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PETITION TO AMEND ZONING DISTRICT
Before The Dover City Council

September 13, 2004

Applicants/Owner    Rebecca Gates and Joseph Gates
605 South State Street
Dover, DE 19901

Equitable Owner Bayhealth Medical Center, Inc.
640 South State Street
Dover, DE  19901

Location: 605 South State Street across from South Street intersection

Size:  3.60 acres +/-

Present Zoning: R-10 (One Family Residence Zone)

Proposed Zoning: IO (Institutional and Office Zone) permitting business,
professional, or governmental offices, and research, design
and development laboratories, including incidental clinics,
cafeterias and recreational facilities for the exclusive use of
company employees. Public and institutional uses including
hospitals, sanitariums, for general medical care, medical
clinics, libraries, police stations, court houses, transit
centers, schools, colleges and universities, places of
worship, philanthropic and eleemosynary institutions, parks,
playgrounds, public indoor recreation centers, civic centers,
athletic fields and public utility rights-of-way. Through the
Conditional Use process, planned senior housing
developments are permitted.

Present Use: Two buildings of the residence and a shed

Proposed Use: Hospital offices with no changes to the buildings proposed

File Number: Z-04-08
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Findings and Recommendations of the Dover Planning Commission

This petition was considered at the August 16, 2004 meeting of the Planning Commission. The
following members were present: Mr. Friedman, Mr. Nichols, Mrs. Young, Mr. Tolbert, Mr. Holt,
Mr. Winsley, Mr. DiMondi, Mr. VonReider, and Col. Welsh.

The Planning Commission recommends that this request for rezoning from R-10 to I-O be
approved. The motion for approval of the rezoning passed 9-0 of those members present.

The following information was considered by the Planning Commission:

Surrounding Land Uses:  
The area of petition consists of one parcel located on the east side of South State Street across
from the intersection with South Street known as 605 South State Street. The property is currently
zoned R-10 (One Family Residence Zone).  The proposed zoning is IO (Institutional and Office
Zone).  Immediately surrounding this property is one parcel currently owned by the equitable
owner and zoned IO.   The major part of the adjacent parcel is to the south and includes the
structure known as the Scull Mansion (Cultural Resource Survey #K-126, individual property
listed in the National Register of Historic Places).  The parcel does surround the subject parcel
with a 27 +/- feet border on three sides.  This is an area of mixed zoning and mixed uses.  To the
north is the Elm Terrace neighborhood zoned R-8 One Family Residential.  To the west is an area
largely influenced, if not owned by, Bayhealth Medical Center zoned IO with the parcel on the
corner of South Street zoned RGO (General Residence and Office).  The property to the east
includes hospital uses and ends at the St. Jones River, all zoned IO.  The actual uses in the area
are primarily medical related offices and a residential area.

Comprehensive Plan:
In the 2003 Comprehensive Plan Update, the Land Development Plan recommends Residential
Use for this property.  The conflict with the Comprehensive Plan has been addressed by the
Office of State Planning Coordination by the issuance of a waiver from further State review of the
proposal and stipulating that the rezoning is in the interest of the community. See attached letter.

Request for IO (Institutional and Office Zoning)
The types of permitted uses in the IO (Institutional and Office Zoning) are outlined in Article 3
§10 and include a variety of office type uses.

Section 10.  Institutional and Office Zone (IO).

Uses Permitted. Business, professional, or governmental offices, and research, design and

development laboratories, located entirely within a building on the same lot therewith, including

incidental clinics, cafeterias and recreational facilities for the exclusive use of company employees.

Public and institutional uses including hospitals, sanitariums, for general medical care, medical

clinics, libraries, police stations, court houses, transit centers, motor vehicle storage and repair

facilities accessory to a public or institutional use, schools, colleges and universities, places of

worship, philanthropic and eleemosynary institutions, parks, playgrounds, public indoor recreation

centers, civic centers, athletic fields and public utility rights-of-way and structures necessary to

serve areas within the city. Restaurants accessory to permitted uses located on the same lot.



 As required with a request for IO (Institutional and Office Zone) Zoning, the applicant
submitted a Preliminary Site Plan. This Plan shows basic information on the existing
buildings, parking areas, and landscaping. Because there are no changes to the
buildings or site proposed with this rezoning, no changes are noted on the plans.   The
subject property meets the requirements that it have a minimum width of 50 feet and
depth of 100 feet. There is no minimum lot area requirement.  Since any allowed use
under the new zoning district will require a site plan, the reuse, redevelopment or
expansion of the existing buildings on the site will require a Site Plan reviewed by the
Planning Commission as per the Zoning Ordinance.

