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Executive Summary 
 
 
“The shores of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries are proving to be an important 
factor in attracting people to live and play in this County…” This quote from the 
County’s first Comprehensive Land Use Plan in 1965 and its supporting analysis of the 
County at that time indicated there was evidence of the population “clustering” at many 
locations along the County’s extensive shorelines. Among the County’s most prominent 
physical features are the tidewater bays and estuaries that indent the land and divide the 
western portion of the County into a series of peninsulas and islands.   
 
Almost 400 years ago Captain John Smith sailed up the Chesapeake in 1608 and landed 
on Kent Island, however, it was almost another 100 years before the County was 
officially “founded” in 1706 and named for the reigning British monarch, Queen Anne.  
Kent Island has continued to serve as a gateway onto Maryland’s Eastern Shore, at first 
bringing passengers by steamboat and ferry service where they would make rail 
connections to the Bay-side and Ocean-side resorts, and continuing with the construction 
of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge so Western Shore vacationers can reach the beach. 
 
Development pressure was increasing in the County in the 1960’s as a result of the 
opening of the first Chesapeake Bay Bridge in 1952.  The completion of the second span 
of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge in 1973 was long awaited by the many travelers anxious to 
“reach the beach.” The second span also played an important role in the development of 
Kent Island as the commute became easier to employment centers on the Western Shore 
in Annapolis, Baltimore and Washington, D.C. As a result, Kent Island became much 
more of an attractive bedroom community and provided the catalyst for additional 
development pressures. 
 
Growth and change have been a way of life in Kent Island communities of both Chester 
and Stevensville since the opening of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. Stevensville today is 
the most heavily populated area in the County.  Chester and Stevensville historically have 
been the fastest growing communities in Queen Anne’s County, largely due to their 
proximity to more metropolitan area markets and availability of public water and sewer. 
 
In 2003, the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners requested that the Queen Anne’s 
County Planning Commission update the Community Plans for Chester and Stevensville 
adopted in 1997 and 1998, respectively.  The County Commissioners appointed a Citizen 
Advisory Committee (CAC) to review the 1997 / 1998 Community Plans and make 
recommendations for revising them to the Planning Commission.  In 2004, the CAC 
decided to combine the Chester and Stevensville planning areas.  The CAC acknowledged 
that the 1992 Maryland Planning Act directed the county to “concentrate development in 
suitable areas” and that, in the opinion of the CAC, Kent Island was not a “suitable area” 
for high density/high impact growth.  In October 2004, the CAC finalized its version of a 
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Chester / Stevensville Community Plan, which included a revised Community Area Map 
that defined the boundaries of the Chester / Stevensville Planning Area, and forwarded 
their recommendation to the Planning Commission.   
 
After the Planning Commission conducted multiple work-sessions throughout the next 
year, on November 23, 2005, the Draft of the update to the Chester / Stevensville 
Community Plan was issued by the Queen Anne’s County Planning Commission for the 
60-day review pursuant to Article 66B, Section 3.07 (c) of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland.  The Planning Commission’s Public Hearing was held on January 25, 2006.   
During March and April of 2006 the Planning Commission conducted multiple work-
sessions to review and address the State agencies and public comments.  Changes were 
incorporated into the draft as a result of these work-sessions.  The table in Appendix F 
contains a brief summary of each of the public hearing comments, and the Planning 
Commission’s decision with respect to each comment.  This document is the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation to the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners for 
adoption of an updated Chester / Stevensville Community Plan. 
 
 
Background 
 
Kent Island’s 2000 population of 16,812 represented a 31 percent increase from the 1990 
population of 12,829, a lesser proportional gain than the 55.7 percent recorded between 
1980 and 1990, but still reflective of steady growth. Between 1980 and 1990, a total of 
1,941 new residential subdivision lots were created in Queen Anne’s County, and 36 
percent (703) of those were created on Kent Island. However, since then, subdivision 
activity has significantly slowed on the Island, and although residential building permit 
trends continue to show strong demand, the Queen Anne’s County 2002 Comprehensive 
Plan is focused on limiting development on the Island to a slower pace, and directing new 
residential development toward incorporated municipalities in accordance with statewide 
growth management standards. 
 
As part of the process to develop this Community Plan update, a wide variety of issues 
and concerns regarding past plans were expressed by the CAC, but in large part this range 
of concerns centered on two central and related themes.  First was the concern that the 
volume, rate, and planned location of development within and adjacent to both 
communities exceeded the county’s capacity to provide infrastructure in the form of 
highways, sewer and water facilities and other services and facilities.  Second was the 
concern that the rate and pace of development taxed the natural environment and was 
detrimental to water quality, wildlife habitat and Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas 
resources that are sensitive to development disturbances.  Concern regarding the need to 
protect these environmental resources also extended to the role they play in also defining 
the Island’s “rural character.” A wider range of issues integral to both of these themes 
was perceived by Committee members as threatening to their quality of life and therefore 
prompted them to recommend a number of changes in planning direction.  
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This Plan acknowledges the strong development pressure facing the Chester and 
Stevensville communities and the impact it can have on both communities, the natural 
environment and the character of Kent Island over time.  The primary goal of this plan is 
to direct a limited amount of growth to appropriate areas in Chester and Stevensville, 
which will have a positive impact on, and add value to, both communities as they 
presently exist. 
 
 
Proposed Community Planning Area Boundary  
 
Key areas currently designated within the Community Planning Area boundary 
established with the 1997 /1998 Plans for Chester and Stevensville that are proposed for 
removal from the Community Planning Area boundary are reflected in the following 
Table, and discussed in more detail in Chapter 5. 
 

Table 5-1 
Key areas proposed for removal from the  

Community Planning Area Boundary 
 

Location 
 

Acreage  
 
South Route 8 Corridor 

Parcel 279 – “The Cloister’s” (Kent Island, LLC) 
Parcel 21 – “Kent Manor” (Kent Manor Inn, LLC) 
Parcel 179 – Dixon Holding Company 
Parcel 269 – Breeding Property 
Parcel 35 – QAC County Commissioners 
300 foot shore buffer along Parcel 20 – Ellendale 
 

 
 

105 
227 

         21 
          6 
         11 
         14 

 
Upper Cox Creek Corridor 
 

~ 93 
 
North Chester Area (Chester Haven Beach) 
 

