfront 

land.  Decreasing surface parking at Market Space and along Dock Street will decrease the separation of people 

and the historic waterfront that has been caused by parked cars and paving.  Rather than meet parking needs by 

increasing volume or allowing other construction that might impose on the historic character of the neighborhood, 

the CDMP proposes to accommodate contemporary parking needs through increased use of technology and 

intelligent management.  Strategic pricing, improved wayfinding, employee parking programs, encouraging the 

use of existing garages, maximizing the utility of existing spaces through valet parking, and free Circulator bus-

type transit are all promising strategies that have been successful in other dense historic areas. 

 

Members of the City Dock Advisory Committee were unable to reach consensus about the proposed removal of 

the traffic circle at the intersection of Main, Randall, and Compromise Streets and its replacement with a more 

conventional intersection.  Historically there was a circular feature at this intersection; however, that feature has 



been modified and moved over time, and it was not part of the original formal plan for the city.  On the other 

hand, replacement with a more conventional intersection probably would necessitate introduction of traffic signals 

that would create visual clutter and adverse effects on the historic character of the district and, perhaps, its own 

unintended traffic congestion.     

   

MHT is concerned with the CDMP’s proposal to increase the long-standing historic district height and bulk 

limitations for new construction in the redevelopment areas.  The CDMP proposes to permit new buildings of up 

to five stories.  Redevelopment of the non-historic buildings in these areas is a great opportunity, but new 

construction should not exceed the existing scale of the historic buildings on Dock and Prince George Streets, and 

generally throughout the entire historic district of three stories and lower.  A mass of taller buildings concentrated 

near the waterfront would create a psychological and visual separation between the dock area and the rest of the 

historic district.  This would diminish the integrity of the district as a whole, especially given the importance of 

the connection between the waterfront and the historic city.    

 

We agree with the several parties that already have commented on the somewhat limited focus the CDMP places 

on historic vistas and viewsheds.  As Donna Ware of Historic Annapolis, Inc., wrote: 

 

While the view along Main Street to the Chesapeake Bay and the view from the foot of Main Street to the 

water are significant, there are many vistas that are equally important.  The natural topography, prominent 

historic buildings and historic streetscapes, which are viewable from a number of vantage points, require 

protection and preservation in any plan for the city dock. 

 

In this regard, the view of the historic district from the water also is worthy of preservation.  A “wall” of even 

slightly taller new buildings near the edge of the waterfront would significantly alter the perception of the historic 

district from this important vantage point.  

 

Finally, our comments should not be construed to constitute any pre-approval or position that MHT may 

subsequently determine in an undertaking subject to our legal jurisdiction.  Such undertakings would include 1) 

any project sponsored, financially assisted, permitted or licensed by a state or federal agency; 2) projects proposed 

on state-owned property; and 3) projects involving property that is subject to a historic preservation easement held 

by MHT.  Future projects subject to MHT jurisdiction will be treated de novo according to the circumstances and 

merits of the specific undertaking.  With regard to the height for new construction, however, in the absence of 

extenuating or mitigating factors, any proposed construction over 3 stories will likely be determined to constitute 

an “adverse effect” on the character of the district.      

 

We commend the City and the members of the City Dock Advisory Committee for their hard work to preserve the 

historic district and ensure that it remains an economically and culturally lively place for residents and visitors.  If 

you have any questions about our review and comments, please do not hesitate to call.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

J. Rodney Little 

Director \ State Historic Preservation Officer 

Maryland Historical Trust 

 

 
JRL \ JES 
201300911 

CC:  Lisa Craig (City of Annapolis)  













































































































































































































































































































February 27, 2013 
 
The Annapolis Historic Preservation Commission 
145 Gorman Street, Third Floor 
Annapolis, Maryland  21401 
 
Re: The City Dock Master Plan 
 
 
Dear Historic Preservation Commission (HPC): 
 
I am writing the HPC in reference to your review of the City Dock Master Plan.  I have been a city 
resident for over 25 years, living near the City Dock on Prince George St. and in Murray Hill.  I am 
a member of the City Dock Advisory Committee (CDAC) that has participated in the City Dock 
Master Plan process for the last two years. 
 