Other Considerations:
While the subject parcel is surrounded by lands zoned IO, it functionally abuts a residential
neighborhood.  The distance of the developed portions of the property are most remote from this
neighborhood.  The request is being made to allow the holdings of Bayhealth Medical to maintain
common zoning and permitted uses and is a part of the facility’s campus plan.  Compliance with
all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance will be reviewed as part of the Site Plan approval
process.

Recommendation of the Planning Staff:
Although the Comprehensive Plan recommended the parcel be retained as residential, the waiver
obtained from the Office of State Planning accurately depicts the value of the property in the
campus of Bayhealth Medical.  The primary zoning to the south and east are the same as
proposed and the adjacent residences are relatively remote from the buildings on the site.  The
Planning Staff recommends that the rezoning from R-10 to IO be approved.  

Advisory Comments to the Applicant: 
1) The applicant shall be aware that approval of the Rezoning does not represent Site Plan

approval. A separate application process for Site Plan approval is required for the
development of this property due to the change of use.

2) The details of the Plan will be reviewed during the Site Plan process for compliance with
the Zoning Ordinance. These items include site access, curbing, parking, utilities, tree
plantings, Dumpster location, lighting, etc.

Public Comments:
The application was represented by Gregory V. Moore, Becker Morgan Group and Jerry Peters,
Director of Planning for Bayhealth Medical Center, Inc.

The following individual appeared and spoke in regards to the rezoning application:
· Mrs. Rose Bryan, 600 South State Street – She noted changes in the area surrounding the

hospital, the number of properties in hospital or hospital related ownership, and her
concerns about the hospital’s future overall plan for development. (The written statement
she submitted at the hearing is attached.)

A memorandum dated August 12, 2004 was received from Gene Ruane, Dover Councilman:
Second District regarding Dover’s Institutional Master Plan Review Process and the
Gates/Bayhealth Medical Center and Zimmerhaus II/Wesley College Applications. The Planning
Commission members received this via email and a hardcopy was provided to them at the August
16, 2004 meeting. 



Agency Comments from DAC Report:
Department of Public Works has no objections to the rezoning. They also noted the future review
and calculation of impact fees should additional fixtures be added.
The City Electric Department has no comments on the rezoning application.
DelDOT has no comments on the rezoning. 

Attachments to the Report:
· Exhibit Location Map

Development Advisory Committee Application Review Commentary (comment sheets) from
the following:

Department of Public Works
City Electric Department
Delaware Department of Transportation

· Letter from Office of State Planning Coordination – June 30, 2004

· Exhibits from Public Hearing at Planning Commission:
o Written statement read by Mrs. Rose Bryan
o Summary of Bayhealth/ Gates Property/ Master Planning Process submitted

to staff by Gregory V. Moore on 8/16/04

· Memorandum from Gene Ruane, Dover Councilman: Second District – August 12, 2004
regarding Dover’s Institutional Master Plan Review Process and the Gates/Bayhealth
Medical Center and Zimmerhaus II/Wesley College Applications.



 C
 I  P
 T  U
 Y  B
    L
 O  I
 F  C
    
 D  W
 O  O
 V  R
 E  K
 R  S

  D

CITY OF DOVER

DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

APPLICATION REVIEW COM MENTARY

APPLICANT D.A.C. MEETING DATE:  July 29, 2004

=======================================================================

APPLICATION: Lands of Rebecca Gates at 605 South State Street:  Rezoning from R-10 to IO

FILE#:   Z-04-08           REVIEWING AGENCY:   City of Dover Public Works 

CONTACT PERSON:   Scott Koenig or Andrew Riggi             PHONE#:   736-7025 

===================================================================================
THE SUBJECT PROPOSAL HAS BEEN REVIEWED FOR CODE COM PLIANCE, PLAN CONFORM ITY AND COM PLETENESS IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THIS AGENCY'S AUTHORITY AND AREA OF EXPERTISE.

THE FOLLOWING ITEM S HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS ELEMENTS WHICH NEED TO BE ADDRESSED BY THE APPLICANT:

CITY AND STATE CODE REQUIREMENTS:

1. The Department of Public Works has no objection to the proposed rezoning of tax parcel ED-05-

77.13-01-49.00-000 from R-10 to I-O.

RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL TO MEET CODE

OBJECTIVES:

ADVISORY COMMENTS TO THE APPLICANT:

2. Should any changes to the building become proposed at any time, particularly regarding the addition of

fixtures, additional information must be submitted to our office for review and the calculation of impact fees.