103 
 
Southeast Chester 
 

120 
 

Total 
 

~~~777000000   

 
 
 
Proposed Land Use Concepts 
 
Specific recommendations for land use and/or development treatment have been 
identified for key locations, which are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5 and 
identified on Map 5-2. In order to implement the goals and recommendations of these 
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proposed land use concepts the Planning Commission will consider rezoning of property 
as appropriate, as well as any necessary text amendments to the County Code. These 
locations include: 
 

1. Bay Bridge/Island Gateway 
2. Wastewater and Water Treatment Plant site. 
3. Kent Island High School Expansion and Park Site. 
4. Davidson Farm Park Site 
5. Chester/Stevensville Separation Greenbelt 
6. Chester Village Center Extension 

 
 
The Land Conservation Plan 
 
Conservation of natural resources and protection of environmental features on Kent 
Island is a key objective of this Community Plan.  Concerns regarding the development 
that has taken place in recent years have highlighted the need to protect environmental 
resources, which has also extended to the role these resources play in also defining the 
Island’s “rural character.”  As undeveloped lands dwindle, the need to identify those 
remaining sites and institute measures to insure they remain rural and that environmental 
resources are protected has become paramount in the minds of Citizen Advisory 
Committee members.   Map 5-3 identifies three categories and their respective locations 
where conservation of lands is recommended.  They include: 
 

• A three hundred foot buffer from tidal waters within the Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Area. 

 
• Lands designated as Greenbelt. 

 
• Existing and proposed parklands to provide public waterfront access and 

interpretive facilities to support environmental education.  
 
Rural areas essentially border all of the existing developed and planned growth areas in 
Chester and Stevensville. Waterways naturally separate the two communities.  The views 
and access afforded by the water are important if both Chester and Stevensville are to 
maintain their unique identity within the greater Kent Island area. Without this 
separation, development will eventually form a continuous strip from the Bay Bridge to 
Grasonville with few, if any, dominant views of the natural setting remaining as 
reminders of the Islands sense of place. 
 
 
The Transportation Plan 
 
Investments in transportation system infrastructure will be required through the planning 
period to better manage traffic, improve safety, and reduce congestion to the extent 

Alternative Proposed Bay Bridge Gateway Site Treatment 
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possible and facilitate the movement of people and goods.  Most of the recommended 
transportation and pedestrian system improvements, as addressed in Chapter 6, are 
designed to foster greater connectivity between existing developed communities adjacent 
to, or in proximity to, the MD Route 50/301 corridor.    
 
 
The Community Facilities and Public Services Plan 
 
The planned pattern of land use and the characteristics of growth and development in past 
years prompt a number of needs and demands for public service improvements, new 
public facilities, and a series of public services that are not typically publicly provided 
but have nevertheless been identified as desirable by residents in the Chester and 
Stevensville planning areas.  Public improvements that are currently planned or will need 
to be planned to serve both communities over the next twenty years are outlined in 
Chapter 6, and include public water and sewer facilities to support planned growth.   
 
 
Summation 
 
The “contained-growth” philosophy established in this Plan has resulted in reductions in 
the size of the designated Community Planning Areas, placed greater emphasis on 
redevelopment rather than new development, and proposes limitations on growth both 
within and outside the reduced Community Planning Areas to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas.  These changes should support the provision of more efficient and fiscally 
responsible delivery of public services for Kent Island.  This plan has been designed to 
contain growth so that the distribution of infrastructure and facilities can be provided in a 
more cost-effective manner.  
 
Recommendations in this Plan are designed to move in the direction of achieving the 
CAC’s Vision, as articulated in the Foreword, for the Chester and Stevensville 
communities over time.  These recommendations include that clear and objective 
methodologies are used to assess the transportation, environmental and fiscal impacts of 
development proposals.  Many of these recommendations require steps be taken to 
institute new programs, modify existing County regulations to assure they better achieve 
intended results, and establish new regulations or standards against which future 
development proposals can be properly judged.   
 
It should be noted that this is a long-range plan and many of the recommendations 
contained in this Plan will require more detailed study and may take many years to 
implement as funding and priorities warrant. Implementation of recommendations for 
physical improvements will ultimately be evaluated in the context of the County’s long-
range capital improvements programming and may require public/private partnerships for 
future development, and/or innovative finance mechanisms in order to be realized.   
 



 
 

Adopted May 1, 2007  
Chester / Stevensville Community Plan               i 
Forward - The Citizen Advisory Committee’s Vision for Chester and Stevensville 

FFOORREEWWOORRDD  II  
 

 

The Citizen Advisory Committee’s Vision for 
Chester and Stevensville 
 
The following vision statement is the starting point for the 
creation and implementation of subsequent elements of this 
community plan.  This vision, developed by the 
Chester/Stevensville Citizens Advisory Committee, provides 
the overall image of what members hope both communities 
will be and how they want to look 20 years from now.  The 
vision statement is the formal expression of that vision.  It 
depicts, in words and images, what both communities have 
become by the year 2025. 
 
Background and Purpose 
 
In 2004 the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) acknowledged that the 1992 Maryland Planning 
Act directed the county to “concentrate development in suitable areas” and that, in the opinion of 
the CAC, Kent Island was not a “suitable area” for high density/high impact growth.  It was also 
acknowledged that the previous Comprehensive and Community plans recommended that 1/3 of 
the County growth should be on Kent Island and 2/3 of County growth be directed off Kent 
Island, and that these recommendations had not been followed.  The ten year growth average for 
the entire County had been 424 houses per year.  One third of the 424 average was 141 houses on 
Kent Island per year.  Due to projects that were in the plan review process there existed a 
potential for over 400 houses per year all on Kent Island.  The CAC found this growth rate 
unacceptable. 
 
The citizens of Kent Island, through elections of Commissioners who pledged to maintain the 
historic growth rate and the circulation of petitions to contain growth, had made their stand on the 
growth issue very clear. 
 
By 2004 the history of the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners, officials and department heads 
of Queen Anne’s County government was one that had ignored the recommendations of previous 
Comprehensive and Community Plans. 
 
In 2004 the essential “Island Character” of Kent Island was acknowledged. “Island Character” 
was defined as the Island’s fragile natural environment, extensive open spaces, geographic and 
historic uniqueness, undeveloped reaches of shoreline on the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries, 
forests, farmland, scenic views and rural character. These characteristics were recognized as 
critical and necessary components in defining the Chester and Stevensville communities. 

 
This vision is dedicated to 

Dr. Jan Gervin whose 
energy and spirit helped 

inspire it. 
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In 2004 the Chester and Stevensville CAC identified the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities 
and Threats facing their communities and the whole of Kent Island, and this vision addressed 
those hopes and concerns. 
 
With this acknowledgement/recognition, substantial areas of the Island were protected from 
future development. The rate and pace of development within and outside designated growth 
areas were reduced. At least 80% of then undeveloped land was protected from future 
development via large acre zoning and aggressive land preservation outside the growth areas. 
Moreover, the character and quality of development were key to achieving the vision of the place 
we wanted Chester, Stevensville and Kent Island to become. Following are the many 
characteristics that this community has become in the year 2025 as a result of the policies 
established and actions that have been taken over the past twenty years.  
 
 
A Place Where Natural Resources, Sensitive Environmental Features, 
“Extensive” Open Space and Our Island Character Have Been Preserved. 
 
The determination to protect the environment included: 
 
●  Policies that assure that the life and health of the Chesapeake Bay were the guiding 

principle in ALL decisions made regarding Kent Island.   
 
● Protection of a large percentage of our natural resources and environmental features 

including forested areas, wetlands, flood plains, shore and stream buffers, extensive open 
spaces, and lands designated Resource Conservation Areas within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. These natural resources and environmental features have been proactively 
and permanently preserved as part of an island wide land preservation strategy. Zoning 
designations of Resource Conservation Areas within the Chesapeake Critical Area were 
not subject to change. 

 
● A 4,500-acre increase in forest cover on Kent Island. These acres have increased the 

forest cover from 17% to over 37% of the island. Half of this forest cover consists of 
county or state parks of 100 acres or more. As land use changed from agricultural to low 
density/low impact use existing vegetation was preserved and more native trees were 
planted especially along stream and shore buffers as a result, nutrient loads to our 
streams, tidal tributaries, and the Chesapeake Bay have been reduced. County forests 
emphasizing habitat restoration as well as forest parks ranging in size from 20 to several 
hundred acres were established. Private landowners received incentives to maintain and 
expand wooded areas as well as to keep land in agricultural use.  Existing county forest 
areas such as Mattapeake Park were maintained and expanded. Animal habitat and bio-
diversity have been increased, soil has been replenished, windbreaks have been created 
and the ecological balance of the island has returned to a closer approximation of what it 
was in the 19th century 
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● Chester and Stevensville have their distinct character and identity within the Island 
landscape because, among other things, 300- foot, forested greenbelts were established 
along the edges of our designated growth areas. 

 
● The county resolved any problems created by failing septic systems in southern part of 

Kent Island without building a sewer line down Route 8 and without creating new 
incentives for development in this area. A consultant/engineer hired by the County found 
alternative solutions to the southern Kent Island septic problems that were acceptable to 
the property owners affected and did not require a sewer line to be run down Route 8. 
Because the existing sewage treatment plant had sufficient capacity (400 to 500,000 
gallons per day) for eight to ten years of growth at the historical rate, no expansion of the 
KNSG sewer plant was permitted until after 2012. This limited environmental, traffic, 
and other infrastructure problems on Kent Island. The grant-financed, BNR/ENR 
upgrades in 2004 accomplished the targeted Nitrogen levels in the plant’s effluent to the 
Bay. 

 
● Greenways along our shorelines and rural views in other key locations such as significant 

scenic vistas along the Route 50 corridor and other Island highways were protected. The 
wooded areas along Routes 8 and 18 were undisturbed, under a scenic highways 
designation.  

 
● Niche/alternative agriculture in the form of organic farming, nurseries, wineries, 

aquaculture and vegetable farming and other forms is thriving on the Island and has 
helped to preserve farmland as a component of our rural character. Corn, wheat and other 
agricultural products continue to be a viable economic component of Kent Island outside 
the growth area.  

 
● Historic waterways, such as Broad Creek, which had been silted over due to 

overdevelopment and other barriers, have been opened up and maintained. 
 
 
 
A Place Where Location and Rate of Growth Have Been Contained. 
 
The Island is an essential “context” for more localized planning within the Chester and 
Stevensville designated growth areas. Growth is contained to locations within or adjacent to both 
of these communities. This “contained-growth” philosophy ensures that Chester and Stevensville 
continue to serve as the primary “activity centers” that support the Island life. The greenbelts 
established since 2004 continue to provide clearly defined edges to each of these communities. 
These greenbelts have also provided the opportunity for both communities to maintain and 
strengthen their distinct identities in larger Island landscape. 
 
In order to contain growth it was necessary to: 
 
● Reduce the size of the designated growth areas that were established in the rezoning 

process and that were expanded in the 1997/1998 plans for Chester and Stevensville and 
the 2002 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan.  
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● Establish policy to assure permanent protection for all Island shore-line. 
 
● Allow no future award of growth allocation or buffer reductions be granted to any area of 

Kent Island in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 
 
● No additional high-density large-scale commercial development was authorized on Kent 

Island.  
 
● Because Kent Island had already absorbed more than its sustainable capacity, growth 

outside the reduced growth areas were limited to low density lots ranging from one unit 
per five (5) acres to one unit per twenty (20) acres, in order to protect the 
environmentally sensitive areas that had not been developed prior to 2004. A Kent Island 
“sending” TDR program was adopted to direct growth to acceptable areas off of Kent 
Island. 

 
Because growth has been located in more compact areas in or adjacent to the Chester and 
Stevensville Town Centers, less land was needed in the growth areas to accommodate a 
reasonable percentage of County growth. The County was able to provide the infrastructure and 
facilities necessary to support growth in a more efficient and fiscally responsible manner. 
Because low density, low impact growth was determined to be more suitable for, and allowed on, 
Kent Island, the policies and objectives stated in the 1993 Comprehensive Plan and the 1997 
Chester Plan to reduce the growth trends on Kent Island and to avoid strip commercial 
development have been accomplished. 
 
 
 
A Place Where the Communities of Chester and Stevensville Have Become 
Vibrant “Town Centers.” 
 
Both Chester and Stevensville now provide a quality Eastern Shore small town atmosphere and 
experience. Both communities have maintained their small town “feel,” yet each has its own 
unique sense of identity, reinforced by more pedestrian-oriented downtowns and streetscapes, 
livable and affordable neighborhoods, safe and meaningful street life, and high quality civic 
architecture. Design guidelines for new development and standards for architecture and the scale 
of development have provided a better quality appearance and a character that better supports 
their role as a nexus for a “sense of place” and Eastern Shore heritage. Historic buildings and 
locations have been preserved and function as useful parts of these communities. These qualities 
are a direct result of several steps taken including: 
 
● Creating more walkable neighborhoods and enhancing pedestrian linkages between 

various locations within each community, particularly between neighborhoods and 
activity centers like our downtown areas. A fully developed pedestrian/bicycle network 
links all parts of the two Town Centers to parks and open space. Pedestrian-bicycle 
connections over US Route 50/301 connect the northern and southern parts of Chester 
and Stevensville. 
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● Expanding and Strengthening the identity and role of the Historic Downtown 
Stevensville district. 

 
● Defining an area within which to establish a “Downtown” within the Chester community 

and developing design guidelines and incentives that encouraged its redevelopment, and 
preserved its historic buildings and sites. 

 
● Utilizing historic structures and vernacular Eastern Shore architecture as the template for 

development and redevelopment both within the two downtowns and in adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

 
● Incorporating Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) Planning Principles in design 

standards that reflect the character and heritage of the Eastern Shore in design standards 
for limited development and redevelopment within the Chester and Stevensville 
designated growth areas. 

 
● Siting public buildings and Civic structures into the fabric of both communities as 

opposed to locating them at the edges, so they may support downtown functions and 
better serve as examples of the architectural and design qualities sought in development 
and redevelopment. 

 
● Utilizing both downtown areas to enhance their role as community centers and activity 

centers that are inviting to walk through and better mix civic, residential, commercial and 
business uses. 

 
● Efforts were made to ensure that “affordable” and “housing” were not mutually exclusive 

terms, to provide housing opportunities for the children of the citizens of Kent Island. 
 
● To help preserve the historical character of Kent Island, a County ordinance was passed 

that restricted new and/or renovated buildings to less than 45 feet in height. 
 
 
 
A Place Where Traffic Congestion Has Been Reduced and More Emphasis 
Has Been Placed on Local Mobility. 
 
A proposed third Bay Bridge to Kent Island was rejected by the CAC and local and state 
officials.  
 
Traffic is better managed. Investments in transportation system infrastructure have been made, 
and the movement of people and goods is facilitated by greater connectivity and an effective 
multi-modal transportation system and network established prior to further growth.  
 
Although the Route 50 corridor continues to bisect Kent Island and has provided a number of 
transportation system challenges since the first Bay Bridge crossing was constructed, land use 
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pattern and road system improvements were planned together, and roads and other necessary 
infrastructure were in place, under construction, or at least budgeted prior to start of any 
development(s). Noteworthy improvements included upgrade of Routes 8 and 18 to four lanes 
from Kent Island High School north of Stevensville, south to Davidson Road. This upgrade has 
included left turn lanes at key intersections and integrated access controls to minimize 
conflicting turning movements.  
 
These road improvements have been implemented as development has occurred and have been 
funded principally by the State and the developers. The added cloverleaf at Route 50 and 8 has 
dramatically reduced delays there. 
 
A number of new connector road projects north and south of the Route 50 corridor have 
facilitated movement for Island residents from their homes to jobs, shopping, medical and 
entertainment facilities in Chester and Stevensville.  These improvements now provide a 
circumferential local road system that loops to facilitate access to all areas of Stevensville and 
Chester. Essentially, the transportation network now relies on a larger number of small roads 
rather than a small number of large ones on which island traffic had been dependent in past 
years. 
 
KIsle Transit runs the Route 8 shuttles (Romancoke and Love Point lines) and two Cross-Island 
shuttles on either side of Route 50 (Trail and Narrows lines). All terminate in Park, Pool, Shop, 
Business Park locations, and Ride stations in Chester and Stevensville. 
 
Only 40% of the workforce now commutes to jobs outside the County as compared to 57% in 
2004. This change has been prompted by business park development and job growth on the 
Island as well as a growing number of residents that work at home given the availability of high 
speed fiber-optic data lines as well as high quality cell phone and other wireless connections in 
all parts of the Island. This reduction in dependence on the transportation system has extended 
the capacity of all road system improvements, particularly for peak hour volumes given the 
reduction in work trips. 
 
 
A Place Where Design and Infrastructure in the Form of Trails, Pathways, 
and Sidewalks Enhance Walkability and Pedestrian Movement, Particularly 
Within and Between Activity Centers. 
 
A “network of trails” has been created specifically for the use of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
People are able to travel safely throughout Chester and Stevensville without relying on the 
automobile.  Starting with the Cross-Island Trail, components of the trail system now branch in 
all directions.  Their contribution to the quality of life is greater than imagined since the trail 
network not only provides pedestrian and bike connections between activity centers, but also 
enables everyone to find “country landscapes” at their doorsteps. The trails provide a variety of 
experiences in wooded areas and along shorelines. They link neighborhoods with key 
destinations including schools, parks, commercial areas, and employment centers. 
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A Place Where Business Growth Has Provided Jobs, Stabilized Our Tax Base 
and Provided the Foundation for Providing Desired Public Services to 
Maintain Our Quality of Life. 
 
Land was reserved for business development, to balance the jobs/housing mix. Businesses are 
attracted to and choose to locate in these areas, in large part because of the Island’s natural 
beauty, recreational opportunities and the continuing influence of the Island’s rich culture and 
heritage.  Light manufacturing and service industry growth, a growing health care industry, 
niche/alternative agriculture, and a mix of retail activities in appropriate locations support the 
Island’s economic base. 
 
Reservation of land for business development has paid off since only 40% of the workforce now 
commutes to jobs outside the County as compared to 57% in 2004. As previously noted, this 
change has been prompted not only by business park and gateway development and job growth 
on the Island but also by the fact that a growing number of residents now telecommutes from 
home via computer. Businesses operating on the Island are a mix of large and small companies 
that provide a mix and balance of jobs needed to buffer the economy in times of economic 
downturn. Everyone shares a recognition that progressive, well-managed economic development 
is the foundation for providing desired public services, a stable tax base, and good jobs, all 
necessary ingredients for maintaining quality of life. 
 
 
 
A Place Where Historic Resources Have Been Valued and Preserved. 
 
New commercial and low-density development and rehabilitation projects have been designed to 
complement historic buildings, rather than clash with them. All Islanders, young and old, are 
able to see the reminders of our Island heritage, and take pride in it. The county and private 
landowners invested in preservation, restoration and improved access to previously endangered 
or neglected historical buildings and sites. A ‘heritage tourism’ industry has developed along the 
Kent Island History Trail. The County has taken advantage of state matching funds to appoint a 
County Archaeologist/historian with review authority over all new development and the larger 
task of comprehensively surveying and documenting the archaeology and history of the Island. 
Additionally, this position would assist in identifying structures and sites for preservation, 
restoration and improved access/recognition, and of leading the efforts to achieve these goals. 
The Kent Island Museum in Stevensville (with interactive exhibits from pre-history through the 
20 th century) is a major attraction on the History Trail. A life-sized statue of William Claiborne 
presides over the enlarged Stevensville Village Green, along with a bandstand where residents 
enjoy Saturday night concerts in the park. Special recognition of Black history is provided 
throughout the Island, focused on a Black Heritage Center near the refurbished Ezion Church 
and cemetery at Batts Neck along the Heritage Trail and bike path. 
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A Place That Has Utilized Lands near the Bay Bridge Airport to Establish a 
Quality Visual Image of the Island and the County as the “Gateway to the 
Eastern Shore.” 
 
Development of the gateway provides a quality statement about Queen Anne’s County and the 
Eastern Shore. There is a mix of low-density residential and low-impact, local, island 
commercial uses that evokes the traditions of Kent Island as an eastern shore waterfront 
community. The development of the Gateway design was achieved through a County appointed 
Special Study Commission which sponsored a design competition to determine the best mix of 
uses and aesthetics. The Special Study Commission studied and reported on moving the airport, 
and the wisdom of expansion of the airport. 
 
 
 
A Place Where Development along the Route 50 Corridor Has Been 
Transformed.  
 
Although it has taken a number of years, the quality and character of development along the 
Route 50 corridor through the Island has been transformed. The Corridor Overlay Zone District 
(CO district) established clear standards that have served as the basis for approval of structures to 
assure compatibility with design guidelines. Buffers and open spaces have been utilized to stop 
contiguous strip development along route 50. These standards have: 
 
● Required preservation of open spaces and rural vistas, by defining exactly where and 

exactly how much land is set aside for commercial use. 
 
● Eliminated reliance on or exclusive use of “corporate or franchise” styles of architecture;  

 
● Required a consistent visual identity to be applied to all sides of buildings visible to the 

general public; 
 
● Required building design to incorporate traditional building materials such as masonry, 

heavy timbers, brick or other natural appearing materials; 
 
● Required site services to be located on the least visible side of the building or site or 

within interior building spaces; 
 
● Required materials used for site features such as fences, screen walls, and signs to 

complement building design through materials, color shape and size. 
 
● The Public Cemetery in Stevensville has been fully screened from Route 50 by water 

features and dense plantings. 
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Development along the corridor that might have taken on a “big box” appearance has been 
thwarted by many of these standards, including requirements that large buildings: 
 
● Use modulation (defined as a measured setback or offset in a building face) to reduce 

overall bulk and mass; 
 
● Avoid long, blank uninterrupted roof planes by using height variations to give the 

appearance of distinct elements or offsets in the roof line; 
 
● Utilize fenestration (the placement of windows and doors) to visually break up long flat 

facades; 
 
● Utilize articulation (the giving of emphasis to architectural elements like balconies, 

porches, canopies and projections that provide building shadows that visually break up 
long flat building facades) to create a complementary pattern of rhythm, dividing large 
buildings into smaller identifiable pieces. 

 
 
 
A Place Where Clear Standards for Development Provide Certainty in 
Outcomes, Re-assurance to Residents and Has Eliminated Conflict over 
Growth and Planning Within Our Community. 
 
Conflict over growth and planning on Kent Island has largely been eliminated for a number of 
reasons. They include: 
 
● Greater predictability and certainty regarding where and when development can be 

expected to occur as a result of clearly delineating what areas are to be protected as “off-
limits” to development and what areas are to be developed. 

 
● Greater development process “predictability” due to having established more exacting 

and predictable standards for development including standards for site design, building 
architecture and compatibility, height and lighting standards, signage, and landscaping. 

 
● The CAC membership assisted the County Planning Department by submitting guidelines 

on the design standards to be incorporated in the Zoning Ordinances. 
 
● Specifics of the Chester and Stevensville Community Plans have been codified in 

effective, clearly drawn Zoning Ordinances, Growth Ordinances, Critical Area 
Ordinances and the Queen Anne County Comprehensive Plan. 

 
● The development of clear and objective methodologies used to assess the transportation, 

environmental historical and fiscal impacts of development proposals that can be clearly 
understood and provide outcomes that can be trusted by developers and residents alike. 

 
● A role was established for a citizen’s board to advise the Planning Commission and 

County Commissioners regarding the implementation of the vision. 
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A Place Where Public Facilities and Services, Emergency Services and Health 
Care Facilities Meet the Needs of the Citizens. 
 
The “contained-growth” philosophy and the protection of environmentally sensitive areas 
resulted in reductions in the size of designated growth areas.  An emphasis on redevelopment 
rather than new development, plus limitations on growth both within and without the reduced 
growth areas, has permitted more efficient and fiscally responsible delivery of public services for 
Kent Island.  Areas to be protected as “off-limits” to development were clearly defined.  Areas to 
be developed were clearly identified. Success in containing growth has permitted the distribution 
of infrastructure and facilities in a more cost-effective manner. 
 
Re-evaluation and revision of our adequate public facilities ordinance and impact fee programs 
have assured an equitable portion of the cost of providing facilities and services were borne by 
the new development that prompted the demand for these facilities and services. Execution and 
implementation of a mix of ordinances and fee structures have insured that existing levels of 
public services were maintained and improved when necessary, for all facilities and services 
including schools at 100% capacity, libraries, roads at least Level of Service “C”, public parks 
and trails, police, fire, emergency medical services, solid waste disposal and stormwater 
management facilities. 
 
Statutory changes as a result of this section were so important to Queen Anne’s County health, 
safety, and welfare that the commissioners made all changes apply to the existing DRRA. 
 
An increase in the range of medical and health care services and facilities that are now locally 
available on a twenty-four hour a day seven days a week basis has reduced the need for residents 
to travel out-of-County to meet many of their health care needs. 
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FFOORREEWWOORRDD  IIII  
 

 