Professionally, I am a Landscape Architect and Urban Designer with Hord Coplan Macht, a multi-
disciplinary design firm in Baltimore and Alexandria.  As part of my professional experience, I 
have worked on numerous nationally significant historic properties and historic landscapes, and 
I am familiar with the Secretary of the Interior “Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural 
Landscapes” which is a useful resource for evaluating the Master Plan. 
 
The City Dock Master Plan process involved participation by several CDAC members who are 
knowledgeable of Annapolis history and historic preservation.  The process also included many 
other concerned Annapolis citizens, City agencies including the Planning Department and a 
highly qualified consultant, OLIN Landscape Architects, who has worked on many notable 
historic landscapes including Independence National Historic Park, Columbus Circle in New York 
City and Mount Vernon Square in Baltimore.  Several of the Master Plan’s contributors and 
authors have significant background in historic preservation and urban design within an historic 
setting.  
 
It is my hope that HPC will see that the Master Plan is sensitive to and responsive to Annapolis’ 
historic fabric and meets the intent of HPC’s preservation standards. The plan identifies and 
retains the intact historical features that should be preserved. However, in its current state, 
many components of the City Dock area are NOT in keeping with Annapolis’ historic character or 
the spirit of HPC guidelines.  Up until the establishment of the Historic District and HPC, our 
harbor has been in a continual state of change with many significant losses of historic features.  
While the loss of historic features has been slowed over the past few decades, the physical state 
in which the City Dock has been preserved in is not an exemplary example of an urban 
landscape that is compatible with its historic context.  This includes numerous incompatible 
buildings, streetscapes, parking lots and open spaces.  The Master Plan proposes to improve 
incompatible contemporary features over time with potential new buildings, site design, 
streetscape and landscape design features aimed at providing a more appropriate historic 
balance between pedestrians and cars, similar to the heart of our historic district which displays 
a beautiful balance of historic buildings, streetscapes and open spaces. 
 
The Master Plan lays out a flexible general plan to build a better City Dock that will provide the 
HPC with the opportunity to steer the City Dock’s rehabilitation into an urban landscape that 



truly meets the long term goals of the HPC’s mission.  HPC and the Annapolis community are 
rightfully concerned about compatibility of certain aspects of the plan (i.e. building height/bulk 
on redeveloped lots), and those concerns should receive thoughtful discussion and debate so 
that these concerns can be resolved. 
 
The Master Plan is a comprehensive long term guideline and allows for ample flexibility, design 
development, input and future scrutiny by HPC of actual implementation projects.  As a way to 
evaluate the Master Plan design approach and compatibility within its historic context, I have 
summarized some personal notes in the following pages for your reference.  These notes and 
observations helped me come to the conclusion that, with a few areas of concern, the Master 
Plan should meet with HPC approval  The following pages generally address the Master Plan as 
it pertains to: 
  

1. Secretary of the Interior “Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes”: 

A “Rehabilitation” Approach”. 

2. The Historic Preservation Commission’s Mission , Design Manual and Guidelines 

3. Compatibility of the Proposed Master Plan with the historic character of Annapolis. 

 
I respectfully encourage the HPC to recommend approval of the City Dock Master Plan with your 
preservation concerns for specific details highlighted and duly noted for resolution and future 
discussion.  The Master Plan is an excellent comprehensive guide for long term growth and 
inevitable change within our City. There will be opportunity to continue this discussion and 
evaluate the details of each specific improvement over many years to come. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chris Schein, ASLA 
 
 

(See Following Pages) 



 
 
The following notes and comments generally address the Master Plan as it pertains to: 
  

1. Secretary of the Interior “Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes” 

2. The Historic Preservation Commission’s Mission , Design Manual and Guidelines 

3. Compatibility of the Proposed Master Plan with the historic character of Annapolis. 

 
GUIDELINES FOR THE TREATMENT OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPES: A REHABILITATION APPROACH 
 
The City Dock is a complex urban “Cultural Landscape” made up of many components including 
buildings, streets, streetscape, parking and public spaces.  While there are applicable standards 
within the “Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes”, without a Cultural Landscape 
Assessment and Cultural Landscape Report, it can only serve as a general guideline and provides 
some good overall perspective.  If a cultural landscape report were to be written, it would 
certainly provide further insight into how the Master Plan fits within a recommended 
preservation approach.  
 