A maximum credit of 2 E.D.U.s will be provided at that time by our office for the 2 dwelling units currently

location on the property.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR NEED TO DISCUSS ANY OF THE ABOVE COMMENTS, PLEASE CALL

THE ABOVE CONTACT PERSON AND THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
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                   CITY  OF DOVER

                   DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING

                  APPLICATION  REVIEW  COMMENTARY

                 JULY 29, 2004 - 10:00 A.M. - CAUCUS ROOM

APPLICATION: LANDS OF REBECCA  GATES – 605 S. STATE STREET

FILE NO.:   Z-04-08     REVIEWING  AGENCY:    CITY  OF DOVER  ELECTRIC  

CONTACT  PERSON: STEPHEN  A. ENSS      PHONE #:   736-7091 

THE SUBJECT PROPOSAL HAS BEEN REVIEWED FOR CODE COMPLIANCE, PLAN

CONFORMITY AND COMPLETENESS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS AGENCY'S

AUTHORITY AND AREA OF EXPERTISE.

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS ELEMENTS WHICH NEED TO BE

ADDRESSED BY THE APPLICANT:  

CITY & STATE CODE REQUIREMENTS:

THE ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT REVIEWED THE APPLICATION AND HAS NO COMMENTS.

RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTED  FOR AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL TO  MEET CODE

OBJECTIVES:

ADVISORY  COMMENTS TO  THE APPLICANT:

IF YOU SHOULD HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR NEED TO DISCUSS ANY OF THE ABOVE COMMENTS, PLEASE CONTACT

STEPHEN ENSS AT 736-7091 OR CONTACT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AT 736-7010 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.



CITY OF DOVER

DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

APPLICATION REVIEW COMMENTARY

D.A.C. MEETING DATE: JULY 29, 2004

===============================================================

APPLICATION: LANDS OF REBECCA GATES AT 605 S. STATE STREET -REZONING 

FILE#: Z-04-08 REVIEWING AGENCY:  DELDOT

CONTACT PERSON: RICHARD A. WOODHALL PHONE#:  760-2262
  

===============================================================
THE  SUBJECT  PROPOSAL  HAS  BEEN  REVIEW ED  FOR  C O D E  C O M PLIANCE, PLAN  CONFORM ITY  AND  COM PLETENESS  IN  ACCORDANCE  W ITH  THIS

AGENCY'S  AU THORITY  AND  AREA  OF EXPERTISE.

THE  FOLLOW ING  ITEM S  HAVE  BEEN  IDENTIFIED  AS  ELEM ENTS  W HICH  NEED  TO  BE  AD DRESSED  BY  THE  APPLICAN T:

CITY & STATE CODE REQUIREMENTS:

NO COMMENTS

RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL TO MEET CODE 

OBJECTIVES: 

ADVISORY COMMENTS TO THE APPLICANT:

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR NEED TO DISCUSS ANY OF THE ABOVE COMMENTS, PLEASE CALL

THE ABOVE CONTACT PERSON AND THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
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City Of Dover, Delaware
Department of Planning and Inspections

M E M O R A N D U M

DATE: August 17, 2004

TO: Gene Ruane, Dover Councilman, 2  Districtnd

FROM: James J. Galvin, Jr., AICP
Director of Planning & Inspection

RE:  Dover’s Institutional Master Plan Inclusion

Thank you for  your  le t ter .   As you know, the Comprehensive Plan is  an important
document  that  helps guide the Depar tment ,  the Planning Commiss ion and the Ci ty
through the coming f ive years.   It  i s  a  prospect ive document  that  ins t i tu tes  some
working goals  for  us  al l  dur ing this  period.   

You raise several  i ssues  in your  correspondence to  which I wil l  respond wi th th is
memorandum.  In  general ,  however ,  the document  is  a  plan that  was developed at
a  point  in  t ime with the information known at  that  t ime.   The plan did not ,  nor
l ikely could ,  speculate on al l  potent ial  (appropriate)  opportuni t ies  for speci f ic
parcels ,  whether  in  the City of  Dover  or  a potent ia l  annexat ion.   As such,  a  plan
must  be able  to  respond to  changing circumstances unt i l  a  new plan is  developed.  
Any change may be in  the best  interest  of  a  property owner or  a  prospect ive
owner,  but  i t  must  be in  the best  interest  of  the City of  Dover  as  a whole.