The Planning Commission’s Vision for 
Chester and Stevensville 

 
 
 

The vision for the Chester / Stevensville Community Planning Area is to provide that 
families of all income levels are able to obtain secure affordable housing, maintain decent 
employment, have useful and safe transportation modes, select from a variety of 
community parks, recreation, and educational opportunities, and maintain the 
environmental health of their neighborhoods. 
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Chapter 1 
Background, Purpose and Process  

 
Introduction 
 
In 2003, the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners requested that the Queen Anne’s County 
Planning Commission update the Community Plans for Chester and Stevensville adopted in 1997 
and 1998, respectively.  The County Commissioners appointed a Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) to review the 1997 / 1998 Community Plans and make recommendations for revising them 
to the Planning Commission.  In 2004, the CAC decided to combine the Chester and Stevensville 
planning areas.  The CAC acknowledged that the 1992 Maryland Planning Act directed the 
county to “concentrate development in suitable areas” and that, in the opinion of the CAC, Kent 
Island was not a “suitable area” for high density/high impact growth.  The citizens of Kent Island, 
through elections of Commissioners who pledged to maintain the historic growth rate and the 
circulation of petitions to contain growth, had made their stand on the growth issue very clear.   In 
October 2004, the CAC finalized its version of a Chester / Stevensville Community Plan.  The 
CAC also forwarded a revised Community Area Map that defined the boundaries of the Chester / 
Stevensville Planning Area.   
 
The Planning Commission has endorsed the CAC’s recommendation that Chester and 
Stevensville be treated as a single Planning Area.  The Planning Commission has also agreed with 
many of the CAC’s proposals as appropriate for the next planning cycle in the Chester and 
Stevensville areas.  The Planning Commission was mindful, though, that its responsibilities, as 
prescribed by Article 66B, Annotated Code of Maryland, are to chart a course for future planning 
and zoning decisions in the Planning Area.  The Planning Commission’s responsibilities do not 
include making some of the judgments included in the CAC’s draft Community Plan regarding 
the motivations or objectives of present or former representatives of Queen Anne’s County.  
Therefore, the Community Plan recommended by the Planning Commission will represent its 
considered judgment of the appropriate course of action for the Chester / Stevensville Planning 
Area for the foreseeable future. 
 
Growth and change have been a way of life in both the Chester and Stevensville communities 
since the opening of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. Stevensville today is the most heavily populated 
area in the County.  Chester and Stevensville historically have been the fastest growing 
communities in Queen Anne’s County, largely due to their proximity to more metropolitan area 
markets and availability of public water and sewer. This Plan acknowledges the strong 
development pressure facing the Chester and Stevensville communities and the impact it can have 
on both communities, the natural environment and the character of Kent Island over time.  The 
primary goal of this plan is to direct a limited amount of growth to appropriate areas in Chester 
and Stevensville which will have a positive impact on, and add value to, both communities as 
they presently exist. 
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Purpose of the Plan 
 
It is the mission of this Plan to chart a responsible course for the future of the Chester and 
Stevensville communities which maintains and enhances the quality of life for existing and future 
residents. 
 
The Chester/Stevensville Community Plan is designed to establish specific growth management 
strategies for the Stevensville and Chester planning areas. This plan updates past efforts to 
manage growth and modifies the recommendations of the 2002 Queen Anne’s County 
Comprehensive Plan (See Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan: Land Use Policy 1A: page 
20), where appropriate. A central premise of the County Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2002 
was that both Chester and Stevensville would fulfill their role as two of the six designated 
planning areas within Queen Anne’s County. Given recent growth trends, and recent approval of 
several large scale developments, many residents of Kent Island have become concerned that 
continuing to follow past policies and trends will result in a rate and pace of development that 
will diminish the quality of life, livability, desirability, property values and Island character which 
serves as the larger setting within which the communities of Chester and Stevensville have 
traditionally been defined. Concerns include current levels of highway congestion, gridlock on 
local roads, and the ability of the County to provide public services to keep pace with 
development and the impact of development on environmental resources and sensitive areas. 
 
Given these concerns, many of the 2002 Comprehensive Plan assumptions and policies regarding 
the capacity of Chester and Stevensville to absorb previously planned levels of growth have been 
re-examined. Based on visible evidence of the increased traffic congestion and the accelerated 
rate and pace of development on Kent Island and in the Chester and Stevensville Planning Areas 
in recent years if all proposed residential developments are approved, this plan seeks to modify 
those past trends.  Noteworthy is the fact that this plan proposes a number of policy changes 
intended to reduce the amount and potential pace of growth within the Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Areas. These changes include a reduction in the land area designated for 
growth in each of the two planning areas.  Many of the changes have been prompted by the 
recognition that the demands to provide the infrastructure necessary to support development 
would substantially exceed the resources and capacity of the County. Moreover, the Planning 
Commission notes that many CAC members identified specific reasons why growth, at a pace in 
keeping with recent trends, would adversely impact the quality of life for residents within the two 
planning areas.  Many CAC members also were concerned that accelerated development will 
threaten the traditional Eastern Shore environment and “Island” character considered important to 
residents in both communities and may eliminate the distinction between the Chester/Stevensville 
communities and the larger Island landscape that serves as the context within which they are 
defined. 
 
The Plan establishes a “vision” for the future Chester and Stevensville communities and a number 
of goals, objectives and recommendations to guide the location, form, character, qualities and 
costs of future growth and development within the Chester and Stevensville Communities. The 
Plan also seeks to influence investment decisions regarding the physical development of both 
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communities. This Plan presents a strategy for managing change that recognizes the long term 
desire of residents to protect the unique quality of life and fragile “Island” character of the region. 
 
The key underlying premise of this Plan is that with forward thinking, the use of better “place-
making” tools and sustained community commitment through plan implementation, the quality of 
life for Stevensville and Chester’s citizens can be enhanced.  Properly managed, future 
development can strengthen and better define the image of both communities by fostering more 
pedestrian friendly environments that serve as existing and future “Centers” and improve the 
character and qualities of the man-built environment within each community. This Plan also 
identifies opportunities to improve the transportation system connections between existing 
communities, grow new jobs and to augment the diversity and array of community shopping, 
services, entertainment and cultural offerings to better serve resident’s needs. 
 
This Plan acknowledges that with such opportunities come challenges which include protecting 
key environmental resources, heritage resources and scenic views.  Managing the cost of growth 
and ensuring appropriate infrastructure improvements necessary to support it are key challenges.   
 
 
Background for Planning 
 
A hierarchy of county and state plans and regulations have influenced the future of the Chester 
and Stevensville Planning areas.  Both communities and surrounding lands were designated as 
“growth sub-areas” by the 1993 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan and its subsequent 
“update” in 2002. The 2002 County Comprehensive Plan conforms with the Maryland Economic 
Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992, and Maryland’s “Smart Growth” 
legislation of 1997.   
 
The 1993 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan called for two-thirds (2/3rds) of growth for 
Queen Anne’s County to be directed off Kent Island.  The 1998 Stevensville Community Plan 
stated that “without responsible planning, the amount of growth . . . could easily consume the 
entire island and seriously compromise the quality of life for its citizens.”  The 1997 Chester 
Community Plan addressed the need to reduce the rate of growth on Kent Island.  However, the 
strong development pressures in Chester and Stevensville, coupled with a favorable economy 
and low interest rates, encouraged land owners to propose a number of residential developments 
that if approved, would exceed the rate of growth anticipated in 1997 / 1998 or 2002, and, the 
majority of the CAC felt that the Queen Anne’s County 2002 Comprehensive Plan did not in any 
way address the problem with the rate of growth on Kent Island. 
 
The ten-year growth average for the entire County has been 424 houses per year.  One third of 
the 424 average would generate 141 houses on Kent Island per year.  Projects in the plan review 
process generate a potential for over 400 houses per year on Kent Island.  The CAC found this 
growth rate unacceptable.  The Planning Commission understands and endorses the CAC’s 
concerns. 
 



 
 

Adopted May 1, 2007  
Chester/Stevensville Community Plan 
Chapter 1: Background, Purpose and Process for Plan Development           1-4 

The CAC recommended that the 2002 Comprehensive Plan be revised to reflect the rate of 
growth on Kent Island expected in the 1993 Comprehensive Plan and the 1998 and 1997 
Stevensville and Chester Community Plans. 
 
Figure 1-1 shows the relationship of the Chester/Stevensville Community Plan to these other 
existing plans and regulations.  
 

Figure 1-1 Hierarchy of County/State Plans and Regulations 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 
 
The Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 (the Planning 
Act) took effect on October 1, 1992. The Planning Act mandated that, by July of 1997, all local 
governments in the state adopt plans and implementation strategies that achieve seven general 
“visions”. The Act was subsequently amended in 2000 to add an eighth vision. 
 
These “Eight Visions” are as follows: 
 

1.   Development is concentrated in suitable areas; 
2.  Environmentally sensitive areas are protected; 
3.  In rural areas, growth is directed to existing population centers and resource areas are 

protected; 
4.  Stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and the land is a universal ethic; 
5.  Conservation of resources, including a reduction in resource consumption, is practiced; 
6.  To assure the achievement of 1 through 5 above, economic growth is encouraged and 

regulatory mechanisms are streamlined; and  
7.  Adequate Public facilities and infrastructure, under the control of the County, are 

available or planned in areas where growth is to occur. 
8.  Funding mechanisms are addressed to achieve these visions. 
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The Act requires that all state and local government investments in infrastructure (roads, sewer, 
water, schools, etc.) be consistent with adopted local growth management plans. In addition the 
Act mandates that local jurisdictions adopt policies and regulations to protect sensitive areas and 
to streamline the development review and approval process. These “Eight Visions” of the 
Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 are hereby 
incorporated as goals of the Chester/Stevensville Community Plan. 
 
 
1993 and 2002 Comprehensive Plan for Queen Anne’s County 
 
Queen Anne’s County was the first local jurisdiction in Maryland to update its comprehensive 
plan and development ordinances to be consistent with the Planning Act of 1992. The County’s 
1993 Plan identified six “growth sub-areas” where development should be encouraged to 
concentrate, so as to discourage continued patterns of environmentally-insensitive and fiscally-
irresponsible sprawl development throughout rural areas. 
 
The designated “growth sub-areas” are: Stevensville, Chester, Kent Narrows, Grasonville, 
Queenstown and Centreville. These communities were all existing population centers with some 
infrastructure, and each had been previously identified in earlier County Comprehensive Plans 
(1964 and 1987) as areas where future development and growth should be directed. 
 
The County’s 1993 Comprehensive Plan acknowledged that previous planning efforts to direct 
growth toward specified population centers had not been entirely successful despite the adoption 
of disincentives to develop in rural areas. In 1987, Agricultural zoned land, comprising 80 
percent of the County, was “downzoned” from approximately one house per every one or two 
acres to one house per every eight acres with requirements that development be clustered and 85 
percent of any tract reserved as permanent open space. In 1989, the County’s Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Ordinance effectively “downzoned” most undeveloped waterfront areas to one 
house per every twenty acres. 
 
The County adopted an update of the 1993 Comprehensive Plan in 2002. Although changes were 
made to the 1993 Plan, the basic framework for planning and designation of growth areas, and 
components of the County’s Critical Area Program remained largely unchanged. 
 
 
1997 Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Initiatives 
 
In 1997, the Maryland legislature took the Planning Act one step further by enacting Governor 
Glendening’s Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation initiative that consisted of five 
pieces of legislation and budget initiatives collectively known as “Smart Growth.” Whereas the 
Planning Act provides the policy framework to begin the process of local growth management, 
the Smart Growth legislation gives the State programmatic and fiscal tools to assist local 
governments in implementing policy goals. The Smart Growth legislative package consists of 
several measures, the centerpiece of which is the “Priority Funding Areas” regulation; the other 
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pieces address programs for Brownfields, Live Near Your Work, Job Creation Tax Credits, and 
Rural Legacy. The Smart Growth Act limits most State infrastructure and economic development 
funding to those areas local governments target for growth. This approach is beneficial in two 
ways. First, fiscal support is provided to areas approved for development and those already 
developed. Second, it ensures that the State will not fund infrastructure in rural areas where 
growth is undesirable, except under special circumstances. 
 
The Smart Growth Act requires the State to direct State funding for “growth-related” projects, as 
well as certain specific projects that are not growth-related, to Priority Funding Areas (PFA’s).  
In addition to amending the Annotated Code of Maryland, including Article 23A 
(Municipalities) and the Transportation Article, the Act significantly added to the State Finance 
and Procurement Article, providing a new Subtitle 7. Priority Funding Areas.  The projects 
covered by the legislation include most State programs for highways, sewer and water 
construction, economic development assistance, and State leases or construction of new office 
facilities. 
 
The Act affected State funding for most: 
 

● Transportation capital project as defined in §2-103.1(a)(4) of the Transportation Article 
(of the Annotated Code of Maryland 

 
● Department of Housing and Community Development funds, including State funding 

neighborhood revitalization 
 
● Department of Business and Economic Development funding, including the MD 

Industrial Land Act, the MD Industrial and Commercial Redevelopment Fund, the MD 
Industrial Development Financing Authority, the MD Small Business Development 
Financing Authority, the MD Energy Financing Act, and the Economic Development 
Opportunities Program Fund. 

 
● Department of the Environment funding for any project under the Water Quality 

Revolving Loan Fund (except for non-point source pollution projects), Water Supply 
Financial Assistance Program, and The Supplemental Assistance Program. 

 
Therefore, State funding is not available for certain types of projects that are not in priority 
funding areas.   Counties designate PFA’s that meet minimum criteria based on land use, water 
and sewer service, and residential density criteria specified in the Act.  And the county’s 
designation of a PFA must be certified by the State in accordance with the Maryland Department 
of Planning’s procedures and format.   
 
Areas eligible for county designation include: 
 

▪ Areas with industrial zoning (however, if zoned after January 1, 1997, must be 
within the county designated growth area and be served by a sewer system. 
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▪ Areas with employment as the principal use that are served by, or planned for, a 
sewer system (Areas zoned after January 1, 1997, must be in county designated 
growth area) 

 
▪ Existing communities (as of January 1, 1997) within county designated growth areas 

which are served by a sewer or water system and which have an average density of 
two or more units per acre. 

 
▪ Rural Villages designated in the Comprehensive Plan as of July 1, 1998 
 
▪ Other areas within the county designated growth areas that: 
 

▪ Reflect a long-term policy for promoting an orderly expansion of growth 
and an efficient use of land and public services; 

 
▪ Have existing or planned water and sewer systems; and 
 
▪ Have a permitted density of 3.5 or more units per acre for new residential 

development. 
 
The procedures by which a county establishes its PFA’s need to be applied consistently, and a 
Comprehensive Plan or Community Plan is used to guide the mapping of the PFA in order to 
avoid arbitrary or capricious designations.   
 
Additional Smart Growth programs like “Rural Legacy” and “Live Near Your Work” contribute 
to the overall goal of preserving rural resources, and at the same time, making developed 
communities and towns more liveable. Clearly, the financial and programmatic support afforded 
by the Smart Growth initiatives provides a logical progression from the 1992 Planning Act’s 
“Eight Visions.” When taken together, the State legislation and the County Comprehensive Plan 
in large part form the framework upon which this Chester/Stevensville Community Plan is based. 
 
The Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992 amended Article 66B, 
Maryland's Land Use enabling legislation, to require jurisdictions to periodically review their 
Comprehensive Plans and implementation measures.  This Act, in furtherance of Maryland's 
Visions for growth and protection, requires that local jurisdictions review and, if necessary, to 
update their Comprehensive Plans every six years. 
 
This Plan has been prepared to complement and conform to the “visions” of the 1992 Maryland 
Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act as amended, and the general goals, 
objectives and policies established by the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The 
Chester/Stevensville Community Plan will also serve as the basis for any required amendments 
to the County’s Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
Program and Ordinance, Master Water and Sewer Plan, Capital Improvements Program, 
Recreation, Park and Open Space Plan, and any other County plans or regulations affecting the 
future growth and development within the two communities. 
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In addition, any County or State funded infrastructure or community facilities investments in the 
Chester and Stevensville Planning Areas must be consistent with this Plan.  
 
Implementation of this Plan will be phased in over a period of years based on funding resources. 
The Plan establishes a realistic vision for the future of Chester and Stevensville which is flexible 
enough to be revised as conditions warrant and community objectives are revised. It is intended 
that this Plan should be reviewed at least every six (6) years in accordance with the 1992 
Planning Act.   
 
 
The Process for Developing this Plan 
 
In 2003, the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners determined that the formulation of the 
Community Plans for the Chester and Stevensville growth sub-area would be a public process 
guided by Citizen Advisory Committees to be appointed within each community. The County 
Commissioners appointed the Stevensville Citizens Advisory Committee and Chester Citizens 
Advisory Committee (CAC) after advertising and soliciting letters of interest from residents and 
property owners. Appointments consisted of one County Commissioner as a voting member, one 
Planning Commissioner as a voting member and sixteen residents as voting members from 
Stevensville and surrounding areas to represent the Stevensville CAC.  The Chester CAC had an 
identical composition. The appointment of County Commissioners and Planning Commission 
members was designed to assure both of these Commissions would be informed of progress in 
developing the plans and provide linkage between the activities of the Commissions and 
Committees. The consultant team of Redman/Johnston Associates and ARCHPLAN, Inc. was 
retained to provide technical support and facilitate the work of both Committees. The first two 
meetings of the Committees were held jointly in November 2003 and January 2004 to orient 
Committee members and to establish guidelines for conducting future work. At that time, the two 
committees determined that the interests and issues facing each of them were sufficiently 
common in nature to permit their consolidation into one larger committee for purposes of 
undertaking their assignment. 
 
Thereafter, the CAC began working with the Consultant team and County Department of 
Planning and Zoning in January 2004.  The CAC continued to meet either monthly or weekly as 
needed to complete its assignment to prepare a recommended plan for both communities for 
submission to the County Planning Commission by September 30, 2004.   The deadline was 
extended through the end of October.  Initially the CAC concentrated on the current state of each 
community, including existing land use and environmental resources.  
 
During subsequent meetings in February and March 2004, the CAC was actively involved in 
identifying (and later prioritizing) Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOTS). 
Members were asked to identify and outline their perceptions concerning the Strengths and 
Weaknesses apparent in the two communities and surrounding areas of Kent Island as well as the 
Opportunities and Threats that both communities currently faced or could anticipate in future 
years. The major strengths identified by the Committee focused on many of the Island’s 
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environmental resources. The major weaknesses and threats centered on growth and growth-
related impacts to the quality of life in both communities and surrounding areas of the Island. 
Additional information concerning many of the other SWOTS identified by the Committee is 
provided in later sections of this plan. 
 
Topics considered by the CAC evolved to include growth projections for the 
Chester/Stevensville Planning areas, and discussion of alternative development concepts and 
growth management strategies for the Planning Area as a whole. CAC members developed a 
“Vision” for the Chester/Stevensville Planning Area which is presented in a later section of this 
Plan document. Members of the CAC also participated in a Mapping workshop which was 
designed to identify alternative recommended land use plans. Three (3) such plans were 
developed and were reviewed during the months of June and July 2004 as a basis for preparation 
of a consensus land use plan map. 
 
A public forum was conducted on July 28, 2004, at the Kent Island High School. As part of this 
forum, the SWOTS, the Vision Statement and the recommended land use plan were presented for 
public review and comment. Citizen comments were received, reviewed, discussed, and 
considered.  Based upon these comments, changes and additions were made.  The citizen 
comments are on file in the Department of Planning and Zoning. 
 
Through the course of the CAC process the atmosphere was often contentious and charged with 
strong and divergent feelings on whether or not the Island should grow and if so, how it should 
grow.  Many CAC members were distrustful of the process, based on experiences with the 
previous Chester and Stevensville CAC’s.  Group decisions were made based on a majority vote 
of CAC members present for the vote.  As the months wore on, a number of CAC members 
disengaged from the process.  Unfortunately, one member, Jan Gervin, died midway through the 
process.  Although the CAC originally consisted of 33 appointed members, less than 20 members 
remained to participate in the completion of the final draft.  During the last several months there 
was considerable disagreement between the consultant and the majority of CAC members, 
resulting in a public statement by the consultant that they could not endorse the plan as it existed 
in the late August draft.  There was some degree of modification and adjustment as the plan was 
finalized. 
 
By the end of August 2004, a working draft of the Community Plan update was prepared for 
review by the CAC. The CAC conducted multiple work sessions during the months of 
September and October 2004 to review draft plan elements. Changes and revisions were 
incorporated in the initial draft plan as a result of long hours of work sessions during evening 
meetings so that the final report would truly reflect the concerns of these dedicated citizens who 
continued to serve on the CAC.  In its final form, the document forwarded to the Planning 
Commission represented the best effort of the majority of those CAC members who served 
throughout the life of the Chester/Stevensville CAC, from November ‘03 through October ‘04. 
 
After the Planning Commission conducted multiple work-sessions throughout the next year, on 
November 23, 2005, the Draft of the update to the Chester / Stevensville Community Plan was 
issued by the Queen Anne’s County Planning Commission for the 60-day review pursuant to 
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Article 66B, Section 3.07 (c) of the Annotated Code of Maryland.  Copies of the Plan were 
distributed to the appropriate State Agencies and adjacent jurisdictions as well as the 
municipalities within the County for review and comment.  Copies of the document were sent to 
all members of the CAC and were available for the public at the Department of Planning and 
Zoning, and it was also posted on the County’s webpage. 
 
The Planning Commission’s Public Hearing was held on January 25, 2006, after which the 
record was left open for submission of written comment until the close of business on February 
8, 2006.   During March and April of 2006 the Planning Commission conducted work-sessions to 
review and address the State agencies and public comments.  Changes were incorporated into the 
draft as a result of these work-sessions.  The table in Appendix F contains a brief summary of 
each of the public hearing comments, and the Planning Commission’s decision with respect to 
each comment.   
 
Thus, at a Special Meeting on April 20, 2006 the Planning Commission resolved to amend the 
2002 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan to remove the 1997 Chester Community Plan 
and the 1998 Stevensville Community Plan and substitute in their place instead the April 20, 
2006 Chester / Stevensville Community Plan. The Planning Commission forwarded this Plan as 
its recommendation to the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners for adoption of updated 
Community Plans for Chester and Stevensville.   
 
On July 25, 2006, the County Commissioners conducted a Public Hearing to receive public 
comment on the April 20th Chester / Stevensville Community Plan as recommended by the 
Planning Commission.  Subsequently, on August 15, 2006, the County Commissioners rejected 
the recommendation and returned the Chester / Stevensville Community Plan to the Planning 
Commission to review two issues.  The first item related to two locations identified for future 
park sites, which are described in Chapter 5 of this Plan.  The two sites are the Kent Island High 
School Expansion & Park Site and the Davidson Farm Park Site.  The County Commissioners 
indicated that if “the County has not purchased the properties at the end of [a] two year period, 
their designation as future park sites would be removed.” (Memorandum dated August 21, 2006 
from the County Administrator’s Office)  The other area of concern was with respect to the 
portion of the Camp Wright property located within the Planning Area, and the County 
Commissioners conveyed their preference to “[t]ake Camp Wright entirely out of the growth 
area.” (Memorandum dated August 21, 2006 from the County Administrator’s Office)    
 
The Planning Commission has since revised the text of this Plan to address the concern with 
respect to these two future park sites. However, after deliberations the Planning Commission 
made no changes in regard to the Camp Wright property.   
 
Additionally, the Planning Commission also discussed the need to facilitate the orderly planning 
for serving specific communities on Kent Island, which are not within the Chester / Stevensville 
Planning Area, with the necessary public utilities for their personal health, the health of the 
waterways on Kent Island, and improvement of water quality in the Chesapeake Bay, through the 
extension of public sewer and water.  These areas are identified as sewerage disposal problem 
priority areas in the County’s Comprehensive Water and Sewerage Plan, and are also referenced 
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in Water and Sewerage section of Chapter 6 of this Plan, due to the large number of existing 
septic systems that discharge directly to groundwater during seasonal high water table months.   
  
These concerns were previously articulated during the Planning Commission’s review of the 
Comprehensive Water and Sewerage Plan in September of 2005, while still a draft and prior to 
the County Commissioners’ adoption in February 2006.  The concerns focus on the need to take 
a comprehensive approach to evaluating and providing adequate infrastructure and government 
services to meet the long-term needs of the communities to be served by public sewer.  The 
Planning Commission is also concerned that the proliferation of individual wells on small lots in 
these communities would intensify the existing problem of salt water intrusion into the Aquia 
aquifer.  Therefore, public water should be installed concurrent with the public sewer lines to 
adequately serve the long term needs of these communities.  Moreover, if water service is not 
installed jointly with the installation of sewer lines the future consideration of providing public 
water would be cost prohibitive.   
 
Since adoption of a new Chester / Stevensville Community Plan is both an implementation of, 