The Historic District of Annapolis is part of a living evolving city, therefore the Master Plan needs 
not only to respect HPC preservation standards, it also needs to be a sustainable design 
economically and environmentally.  A major design focus of the Master Plan is to provide a 
better “sense of place” for our City Dock that enhances the City Dock as a destination that 
appeals to a wide variety of residents and tourists for all types of activities. 
 
The “Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes”, provides four preservation 
approaches that can provide insight and design guidance to this complex urban landscape: 
 

1. Preservation 
2. Restoration 
3. Rehabilitation 
4. Reconstruction 

 
It is the Rehabilitation Approach that makes the most sense in evaluating the City Dock Master 
Plan recommendations. In Rehabilitation, an historic landscape’s character-defining features 
and materials are protected and maintained however a large amount of historic fabric of that 
landscape has been removed, damaged or deteriorated over time, and as a result, more repair 
and replacement is required.  The Standards or Rehabilitation and Guidelines allow for the 
replacement of extensively deteriorated, damaged, or missing features. 
 
The Rehabilitation approach requires that historically significant and contributing elements be 
preserved. At the same time, this preservation approach allows for alterations and additions for 
contemporary use as long as those alterations do not remove historic features and are 
compatible, and differentiated from adjacent historic features. 
 
The City Dock is a landscape that has continually evolved over centuries. It contains some intact 
historically significant features, is missing unrecoverable historic features and contains many 



incompatible contemporary features.  Furthermore, there is no singular historical design form or 
“period of significance” to restore the City Dock back to as per the three other preservation 
approaches listed above. Therefore, the Rehabilitation approach is most appropriate. 
 
The City Dock Master Plan:  A “Rehabilitation” Approach 
 
Since about 1700, Annapolis city dock area has continually evolved and been altered in 
numerous and significant ways.  While many historical features remain intact, (mainly the older 
buildings along Main St., Dock St, Market Place and Craig St.), numerous features have been 
altered including the water’s edge and the city dock area itself that was altered by landfill 
(circa?).  Many maritime facilities such as seafood houses and fuel stations have come and gone 
on the city dock landfill area, and historic features surrounding the harbor have been replaced 
by newer 20th century buildings and expansive asphalt parking lots. 
 
The following is a general evaluation list as per a “Rehabilitation” approach for the City Dock 
 

• Identify historic features 
• Identify missing historic features 
• Identify features that have been extensively altered over time and newer features 
• Preserve Historic Features  
• Proposed compatible additions and alterations for contemporary use 

 
Historic features 
There are many historical features at that remain intact in and around City Dock. These intact 
historical features should be further defined, retained, repaired and preserved. The following is 
a partial list: 
 

• Numerous 2-3 story historically significant buildings 
• The Market House building 
• The urban form created by the alignment of historically significant and contributing 

buildings  
• The urban form created by the historic streets 
• Historic streetscapes of Main St, Randall St., Fleet St., Market Space, Pinkney St, Randall 

St. 
• Views to and from the water. 

 
Missing historic features 
It is difficult to identify all of these, but in general these features are gone and could be brought 
back to life in interpretive exhibits, but will never be rebuilt: 

• Historic Shoreline - The water’s edge:  Much of the City Dock area is on landfill as the 
bulk head altered the historic shoreline. 

• All buildings and features that were once located on the filled in land such as fish houses 
or other maritime industries. (replaced by 20th century structures and asphalt parking 
lots) 

 
Features that have been extensively altered over time and newer features: 



The following features are not necessarily historically contributing to the Annapolis Historic 
District and in many cases do not contribute positively to the historic character of Annapolis. 
These alterations and additions have removed significant historic fabric from the City Dock or 
are incongruous with the Historic District character.  The fact that these features may be 
incompatible suggests that they that can be improved upon or removed and/or replaced to 
meet a more contemporary need and compatible design solution. 
 

• All of the parking lots areas were once occupied by buildings, maritime industries or 
other water front features. 

• The Harbor Master Building 
• Compromise St. Streetscape - the built environment along the entire waterfront edge 

including the parking lots, the Fawcett’s site (old Acme/A&P), the Fleet Reserve and the 
Marriott Hotel. 