The City of  Dover  es tabl ished a pol icy to  “Part ic ipate in  the Master  Planning
process  for  inst i tut ional  faci l i t ies  and campuses and encourage approval  by the
Planning Commission of  the Master  Plan as  out l ined in  the Zoning Ordinance” as
you ci ted.   This  is  actual ly a  two fold pol icy.  

Encouraging Inst itut ional  Planning



The f i rs t  is  to  “(p)art ic ipate  in  the master planning process  for  inst i tut ional
faci l i t i es  and campuses…”.   The s taff of  the Department  of  Planning and
Inspect ions met  with the major  inst i tut ions  pr ior  to  or  during the development  of
the Comprehensive Plan Update  of 2003.   For example,  I bel ieve every Director
of  the Off ice of  Planning and Inspect ions has  met  with Dr.  Mil ler  or Dr.  Coplan,
as  has  the City Counci l ,  to  discuss  their  Master  Plan for  the campus.   Their  Plan
inf luenced the Comprehensive Plan’s  Land Development  Plan as  evidenced by the
Land Development  Map 11-1 potent ia l  development  category for  the block
bounded by N. Governors ,  N. New, Ful ton and Ceci l .

BayHeal th  is  working on thei r  Master  Plan  and has  shared some of thei r  f indings
with s taff  of  this  Department ,  as  wel l  as  the State  Off ice of  Planning
Coordinat ion.   I bel ieve their  prel iminary f indings were presented to  s taff
including Mr.  Jorgensen and to  the Planning Commission Chair ,  Mr.  Fr iedman
during the preparat ion of  the Plan Update .   Delaware State  Universi ty is  in  the
process  of  developing a new Campus Plan and has  hired a  fi rm to assis t  them. 
We ful ly ant ic ipate  input  into the plan after  the prel iminary work has  been
completed,  par t icular ly ident i fying ut i l i ty locat ions and project ing at tendance.  
The Universi ty has  undertaken this  newest  Campus Plan at  the suggest ion of  the
Planning Commission.

All  of  these are  examples  that  rela te  to  our  local  inst i tut ions preparing or  sharing
master  plans and including City s taff  in  the process  at  some point .   Master  Plans
are typical ly not  a  cont inuous project  for  such inst i tut ions.   Just  as  they were
involved in the development  of  the Ci ty’s Comprehensive Plan in 2003,  we wil l
cont inue to  request  input  into the process  of  inst i tut ional  plan development  as  the
oppor tuni ty exis ts.    At  t imes ,  we have vi rtual ly mandated an  ins t i tu t ion complete
such a  plan.   We can not ,  however ,  insis t  that  they consul t  with s taff  or  accept
our  suggest ions  during the development  phase.   For the most  par t  our  comments
are wel l  received.

Planning Commission Approval

The second pol icy s ta tement  included in  the Comprehensive Plan encourages
“. . .approval  by the Planning Commission of  the Master  Plan as  out l ined in  the
Zoning Ordinance.”   The referenced sect ion of  the Zoning Ordinance is  Article
10,  Sect ion 2.58 is  supplemented by Sect ion 2.491.   The former descr ibes  the
t ime frame of  consecut ive construct ion projects  that  would be required for
considerat ion for s i te  master  plan  approval .   The speci f ic ci tat ion reads:

 “ . . .approval  of the master  plan  shal l  remain  val id for  a per iod not  to
exceed five (5)  years f rom the date of p lanning commission approval ,
provided that  the authorized construct ion or  use has  commenced
within one (1)  year of  approval  and is  proceeding toward complet ion,
unless  an extension of  t ime is  appl ied for  by the appl icant  and
granted by the planning commission.  In  addi t ion,  the t ime between
the complet ion of  one phase and the in i t iat ion of  the next  phase shal l
not  exceed a  per iod of  two (2) years .”

Thus,  the approval  of master  plans by the Planning Commiss ion is  to
accommodate several  potent ial ly separable const ruct ion projects  that  are l ikely
to occur over  a f ive year per iod.   There is  no requirement  referenced in  the
Comprehensive Plan or  the Zoning Ordinance for  an  ins t i tu t ion to  publ ical ly
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share thei r  master  plan .   There may be a d isincent ive for  an  ins t i tu t ion to  release
strategic  information on potent ia l  property acquis i t ions.  