and an amendment to, the 2002 County Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission also 
determined that the County needs to comprehensively address issues such as stormwater 
management, improvements to the local road network, demand on the public school system, 
parks and recreational facilities, and location for future commercial services for the new growth 
that will occur as a result of the sewer line extension.  Strategies to implement these facilities and 
services also need to be developed. 
 
Subsequently, on October 26, 2006, the Planning Commission revised the Chester/ Stevensville 
Community Plan and decided to re-issue it for the 60-day review pursuant to Article 66B, 
Section 3.07 (c) of the Annotated Code of Maryland.  Copies of the October 26, 2006, Plan are 
distributed to the appropriate State Agencies and adjacent jurisdictions as well as the 
municipalities within the County for review and comment.  Copies of the document are also 
available for the public at the Department of Planning and Zoning, and it also posted on the 
County’s webpage.   
 
Following the 60-day review, on February 8, 2007, the Planning Commission conducted another 
Public Hearing to receive comments from the public, various agencies, and adjoining 
jurisdictions.   Accordingly, on March 8th the Planning Commission resolved to amend the 2002 
Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan to remove the 1997 Chester Community Plan and 
the 1998 Stevensville Community Plan and substitute in their place instead the March 8, 2007 
Chester / Stevensville Community Plan. The Planning Commission forwarded this Plan as its 
recommendation to the Queen Anne’s County Commissioners for adoption of updated 
Community Plans for Chester and Stevensville.  Adoption of a new Community Plan for Chester 
and Stevensville is both an implementation of, and an amendment to, the 2002 County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
After receipt of the recommendation, the County Commissioners scheduled, advertised, and held 
a Public Hearing on April 24, 2007.  Subsequently, the County Commissioners approved 
Resolution #07-05 that adopted the Chester / Stevensville Community Plan on May 1, 2007.  
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Chapter 2  
Community Profiles 

 
The Planning Area 
 
The Planning Area is comprised of the communities of Chester 
and Stevensville, which are both located on Kent Island.  Chester 
has a total land area of 1,930.29 acres, and is located on the 
eastern portion of Kent Island and is bounded by Cox Creek to 
the west, Piney Creek and Prospect Bay to the east, Chester 
River to the north and Kirwan Creek to the south. Stevensville 
has a total land area of 3,328.87 acres, and is located on the 
western portion of Kent Island and is bounded by the 
Chesapeake Bay on the west, Thompson Creek to the south, Cox 
Creek to the south and east, and the Chester River to the east.  
 
Chester 
 
First recognized as a Census Designated Place in the 2000 
Decennial Census, the 1997 Chester Planning Area comprises 9.8 
percent of the land area of Kent Island and is about 60 percent of 
the size of Stevensville.  Prior to the opening of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge in 1952, Chester was a small 
community consisting of a series of small villages and farmlands strung along Route 18, at one time the 
only road to Kent 
Island.   
 
With the opening of 
the Bay Bridge and 
the construction of 
Route 50/301, 
development sprang 
up in the form of 
commercial strips 
along the highway 
and residential 
neighborhoods near 
the waterfront. As a 
result, most of the 
development in 
Chester took on a 
linear form along 
Route 50/301 in 
order to readily 

 

Kent Island 

Chester 2000 Snapshot 
 

●   Median household income above state 
average 

●   Median house value above state 
average 

●   Unemployed percentage below state 
average 

●   African-American race population 
percentage significantly below state 
average 

●   Median age above state average 
●   Foreign-born population percentage 

above state average 
●   Renting percentage below state average 
●   Length of stay since moving in below 

state average 
●   House age below state average 
●   Median resident age: 39.2 years 
●   Median household income: $56,558 

  

●    Median house value: $145,800 
●    Ancestries of population:  
             ►  German (21.0%) 
             ►  Irish (17.0%) 
             ►  English (15.2%) 
             ►  United States (12.3%) 
             ►  Italian (6.0%) 
             ►   Polish (5.0%) 
●    High school education or higher: 86.0% 
●    Bachelor's degree or higher: 24.0% 
●    Graduate or professional degree: 8.5% 
●    Unemployed: 3.2% 
●    Never married: 21.9% 
●    Now married: 56.8% 
●    Separated: 2.7% 
●    Widowed: 6.5% 
●    Divorced: 12.1% 
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access existing transportation routes and minimize the need for additional road construction. This 
form of development gives the appearance from the highway that the area is much more developed 
than it actually is. Large tracts of farmland and woodlands were left undeveloped behind the highway 
strip development.  In recent decades, the construction of Route 50/301 and its subsequent upgrades 
and access controls have literally severed Chester into two distinct parts north and south of Route 
50/301, with only one connecting above-grade crossover.  
 
Today Chester may best be described as a loose-knit collection of residential and commercial 
neighborhoods lacking the traditional center and sense of interconnectedness typically found in most 
small towns and villages. Nonetheless, it is a vibrant community with deep roots and its residents 
generally have a strong sense of identification with the area. 
 
Stevensville 
 

The 1998 Stevensville Planning Area consists of 
3,328.87 acres, or 16.5 percent of the land area of 
Kent Island. Although it is not an incorporated 
municipality, Stevensville is a historic community. 
The 1631 settlement of “the Isle of Kent” was 
predated only by Jamestown, Plymouth Rock and 
the Massachusetts Colony. Stevensville as a 
village was established in the mid-1800s. By 1877, 
tax maps showed the community had prospered 
enough to have grown to include churches, stores, 
a doctor’s office, a post office, an Odd Fellows’ 
Hall and a hotel. Rail service arrived in 1902 and 
within a decade Stevensville had two schools, four 
doctors, a blacksmith and a sawmill. 
 
The Stevensville area 
has always been 
physically significant 
as a connection 
between the Eastern 
and Western Shores 
of the Chesapeake 
Bay. Through time, 
Love Point was 
serviced by steamer, 
ferry and rail from the 
Baltimore area. 
Vacationers would 
come over for 
weekend visits, 
perhaps staying at the 

Stevensville 2000 Snapshot 
● Median household income above state 

average 
●  Median house value above state average 
● Unemployed percentage significantly 

below state average 
● African-American population percentage 

significantly below state average 
● Foreign-born population percentage 

above state average 
● Renting percentage significantly below 

state average 
● Length of stay since moving in below state 

average 
● House age significantly below state 

average 
● Median resident age: 33.5 years 
● Median household income: $63,962 

 ● Median house value: $153,100             
● Ancestries 
            ►German (24.0%) 
            ►Irish (20.3%), English (14.1%) 
            ►United States (12.1%) 
            ►Italian (5.5%) 
            ►Polish (4.1%) 
● High school education or higher: 91.0% 
● Bachelor's degree or higher: 25.6% 
● Graduate or professional degree: 8.0% 
● Unemployed: 1.4% 
● Never married: 16.8% 
● Now married: 68.9% 
● Separated: 2.4% 
● Widowed: 4.1% 
● Divorced: 7.9% 
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old Love Point Hotel. Residents would leave Love Point on the Bay steamer “Smokey Joe” to go to 
Baltimore to shop for the day, stay in a rooming house overnight and return to Kent Island the next 
morning. Prior to 1952 all ferry traffic going to Ocean City traveled through Stevensville on Route 18 
over the present Cox Creek bridge. The traffic returning from Ocean City on weekends would back-
up for five to ten miles waiting to get on the ferry.  
 
Passenger rail service to Stevensville was discontinued in the late 1930s and by 1948 all rail service 
had stopped, ending the growth period that had started nearly 100 years earlier. In 1952, with the 
completion of the first Bay Bridge, Stevensville entered a new period of growth with creation of easy 
access to the western shore. Residents new to Kent Island found it to be an ideal combination of rural, 
waterfront countryside located within an hour’s drive of major metropolitan job centers. As a result, 
the village of Stevensville, once surrounded by forests and farms, grew into a highly suburbanized, 
auto-oriented community centered around the historic village core. The vast majority of the physical 
development in the Stevensville area occurred before Route 50/301 was reconstructed as a six lane, 
controlled-access highway in the late 1980s. This improvement to the highway inadvertently caused 
problems for many of the communities along it. In the Stevensville area, only one overpass connects 
the northern and southern parts of town, and there is no way to get from south Stevensville to south 
Chester without getting on Route 50/301 or through a circuitous route that entails going to the north 
side of the highway and using Routes 8 and 18 to cross back over to the south side at the next 
overpass.  
 
Today Stevensville is a composite of an older Eastern Shore agrarian community and a modern 
suburban enclave. The town core contains beautiful, historic buildings being used as commercial 
space, alongside newer businesses that were designed to blend in architecturally. The surrounding 
residential areas are also a mix of styles and vintages. Many of the homes in and around the town core 
are quite old, whereas the subdivisions of Cloverfields, with 908 homes, and Bay City, with 582 
homes, date from the 1950’s and 1960’s. The historic district, listed on the National Register of 
Historic Sites in 1986, is north of Route 50/301 and is bordered by commercial development. 
 
Population Characteristics 

 
Kent Island contains the largest concentration of population in Queen Anne’s County (see Figure 2- 
1). In 1990, 37.5 percent of the County’s population resided on Kent Island; in the year 2000,  41.4 
percent of the County’s population was on Kent Island.  

 
Of  Kent Island’s population, slightly less than 22 percent  lived within the Chester Planning Area in 
1990; in the year 2000 that number increased marginally to 22.14 percent (see Table 2-1).   
According to the 2000 Census, the number of residents in the Chester Planning Area was 
approximately 3,723 persons in 2000, which was a 32.68 percent increase over the total 1990 
population.  This pace of growth was nearly equal to Kent Island’s increase of 31.05 percent during 
this decade (see Figure 2-2). 

 
In 1990, with 3,613 residents, the Stevensville Planning Area comprised slightly more than 28 percent 
of the total Kent Island population. By the year 2000, the population had grown to 5,880 and 
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represented 34.98 percent of the total Kent Island population. During this decade Stevensville’s 
population grew at twice the rate of Chester’s and Kent Island as a whole.  

 
 
Age 
 
In 1990 the age composition of populations within the Chester and Stevensville Planning Areas were 
roughly similar to those of Kent Island (see Table 2-2). Throughout Kent Island, the 18 to 64-year-
old age group comprised the majority of the population: over 60 percent. Persons over the age of 65 
were in the minority age group, totaling less than 15 percent in each of the three regions. In 2000 the 
age distribution of the populations for Chester and Kent Island remained essentially unchanged. 
Within Stevensville’s population, however, there was a significant decrease in the percentage of the 
population aged 65 and older (22.72 percent), and a sizeable increase in the 17 and under age group 
(9.11 percent). 

 
 

 
TABLE 2-1: Chester, Stevensville, and Kent Island 

Population Comparisons, 1990 and 2000 
  

 
 

1990 
 

% of 
Island 

 
2000 

 
% of 

Island 

 
Change 

1990-2000 

 
% Change 
1990-2000  

Kent Island 
 
12,829 

 
100.00% 

 
16,812 

 
100.00% 

 
3,983 

 
31.05% 

 
Chester 

 
2,806 

 
21.87% 

 
3,723 

 
22.14% 

 
917 

 
32.68% 

 
Stevensville 

 
3,613 

 
28.16% 

 
5,880 

 
34.98% 

 
2,267 

 
62.75%        

       

       
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1990 and 2000 Census, Queen Anne’s County Dept. of Planning and Zoning 

Figure 2-1
Regional Population Concentrations

Figure 2-1
Regional Population Concentrations
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TABLE 2-2: Age Composition Comparisons for Chester, Stevensville,  

Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County, 1990 and 2000 
 
 

 
 

1990 

 
 

% of Total 

 
 

2000 

 
 

% of Total 

 
 % of Change 

1990-2000 
 
Kent Island 
 
Total Population 

 
12,829 

 
100.00% 

 
16,812 

 
100.00% 

 
0.00% 

 
17 & under 

 
3,285 

 
25.61% 

 
4,516 

 
26.86% 

 
1.26% 

 
18-64 

 
8,290 

 
64.62% 

 
10,561 

 
62.82% 

 
-1.80% 

 
65+ 

 
1,254 

 
9.77% 

 
1,735 

 
10.32% 

 
0.55% 

 
Chester 
 
Total Population 

 
2,795 

 
100.00% 

 
3,723 

 
100.00% 

 
0.00% 

 
17 & under 

 
661 

 
23.65% 

 
860 

 
23.10% 

 
-0.55% 

 
18-64 

 
1,849 

 
66.15% 

 
2,342 

 
62.91% 

 
-3.25% 

 
65+ 

 
285 

 
10.20% 

 
521 

 
13.99% 

 
3.80% 

 
Stevensville 
 
Total Population 

 
3,613 

 
100.00% 

 
5,880 

 
100.00% 

 
0.00% 

 
17 & under 

 
1,043 

 
28.87% 

 
1,852 

 
31.50% 

 
2.63% 

 
18-64 

 
2,231 

 
61.75% 

 
3,662 

 
62.28% 

 
0.53% 

 
65+ 

 
291 

 
8.05% 

 
366 

 
6.22% 

 
-1.83% 

 
Sources: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 

 
 
 
Race 
 
Racial composition in the planning areas is also similar to that of Kent Island as a whole (see Table 2-
3).  In 1990, approximately 89.5 percent of the Chester planning area’s population was white and 
about 9.5 was African-American. Because Chester was not a Census Designated Place in 1990, 
detailed race information is not available for that period, however, the data that is available indicates 
that slightly less than 1 percent of the population was comprised of other race categories.  
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TABLE 2-3: Race Comparisons for Chester, Stevensville,  

Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County, 1990 and 2000 
 
 

 
1990 

 
% of Total 

 
2000 

 
% of Total 

 
 Change 1990-2000 

 
Kent Island 
 
White 

 
12,026 

 
93.7% 

 
15,648 

 
93.1% 

 
30.1% 

 
African-American/Black 

 
627 

 
4.9% 

 
636 

 
3.8% 

 
1.4% 

 
Amer. Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 

 
23 

 
0.2% 

 
40 

 
0.2% 

 
73.9% 

 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

 
66 

 
0.5% 

 
150 

 
0.9% 

 
127.3% 

 
Hispanic 

 
85 

 
0.7% 

 
157 

 
0.9% 

 
84.7% 

 
Other 

 
2 

 
0.0% 

 
181 

 
1.1% 

 
8950.0% 

 
Chester 
 
White 

 
2,502 

 
89.5% 

 
3,311 

 
88.9% 

 
32.3% 

 
African-American/Black 

 
266 

 
9.5% 

 
262 

 
7.0% 

 
-1.5% 

 
Am. Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 

 
n/a 

 
n/a 

 
5 

 
0.1% 

 
n/a 

 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

 
n/a 

 
n/a 

 
39 

 
1.0% 

 
n/a 

 
Hispanic 

 
n/a 

 
n/a 

 
49 

 
1.3% 

 
n/a 

 
Other 

 
n/a 

 
n/a 

 
57 

 
1.5% 

 
n/a 

 
Stevensville 
 
White 

 
3,406 

 
94.3% 

 
5,496 

 
93.5% 

 
61.4% 

 
African-American/Black 

 
137 

 
3.8% 

 
150 

 
2.6% 

 
9.5% 

 
Am. Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 

 
11 

 
0.3% 

 
21 

 
0.4% 

 
90.9% 

 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

 
23 

 
0.6% 

 
68 

 
1.2% 

 
195.7% 

 
Hispanic 

 
35 

 
1.0% 

 
60 

 
1.0% 

 
71.4% 

 
Other 

 
1 

 
0.0% 

 
85 

 
1.4% 

 
8400.0% 

 
Sources: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 

 
 
In 1990, Stevensville’s population was 94.3 percent white, 3.8 percent African-American (less than 
half the number as a percentage of the total population than Chester), and 1.9 percent other races. 
The majority of the 1990 populations of Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County was also white, 
however Kent Island had a higher number of whites as a percentage of the total population, and a 
substantially smaller African-American population than Queen Anne’s County. 
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In 2000 the racial distribution of the populations of Chester and Stevensville, as well as Kent Island, 
continued to be predominantly white, however some substantial growth in other races as percentages 
of the total population did occur. Most notable is the growth in the Asian/Pacific Islander category, 
where increases in population were over 99% percent in all regions except Chester, where detailed 
1990 race data is unavailable. The American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut and Hispanic populations also grew 
substantially in Stevensville and Kent Island, around 90 percent in both regions.  There was also 
substantial growth in these regions in the ‘other races’ category, which is comprised of mixes of two 
or more races. The fastest growing segments of this category were ‘white/American Indian’ and 
‘white/Asian’. 
 
 
 
Population Migration 
 
Of the total 2000 population of Chester, nearly half (47.8 percent) reported that they have lived in the 
same house since 1995, while slightly less of the residents of Stevensville (45.3 percent) had lived in 
the same house since 1995 (see Table 2-4).  A higher percentage of residents in Kent Island and 
Queen Anne’s County (more than 50 percent) reported that they continued to occupy the same homes 
they lived in 1995.  In all four regions, residents who moved to their current homes from a different 
county in Maryland since 1995 comprised the second highest percentage of the total population.  The 
third largest group in all four regions were those people who lived elsewhere in Queen Anne’s County 
in 1995. 
 
 

 
TABLE 2-4: Population Migration Statistics for Chester, Stevensville,  

Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County, 1995 and 2000 
 
 

 
Chester 

 
Stevensville 

 
Kent Island 

 
Queen Anne’s County 

 
2000 Population 5 yrs & Over 

 
3,675 

 
5,357 

 
15,597 

 
37,981 

 
Residence in 1995 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Same House 

 
47.8% 

 
45.3% 

 
54.4% 

 
56.5% 

 
Same County 

 
18.8% 

 
14.4% 

 
12.8% 

 
16.4% 

 
Different County in MD 

 
22.0% 

 
31.4% 

 
24.5% 

 
19.4% 

 
Different State 

 
9.9% 

 
7.4% 

 
7.4% 

 
6.8% 

 
Elsewhere 

 
1.5% 

 
1.4 

 
0.9% 

 
0.9% 

 
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 
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Occupation and Place of Work 
 
In 1990 and 2000, the highest percentage of the employed populations of Chester and Stevensville 
were employed in management/professional and sales/technical/administrative occupations (see Table 
2-5).  As a percentage of the total occupations, however, sales/tech/admin decreased between 1990 
and 2000 in both towns.  During that same period management and professional occupations 
increased substantially as a percentage of total occupations, as did service occupations, in both 
Chester and Stevensville.  Also notable is the increase of almost 90 percent in construction as a 
percentage of total occupations in Stevensville from 1990 to 2000. 
 
 

 
TABLE 2-5: Percentage of Workforce by Occupation for Chester, Stevensville,  

Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County, 1990 and 2000 
 

Queen Anne’s  
County 

 
 

Kent Island 

 
 

Chester 

 
 

Stevensville 

  
 

 
1990 

 
2000 

 
1990 

 
2000 

 
1990 

 
2000 

 
1990 

 
2000 

 
Occupation 
 

Mangmnt./Professnal 
 
27.4% 

 
36.3% 

 
31.6% 

 
37.2% 

 
n/a* 

 
35.8% 

 
31.7% 

 
31.6% 

 
Sales/Tech/Admin. 

 
31.5% 

 
25.8% 

 
36.4% 

 
27.8% 

 
n/a 

 
30.5% 

 
32.8% 

 
29.3% 

 
Construction 

 
12.3% 

 
12.0% 

 
13.8% 

 
12.4% 

 
n/a 

 
12.3% 

 
7.8% 

 
14.6% 

 
Service Occupation 

 
9.9% 

 
13.8% 

 
9.6% 

 
12.7% 

 
n/a 

 
11.4% 

 
10.7% 

 
15.8% 

 
Production/Transp. 

 
13.9% 

 
10.6% 

 
8.2% 

 
9.2% 

 
n/a 

 
9.5% 

 
14.7% 

 
8.2% 

 
Farm/Fish/Forestry 

 
4.9% 

 
1.5% 

 
2.2% 

 
0.6% 

 
n/a 

 
0.5% 

 
2.1% 

 
0.6% 

 
* 1990 data unavailable 
Sources: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 

 
 
The majority of Chester’s and Stevensville’s employed population work in the State of Maryland but 
outside Queen Anne’s County (see Table 2-6).  The same holds true for the employed populations of 
Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County.  Nearly 90 percent of those employed living in Chester and 
Stevensville work outside of the planning areas.  In Chester, residents who commute 60 to 89 minutes 
to their places of work comprise the largest percentage of workers who work outside the home (see 
Table 2-7).  Workers traveling 45 to 59 minutes are in the second largest group. Slightly more than 
44 percent of the working population of Chester travels less than 30 minutes to work; 55 percent 
travel more than 30 minutes to work. In Stevensville those traveling 45 to 59 minutes to the 
workplace are in the highest percentage, followed by those whose commute is 60 to 89 minutes.  
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TABLE 2-6: Place of Work (by Percentage) for Workers Age 16 and over 

 in Chester, Stevensville, Kent Island, and Queen Anne’s County, 2000 
 

 
Total Workers 

 
Chester  
(2,125) 

 
Stevensville  

(3,201) 

 
Kent Island  

(8,993) 

 
Queen Anne’s 

County (20,852) 
 
Work outside Maryland 

 
8.0% 

 
8.5% 

 
9.3% 

 
9.0% 

 
Work in Maryland 

 
92.0% 

 
91.5% 

 
90.7% 

 
91.0% 

 
Work in Queen Anne’s County 

 
35.8% 

 
27.4% 

 
32.1% 

 
40.2% 

 
Work outside County 

 
56.3% 

 
64.1% 

 
58.6% 

 
51.0% 

 
Work in Place of Residence  

 
10.8% 

 
11.9% 

 
6.9% 

 
6.1% 

 
Work outside Place of Residence 

 
89.2% 

 
88.1% 

 
52.4% 

 
38.5% 

 
Not living in Designated Place 

 
0.0% 

 
0.0% 

 
40.7% 

 
55.4% 

 
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 

 
 

TABLE 2-7: Travel Time (by Percentage) for Workers Age 16 and over 
 in Chester and Stevensville, 2000 

 
Total Workers 

 
Chester (2,125) 

 
Stevensville (3,201) 

 
Did not work at home 

 
96.9% 

 
96.6% 

 
Less than 5 minutes 

 
2.7% 

 
2.7% 

 
5 to 14 minutes 

 
18.2% 

 
16.8% 

 
15 to 19 minutes 

 
6.5% 

 
5.9% 

 
20 to 24 minutes 

 
10.2% 

 
9.9% 

 
25 to 29 minutes 

 
6.7% 

 
6.5% 

 
30 to 34 minutes 

 
11.6% 

 
9.1% 

 
35 to 39 minutes 

 
3.4% 

 
3.7% 

 
40 to 44 minutes 

 
3.0% 

 
5.8% 

 
45 to 59 minutes 

 
13.9% 

 
18.8% 

 
60 to 89 minutes 

 
17.1% 

 
14.7% 

 
90 or more minutes 

 
3.4% 

 
2.9% 

 
Worked at home 

 
3.1% 

 
3.4% 

 
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and 
Zoning 
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Industry 
 
In 2000, there were 153 businesses located in the Chester Planning Area, employing a total of 996 
employees (see Table 2-8).  The 2000 annual payroll for these businesses totaled $23,897,000.  Retail 
trade was the largest industry, 14.6 percent of the total, with 22 establishments. The largest 
percentage of these establishments (18 percent) was boat dealers.  Sporting goods stores and 
pharmacies ranked 2nd and 3rd in number of establishments, with 3 and 2 establishments, respectively.  
However, the single grocery store located in Chester employed more people than any of the other 21 
retail venues except for boat dealers.  Education/Health Care/Social Services was the third largest 
industry in Chester, comprising 13.0 percent of the total industries and numbering 11 establishments, 
including doctor’s and dentist’s offices, therapists, and residential care facilities. The construction 
industry was third in industry ranking (12.4 percent) but led in number of establishments (32).  In 
2000, slightly more than 30 percent of the construction companies in Chester built single-family 
housing exclusively.  Plumbing/HVAC and excavation contractors ranked 2nd and 3rd, respectively, in 
number of construction businesses in Chester. 
 
 

 
TABLE 2-8: Industries by Percentage for Chester, Stevensville,  

Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County, 2000 
 
 

 
Chester 

 
Stevensville 

 
Kent Island 

 
Queen Anne’s County 

 
Industry 
 

Construction 
 

12.4% 
 

15.7% 
 

13.2% 
 

11.7% 
 

Retail Trade 
 

14.6% 
 

10.0% 
 

12.2% 
 

11.4% 
 

Education/Health/Soc. Services 
 

13.0% 
 

16.6% 
 

16.3% 
 

17.9% 
 

Mangmnt/Profess/Admin 
 

8.5% 
 

11.7% 
 

10.1% 
 

9.0% 
 

Public Administration 
 

8.1% 
 

10.1% 
 

9.4% 
 

9.3% 
 

Arts/Entertnmnt/Rec/Hospitality 
 

9.4% 
 

6.8% 
 

6.7% 
 

7.3% 
 

Fin/Ins/Real Est/Rentls/Leasing 
 

8.1% 
 

5.1 
 

7.0% 
 

5.9% 
 

Manufacturing 
 

6.7% 
 

6.5 
 

6.2% 
 

6.7% 
 

Other Services 
 

6.4% 
 

5.2 
 

5.1% 
 

5.1% 
 

Transp/Warehsing/Utilities 
 

4.6% 
 

4.5 
 

5.4% 
 

5.1% 
 

Wholesale Trade 
 

4.4% 
 

4.4 
 

3.7% 
 

4.3% 
 

Information 
 

3.2% 
 

3.1 
 

3.9% 
 

2.8% 
 

Ag/Forestry/Fish/Hunt/Mining 
 

0.7% 
 

0.2 
 

0.7% 
 

3.4% 
 
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Queen Anne’s Department of Planning and Zoning 
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The number of businesses in Chester fell almost 6 percent from 2000 to 2001 yet the number of 
employees increased by almost 7 percent. In 2001, there were 145 businesses located in Chester 
(eight less than in 2000), employing a total of 1,064 employees (68 more than in 2000).  The 2001 
annual payroll for these businesses totaled $26,408,000.00 ($2,511,000 more than in 2000). 
Construction continued to lead other industries in number of establishments, totaling 34, and single-
family housing construction companies were still the highest percentage within the category, totaling 
38.2 percent.   
 
In Stevensville in 2000, there were 350 businesses employing 2,589 employees, with a total annual 
payroll of $61,194,000.  The largest industry (15.7 percent) was Education/Health/Social Services, 
which was represented by a total of 16 establishments, including doctor’s and dentist’s offices, 
therapists, 6 child daycare businesses (the largest subgroup), and a fine arts school.   Construction 
was the second largest industry in Stevensville in 2000, comprising 15.7 percent of total industries.  
Of the 70 construction companies in Stevensville in 2000, nearly 30 percent (19) built single-family 
housing exclusively.  Plumbing/HVAC and carpentry contractors were ranked 2nd and 3rd, 
respectively, in number of establishments. Management/Professional/Admin./Tech. Services industries 
ranked third in total industries in 2000, comprising 11.7 percent of all industries and totaling 58 
companies, including law offices, computer programming services, advertising agencies, photography 
studios, and engineering companies.  In 2001, there were 366 businesses in Stevensville (16 more 
than in 2000) employing 2,746 employees (157 more people than in 2000), with a total annual payroll 
of $69,390,000 ($8,196,000 more than in 2000). 
 
 
Housing 
 
Chester 
In 1990 the U.S. Census reported 1,314 housing units in the Chester Planning Area, about 72 percent 
of which were located on the south side of Route 50/301 and slightly more than one quarter of which 
(about 28 percent) were located on the north side of the highway. Of occupied units, approximately 
74 percent were owner occupied and 26 percent were renter occupied.  
 
 

1990

Reside North of Rt. 50/301 Reside South of Rt. 50/301

Percent of Chester Housing Units Located North/South of Rt. 50/301
2000

Reside North of Rt. 50/301 Reside South of Rt. 50/301

Percent of Chester Housing Units Located North/South of Rt. 50/301
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The 2000 Census reported 1,737 total housing units in Chester, an increase of 423 units, or 32.2 
percent over the 1990 Census. Of these, 61.4 percent (about 10 percent less than in 1990) were 
located on the south side of Route 50/301 and 38.8 percent (about 10 percent more than in 1990) 
were located on the north side of Route 50/301.  Of the total housing units, 1,567 (90.2 percent) 
were occupied.  Of occupied units, a total of 1,218 (77.7 percent) were owner occupied, a slight 
increase (3.7 percent) over 1990 Census figures.  Renters occupied 349 (22.2 percent) of the total 
housing units, a decrease of 3.8 percent from 1990. 
 
 
Stevensville 
 
Stevensville had 1,366 housing units in 1990, according to U.S. Census figures.  Of these, 1,280 
(93.7 percent) were occupied.  While data on 1990 Stevensville housing unit location in regards to 
Route 50/301 is unavailable, census tract data for 1990 shows that 52.6 percent of the population 
lived on the north side of Route 50/301, and 47.4 percent lived on the south side of the highway, a 
nearly even division. In 2000, the Census reported a total of 2,165 units, an increase of 58.4 percent 
over the 1990 data.  Of this total, 60.6 percent were located on the north side of Route 50/301 and 
39.4 percent were located on the south side of Route 50/301, indicating that Stevensville’s residential 
growth on the north side of the highway has outpaced its residential growth on the south side. Of the 
total housing units in the 2000 Census, 2,071 (95.6 percent) were occupied; 1,836 (88.6 percent) by 
owners, and 235 (10.9 percent) by renters. 
 
In 1990, Census data showed that the Chester Planning Area had a higher percentage of multi-family 
housing units than that of Kent Island and the County as a whole.  That trend continued in the 2000 
Census, with Chester still leading the other three regions in multi-family housing units by a significant 
margin.  Stevensville’s multi-family housing stock decreased by 12 percent between 1990 and 2000, 
and Kent Island’s increased by a modest 4.4 percent.  Queen Anne’s County saw an increase of 12.5 
percent in multi-family housing units during the same period.    
 

 

1990

Reside North of Rt. 50/301 Reside South of Rt. 50/301

Percent of Stevensville Population Located North/South of Rt. 50/301
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TABLE 2-9: Chester, Stevensville, Kent Island, and Queen Anne’s County 
Housing Unit Comparisons, 1990 and 2000  

 
 

Chester 
 

Stevensville  
 

 
1990 

 
% of  
Total 

 
2000 

 
% of  
Total 

 
%  

Chang
e 

 
1990 

 
% of  
Total 

 
2000 

 
% of  
Total 

 
%  

Change 
 

Total Units 
 
1,314 

 
100.0% 

 
1,737 

 
100.0

% 

 
32.2% 

 
1,366 

 
100.0% 

 
2,165 

 
100.0% 

 
58.5% 

 
# Occupied 

 
1,118 

 
85.1% 

 
1,575 

 
90.7% 

 
40.9% 

 
1,280 

 
93.7% 

 
2,071 

 
95.7% 

 
61.8%  

# Vacant 
 

196 
 
14.9% 

 
162 

 
9.3% 

 
-17.3% 

 
86 

 
6.3% 

 
94 

 
4.3% 

 
9.3%  

Owner Occupied 
 

832 
 
63.3% 

 
1,128 

 
64.9% 

 
35.6% 

 
1,082 

 
79.2% 

 
1,836 

 
84.8% 

 
69.7%  

Renter Occupied 
 

286 
 
21.8% 

 
349 

 
20.1% 

 
22.0% 

 
198 

 
14.5% 

 
235 

 
10.9% 

 
18.7%  

Avg. Persons/Unit 
 

2.51 
 

n/a 
 

2.35 
 

n/a 
 

n/a 
 

2.83 
 

n/a 
 

2.74 
 

n/a 
 

n/a  
Single-Family 

 
911 

 
69.3% 

 
1,508 

 
86.8% 

 
65.5% 

 
1,160 

 
84.9% 

 
1,881 

 
86.9% 

 
62.2%  

Multi-Family 
 

357 
 
27.2% 

 
210 

 
12.1% 

 
-41.2% 

 
174 

 
12.7% 

 
152 

 
7.0% 

 
-12.6%  

Mobile Homes 
 

n/a* 
 

n/a 
 

19 
 
1.1% 

 
n/a 

 
32 

 
2.3% 

 
35 

 
1.6% 

 
9.4% 

* Data on number of mobile homes not available. 
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1990 and 2000 Census, Queen Anne’s County Department of Planning and Zoning 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 2-10: Kent Island and Queen Anne’s County Housing Units Comparisons 
Housing Unit Comparisons, 1990 and 2000  

 
 

 
Kent Island 

 
 

Queen Anne’s County  
 

 
1990 

 
% of  
Total 

 
2000 

 
% of  
Total 

 
%  

Change 

 