• The intersection of Main St. and Randall St (the traffic circle).  This area was originally an 
open European plaza, then an intersection and incrementally evolved into the modern 
traffic circle that exists today (built in 1976 - See comments on Traffic Circle page 7 & 9) 

• Hopkins Plaza’s configuration changed as the surrounding roads changed over several 
centuries. 

• Building located within the last 1-½ blocks of Dock St.;  110-122 Dock St  - the fashion 
shopping mall and the Phillips Seafood property. 

 
The above summary of historic features, missing historic features and newer incompatible 
features corroborates that a “Rehabilitation” Approach is most appropriate, and it is also the 
approach that will allow the city dock to continue to evolve and be a sustainable cultural 
landscape, both historically and economically. 
 
The following summarizes Master Plan recommendations that fall within a Rehabilitation 
approach. 
 
Preserve historic features  
The Master Plan preserves elements that are historically intact and significant. A Rehabilitation 
Approach requires that Historic Materials and Features be identified and retained. The following 
is a short list of historic materials and features that are retained by the Master Plan.  
 

• The Plan preserves all historically significant buildings that contribute to Annapolis’ 
historic character 

• The Plan preserves the historic alignment and location of historically significant buildings 
which are the historic “container’ of the City Dock space. 

• The Plan preserves the City’s Historic Urban form including the buildings and the 
streetscape 

• The Plan preserves the water’s edge. 
• The Plan preserves and/or improves views to and from the water. 

 
Proposed compatible additions and alterations for contemporary use 
The Master Plan proposes improvements for incompatible features that will enhance the use of 
the city dock for Public use.  The Rehabilitation Approach allows for the removal of non-historic 
features that are not compatible with our historic heritage and allows us to alter them and 



improve them for contemporary use as long as those improvements are compatible and 
distinguished from significant historic elements. 
 
The Master Plan calls for the alteration or removal of several -historically incompatible features 
including: 
 

• Reducing large asphalt parking areas and roads that have grown too numerous or too 
wide and return these spaces to a better balanced pedestrian friendly streetscape. 

• Removal and relocation of the Dock Master and Restroom facility that blocks access, 
both physically and visually, to the end of the city dock 

• The plan recommends redevelopment of several building parcels along Dock Street and 
the old Fawcett’s sites. This redevelopment is proposed only for building structures that 
are less historically significant and not in keeping with the historic character of 
Annapolis. 

• At the old Fawcett’s site, the plan relocates the foot print of a future building back from 
the water’s edge to open up views from Main Street to the harbor.  It also proposes to 
increase the building’s height to be more consistent with the standard two and three 
story historic buildings along Main and Compromise Streets. Note that there once stood 
a three story building immediately adjacent to the Fawcett’s site visible in numerous 
historical maps and post card views. 

• The proposed alterations to the traffic circle to expand Hopkins Plaza and strengthen 
the pedestrian connections between Main St. and City Dock and to reconnect the Mills 
Wine/Mangia Italian restaurant/retail building to the city dock. 
 

 
This concludes a summary of City Dock Master Plan recommendations as organized by a 
“Rehabilitation” approach as per the guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. 
 
 
 

(See Following Pages on HPC Guidelines) 
 



CONFORMANCE TO ANNAPOLIS HPC GUIDELINES 
 
Given that the above Rehabilitation approach is appropriate, the Master Plan also needs to be 
vetted by the HPC Guidelines.  Once evaluated against these guidelines, the main issue to 
contend with is that of compatibility of the Master Plan recommended improvements with the 
HPC Design Manual and guidelines.  Below is a brief summary of the Master Plan 
recommendations and where they fit into the overarching principals of preservation outlined in 
the HPC Design Manual. 
 
A Guidelines to preserve and enhance the city’s historic urban form 

• The Plan preserves historically significant buildings that contribute to Annapolis’ historic 
urban form. 

• The Plan preserves the historic alignment and location of historically significant buildings 
which are the historic “container’ or outer edge of the City Dock space. 

• The Plan preserves the water’s edge of the harbor. 
• The Plan preserves historic street patterns. 

 
B Preserves individual historic streetscapes 

The Master Plan proposes to preserve historic streetscapes within or touching the City Dock 
area include the foot of Main St, Randall St., Fleet St., Market Space, Pinkney St, Market 
Place, Randall St. and Craig St. 
 