To answer  your  speci f ic ques t ions :

1,  2  and 3)   Representat ives  f rom the Department  of  Planning and Inspect ions has
met  with BayHeal th  to  review the plans they have prepared to  date .   They have no
immediate  plans for expansions that  would suggest  a  master plan approval
process .   We have made comments  on the nature of  their  plans and have offered
our  technical  ass is tance for a  master plan submission to  the Planning
Commiss ion.    The only o ther  inst i tu t ion that  i s  act ively prepar ing a new plan is
Delaware State  Universi ty,    It  i s  our  understanding that  they have not  progressed
beyond the s i te  informat ion gather ing s tage.   We have spoken wi th Universi ty
representat ives  about  s taff  par t ic ipat ion in  the plan development  phase.   Wesley
College had developed a  master  plan they are using to  guide decis ions.   It  i s  not
being updated.   It  i s  my understanding that  the City Counci l  was offered the
opportuni ty to  vis i t  the  campus and review the plan that  was developed.

4)   I can only speak to  the recent  his tory on BayHeal th’s  plan.   The potent ia l
purchase of  the Gates  property was presented during my introduct ion to  the
inst i tu t ion’s draf t  p lans.   My in troduct ion to the Wesley College Plan shor t ly
af ter  arr iving did not  include any plans for  use of  the Zimmerhaus II faci l i ty as
dormitor ies .   My understanding is  that  the idea was developed within a  few
months of  appl icat ion for  a change of  use.

5)  The Zoning Ordinance at  Art ic le  10,  Sect ions 2.491 and 2.58 descr ibes  the
process  for present ing an  ins t i tu t ion’s master  plan .   It  i s  speci f ical ly related  to
sequent ia l  construct ion projects  and includes a  publ ic  hear ing before  the
Commission.

6) Nei ther  BayHeal th nor  Wesley College have presented any projects  that  would
meet  the thresholds  for  a  master  plan review by the Commiss ion.

7) I hope that  the informat ion presented in th is  response and as  answers to
specif ic quest ions documents  that  the Department  of  Planning and Inspect ions
has fol lowed the pol ic ies  of  the Comprehensive Plan.   The one inst i tut ion that
made appl icat ion fol lowed the processes  required for  such a  request .    The
Wesley College related appl icat ion was made by a  pr ivate  ent i ty.   Considerat ion
of  these did not  and does not  const i tute  a  “violat ion” of   the Comprehensive Plan
by the Ci ty.

8)  The Department  of  Planning and Inspect ions has  and wil l  encourage our
inst i tu t ions  to involve s taf f and/or the Commiss ion in the development  of  thei r
plans.   We are aware of two that  are on-going.   As the plans resul t  in  s i te  plan
requests  before the Planning Commiss ion, we wil l  require them to present  thei r
p lans for  development  during the f ive year  per iod in  conformance with  thei r
Master  Plan and our  Zoning Ordinance.

9)  We are constant ly evaluat ing the eff icacy of  our  pol ic ies  and regulat ions and
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may request  some changes to  the Zoning and/or  Subdivis ion ordinances in  the
future .   No changes are  necessary to  meet  the intent  of  the Comprehensive Plan.  
I do not  ant icipate any change that  would  require the inst i tu t ions  to present  thei r
Master / .Campus Plans for  “cert i f icat ion” by the City.   To the extent  that  we can
encourage presentat ion of  Master Plans to  the Planning Commission,  we wil l  do
so.   We wil l  require that  development  proposals  that  potent ial ly include mult iple
stages  be presented as  s i te  Master Plans before the Commiss ion.

Conclusion

The Department  of  Planning and Inspect ions has  complied with the intent  of  the
Comprehensive Plan and the requirements  of  the Zoning Ordinance in  reviewing
and present ing requests  f rom BayHeal th  Medical  Center and the principals  of
Zimmerhaus II.

The ent i t ies  that  would l ikely be involved in  master  planning and development  of
a  scale  that  would require  master plan review as  def ined by the Zoning
Ordinance,  are  those that  are  cr i t ical  to  the heal th  and wel l  being of  Ci ty of
Dover  and our  res idents.   Their  act ivi t ies  may have an  impact  on thei r
neighborhoods.   Therefore ,  i t  i s  most  important  for  the City,  including s taff ,  the
Commission and the City Counci l ,  to  maintain a  re la t ionship with each of  them. 
Staff  can (and does)  provide technical  ass is tance with the Master  Plans when
they are being developed.   With par t ic ipat ion of  the Commission,  we can be a
f i l ter  for ideas .   We can al l  be supporters  of  their  sound land use decis ions.  