1990 

 
% of  
Total 

 
2000 

 
% of  
Total 

 
%  

Change  
Total Units 

 
5,238 

 
100.0% 

 
6,786 

 
100.0% 

 
29.6% 

 
13,944 

 
100.0% 

 
16,674 

 
100.0% 

 
19.6%  

# Occupied 
 
4,702 

 
89.8% 

 
6,313 

 
93.0% 

 
34.3% 

 
12,489 

 
89.6% 

 
15,315 

 
91.9% 

 
22.6%  

# Vacant 
 

536 
 
10.2% 

 
473 

 
7.0% 

 
-11.8% 

 
1,455 

 
10.4% 

 
1,359 

 
8.2% 

 
-6.6%  

Owner Occupied 
 
4,026 

 
76.9% 

 
5,535 

 
81.6% 

 
37.5% 

 
10,119 

 
72.6% 

 
12,772 

 
76.6% 

 
26.2%  

Renter Occupied 
 

676 
 
12.9% 

 
778 

 
11.5% 

 
15.1% 

 
2,370 

 
17.0% 

 
2,543 

 
15.3% 

 
7.3%  

Avg. Persons/Unit 
 

2.71 
 

n/a 
 

2.66 
 

n/a 
 
-1.8% 

 
2.72 

 
n/a 

 
2.53 

 
n/a 

 
-7.0%  

Single-Family 
 
4,759 

 
90.9% 

 
5,878 

 
86.6% 

 
23.5% 

 
12,165 

 
87.2% 

 
14,799 

 
88.8% 

 
21.7%  

Multi-Family 
 

341 
 

2.3% 
 

356 
 

5.2% 
 

4.4% 
 

926 
 

6.6% 
 
1,042 

 
6.2% 

 
12.5%  

Mobile Homes 
 

120 
 

2.3% 
 

79 
 

1.2% 
 
-34.2% 

 
770 

 
5.5% 

 
830 

 
5.0% 

 
7.8%  

Other* 
 

0 
 

0.0% 
 

0 
 

0.0% 
 

0.0% 
 

83 
 

0.6% 
 

4 
 

0.0% 
 
-95.2% 

* Boat, RV, van, etc. 
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1990 and 2000 Census, Queen Anne’s County Department of Planning and Zoning 
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Natural Resources and Sensitive Features 
 

The Planning Area is located within Maryland’s Eastern Coastal Plain province, characterized as a 
relatively flat, low plain, rising in elevation from sea level to 100 feet, and composed of 
unconsolidated alluvial and marine sediments.   The Planning Area’s dominant wetlands include 
Riverine (forested floodplains), Marine (tidal marshes, forested), and Estuarine (tidal flats, beaches, 
shrub swamps, forested). The following sections provide a detailed review of the area’s environmental 
resources and sensitive areas. 
 
 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
 
The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Program (Natural Resources Article 8-1801-8- 1806) 
was passed by the Maryland General Assembly in 1984 because of concern about the decline of 
certain natural resources of the Chesapeake Bay. As a result of this legislation, each Maryland county 
and municipality fronting on the Bay or its tributaries was required to adopt a local Critical Area Plan 
and corresponding development ordinances designed to implement the Plan. 
 
Criteria for local Critical Area plans and ordinances were established by the Maryland Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area Commission. The criteria direct that new development within the Critical Area 
minimize impacts on the Bay’s water quality and plant, fish and wildlife habitat. 
 
The main environmental protection consideration facing the Stevensville and Chester Planning Areas 
is the substantial amount of acreage that is in the Maryland Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (see Map 2-
1, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area).  This is not surprising since they are both basically surrounded by 
tidal water: Stevensville is bounded by the Chesapeake Bay to the west, the Chester River to the 
northeast and Warehouse Creek, Thompson Creek and Cox Creek to the south; Chester is bounded 
by Cox Creek to the west, Piney Creek and Prospect Bay to the east, Chester River to the north, and 
Kirwan Creek to the south.  The Critical Area follows the coastlines of both the Stevensville and 
Chester Planning Areas; approximately 60 percent of the total land area of Stevensville and 65 
percent of total land area of Chester is located within the Critical Area. 
 
Land within the Critical Area, as defined by the State law, is divided into one of three development 
areas: 
 

1) Resource Conservation Areas are characterized by nature-dominated 
environments such as forests, wetlands or agriculture.  New residential 
development is limited to a density of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. 

 
2) Limited Development Areas are currently developed at low or moderate intensity. 

Additional development must not change the prevailing established land use, and 
must improve water quality and conserve areas of natural habitat. 

 
3) Intensely Developed Areas consist of 20 or more contiguous acres where 

development predominates and where there is relatively little natural habitat. 
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State law and the County’s Critical Area program expressly provide for the Critical Area classification 
of properties to be changed in order to accommodate state and local growth management objectives 
which encourage environmentally sensitive new development to locate within and near areas of 
existing development such as Stevensville.  The process of revising a property’s Critical Area 
classification is called “growth allocation.”  County Critical Area Program has specifically targeted 75 
percent of approximately 1,500 acres of available growth allocation for use in designated growth 
areas. 
 
Within the Critical Area there is generally a 100-foot wide minimum protected area, the “buffer,” 
around tidal waters, streams and tidal wetlands, wherein no new development activities are allowed 
except for water-dependent facilities.  Queen Anne’s County has established a deeper 300-foot shore 
buffer from tidal wetlands for new non-residential and moderate/high density residential development. 
 Within this shore buffer, special afforestation and reforestation standards apply.  The County’s 
Environmental Protection regulations, Chapter 14 of the County Code, provide specific provisions for 
development and redevelopment for areas mapped under the Critical Area Act as “buffer exemption 
areas”.  Reductions to the 300-foot buffer are permitted by the Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 18) in 
certain instances for projects within the designated Growth Areas, on lots with existing structures, 
and lots that were created prior to April 9, 1987 if more than 50 percent of the lot is encompassed by 
shore buffer or tidal wetlands.    In LDA and RCA areas, the impervious surface (buildings, 
pavement, etc.) is generally limited to 15 percent of the total site area. 
 
 
Wetlands 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps indicate that 
approximately 424 acres (eight percent) of the Stevensville Planning Area is comprised of wetlands, 
and approximately 198 acres (ten percent) of the total planning area of Chester are wetlands (see Map 
2-2, Natural Resources and Sensitive Features).  The NWI maps are a general guide to the presence 
of wetlands but are not definitive, and wetlands delineations must be performed on an individual site 
basis prior to development approval.  Areas of hydric soils on the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps are a further and frequently more reliable indication of the 
potential for wetlands.  Review of these maps for Stevensville indicates that there are some areas with 
hydric soils that were not classified as wetlands on the NWI maps. 
 
The Critical Area is Stevensville and Chester’s primary environmental consideration. As a percentage 
of total land area, wetlands comprise less acreage than critical area lands.  However, where they do 
exist, regulations regarding their protection will certainly limit the amount and type of development 
that is allowed.  Dredging and filling activities are regulated at both the State and federal level.  The 
State requires a minimum 25-foot buffer for all wetlands, and the County requires proof of approval 
by the appropriate agency before it approves any subdivision or site development plan that proposes 
impacts to any wetland or its buffer. 
 
 
 
Floodplain 
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Approximately 691 acres (21 percent) of the land area of Stevensville, and slightly more than 573 
acres (29 percent) of the land area of Chester, is located in the 100-year floodplain (see Map 2-2, 
Natural Resources and Sensitive Features). Certain areas of the Planning Area are subject to periodic 
flooding which pose risks to public health and safety, and potential loss of property.  While protection 
of life and property provided the initial basis for protection of floodplains, there has been a growing 
recognition in recent years that limiting disturbances within floodplains can serve a variety of 
additional functions with important public purposes and benefits.  County stormwater management 
regulations are intended to prevent flood damage as a result of development. 
 
Floodplains moderate and store floodwaters, absorb wave energies, and reduce erosion and 
sedimentation. Wetlands found within floodplains help maintain water quality, recharge groundwater 
supplies, protect fisheries, and provide habitat and natural corridors for wildlife. The minimum 
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program do not prohibit development within the 100-
year floodplain. However, to adhere to the minimum Federal requirements, the County requires 
development and new structures in the floodplain to meet certain flood protection measures including 
elevating the first floor of structures above 100-year flood elevations and utilizing specified flood-
proof construction techniques.  
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is responsible for updating the floodplain 
maps that provide floodplain delineations.  Because of recent experience with Hurricane Isabel in 
September of 2003 the County adopted a Hazard Mitigation Plan that was prepared through the 
Department of Emergency Services. 

 
Conservation Lands 
 
There are approximately 2,560 acres of conservation land in the Chester and Stevensville planning 
areas (see Map 2-3, Conservation Lands).  Conservation lands include private conservation lands 
(approximately 13 acres), Eastern Shore Land Conservancy/Maryland Environmental Trust 
(ESLC/MET) easements (approximately 1,157 acres), Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation 
Foundation (MALPF) districts and easements (approximately 686 acres), Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) sending areas (approximately 158 acres), and open space from cluster development 
(approximately 546 acres).   
 
MET is a statewide local land trust governed by a citizen Board of Trustees. It’s goal is the 
preservation of open land, such as farmland, forest land, and significant natural resources. The 
primary tool for doing this is the conservation easement, a voluntary agreement between a landowner 
and MET and a local land trust (i.e., Eastern Shore Land Conservancy).  
 
MALPF was created in 1977 by the Maryland General Assembly specifically to preserve productive 
agricultural land and woodland to provide for the continued production of food and fiber for all 
citizens of the State.  Participation is a two-step process:  The MALPF District and MALPF 
Easement.  This first part is the establishment of a MALPF District.  Among other requirements, such 
as soils criteria, a District must be at least 50 acres unless the property is adjacent to a property that is 
also preserved conservation land.  After being in the District phase for five years, if the State has not 
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purchased an easement, the property owner can withdraw from the program.  The second part is 
easement acquisition, and the property owner may seek to sell an easement to the MALPF program as 
long as the property is in a District status. 
 
The Maryland General Assembly passed legislation in 2001 allowing a state income tax credit for 
donations of conservation and preservation easements to the Maryland Environmental Trust and 
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation. 

 
Forest Protection 
 
Approximately 477 acres in Stevensville (nearly 21 percent of the total land area) and 224 acres in 
Chester (nearly 12 percent of the total land area) are forested. The regulations governing 
development of forested areas vary depending on whether the site is within or outside of the Critical 
Area. 
 
Inside the Critical Area, a Timber Harvest Plan is required for the timber harvesting affecting one acre 
or more of forest or developed woodland.  Clearing and cutting of trees is generally prohibited within 
the 100-foot buffer.  In IDA areas, with a few exceptions, development can result in removal of no 
more than 20 percent of forest/woodland.  In LDA and RCA areas the following standards apply: 
 

1)  If less than 15 percent of a site is wooded, additional forest must be established to 
achieve at least 15 percent cover. 

 
2) Development may result in removal of no more than 20 percent of 

forest/woodland without a variance or additional forest being provided. 
 
3) Clearing of forest/developed woodland up to 20 percent must be replaced on a 

one-to-one basis. 
 
Outside of the Critical Area, development proposals (major subdivision, grading or sediment control 
permit) on tracts of land over 40,000 square feet, which are not exempt from the Forest Conservation 
Act, must include a forest stand delineation and forest conservation plan pursuant to the County 
Forest Conservation Manual and the Queen Anne’s County Forest Conservation Act (Subtitle 2 of 
Title 18).  Key components of forest conservation plans are: 
 

1)  Retention of forest in priority protection areas such as stream buffers and habitat 
protection  areas, non-tidal wetlands, and slopes over 25 percent. 

 
2) Afforestation (planting trees where forest cover has been absent) up to at least 15 

percent or 20 percent of the area that will be developed. 
 
3) Reforestation (replacing existing trees) at rates between 1/4 acre to 2 acres for 

each acre of forest removed. 
Endangered Species 
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The existence of endangered species is limited in the Planning Area, with the exception of Bald Eagle 
nesting sites located along Cox and Crab Alley Creeks in Chester (see Map 2-2, Natural Resources 
and Sensitive Features).  Disturbance of habitats of threatened or endangered species is only 
permitted by Queen Anne’s County after consideration of recommendations from the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR).  In the case of state listed species, a development project 
applicant works with the DNR Heritage Program to minimize any project impacts on species habitat.  
Federally listed species, like the Bald Eagle, may receive greater protection based on state/federal 
management plans for each specific species.  It has recently been announced that the Bald Eagle will 
soon be removed from the Federal Threatened and Endangered Species list due to its improved 
recovery. 
 
 
Habitat Protection 
 
Within the Critical Area, specific habitat areas receive special protection (see Map 2-2, Natural 
Resources and Sensitive Features).   Colonial waterbird nesting sites can be found in Stevensville 
along Cox and Thompson Creeks, and in Chester on Crab Alley Bay. County mapping also indicates 
waterfowl staging areas and oyster bars in Stevensville.  Streams off Macum Creek in Chester  are 
designated anadromous fish spawning waters.  Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) is considered 
critical to the Chesapeake Bay as it provides important nursery areas, food and habitat for a wide 
range of Bay species.  Periodic survey of SAVs are conducted in the Bay, and indicate SAVs along 
tributaries of Cox Creek in Stevensville and Macum Creek in Chester.  In light of these resources, 
development is not prohibited, but it is regulated to minimize impacts on these habitats through the 
design of the development (location of lots and structures) and construction practices (timing of 
clearing and grading, location of stormwater management outfalls, etc.) 
 
While wetland and forest issues are important, overall, the primary environmental consideration in the 
Planning Area is the large amount of acreage in the Critical Area.  
 
 
 
Existing Land Use 

 
Chester 
 
The Chester Planning Area consists of 1,930.29 acres; it comprises 9.8 percent of the land area of 
Kent Island (19,688 acres) and is about 60 percent of the size of Stevensville.  Chester land use 
categories and their total acreages appear in Table 2-11; see also Map 2-4, Chester Existing Land 
Use. 
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Table 2-11: Existing Land Use 

for Chester, 2000 
Land Use Acres % of Total 
   
Undeveloped 693.94 35.95% 
Commercial 136.93 7.09% 
Public/semi public 71.43 3.70% 
Residential 605.83 31.39% 
Residential Vacant 49.23 2.55% 
Other Residential 106.46 5.52% 
Commercial Vacant 59.10 3.06% 
Other 207.36 10.74% 
TOTAL 1,930.29 100.00% 
Source:  MD Property View 2003, Queen Anne’s County 

 
  

 
Undeveloped land, which makes up 
the largest percentage of land in the 
Chester Planning Area (35.95 
percent) is comprised of large 
parcels of land with a single 
residential use or no improvement 
value, and large parcels classified as 
“Agriculture” by the Maryland 
Department of Assessment and 
Taxation (MDAT).  Due to its 
larger size, the Stevensville 
Planning Area has a larger number 
of undeveloped acres than Chester, 
however Chester has a higher ratio 
of undeveloped land when 
expressed as a percentage of it’s 
total land area.  It is important to 
note that the number of 
undeveloped acres in both Chester 

and Stevensville will decrease after the development of the Four Seasons development project, which 
will occur on 172.09 acres of undeveloped land in Chester and 391.58 acres of undeveloped land in 
Stevensville. 
 
Land used for single-family residential purposes is comprised of properties classified as “Residential” 
by MDAT with improvement values greater than $1,000, and totals 31.39 percent of the Planning 
Area.  Chester and Stevensville have nearly identical proportions of residential land (Stevensville’s 
residential acreage is 31.45 percent of its total land area).  Multi-family residential land use, 
categorized as “Other Residential,” comprises 5.52 percent of the Chester Planning Area and includes 

35.95%

7.09%

3.7%

31.4%

2.55%
5.52%

3.06%

10.74%

Percentage

Undeveloped Commercia l
Public/Semi Public Residentia l
Vacant Residentia l Other Residential
Vacant Commercia l Other

2000 Chester Existing Land Use
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improved properties classified as “Townhouse,” “Multi-family,” or “Condominium” as defined by 
MDAT.  Chester has a significantly higher percentage of multi-family residential land than 
Stevensville, where multi-family residential land comprises only .84 percent of the Planning Area. 
 
Residential vacant lands, which are properties classified as “Residential” as defined by MDAT and 
with improvements valued at less than $1,000, comprises 2.55 percent of the Chester Planning Area.  
 
Commercial land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” as defined by 
MDAT with improvement values greater than $0, comprises 7.09 percent of the Chester Planning 
Area. Commercial vacant land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” 
as defined by MDAT with improvement values less than or equal to $0, comprises 3.06 percent of the 
Planning Area.   
 
Public and semi-public land, which include properties classified as “Exempt,” or “Exempt 
Commercial” as defined by MDAT, includes land owned by churches, fire departments, schools, 
public works departments and service organizations. These lands comprise 3.7 percent of the Chester 
Planning Area. 
 
Remaining lands in Chester, classified as “Other,” include streets, rights-of-ways, and unclassified 
properties, and comprise 10.74 percent of the Planning Area (Note: the total land area of “Other” is 
assumed to be the difference between all classified properties for which data is available and the total 
upland acreage of the Planning Area.  See Map 2-4). 
 
Development in the Chester Planning Area includes the following areas: 
 
§ All development along the Route 50/301 and Route 18 corridor between Cox Creek and 

Piney Creek, most of which is commercial.  Development that lies along the north side of 
Route 50/301 is limited to a small area adjacent to the intersection of Route 18, Castle Marina 
Road and the overpass. This area consists of an older strip commercial shopping center 
surrounded by numerous small commercial retail and service sites. The majority of these 
developments are oriented towards the highway. The strip on the south side of Route 50/301 
between Postal Road/Route 18 and the highway is predominantly commercial with one larger 
strip shopping center, several smaller strip shopping centers and a scattering of small 
commercial sites and residential development in between. There are concentrations of 
commercial development at the intersections of Postal Road/Route 18 with Cox Neck Road 
and Dominion Road. On the eastern end of the strip there are a few undeveloped parcels and 
some older, small-scale residential neighborhoods. The lands abutting the headwaters of Piney 
Creek are low and wet. 

 
§ North of Route 50/301: the Bayside, Queens Landing and Castle Marina communities along 

Castle Marina Road. There is also a grouping of three residential development projects and a 
commercial marina on the north side at the end of Castle Marina Road. The residential 
community consists of three interconnected neighborhoods containing a mixture of housing 
types and densities ranging from garden apartments to single-family detached homes. The 
remainder of the land in Chester located on the north side of Route 50/301 is currently 
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undeveloped and in agricultural and forest use.  Preliminary Subdivision approval has been 
given to the Four Seasons project that will utilize most of the land lying directly west and 
southwest of the Castle Marina community. The remaining undeveloped land lies south of 
Castle Marina; Macum Creek serves as a focal point for these undeveloped tracts. Chester 
Haven Beach, a large undeveloped tract fronting on Piney Creek and the Chester River, has 
been previously subdivided into residential lots but building was never pursued. There is a 
large area of wetlands fronting along the southern sections of Piney Creek. 

 
§ South of Route 50/301:  Existing residential development along Cox Neck Road including the 

communities of Harborview (the largest residential neighborhood in Chester), Benton’s 
Pleasure, and Bridge Point (townhomes and condominiums); residential development along 
Dominion Road including Clayborne Woods, and Kirwan’s Landing (a large-lot waterfront 
subdivision fronting on Kirwan’s Creek). 

 
§ Also included in the Chester Planning Area are several large undeveloped tracts on the north 

and south sides of Route 50/301 which are currently farmed or wooded. The State owns a 
large tract of essentially undeveloped land in the center of the planning area. 

 
 
Stevensville 
 
The Stevensville Planning Area consists of 3,328.87 acres, which is 16.5 percent of the total land area 
of Kent Island.  Stevensville’s land use categories and their total acreages appear in Table 2-12; see 
also Map 2-5, Stevensville Existing Land Use. 
 
 

Table 2-12: Existing Land Use 
for Stevensville, 2000 

Land Use Acres % of Total 
Undeveloped 973.56 30.06% 
Commercial 182.83 5.64% 
Public/Semi public 447.02 13.80% 
Industrial 110.29 3.41% 
Residential  1,018.49 31.45% 
Residential Vacant 46.81 1.45% 
Other Residential 27.31 0.84% 
Commercial Vacant 92.66 2.86% 
Other 339.90 10.49% 
TOTAL 3,238.87 100.00% 
Source:  MD Property View 2003, Queen Anne’s County 
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Undeveloped land, which makes up the largest percentage of land use in the Stevensville Planning 
Area (30.06 percent), is comprised of large parcels of land with a single residential use or no 
improvement value, and large parcels classified as “Agriculture” by the Maryland Department of 
Assessment and Taxation (MDAT).  It is important to note, however, that of the 973.56 acres 
classified as undeveloped, 391.58 acres, approximately 40 percent of Stevensville’s undeveloped land, 

concept plan approval was recently 
granted for the Four Seasons 
development project, leaving 581.98 
acres remaining as undeveloped land 
within the Stevensville Planning Area.  
 
Land used for residential purposes 
comprises 31.45 percent of the 
Planning Area and consists of 
properties classified as “Residential” 
by MDAT with improvements valued 
at greater than $1,000. Multi-family 
housing, categorized as “Other 
Residential”, comprises .84 percent of 
the Stevensville Planning Area, and 
includes improved properties 
classified as “Townhouse”, “Multi-
family”, or “Condominium” as 
defined by MDAT. 
 

Residential vacant land, which is properties classified as “Residential” as defined by MDAT and with 
improvements of less than $1,000, comprises 1.45 percent of the Planning Area. 
 
Commercial land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” as defined by 
MDAT, with improvement values greater than $0, comprises 5.64 percent of Stevensville.  
Commercial vacant land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” land 
use as defined by MDAT with improvement values less than or equal to $0, comprises 2.86 percent of 
Stevensville. 
 
Public and semi-public land, classified as “Exempt” or “Exempt Commercial” as defined by MDAT, 
includes properties owned by churches, schools, fire departments, public works departments and 
service organizations, and comprises 13.80 percent of the Stevensville Planning Area.  Industrial land, 
which includes properties classified as “Industrial” by MDAT, comprises 3.41 percent of the Planning 
Area. 
 
Remaining lands in Stevensville, including streets, rights-of-ways, and unclassified properties, are 
classified as “Other” and comprise 10.49 percent of Stevensville. (Note: the total land area of “Other” 
is assumed to be the difference between all classified properties for which data is available and the 
total upland acreage of the Planning Area.)  (See Map 2-5) 
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The Stevensville Planning Area includes the following developed areas: 
 
§ North of Route 50/301: the Stevensville Village Center, bounded by Love Point Park to the 

north, Cox Creek to the east, Route 50/301 to the south, and Route 8 to the west. The village 
center includes businesses, two elementary schools, a middle school and a high school.  
Located within the center is the Stevensville Historic District, comprised of roughly 25 acres 
and centered around the intersection of Old Love Point Road, East Main Street and Cockey 
Lane. This area contains well-preserved historic homes that continue to serve as residences or 
have been adapted to commercial use. 

 
§ South of Route 50/301: this area includes the large residential development of Bay City, 

which lies between the Chesapeake Bay and Route 8, and smaller residential developments 
located along Thompson Creek Road including Creekside Commons, Thompson’s Creek 
Colony, Thompson’s Shores, Cox Creek Landing and the Anchorage.  Non residential 
development in Stevensville south of Route 50/301 includes the County airport located just 
south of Route 50/301 between Route 8 and the Chesapeake Bay, the Bay Bridge Industrial 
Center (adjacent to airport property), and the Pier One Marina District, which includes 
restaurants and marinas located off Route 50/301 and Route 8 in the vicinity of the Bay 
Bridge, and the Kent Manor Inn property, which lies to the east of Route 8.  The remaining 
land lying south of Route 50/301 is located between Route 8 and Thompson Creek and 
includes a few large tracts of residential and agricultural land that is currently undeveloped. 

 
 
 
Kent Island 
 
The Kent Island Planning Area contains a total of 19,688.56 acres.  Kent Island’s land use categories 
and their total acreages appear in Table 2-13. See also Map 2-6, Kent Island Existing Land Use.  
 
 

Table 2-13: Existing Land Use for 
Kent Island, 2000 

Land Use Acres* % of Total 
Agriculture 8,944.56  45.43% 
Undeveloped n/a n/a 
Commercial 319.73  1.62% 
Public/Semi public 1,653.57  8.40% 
Industrial 165.29  0.84% 
Residential  5,328.17  27.06% 
Residential Vacant 1,732.62  8.80% 
Other Residential 165.29  0.84% 
Commercial Vacant 202.37  1.03% 
Other 1,176.95  5.98% 
TOTAL 19,688.56 100.00% 
Source:  MD Property View 2003, Queen Anne’s County 
*These figures represent acres by land use for the entire Island. 

 
The largest percent of land use on Kent Island is Agriculture, as defined by the Maryland Department 
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of Assessment and Taxation (MDAT); it comprises 45.43 percent of the land on the Island. 
 
Land used for single-family residential purposes comprises 27.06 percent of Kent Island and consists 
of properties classified as “Residential” by the Maryland Department of Assessment and Taxation 

(MDAT) with improvements 
greater than $1,000.  As a 
percentage of total land area, 
the number of acres of 
residential land in Kent 
Island is lower than Chester 
and Stevensville.  Multi-
family housing, categorized 
as “Other Residential”, 
comprises only .84 percent 
of Kent Island and includes 
improved properties 
classified as “Townhouse”, 
“Multi-family”, or 
“Condominium” as defined 
by MDAT.  Interestingly, 
Stevensville’s “Other 
Residential” land also 
comprised .84 of its Planning 
Area.   
 
 

 
 
Residential vacant land, which is properties classified as “Residential” as defined by MDAT with 
improvements of less than $1,000, comprises 8.80 percent of Kent Island. 
 
Commercial land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” as defined by 
MDAT with improvement values greater than $0, comprises 1.62 percent of Kent Island.  
Commercial vacant land, which is categorized as “Commercial” and “Commercial/Residential” as 
defined by MDAT with improvement values less than or equal to $0, comprises 1.03 percent of the 
Island. 
 
Public and Semi-public land, classified as “Exempt” or “Exempt Commercial” as defined by MDAT, 
includes properties owned by churches, fire departments, schools, public works departments, and 
service organizations.  These lands comprise 8.40 percent of Kent Island. 
 
Industrial land includes properties classified as “Industrial” by MDAT and comprises .84 percent of 
Kent Island. 
 
Remaining lands in Kent Island include streets, rights-of-ways, and unclassified properties and are 
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classified as “Other”.  They comprise 5.98 percent of Kent Island.  (Note: the total land area of 
“Other” is assumed to be the difference between all classified properties for which data is available 
and the total upland acreage of the Island.) 
 
 
 
Community Facilities 
 
Schools 
 
There are five public schools on Kent Island, and all are located in the Stevensville planning area: 
Kent Island High School, Stevensville Middle School, Bayside Elementary School, Kent Island 
Elementary School, and the newest, Matapeake Elementary School (see Map 2-7, Community 
Facilities).   
 
The Board of Education relies on relocatable classrooms (mobile trailers) to relieve classroom 
overcrowding, however the recent opening of Matapeake Elementary school, located on Route 8 
across from Bay City, should help ease some of the enrollment pressure on the Island’s elementary 
school system, albeit not permanently.  The County’s 2002 Comprehensive Plan, which projects an 
average annual increase of 54 elementary school students per year on Kent Island for a total 
enrollment of 2,285 by 2022, predicts that within 20 years there will be a need for a fourth elementary 
school on the Island.  The Plan also projected that if growth trends for Kent Island continued, 
enrollment at the Kent Island High School (KIHS) would be strained to capacity (1,200 students) by 
2004.  Today, in 2004, there are 1,135 students enrolled at KIHS.  While this number falls short of 
the predicted enrollment, the County Plan projects an average annual increase of 41 students per year 
at the school, which means that maximum capacity will be reached in less than two years.  The 
Stevensville Middle School currently has 797 students and an enrollment capacity of 1,600.  The 
County Plan projects an average annual increase of 28 middle school students over the next twenty 
years. 
 
 