Enhancing Streetscape to provide “Complete” Streets 
Over the last 100 years, Compromise Street, Dock Street and the Traffic Circle have been 
highly altered physically, continually evolving, and in the case of the Traffic Circle, was 
introduced much later in Annapolis’ historic timeline than the other historic streets listed 
above. The traffic circle incrementally evolved from a plaza (1700-1870?), to a “Y” 
intersection (1870-1895?), a park (1895 to?), a gas station (1929-1960’s) and finally into the 
modern traffic circle that exists today (1976). 
 
The Plan proposes alteration to these newer and/or highly altered streets only. The goal of 
these enhancements is to improve the pedestrian experience, reintroduce pedestrian public 
space and better integrate how these streets connect and lead people into the Harbor 
providing for better access and experience. 
 
Major streetscape improvement recommendations include those for Compromise St., Dock 
St. and the intersection of Main, Randall, Green and Compromise (The Traffic Circle). 

 
C Preserves and protects historic building, materials and elements 

As stated above, the Plan preserves historically significant buildings that contribute to 
Annapolis’ historic urban character and form. 

 
D Facilitates compatible landscape and site design 

The Master Plan calls for changes in the landscape of the City Dock to better integrate and 
connect with the heart of the Historic District, which exemplify high quality historic character. 
This high quality character is represented in numerous beautiful buildings, streetscapes and 
green spaces such as State Circle, Church Circle, Main St., Maryland Ave. and Prince George 



St.  The goal of the Master Plan is to improved sense of place of the City Dock that is in 
keeping with the pedestrian quality of the rest of the Annapolis Historic District. 
 
 
 
 

(See Following Pages on Compatibility) 



COMPATIBITY 
An overarching goal of the Master Plan is to preserve the good historic characteristics and 
propose modifications only where the historic architecture, urban form and streetscape have 
long ago been lost and are less compatible with the remaining historic character. 

 
The Master Plan proposes to improve incompatible contemporary features over time with 
potential new buildings, site design, streetscape and landscape design features aimed at 
providing a more appropriate historic balance between pedestrians and cars, similar to the 
heart of our historic district which displays a beautiful balance of historic buildings, 
streetscapes and open spaces. 

 
Pedestrian Quality: A Balance of Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation. 
High quality pedestrian environments are extremely critical to preserving Annapolis Historic 
District character.  The Master Plan proposes to improve upon incompatible contemporary 
features with potential new site design, streetscape and landscape design features. These 
features are aimed at providing a more appropriate balance between pedestrians and cars, 
similar to the heart of our historic district which displays a beautiful balance of historic 
buildings, streetscapes and open spaces.  
 
This better balance can be achieved through the widening of the promenade & boardwalk 
along the water’s edge and public sidewalks in front of the retail establishments of Dock St. 
and Market Place.  Additionally, the added benefit of an expanded Hopkins Plaza and public 
pedestrian space in front of the Fawcett’s building help achieve this goal.  All of these 
expanded pedestrian spaces will encourage walking by visitors and encourage longer stays to 
enjoy the Historic District. 
 
Parking – An Evolution 
Parking along the streets either in parallel form or in single rows of angled parking are the 
most common, traditional and compatible forms of parking for Annapolis’ Historic District 
The large parking areas completely surrounding the City Dock waterfront have evolved over 
many years and essentially “filled in” the areas as maritime buildings and features were 
demolished. 
 
Large parking areas around the City Dock are incompatible with our Historic District 
character. Reducing and reconfiguring parking sits squarely within HPC’s goal of preserving 
the pedestrian quality of the streetscape as per the HPC guidelines. 
 
Traffic Circle vs. T Intersection 
Governor Francis Nicholson did not plan a circle for the intersection of Main St. and Randall 
St. This intersection location was originally more of an open European plaza with a central 
market house.  This Plaza allowed for multiple functions and flexible use for the commercial 
center of Annapolis.  The intersection incrementally evolved from a plaza (1700-1870?), to a 
“Y” intersection (1870-1895?), a park (1895 to?), a gas station (1929-1960’s) and finally into 
the modern traffic circle that exists today (1976).  Those familiar with modern traffic 
engineering and traffic calming devices recognize the circle for what it is. All of the above had 
different configurations and alignments at various times through history. 
 