I am avai lable  to  discuss  this  mat ter  with you or  any of  the other recipients .   

cc: Pres ident  and Members of Ci ty Counci l  
Tony DePrima,  Ci ty Manager
Dr .  Scot t  Mil ler ,  President ,  Wesley Col lege
Tom Burns,  Chairman of  BayHeal th  Medical  Center Board
Dennis  Klima,  President  & CEO, BayHeal th  Medical  Center
Connie Holland,  Director ,  State  Office  of Planning Coordinat ion
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September 13, 2004

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Gene Ruane

SUBJECT: Continuation of the Transportation Advisory Committee

I believe that the historical outline which I provided to the Mayor and Council on May 20, 2004
provides compelling evidence why the Transportation Advisory Committee should continue as a
separate Council committee..

I request that my May 20, 2004 memorandum be included by reference in the minutes of this
meeting.

In that memorandum I explained how the Committee was first established by a unanimously
approved Council Resolution in October, 2001; and, then unanimously approved by an
Ordinance, just a year ago this month. 

All but three of the members of that Council are still members of the current Council and none
of these six members has ever personally indicated to me or to my knowledge to members of the
public that the Transportation Advisory Committee had not effectively addressed some of the
city’s most pressing transportation issues.

I think they have not done that because they know in their hearts that this Committee was
outstanding in closely coordinating its efforts with the State Department of Transportation, the
Dover/Kent MPO, the Central Delaware Chamber of Commerce, the Dover Parking Authority,
the Delaware Truckers Association, the Dover Planning and Public Works Department and other
important transportation related organizations and individuals who are responsible for
transportation investments and services in Dover and Kent County..

They know that its three Council members and its two civilian members, Mr. Chris Asay and
Mr. Richard Ornauer did in fact make the contributions which Mr. Ornauer outlined so well in
his Letter to the Editor, dated September 8, 2004, which I request be included by reference with
the record of this meeting. After all, he and Mr. Asay provided much of the knowledge and
dedication that made this Committee so successful.
---------
If this committee is abolished, the transportation priorities which the city has already identified
with the assistance of this dedicated committee and future transportation needs will not receive
the priority attention that only a dedicated council committee can provide.  

As Mr. Steven Cain, the President of the Mayfair, Crossgates, Wedgwood, Mayfair II Civic
Association stated in his August 23, 2004 letter, if this Council adopts these ordinances tonight,
the Council will be sending “the wrong message to the citizens of Dover”; and, I might add to all
those organizations that I just mentioned.
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They will understand that transportation issues are no longer considered important enough by the
Dover City Council to receive the concentrated effort that only a dedicated committee can
provide.

Instead, they are being told that the Council will be acting more efficiently when transportation
issues are actually being relegated to a shared responsibility of a Public Safety committee, whose
critical responsibilities, as Councilman Ritter has shown in recent months  already justify a
single focused committee.

As Mrs. Janice Sibbald, pointed out in her August 15, 2004 letter, critical transportation issues
like those associated with the proposed West Dover Connector will not get the attention from the
Council that they deserve. 

Her neighbors also realize this, and that’s why she has spoken up and testified and written
letters. And, I request that her letters and the others this Council has received be included by
reference and date when the minutes of this meeting are adopted.
-----
Isn’t it ironic that one of the chief sponsors of this Ordinance to merge the two committees has
already unfairly critized Councilman Ritter for holding meetings that take too much time….and
the Safety Committee has not even begun to address transportation issues in any  serious way.
What does that criticism say about the future success of a combined Committee? 

The existing responsibilities of the Public Safety Committee, which include matters related to
both our Police and Fire Service, will be adversely affected because of the time and effort that
transportation issues will demand.

The meeting agenda of the Public Safety Committee has already been lengthened to the point
where sufficient time will not be allowed for the serious exchange of information and discussion
that are necessary for informed decision making.

State officials and representatives from other organizations and citizens whose interest is only in
transportation issues or public safety issues have already had to sit through meetings until the
topic of their expertise and/or interest is addressed.

So, why is this proposal being placed before the Council? The Council just reviewed the number
and responsibilities of the council’s committees in September 2003. 

What has changed since then? I have not heard anything other than the Council Presidency.

Have the sponsors of this proposal, who all voted affirmatively to establish the Transportation
Committee as a standing committee of the Council learned something about the Committee’s
activities since then which justify the elimination of the Committee?

I certainly would like to know what has happened since then to change your minds.

S:\ClerksOffice\Attachments and Exhibits\Council Exhibits\2004 Exhibits\09-13-2004-Exh3 - Ruane M emo - TRComm.wpd
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