Emergency Services 
 
Kent Island is served by the Kent Island Volunteer Fire Department (Station 1) and the United 
Communities Volunteer Fire Department (Station 9).  The Kent Island Department has two station 
houses, located in Stevensville and Chester.  The United Communities Department has one station 
house, located in Matapeake.  Both departments are part of the County’s fire station network, which 
includes nine stations that are coordinated on a countywide basis though the Fire Chiefs Association. 
The departments are supported by their own fund raising efforts, County financial support, and some 
ambulance billing receipts. 
 
The station location in Stevensville is currently planned for relocation to North Chester near the 
Route 50 overpass. 
 
Recreation Resources 
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Parks and Trails 
 
A number of park and recreation facilities, walking and bicycling trails, and public landings are 
located in the Chester and Stevensville Planning areas (see Map 2-8, Park and Recreation Facilities).  
 
Kent Island is characterized by relatively flat 
topography, ideal terrain for bicycling. Many of the 
local roads serve as scenic bikeways, with wide 
shoulders, little traffic, and attractive landscapes. 
The Cross Island Trail is a 6.5-mile paved 
hiker-biker trail along the Old Love Point Railroad 
line that traverses Kent Island. The trail extends 
from Terrapin Nature Park on the Chesapeake Bay 
across Kent Island to the Chesapeake Exploration 
Center at the Kent Narrows and its local pathway 
system. This trail serves as an alternate form of 
non-motorized transportation for the citizens of the 
county and other visitors. The trail crosses several 
creeks with wooden bridges, offering scenic vistas of wetlands and waterfowl habitats.  Future plans 
for the extension of the trail lay to the east along Route 50/301 to Queenstown, as part of the 
American Discovery Trail (ADT), and continue eastward to the town of Queen Anne, Maryland. 
 
Phase I of the Kent Island South Trail (KIST) is a  6 mile, ten foot wide asphalt paved hiker-biker 
trail from Matapeake State Park to Romancoke Pier. A 2.5 mile portion from Blue Heron Golf 
Course to Romancoke Pier opened for use in the autumn of 2005.  The remainder of this first phase 
of the trail is expected to open in the summer of 2006.  Phase II of the trail, currently in the planning 
phase, will connect Matapeake State Park to the park-and-ride at Route 50 and Route 8. 
 
Plan to link the Kent Narrows and Chester together via a bike/walking trail along Route 18.  This is a 
stretch of road with no shoulder that is well traveled with bicycles.  Linking these two areas together 
with a trail would greatly increase the safety of these travelers while also providing benefit to local 
residents and also encourage visitors of the Kent Narrows to travel and shop in the Chester area.  
Residents south of Route 50 currently do not have safe access to the Cross Island Trail.  This 
connector would solve the problem and greatly enhance the trail system. 
 
The Chesapeake Country Scenic Byway traverses Kent Island along Route 50/301 and Route 18, 
with destination points in both Stevensville and Chester.   
 
Batts Neck Park, a 45-acre County park located off Route 8 South on Batts Neck Road in 
Stevensville, is currently the only County park with an in-line skating rink.  The park has athletic 
fields, a playground, restrooms and two small ponds. 
  
 
Matapeake Pier, a County park located off Route 8 South on Romancoke Road in Stevensville, 

 
A pedestrian bridge on the Cross 

Island Trail 
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includes a one mile wooded trail to the Chesapeake Bay, picnic area, fishing pier and boat ramp.  
Plans are underway to complete renovations to the old Ferry Terminal Building for use as a 
conference, reception center. 
  
Old Love Point Park, a County park located off Route 8 North on Old Love Point Road in 
Stevensville, is a 30.5-acre park that encompasses athletic fields, tennis courts, concession stands, 
lighted basketball courts, and a large playground. 
 
Mowbray Park, located south on Route 8, provides a playground, athletic fields, tennis courts, 
lighting, and restrooms. 
 
Stevensville Park, a County park located on Love Point Road, is a 0.3-acre park with a pergola, 
seating and a foot path connecting users to the shops of Historic Stevensville. 
 
Terrapin Nature Park, a County park located off North Route 8 on Log Canoe Circle, is an 
award-winning 276-acre nature park that features a 3.25-mile walking trail through wildflower 
meadows, wetlands, tidal ponds, woodlands and sandy beaches. The trail provides a unique vantage 
point for viewing a variety of waterfowl, wildlife and plant species.  A gazebo and 
wheelchair-accessible boardwalk located along the beach afford visitors scenic views of the 
Chesapeake Bay. The trail also features two observation blinds overlooking tidal ponds, and connects 
to the County’s Cross Island Trail system.  
 
 
Other Recreation Facilities 
 
Blue Heron Golf Course, located off Route 8 South on Queen Colony High Road, is an 18-hole 
County golf course opened to the public and offers leagues and instruction to men, women and youth. 
 
Price Creek Equestrian Trail, over 3.5 miles of equestrian trails through field and woodland on over 
320 acres located along Route 8 South.  Trails and trailer parking are scheduled for future 
construction. 
  
Stevensville Skate Park, located on White Pine Lane, is an 8000-square foot facility that features a 
quarter pipes, grind rails, a fun box, street spine and much more. It is accessible from the Cross Island 
Trail, which connects the Skate Park, Bayside and Kent Island Elementary Schools and the Kent 
Island Public Library. 
 
 
Public Landing Facilities 
 
Dominion Landing, located on Little Creek Road in Chester, is a 0.5-acre facility that offers a 
bulkhead for fishing and crabbing. 
 
Goodhands Creek Landing, on Goodhands Creek Road in Chester, is a 1.5-acre facility that includes 
a boat launching ramp and a bulkhead for fishing and crabbing.  
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Kent Narrows Landing, on Piney Narrows Road in Chester, is a one acre landing with two boat 
launching ramps. 
 
Kent Narrows Marina, on Wharf Drive in Chester, is a 1.7-acre facility with 163 boat slips, which 
may be rented annually from May to April. The facility is open year round and has restrooms. 
 
Little Creek Landing, on Little Creek Road in Chester, is a one acre facility with a boat launching 
ramp and a bulkhead for fishing and crabbing.  
 
Matapeake Fishing Pier and Ramp, on Romancoke Road in Stevensville, includes a  650-foot lighted 
fishing pier and a boat ramp that provides access to the Chesapeake Bay. 
 
Piney Creek Landing, on Piney Creek Road in Chester, is a 0.1-acre facility that offers hand launching 
for canoes and kayaks. 
 
Shipping Creek Landing, on Shipping Creek Road in Stevensville, is a 2.5-acre facility with a boat 
launching ramp that provides access to Shipping Creek and Cox Creek. 
 
Thompson Creek Landing, on Thompson Creek Road in Stevensville, is a 0.25-acre facility with a  
boat launching ramp. 
 
Warehouse Creek Landing, on Great Neck  Road in Stevensville, is a 0.1-acre facility that provides 
access to Warehouse Creek for hand launched vessels such as canoes and kayaks. 
 
 
Historic and Cultural Resources 
 
The planning area contains a number of historic and 
archaeological resources, which are illustrated on 
Map 2-9 (Historic and Archaeological Resources) 
and discussed below. 
 
Stevensville 
 
The Stevensville Historic District, which was listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places in 1986, 
contains a large number of structures that reflect 
the popular forms of residential and commercial 
architecture of the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries. According to the Maryland Historical 
Trust, the Stevensville Historic District retains an 
exceptionally high level of integrity compared with 
other small towns of the period on Maryland's 
Eastern Shore. The District’s southern section 

Stevensville historic district, with 
Stevensville Bank at right. 
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includes two-story, three-bay frame houses of the 1875-1900 period, set close to the streets on small 
lots. The northern extension of the district also includes several examples of this vernacular form, as 
well as a number of early twentieth century foursquare- and bungalow-style dwellings. 
 
The Stevensville Bank, an early twentieth century vernacular Classical building, is located on the west 
side of Love Point Road near the center of the commercial area. Constructed c. 1903, it is the oldest 
bank building on Kent Island and is among the earliest surviving in the county. The building has been 
sensitively maintained and restored and now houses an antiques store. 
 
The Old Stevensville Post Office, first noted on an 1877 map, is 
located in the Historic District on Love Point Road. Acquired by the 
Kent Island Heritage Society in 1997, it has been carefully restored 
and serves as the Society’s headquarters. The Stevensville Train 
Station, located on Cockey’s Lane in the Historic District, was built 
in 1902. Originally located north of the town, it was on the Queen 
Anne’s County Railroad Company’s line connecting Love Point to 
Queenstown, and onward to Lewes, Delaware. Passengers would 
make rail connections from steamboats traveling to and fro across 
the Bay, and could continue by rail to the Bay-side and ocean-side 
resorts. Seafood and produce were also transported to the western 
shore via steamboat; return trips brought clothing, iron products, 
newspapers, and mail to the Eastern Shore. The Depot’s architecture 
is typical of the period. It was moved from its original location to 
Cockey’s Lane and restored in 1988 by the Kent Island Heritage 
Society.  
 
The Cray House, built c. 1809 and located within the district, is a unique example of post and plank 
construction. Post and plank structures are rare in Tidewater Maryland, and this type of construction, 
which features planks running continuously from corner post to corner post with intermediate posts 
stabilizing the wall, was virtually unknown before this example was uncovered. The house was listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places in 1983. 
 
The district also includes three churches that are excellent examples of 
nineteenth and early twentieth century styles of ecclesiastical building: 
Christ Episcopal Church (1880), a Queen Anne-style frame building and 
also one of the most carefully preserved Victorian Churches in Maryland; 
the Methodist Protestant Church, a Classical-influenced church constructed 
in c.1864, and the only 19th-century brick building in the district; and 
Downes Memorial (Trinity) M. E. Church, a vernacular Gothic structure 
built in 1916. 
 
Architecturally significant structures located in Stevensville but outside of 
the historic district include Mattapax, Friendship, Great Neck, the White 
House, and the Kent Manor Inn.  
 

 
Stevensville Post Office 

 
Christ Church 
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The Kent Manor Inn, located south of Rte. 50/301 
west of Route 8, sits in the middle of a 226 acre 
tract once called Smithfield. The original wing of 
the house was built circa 1820. A large, 13-room 
center section was added to the house just prior to 
the Civil War, with four rooms on both the first and 
second floors, and five smaller ones on the third. All 
of the rooms on the first and second floors had 
fireplaces with Italian marble mantels. The house 
was restored to its original condition in 1987, and 
now operates as a private country inn. It is listed on 
the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 
 
Mattapax, a c. 1760s brick house located on 
Shipping Creek Road in Stevensville, is significant as an excellent example of mid-18th century 
vernacular domestic architecture in the Eastern Shore region of Maryland. A small number of 1 1/2-
story brick houses survive to reflect this early period in Queen Anne's County, and Mattapax is 
distinguished by its overall state of preservation and the quality of its interior decorative detailing. The 
house was renovated and restored in 1949.  It was listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
in 1998. 
 
The Chesapeake Exploration Center, on Piney Narrows Road in Chester, serves as Queen Anne's 
County official welcome center and is the hub for the Cross Island Trail. The Center houses an 
interactive exhibit entitled “Our Chesapeake Legacy” that provides visitors with an overview of the 
region’s heritage, resources and culture. The Center is also home to “Anna McGarvey” a replica 
Chesapeake Bay skipjack. 

 
Kent Manor Inn 
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Chapter 3: 
Community Planning Issues and Concerns 

 
The Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) appointed to update the Chester and Stevensville 
Community Plans held several initial strategy sessions to discuss community Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOTS). A SWOT analysis is an effective way of 
gaining insights from the citizens of a community.  The analysis is used to assist the community 
in identifying assets and liabilities, which serves as the basis of planning strategy to address 
them.  The purpose of a SWOT analysis is to isolate key issues and to facilitate a strategic 
approach.  Each item in the SWOT list is a short but evocative descriptor of an issue, with the list 
organized into the following four categories: 
 

Strengths, which are positive aspects internal to the community; 
 Weaknesses, which are negative aspects internal to the community; 
 Opportunities, which are positive aspects external to the community; and 

Threats, which are negative aspects external to the community. 
 
The members of the CAC identified each issue on the SWOT lists. Then the issues on each 
SWOT list were ranked in order of importance through a “voting” process where each member 
identified their top five priorities.  This ranking process provided an indication of issues to be 
considered as most relevant to the future direction of the communities.  The issues contained in 
each of the SWOT lists reflect the concerns as articulated by the residents appointed to serve on 
the CAC.   
 
The Planning Commission acknowledged the importance of the insight provided by the SWOT 
analysis.  While the Planning Commission does not necessarily agree with the priorities assigned 
to each strength, weakness, opportunity or threat by members of the CAC, they do offer an 
important guidepost for citizens’ concerns about the future of their community.  Chapter 3 
outlines the CAC’s conclusions arising from its SWOT analysis.  It is included here because the 
CAC’s efforts were informative to the Planning Commission’s formulation of this Plan.  The 
CAC’s conclusions, though, are those of the CAC.  The Planning Commission has reached its 
own conclusions which are reflected in other sections of this Plan and the proposed Land Use 
Map. 
 
Community Strengths 
 
These strengths include the communities’ proximity to the Chesapeake Bay and the waterfront 
lifestyle this affords, an abundance of natural resources, waterfowl, and wildlife, the bucolic 
“Island” landscape and culture, the gateway to something unique that is defined as the Eastern 
Shore and its rural lifestyle, vast areas of undeveloped rural land adjacent to settlements, a 
central location between metropolitan areas, the tidewater region, and coastal Atlantic beaches, 
and well-established community facilities and organizations including volunteer fire 
departments, churches, and civic groups. 
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Community Weaknesses 
 
The CAC also catalogued and ranked community weaknesses that need to be addressed in 
discussions of future growth and planning for Chester and Stevensville. These included an 
excessive amount of existing or planned development, a lack of affordable housing, a limited 
water supply, a shortage of medical facilities, an absence of implementation mechanisms to 
prevent sprawl and poorly planned development, and the problems caused by Route 50/301, 
including high traffic volume and congestion, safety, noise, pollution, and lack of aesthetic 
guidelines for development located along the highway. 
 
 

 
COMMUNITY STRENGTHS RANKING 

 
12 The Bay 
9 Wildlife/Waterfowl 
8 Waterfront Community 
8 Natural Resources (Crabs, Oysters, Fishing) 
6 Unique (Environmentally, Geographically, and Historically) 
5 Character/Eastern Shore Way of Life 
5 Large Areas of Rural Undeveloped Land adjacent to Settlements 
5 Volunteer Fire Department 
4 Depth of Citizen Concern and Care 
4 Gateway to Something Unique (The Eastern Shore and Rural Lifestyle) 
4 Cross-Island Trail– Walkable Communities 
4 Political Commitment to Responsible Growth 
3 Bucolic Setting 
3 Central location -- access to work destinations 
3 Economic Value of Community and Properties 
3 Sewer System 
3 1631- First Settlement in Maryland 
3 Community/Civic Organization Involvement (Lions Club, Rotary, 

Character Counts, Churches and Fire Department) 
3 Event Potential 

 
 

(Note: Numbers shown in left column represent the number of CAC members 
prioritizing a particular strength to support efforts to prioritize strengths and rank their 
relative importance.  See Appendix A for the CAC’s detailed listing of Chester and 
Stevensville’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats.) 
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While a number of these issues or weaknesses are common in growing communities subject to 
growth pressure, a significant proportion of them stem from the fact that a major transportation 
corridor runs right through what was once essentially the middle of both communities. When 
Route 50/301 was reconstructed as a six lane, controlled-access highway in the late 1980’s, the 
resulting improvements inadvertently caused problems for many of the communities located 
along it. Chester and Stevensville were effectively severed into two communities with distinct 
parts north and south of the highway and only one connecting overpass each, creating a situation 

 
COMMUNITY WEAKNESSES RANKING 

 
13 Too much high density growth already approved 
9 Affordable Housing 
8 Traffic/Gridlock 
7 Bay Bridge/Route 50  

- Ugly 
- Pollution 
- Truck Traffic 
- Cuts Communities in half 
- Noisy 
- Safety Hazard 
- Gridlock/Congestion 

6 Too Much Discretion left to the Planning Commission  
6 Limited Water Supply 
5 Limited Medical Facilities 
5 No Growth Management Ordinance that affects Rate of Growth 
4 Health of Bay Resources/ Condition of Bay is Deteriorating 
4 Lack of Code Enforcement 

- Signage 
- Beautification 
- Building Guidelines 
- Setbacks 
- Incentives for Property Maintenance (Local or State Programs 
to support) 

3 SPRAWL 
3 Not enough facilities to support youth activities 

- movie theaters 
- YMCA 
- Bowling 
- Public Pool 

3 Infrastructure (Roads and Electric Power) 
3 Southside Connector over Cox Creek needed 
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where there was no way to get from south Stevensville to south Chester without accessing   
Route 50/301 or through a circuitous route that entails going to the north side of the highway and 
using Routes 8 and 18 to cross back over to the south side at the next overpass. 
  
While Stevensville’s historic downtown area has long provided a community ‘center’ to its 
residents, Chester has maintained a different, yet functional existence as a loose-knit collection 
of residential and commercial neighborhoods lacking a traditional center. The radical changes 
brought about by the reconstruction of Route 50/301 served to heighten the sense that Chester 
was a disjointed community, and also began to erode the interconnected feeling of the 
Stevensville community. These considerations, combined with the weaknesses identified by the 
CAC, provide a clear indication of the major concerns and issues foremost in the minds of the 
CAC members. 
 
The issues that have arisen in both communities as a result of development have been discussed 
in previous community and County planning documents.  The leading question being considered 
by both Chester and Stevensville continue to be ”how much and what type of growth should 
there be in our communities?”  To fully address that issue, several other decisive factors were 
considered, including development objectives for creating and strengthening village centers, 
long-range objectives for large, existing undeveloped or underdeveloped sites at key locations 
outside but connected to the village centers, the fragmented nature and pattern of some existing 
subdivisions, and the aesthetic appearance of the built environment. 
 
Equally important are considerations for protecting the environment and natural landscape, 
including sensitive areas, shorelines, forests, recreation and open space land, and the rural 
character of the surrounding countryside. 
 
 
Community Opportunities 
 
The Citizen Advisory Committee exploration of SWOT’S revealed a number of opportunities 
available to Chester and Stevensville to capitalize on existing strengths and overcome 
weaknesses. In its assessment of opportunities for Chester and Stevensville, the CAC determined 
that foremost should be a halt of major new development in both communities so that growth 
management issues could be addressed and appropriate planning tools and implementation 
strategies could be developed. 
 
The process of preparing this plan was also identified as an opportunity to review and redefine 
land areas targeted for development and to establish reforms to improve measures for better 
management of growth and to establish design guidelines to improve the man-built environment. 
Updating the plan was also viewed as presenting opportunities to establish greenways, improve 
the park system, and better protect or utilize historical sites. 
 
A shift in focus from residential to commercial development in the way of gateway 
enhancements, recreational tourism and heritage tourism business incentives, and strategies to 
diversify the region’s retail industry base would steer Chester and Stevensville to a future of 
balanced growth. 
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The County’s growth management ordinance and other implementation tools such as improved 
transportation plans, community design standards and guidelines, and best management practices 
were also identified as representing opportunities to support the planning effort and help ensure 
the form and function of both communities are enhanced over time. 
 
Community Threats 
 
Critical issues identified by the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) also exposed certain threats 
that both communities need to address in the context of planning. The overwhelming rate and 
pace of development was by far the leading threat identified by members of the CAC. 
 
Noteworthy was concern that the pending Four Seasons development project together with the 
proposed “Ellendale” and “Gibson’s Grant” plans represent large-scale building projects that 
would overwhelm the communities’ infrastructure and street systems. These projects were also 
viewed as inimical to environmental resources located in the County’s Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Area. 

 
COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITIES RANKING 

 
14 Freeze on any New Development 
10 Establish Greenways, Parks, Open Spaces, and Historical Sites 
10 Review and redefine growth areas 
9 To establish an effective Growth management ordinance 
8 Pier One Marina District Expansion to Enhance Gateway 

- Evaluate and Protect Airport for Future Use 
- Use of Land Adjacent to Route 50 

7 Develop Better Design Guidelines/Stricter Standards 
7 To establish Building Permit Cap on Kent Island 
7 To improve Route 8 corridor 
6 Develop Community Design Themes for Chester and Stevensville 
5 Shift the focus of the Planning Areas from Residential to non-residential 

development 
4 To be Pro-active regarding a future Bay Bridge Span  
4 Four Seasons–strengthens market for bookstores, boutiques, more 

diversity in retail services. 
3 To develop Incentives to Draw Businesses into Business Park 
3 Public Support for Funding of: 

- Blue Heron Golf Course Improvements 
- Indoor Tennis 
- Equestrian Park 
- Indoor Pool 
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Threats also included the impacts of growing traffic external to the county on the Route 50 
corridor and its impact on added congestion along the Route 8 and Route 18 corridors. Concerns 
regarding the provision of sewer service to over 1,000 homes on the undeveloped lots of record 
in the communities on the southern part of Kent Island outside of the planning area were also 
cited as threats, since such service would accommodate additional development impacting both 
the Chester/Stevensville planning areas as well as the Island as a whole.        
 
The CAC’s SOT analysis was instrumental to its development of a vision for Chester and 
Stevensville in 2025.  The CAC’s vision is contained in Foreword I of this document.  

 
COMMUNITY THREATS RANKING 

 
16 Four Seasons 

- 2700 Cars to Circle 
- 4 lanes through Cross-Island Trail 
- 970 houses located 10 feet apart in the Critical Area 
- could cost taxpayers $40 million 

9 Unintended Consequences:  
-  Stopped Walmart to get Airport Expansion and Stopped 

Gibson’s Grant to get Truck Station 
8 Sewer Lines 
8 1,300 to 1,600 homes on existing Vacant Lots South on Route 8. 
8 Lack of detailed Island-Wide Plan 
7 No Immediate Plans for 3rd Bay Bridge Crossing  
7 Traffic prompted by Four Seasons, Ellendale, and Regional Traffic 

impacts 
6 Unending and growing economic pressure for growth on Kent Island 
5 Tax Increases 
5 Chesapeake Bay Deterioration and Threat to Eco-Tourism 
5 Widespread Septic System failures in older communities 
5 Lack of adequate policy tools to enforce an island-wide plan 
4 Route 8 South: Additional Development impacts to existing backups 

down Route 8 external to Queen Anne’s County 
4 Too much growth outside growth areas 
4 Other jurisdictions create more attractive liveable quality communities 

through responsible development practices that enhance their tax base 
and shift investment away from the Island.  

3 Potable Water Supply 
3 Deforestation 
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Chapter 4 
Growth Assumptions and Scenarios 

 
Background 
 
Kent Island’s 2000 population of 16,812 represented a 31 percent increase from the 1990 
population of 12,829, a lesser proportional gain than the 55.7 percent recorded between 1980 and 
1990, but still reflective of steady growth. Between 1980 and 1990, a total of 1,941 new 
residential subdivision lots were created in Queen Anne’s County, and 36 percent (703) of those 
were created on Kent Island. However, since then, subdivision activity has significantly slowed 
on the Island, and although residential building permit trends continue to show strong demand, 
the Queen Anne’s County 2002 Comprehensive Plan is focused on limiting development on the 
Island to a slower pace, and directing new residential development toward incorporated 
municipalities in accordance with statewide growth management standards. 
 
In its 1993 Comprehensive Plan, Queen Anne’s County established a policy to limit population 
growth on Kent Island to one-third of the County total over the next 20 years. In the Plan’s 
designation of “growth sub-areas” (Centreville, Queenstown, Grasonville, Stevensville, Chester, 
and Kent Narrows), Kent Island received approximately 44 percent of the total acreage located 
within all “growth sub-areas” established 
 
As the County’s 2002 Plan was being developed, the County determined that these “growth sub-
areas” were not sized sufficiently to insure that the 1993 policy objective to limit population 
growth on Kent Island could be met, and the 1993 Plan did not include any other policies, 
strategies, zoning or ordinance recommendations that would implement or achieve the policy of 
reducing the percentage of new growth on Kent Island. In the 2002 County Comprehensive Plan, 
with the adoption of six new Community Planning Areas, the size of the Kent Island Community 
Planning Area relative to the total size of all six Community Planning Areas was reduced from 
44 percent of the total in 1993 to 38 percent of the total in 2002 (see Table 4-1). 
 
In the County’s 2002 Plan, the amount of land located within the six designated Community 
Planning Areas is approximately 59 percent larger (5,300 acres) than the growth sub-area 
boundaries contained in the 1993 Plan. In contrast, the amount of land the Chester and 
Stevensville Community Planning Areas is approximately 37 percent larger (1,414 acres) than 
the size of the growth sub-area boundaries contained in the County’s 1993 Plan. In addition, as a 
result of the zoning decisions associated with the adoption of the 2002 Plan, the total maximum 
residential development potential of the Chester and Stevensville Community Planning Area is 
approximately 32 percent of the overall potential of all six Community Planning Areas. Thus, 
with the adoption of the 2002 Comprehensive Plan, the County has taken action to support the 
1993 Plan objective that new growth on Kent Island be reduced to one-third of the total 
anticipated growth in the County (see Volume 2, pg. 17, 2002 Queen Anne’s County 
Comprehensive Plan, Section entitled “An Analysis of the 1993 vs. 2002 Growth Area 
Boundaries). 
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Table 4-1:  Change in Queen Anne’s County Growth Area Boundaries 1993-2002 (in acres) 
1993 2002 Change** % Change 

in Size  
 

Acres % of Total Acres % of Total   

Centreville 1,552 17% 3,909 27% 2,357 151.9% 

Queenstown 1,350 15% 2,840 20% 1,490 110.4% 

Grasonville 1,901 21% 1,939 14% 38 2.0% 

Stevensville 1,719 19% 3,278 23% 1,559 90.7% 

Chester 2,053 23% 1,908 13% -145 -7.1% 

Kent Narrows 415 5% 415 3% 0 0.0% 

Totals 8,990 100% 14,289 100% 5,299 58.9% 

Kent Island* 3,979 44% 5,393 38%   

* Kent Island totals include Chester total, Stevensville total, and one-half of Kent Narrows total. 
** The 2002 Comprehensive Plan includes the growth area boundaries as defined in the Community Plans that were adopted 

from 1992 to 1998. Thus the changes shown between 1993 and 2002 are based on the changes adopted when the 
Community Plans were adopted and not because of any changes this 2002 Plan included or proposed 

Source: Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan, 2002 
 
Recent trends as reflected in County Building Permit records for the period 1989 through 2003 (a 
15 year period) indicate that permits for new residential construction on Kent Island resulted in 
2,619 new residential units on Kent Island over the 15 year period: an average of 174 new home 
annually through the period. This represented 44% of the total 5,878 new residential building 
permits issued County-wide over the same 15 year period; that equates to a countywide average 
of 392 new residential units annually. 
 
 
Population and Housing Unit Projections 
 
Population and housing unit projections for Chester and Stevensville were determined using 
calculations based on the County’s analyses and projections of buildout potential for each of the 
County’s six Community Planning Areas (see Attachment “D” of Volume 1, 2002 Queen Anne’s 
County Comprehensive Plan, and Appendix: Alternatives Analysis, Projections, Volume 2, 2002 
Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan). Of the total housing units projected for Queen 
Anne’s County, one-third of these are anticipated to be located within the Chester and 
Stevensville Community Planning Areas. 
 
Establishing more specific projections or estimates concerning projected growth within the 
designated Chester and Stevensville Community Planning areas requires use of a number of 
assumptions. One such assumption is that projected growth on Kent Island as measured in 
housing units will not exceed 30 percent of total County growth. A second assumption is that the 
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majority of growth on Kent Island will be located within the Chester and Stevensville Planning 