While there are some who claim the circle is historically appropriate, this presumption seems 
misleading and given the evolution and numerous forms that this intersection has taken over 
the centuries, one could argue that a new form of either the “T” intersection or the Circle are 
both compatible contemporary features within the  Annapolis Historic District.  
 
The problem with the Traffic Circle is that it takes up too much space for automobile traffic 
and cuts off Main St. from the City Dock.  The urban design and pedestrian quality benefits of 
a “T” Intersection are a strong argument to select the “T” intersection and should not be 
dismissed summarily.  The “T” intersection facilitates needed expansion of Hopkins Plaza.  
This area was once a larger market square and returning it to a larger size and rectangular 
configuration has large benefits to the quality of the City Dock and to the Market House 
itself.  The “T” Intersection also strengthens the pedestrian connections between Main St. 
and City Dock and would better connect the Mills Wine/Mangia /retail building to the City 
Dock. The “T” Intersection also adds needed pedestrian sidewalk space to the water’s edge, 
better accommodating the large crowds that walk there. 

 
Rezoning and Redevelopment Potential 
The Master Plan calls for the alteration, removal and/or redevelopment of several -
historically incompatible architectural features.  Removal of historically noncontributing 
buildings provides the opportunity to add new buildings that positively contribute the 
context of architectural unity and Annapolis Streetscape. 

 
Removal and relocation of the Dock Master facility that currently blocks access physically and 
visually to the end of the City Dock is recommended and will open up this access significantly.  
The plan also recommends redevelopment of several building parcels along Dock Street and 
the old Fawcett’s site. This redevelopment is proposed only for building structures that are 
less historically significant and not in keeping with the historic character of Annapolis. 
 
In the case of the Fawcett’s site, the plan relocates the foot print of a future building back 
from the water’s edge to open up views from Main Street to the harbor.  It also proposes to 
increase the building’s height to be more consistent with the standard 2 &3 story historic 
buildings along Main St and Compromise St. Note that there once stood a 3 story building 
adjacent to the Fawcett’s site visible in numerous historical maps and post card views. 

 
Proposed building height and bulk changes in front of the USNA Halsey Field House  
The redevelopment outlined above can have great positive visual and economic impact to 
the City Dock.  Proposed building height and bulk will certainly be of primary concern to HPC.  
These issues of height and bulk should be vetted now and during the actual implementation 
of these projects.  
 
Views 
Views to and from the City Dock from all vantage points are also a primary concern of HPC. 
While views have continually changed over time (The City Dock was once filled with maritime 
industry buildings and working yards that have all disappeared), it will be very important to 
evaluate the altered views when the new development projects are proposed.  Generally, the 
Master Plan will be greatly enhance the views to and from the water 

 
 



From:  Shari Pippen 
To: Craig, Lisa;  Nash, Sally 
Date:  2/28/2013 9:29 AM 
Subject:  Fwd: Comments Annapolis City Dock Plan 
 
Please see Susan's e-mail below.   
 
>>> Susan Chavarria <susan@fc-tv.com> 2/28/2013 9:25 AM >>> 
Dear Ms. Pippen, 
 
I attended the Ward One meeting in January regarding the City Dock plan. 
 
Here are a few questions I have : 
 
What is the budget for this plan? 
 
What is the budget to fix the drainage problem at City Dock and who is going to pay for this? 
No 'improvements' can be done at City Dock until the flooding problem is solved. 
 
Why a multi story building at City Dock?  How will that effect the establishments and homes on Prince George's Street 
behind that area? 
Will it feel like Alexandria or Inner Harbor Baltimore?  Part of the beauty of our town is that we don't have tall buildings.  
 
New plan does not solve Annapolis City parking issues.  In fact, it makes the parking availability situation worse. 
 
Traffic patterns need further study before any changes.  The traffic circle on West Street was put in to keep the flow of 
traffic moving.   Traffic lights at City Dock!  Yikes!  A gridlock problem waiting to happen!  One big traffic jam. 
 
The City Dock plan does not seem to focus  on attracting folks based on our history and traditions of boating and life on 
the Chesapeake Bay.  It seems to be geared towards condo and hotel developers.   This plan was not developed by 
someone who lives in downtown Annapolis or visits us often. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan R. Chavarria 
42 Fleet Street 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
Susan@fc-tv.com 
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