Areas. This assumption is consistent with policies established by the County in the 2002 
Comprehensive Plan and with Maryland’s Smart Growth initiatives.  
 
Therefore, alternative projections shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 assume that 80% of Kent Island’s 
projected growth will be located in the Chester or Stevensville designated Community Planning 
Areas and the remaining 20% of Island growth will be located outside these designated 
Community Planning Areas. 
 
These projections further assume that of the 80 percent allocated to the Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Areas, 60 percent will be located in the Stevensville Community Planning 
Area and the remaining 40 percent will be located in Chester (based on the pro rata share of 
available undeveloped land in each of the two communities). Using these assumptions as a basis 
for calculations, two scenarios for growth are projected. Trend Growth (see Table 4-2) projects 
growth based on the allocation of residential units built by County sub-areas through the period 
1990-2000, and assumes 400 new units would be built annually County-wide.   Projected Growth 
(see Table 4-3) assumes an annual increase of 500 residential units County-wide.  
 
 

Table 4-2:  Trend Growth 
Housing Unit and Population Projections for Chester, Stevensville, Kent Island,  

and Queen Anne’s County, Five-Year Estimates for 2000 - 2020 
 Queen Anne’s County Kent Island Stevensville Chester 
Year Population Housing Units Population Housing Units Population Housing Units Population Housing Units 

2000 40,563 16,674 16,812 6,786 5,880 2,172 3,723 1,737 

2005 45,563 18,674 18,312 7,386 6,600 2,460 4,203 1,929 

2010 50,563 20,674 19,812 7,986 7,320 2,748 4,683 2,121 

2015 55,563 22,674 21,312 8,586 8,040 3,036 5,163 2,313 

2020 60,563 24,674 22,812 9,186 8,760 3,324 5,643 2,505 

Change 
2000-2020 

20,000 8,000 6,000 2,400 2,880 1,152 1,920 768 

% Change 
2000-2020 

49% 48% 36% 35% 49% 53% 52% 44% 

Figures shown are based on the following assumptions: 
1. Total county population growth will equal 400 new housing units or 1,000 persons per year (2.5 persons/unit). Source: 2002 Queen Anne’s 

County Comprehensive Plan 
2. Only 30% of the new housing units and/or population will be located on Kent Island. Source: 2002 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive 

Plan   
3.  80% of the new housing unit and population growth on Kent Island will be located within the Stevensville and Chester Designated 

Community Planning Areas. 
4.   60% of the growth allocated for both growth areas will be located in the Stevensville Community Planning Area with the remaining 40% 

located in Chester. (Note: this distribution is based on the pro rata share of available undeveloped land in each of the two communities.) 
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Table 4-3:  Chester/Stevensville Community Plan Projected Growth 
Housing Unit and Population Projections for Chester, Stevensville, Kent Island,  

and Queen Anne’s County, Five-Year Estimates for 2000 - 2020 
 Queen Anne’s County Kent Island Stevensville Chester 
Year Population Housing Units Population Housing Units Population Housing Units Population Housing Units 

2000 40,563 16,674 16,812 6,786 5,880 2,172 3,723 1,737 

2005 46,813 19,174 18,687 7,536 6,780 2,532 4,323 1,977 

2010 53,063 21,674 20,562 8,286 7,680 2,892 4,923 2,217 

2015 59,313 24,174 22,437 9,036 8,580 3,252 5,523 2,457 

2020 65,563 26,674 24,312 9,786 9,480 3,612 6,123 2,697 

Change 
2000-2020 

25,000 10,000 7,500 3,000 3,600 1,440 2,400  960 

% Change 
2000-2020 

62% 60% 45% 44% 61% 66% 64% 55% 

Figures shown are based on the following assumptions: 
1.  Total county population growth will equal 500 new housing units or 1,250 persons per year (2.5 persons/unit). Source: 2002 Queen 

Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan 
2.  Only 30% of the new housing units and/or population will be located on Kent Island. Source: 2002 Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive 

Plan 
3.  80% of the new housing unit and population growth on Kent Island will be located within the Stevensville and Chester Designated 

Community Planning Areas. 
4.  60% of the growth allocated for both growth areas will be located in the Stevensville Community Planning Area with the remaining 40% 

located in Chester. (Note: this distribution is based on the pro rata share of available undeveloped land in each of the two communities.) 
 
 
 
Given these assumptions, and using the 2002 Plan, “Trend Growth” projections identified in 
Table 4.2, an estimated 1,152 additional housing units are projected for location within the 
Stevensville Community Planning Area and some 768 units are projected within the Chester 
Community Planning Area by the year 2020; a total of approximately 1,920 units within both 
designated growth areas through the 20 year period (year 2000 to year 2020).  
 
Utilizing the “Alternate Community Plan projected growth” figures, estimated growth within 
each of the two planning areas would be 20 percent higher and would total approximately 2,400 
residential units over the 20-year period. Total projected growth on Kent Island would range 
between 2400 and 3000 units between the years 2000 and 2020 depending on which of the two 
scenarios illustrated in tables 4.2 and 4.3 are utilized. 
 
Utilizing either scenario, coupled with the assumption that both growth areas should absorb 80% 
of total Kent Island growth, suggests that the Chester and Stevensville designated growth areas 
should be sized or designed to sustain between 1,920 and 2,400 units through the planning 
period. 
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Current Trends and Growth Indicators 
 
Current trends provide the baseline for consideration of the implications of various alternative 
planning policies. One particular trend, of more than passing concern, is the degree to which the 
location of development on Kent Island in recent years is consistent with County Planning Policy 
and State Smart Growth initiatives. Both County Policy and State initiatives encourage growth in 
concentrated form in pre-designated locations (e.g. designated community planning areas). 
Policies at both levels of government are designed to accommodate growth in serviceable form 
to use public infrastructure efficiently. The notion here is that if growth is accommodated and 
properly serviced in the “right” locations it will be less likely to occur in rural farming areas. The 
results are fewer land use conflicts between agricultural and residential uses and more efficient 
use of public dollars to provide infrastructure and services to communities of compact form. 
Recent land subdivision trends in the County suggest that new lots for residential development 
created since 1997 are not in locations consistent with County Planning policy or State Smart 
Growth strategies. Table 4.4 indicates that over the 1997-2004 period, almost one-half of new 
lots created were located outside designated community planning areas in the County. Recent 
trends are worse. Over the past three years (2002 through 2004 to date) more than 74% of new 
lots have been created outside planned community planning areas. 
 
 

Table 4-4 
Community Planning Area vs. Non-Community Planning Area Development Approvals, Queen Anne’s County 

1997–2004 
 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total 
Residential Lots in Community 
Planning Areas 

83 162 20 183 126 48 21 8 651 

Residential Lots outside Community 
Planning Areas 

141 52 51 46 24 54 110 64 542 

Percent in Community Planning 
Area 

37% 76% 28% 80% 84% 47% 16% 11% 54.5% 

Percent Outside Community 
Planning Area 

63% 24% 72% 20% 16% 53% 84% 89% 45.4% 

Source: Queen Anne’s County Department of Planning 
Figures shown are Countywide 
 
 
Of greater import on Kent Island, are trends indicating the substantial pressure for development 
within the Chester and Stevensville designated community planning areas. Pending current 
development proposals in various stages of conceptual design suggest that currently planned 
growth far exceeds the housing projections identified in tables 4-2 or 4-3.   
 
Table 4-5 indicates that by the year 2020 the Island would sustain an additional number of 
housing units in excess of 2,850 in number assuming all current or pending development 
proposals were approved and developed within the planning period.   
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Table 4-5  
Potential Development for the Chester/Stevensville Community Planning Areas 2005 to 2020 

(Based on developments approved since 2000 and pending development proposals)   
Name of Development Land Use/Quantity 

Cate, Austin & Evelyn 7 single-family units 

Ellendale 106 single-family units 
174 multi-family units 

Francis M. & Ladda K. Cole 8 single-family condominium units 

Four Seasons 930 single family units 
420 multi family (88 bed assisted living) 

Gibson’s Grant 280 single-family units 

*Howard Brown Property  (Chester Haven Beach) 180 single-family units 

Hutchinson, Robert 5 single-family units 

*McKee Builders/The Cloisters  291 single-family units 

*Kent Manor Inn Property 450 units 

Sure Built Homes, Inc. 5 single-family units 

 YEAR 2020 TOTAL  2,856 Units 

Source: Queen Anne’s County Department of Planning 
* Properties recommended for removal from the Community Planning Area (refer to Chapter 5) 

 
 
 
Although no specific projection or estimate of future residential growth can be modeled with 
certainty, it is clear that current and pending development proposals would yield nearly twice the 
number of residential units that are projected in Tables 4-2 or 4-3. 
 
The current number and scale of development proposals would appear to support the concerns 
expressed by the Citizen Advisory Committee, regarding the rate and pace of development and 
suggests that re-evaluation of the size and extent of the designated growth area’s in both 
communities are justified. However, while reductions in the size of the growth area can be 
supported, the configuration and extent of the growth area should be sized to accommodate a 
minimum of between 1,900 and 2,400 units through the planning period. If evenly distributed in 
construction over time this would result in annual increases in housing stock in both 
communities combined, ranging from 95 to 120 units annually.  Given the pending approvals of 
Four Seasons it is likely that development would be accelerated during the early portion of the 
planning period.  This could result in excess of 200 houses annually in the Chester/Stevensville 
Planning Area. 
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Development Capacity Analysis  
 
In 2004, the State of Maryland and local governments committed to include a development 
capacity analysis in their comprehensive plan updates in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Understanding and an Executive Order from Governor Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr.  A development 
capacity analysis is also referred to as a “buildable lot inventory” or “build-out analysis.”  It is an 
estimate of the total amount of development that theoretically may occur within a geographic 
area under certain assumptions.  These assumptions would include land use regulations such as 
zoning, which addresses issues such as permitted uses and density and lot frontage requirements 
for vacant parcels, as well as environmental constraints, such as wetlands.  This new State 
requirement that must be addressed in local comprehensive plans is important for a jurisdiction 
to complete in order to assure it is adequately planning for future growth.    These estimates can 
be used to evaluate policy considerations and assist in making long-range land use planning 
decisions.  (Maryland Department of Planning; Lincoln Institute of Land Policy; National Center 
for Smart Growth Research and Education, University of Maryland.  Estimating Residential 
Development Capacity:  A Guidebook for Analysis and Implementation in Maryland.  August 
2005)  (Maryland Department of Planning.  Models & Guidelines Summary:  Development 
Capacity Analyses.) 
 
For the purposes of this plan, this analysis is focused on estimating the theoretical capacity for 
new residential development within the Chester / Stevensville Community Planning Area 
boundary that will be established by the adoption of this Plan.  This is an analysis of the land 
area for development, including infill and redevelopment, as well as residential components that 
would be permitted as part of mixed-use projects.   
 
In conducting this analysis, vacant land within the Planning Area was identified through tax 
assessment records.  Vacant land included both large undeveloped tracts as well as existing 
subdivided lots of record that had not yet been built upon and thus would be considered infill 
development and could even be further subdivided depending on the zoning.   
 
An analysis of this type could include land that could be redeveloped at a greater intensity 
through infill development based solely on the size of the parcel.  In other words, if the acreage 
of the lot exceeded the minimum square footage established by the property’s zoning, then an 
assumption could be made that it has subdivision potential.  However, the acreage is not the only 
determining factor for subdivision potential.  The County’s zoning also establishes lot frontage 
and lot width requirements that would not permit subdivision for most of these types of lots.   
 
Therefore, even though within subdivisions of neighborhoods there are lots that exceed the 
minimum lot size required by the zoning, thus as general assumption if these existing lots of 
record contain a structure they were not counted toward infill development.  As a caveat, this 
assumption is based on the majority of the lots not having sufficient lot frontage or width for 
subdivision, however, an evaluation of frontage and width was not conducted on each and every 
lot within existing subdivisions.  Hence, within each neighborhood there are several lots of 
record with an existing residential dwelling that could be further subdivided and may potentially 
be subdivided at some point in the future.   
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Additionally, lands impacted by wetlands were also not counted towards development potential 
in this analysis.  And, dedicated open space within a subdivision was also not included as land 
with potential for development.   Tax exempt lands were also not included, such as land owned 
by the County, or State or Federal agencies, or a church, as well as public rights-of-way for 
roads.         
 
Within the Chester / Stevensville Planning Area are three pending projects on large tracts for 
which certain approvals and allocations have been obtained based upon a specific development 
proposal.  Therefore, the residential units proposed in these three projects have been utilized for 
this development capacity analysis.  Otherwise, the permitted residential density of 6 units per 
acre was used for undeveloped property in the Chester Master Planned Development District  
(CMPD).  Development potential of undeveloped property in the Stevensville Master Planned 
Development District (SMPD) was based upon a residential density of 3.5 units per acre.  And, 
for the mixed-use category that envisions apartments incorporated as part of a project that could 
contain both residential and non-residential components, a density of 3.2 units per acre was 
utilized.   This development potential is reflected on Map 4-1, Development Capacity Analysis. 
 
This Development Capacity Analysis presents a theoretical potential of 2,880 new residential 
units within the Chester / Stevensville Community Planning Area.  This total includes the 1,350 
units proposed by the development of the age-restricted project known as Four Seasons, as well 
as development of the Gibson’s Grant project with 280 single-family units, and the Ellendale 
project with 106 single-family unit and 179 multi-family units.  These three pending projects 
combined reflect the development of 1,915 residential units, which is approximately two-thirds 
of the potential capacity.  Of the remaining theoretical 965 residential units, there are 540 
residential units in the mixed-use category, and a potential of 139 new dwellings through infill 
development.   Otherwise, undeveloped land could potentially yield 286 new residential units 
under this theoretical build-out analysis.   
 
This analysis clearly indicates that even though under this Plan there is a reduction in the Chester 
/ Stevensville Community Planning Area there is sufficient land to accommodate reasonable 
future growth until build-out of both communities. 
 
 



.

Source:
 * Queen Anne's County
** Maryland Department of Planning

Development Capacity Analysis
Map 4-1

Pending Development Projects *

Other Development Types **

Dwelling
Units 

Gibson's Grant (White's Heritage) 280
Ellendale (Charles & Janet Breeding) 285

Four Seasons 1350

Neighborhood Infill 139
Mixed Use 540

Residential 286

Total Development Capacity 2880

2005 Planning Area

Legend

Pending Development
Neighborhood Infill
Mixed Use
Residential

File No.: 040406-COMMPLAN01

Parks/Public Lands
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Chapter 5 

 Land Use Plan Concept 
 
 
 
“The shores of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries are proving to be an important factor in 
attracting people to live and play in this County…” This quote from the County’s first 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan in 1965 and its supporting analysis of the County at that time 
indicated there was evidence of the population “clustering” at many locations along the County’s 
extensive shorelines. Among the County’s most prominent physical features are the tidewater 
bays and estuaries that indent the land and divide the western portion of the County into a series 
of peninsulas and islands.   
 
Almost 400 years ago Captain John Smith sailed up the Chesapeake in 1608 and landed on Kent 
Island, however, it was almost another 100 years before the County was officially “founded” in 
1706 and named for the reigning British monarch, Queen Anne.  Kent Island has continued to 
serve as a gateway onto Maryland’s Eastern Shore, at first bringing passengers by steamboat and 
ferry service where they would make rail connections to the Bay-side and Ocean-side resorts, 
and continuing with the construction of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge so Western Shore 
vacationers can reach the beach. 
 
Development pressure was increasing in the County in the 1960’s as a result of the opening of 
the first Chesapeake Bay Bridge in 1952. By 1964, land speculators had already subdivided 
approximately 9,000 small lots in Queen Anne’s County, of which 80 percent of those lots were 
on Kent Island.   
 
The completion of the second span of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge in 1973 was long awaited by 
the many travelers anxious to “reach the beach.” The second span also played an important role 
in the development of Kent Island as the commute became easier to employment centers on the 
Western Shore in Annapolis, Baltimore and Washington, D.C. As a result, Kent Island became 
much more of an attractive bedroom community and provided the catalyst for additional 
development pressures, such as retail services and marinas, which also necessitated new 
infrastructure. 
 
The construction of a public sewerage system for the Chester, Stevensville, Kent Narrows and 
Grasonville wastewater subdistricts was completed in 1981 utilizing EPA grants.  Consequently, 
the availability of sewer had a significant impact on the development potential, the Stevensville 
and Chester communities on Kent Island, as well as the Kent Narrows and Grasonville areas. 
The treatment facility addressed the failing septic systems and allowed properties to be 
developed that otherwise had not yet been since they did not pass percolation tests under the 
State’s Wet Season Standards developed in 1973 or the On-site Construction Standards 
developed in 1985. 
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The County updated its Comprehensive Land Use Plan again in 1987, fourteen years after the 
opening of the second Bay Bridge and six years after the construction of the Kent Narrows/ 
Stevensville/ Grasonville (KNS&G) wastewater treatment plant.  The 1987 Comprehensive 
Plan’s primary goals and objectives were to preserve and protect the Chesapeake Bay and its 
tributaries, to maintain the County’s existing rural character and to preserve and protect large 
areas of the County for agricultural use. The growth management component of the 1987 Plan 
intended to limit urban sprawl and concentrate or direct new growth into areas designated as 
“growth nodes” where growth could be adequately serviced by public infrastructure and directed 
away from environmentally sensitive and rural areas.  These “nodes” included Stevensville, 
Chester, as well as Kent Narrows, Grasonville, and the incorporated towns of Queenstown and 
Centreville. 
 
After the Plan was adopted, the County completed a comprehensive down-zoning process and 
adopted a new set of zoning and subdivision regulations.  With the rezoning of the entire County, 
the new zoning classifications resulted in approximately 10 percent of the County dedicated to 
residential uses, 1 percent to commercial and industrial and 89 percent to agricultural/rural uses.  
When compared to the 1965 Comprehensive Plan, the 1987 Plan initiated an obvious and 
significant overall decrease in the long-term development potential of the County.  
 
In 1993, Queen Anne’s County adopted a second major Comprehensive Plan Update. The 1993 
Plan reaffirmed the guiding principles of the 1987 Plan and added policies to assure compliance 
with the mandates of the State’s 1992 Planning Act.  One of the major recommendations of the 
1993 Plan Update was that specific development plans should be prepared for each of the 
County’s six designated Growth Areas:  Stevensville, Chester, Kent Narrows, Grasonville, 
Queenstown and Centreville.  Each area plan, once adopted, became a part of the 1993 
Comprehensive Plan.  The essential framework of the 1987 Plan and acreages dedicated to the 
specific uses remained the same. 
 
In 2002 the County adopted a new county-wide Plan that conforms to the State’s 1992 Planning 
Act and the Smart Growth Legislation of 1997.  The 2002 Queen Anne’s Comprehensive Plan 
addressed two themes: encouraging and directing growth into the existing communities and 
growth areas (Kent Narrows, Chester, Stevensville, Grasonville, Queenstown, and Centreville) 
and the continued effort to preserve agricultural lands.  
 
Following the adoption of the 2002 County Comprehensive Plan and the January 2004 adoption 
of the new zoning and subdivision regulations in Chapter 18, the County pursued updating the 
various Community Plans.  This commenced with the update of the Plans for Chester and 
Stevensville.  The Citizen Advisory Committees appointed for each of these communities began 
meeting jointly, and determined that the interests and issues facing each were sufficiently 
common in nature to permit their consolidation into one larger committee.  Topics considered 
lead to combining the two Community Plans into one document as part of this update. 
 
In response to the issues and concerns that emanated from the Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) evaluation of Community strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (see chapter 3) 
the CAC developed its recommendation for a land use concept for the Chester/Stevensville 
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communities and surrounding areas.  Many of these areas were formerly designated as “growth 
areas.”  That designation was established in previously adopted Community Plans including 
Plans prepared for each of these two communities in 1997 and 1998 and was further reinforced 
by their subsequent designation as Growth Areas in the 2002 County Comprehensive Plan.   
 
As part of the process to develop this Community Plan update, a wide variety of issues and 
concerns regarding past plans were expressed by the CAC, but in large part this range of 
concerns centered on two central and related themes.  First was the concern that the volume, rate, 
and planned location of development within and adjacent to both communities exceeded the 
county’s capacity to provide infrastructure in the form of highways, sewer and water facilities 
and other services and facilities.  Second was the concern that the rate and pace of development 
taxed the natural environment and was detrimental to water quality, wildlife habitat and 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas resources that are sensitive to development disturbances.  
Concern regarding the need to protect these environmental resources also extended to the role 
they play in also defining the Island’s “rural character.” A wider range of issues integral to both 
of these themes was perceived by Committee members as threatening to their quality of life and 
therefore prompted them to recommend a number of changes in planning direction.  
 
In the Spring of 2005 the County also commenced with the update of the Kent Narrows 
Community Plan.  The report from the Kent Narrows Citizen Advisory Committee was 
submitted to the Planning Commission in November 2005, and issued for review in January 
2006.  The Planning Commission conducted a Public Hearing on April 12, 2006, on the Draft 
Kent Narrows Community Plan.  The geographic area defined as “Kent Narrows” includes land 
area on both the east and west side of the Narrows; the west side being part of the landmass of 
Kent Island.   
 
Therefore, it is recognized in this Plan for Chester and Stevensville that the Kent Narrows is part 
of a separate and distinct Community Plan, and that any references in this Plan for new 
provisions for “Kent Island” does not entail that portion of the Island that is defined as part of the 
Kent Narrows Community Planning Area. 
 
When it comes to community character, Queen Anne’s County recognizes that its towns, rural 
areas, and suburban landscapes are diverse from one another.  Therefore, community character is 
also a matter of defining how varying combinations of landmarks and views, historic and 
environmental features, density of development, landscaping, signage, architecture, vehicular 
transportation, and pedestrian circulation needs create an individual sense of place in specific 
localized settings. Therefore, this Community Plan for the Kent Island communities of Chester 
and Stevensville provides an opportunity for a closer look at these specific places and more 
finely-tuned research and analysis of possibilities and solutions within the context of the overall 
County-wide Plan.  The detailed plan process in crafting this Community Plan provides a 
channel for special place-specific design guidelines.  It is also a means of more closely 
coordinating infrastructure and financing commitments with long-range land use, as well as other 
goals and objectives.   
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Proposed Community Planning Area Boundary  
 
Key areas currently designated within the Community Planning Area boundary established with 
the 1997 /1988 Plans for Chester and Stevensville that are proposed for removal include: 
 

• South Route 8 Corridor 
 

Several parcels all located South of Route 50 and East of the Maryland Route 8 corridor 
totaling approximately 408 acres in land area are proposed for removal from the 
Stevensville Community Planning Area.  Most of this area has been proposed for 
developments that have not secured plan approvals including “The Cloisters” (105 acres 
and 291 residential units), and “Kent Manor” (227 acres and 450 units).  Under the terms 
of the Stevensville Master Plan District (SMPD) zoning designation these two areas and 
other lands proposed for removal in this location would be permitted to develop as many 
1,411 residential units.  Actual plans proposing development on two parcels within this 
area and referenced above have proposed a total of 741 units in recent years.   

 
Proposed changes in land use designation in this area should establish a density of one 
residential unit per 20 acres within those portions of the area that are located in the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (approximately 1/3 the total land area or 112 acres), 
consistent with the County’s “Countryside” zoning district.  The designation of remaining 
lands (approximately 296 acres) should limit development to a maximum of one 
residential unit per five acres if cluster development design standards were applied. 

 
• Upper Cox Creek Corridor 

 
Centrally located on Map 5-1 all lands located within 300 feet of edges of Cox Creek and 
its headwaters north of the Route 50 corridor are proposed for removal from the 
designated Community Planning Area.  

 
• North Chester Area (Chester Haven Beach) 

 
This location consists of lands totaling 103 acres portions of which are adjacent to the 
Route 50 corridor and bounded by the Chester River/Piney Creek to the East.  Removal 
of this area from the designated Community Planning Area will support protection of 
scenic views from the Route 50 corridor.    

 
• Southeast Chester 

 
Land Area in Southeast of Chester which is currently located within the designated 
Community Planning Area consisting of approximately 180 acres located South of Route 
18 and North of Goodhands Creek Road.  Portions of this area totaling an estimated 120 
acres are proposed for removal from the designated Community Planning Area with 
approximately 80 acres located near the intersection of Route 18 and Dominion Road 
planned to remain within the designated Community Planning Area.  Assuming a density 
of 3.5 residential units within targeted Community Planning Areas, development of the 
site today under its current classification might support approximately 550 residential 
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units.  With the proposed reclassification of lands proposed for exclusion from the 
Community Planning Area, potential development would be limited to approximately 
240 units on portions remaining in the Community Planning Area and approximately 24 
residential units on portions removed from the Community Planning Area assuming a 
maximum density of 1 unit per 5 acres. 

 
• Four Seasons 
 

The Four Seasons project proposes 1,350 residential units for this location between Cox 
Creek and Macum Creek and fronting on the Chester River.  The project has received 
Preliminary Plan approval in the development approval process.  It was the consensus of 
the CAC that in the event that these approvals can be revisited they advised re-
negotiation of the currently executed Developer Rights and Responsibilities Agreement 
(DRRA) and revisions in accordance with the following recommendation.  Although 
proposed to remain within the Growth Area boundary, this 550 acre site should be limited 
to 400 residential units and that development of the site should have a recreational/resort 
community character.   
 
In this regard, the Planning Commission will revisit the land use of this site if the DRRA 
is no longer valid. Design of other development on this site should be consistent with 
standards referenced in this plan for the Chester Village Center Extension. (see page 5-9) 

 
Growth on Kent Island outside the Community Planning Area will be limited in order to protect 
the environmentally sensitive areas that had not been developed prior to 2006. 
 

Table 5-1 
Key areas proposed for removal from the  

Community Planning Area Boundary 
 

Location 
 

Acreage 
 

 
South Route 8 Corridor 

Parcel 279 – “The Cloister’s” (Kent Island, LLC) 
Parcel 21 – “Kent Manor” (Kent Manor Inn, LLC) 
Parcel 179 – Dixon Holding Company 
Parcel 269 – Breeding Property 
Parcel 35 – QAC County Commissioners 
300 foot shore buffer along Parcel 20 – Ellendale 
 

 
 

105 
227 

           21 
            6 
           11 
           14 

 
Upper Cox Creek Corridor 
 

         
~ 93 

 
North Chester Area (Chester Haven Beach) 
 

          
103 

 
Southeast Chester 
 

 
120 

 
Total 

 
~~~777000000   
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Several additions to the Community Planning Area boundary are proposed.  These locations are 
also shown on Map 5-1.  They include lands adjacent to the middle school located adjacent to 
Route 8 at the southernmost edge of the Stevensville designated Community Planning Area. 
Another location crosses a small area of Camp Wright south of Bay City to allow for the 
possibility of providing public water and/or sewer to that institutional facility. 
 
Proposed Land Use Concepts 
 
Specific recommendations for land use and/or development treatment have been identified for 
key locations which are identified on Map 5-2. In order to implement the goals and 
recommendations of these proposed land use concepts the Planning Commission will consider 
rezoning of property as appropriate as well as any necessary text amendments to the County 
Code. These locations and recommendations for each area include: 
 

• 1. Bay Bridge/Island Gateway 
 

This location is proposed for sensitive development treatment that first and foremost 
creates or enhances the “sense of entry” and arrival to the Island, County and Eastern 
Shore, and reflects Eastern shore “feel” and “Island Character.” Development treatment 
of this site should reflect several characteristics including: 

 
§ The design and appearance of buildings and structures that evoke a traditional 

Eastern Shore/Island character.  This would include design characteristics in 
buildings or structures that reflect architectural elements which are indigenous to 
the region. 

 
§ It was the recommendation of the CAC that height limits on buildings and 

structures be consistent with requirements for maximum height limitations within 
airport facility clear zones and approach slopes/zones and in no case exceed 45 
feet.  The Planning Commission will revisit this issue in the context of 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
§ Dedicated use of a portion of the site to public uses that support Island life or 

serve as attractions that promote visitation by both Island residents and visitors.  
Such uses may include park facilities, a visitor information center, a cultural 
heritage/Eastern Shore discovery center, museum(s), sculpture garden and/or 
facilities to support special events and activities which might include an 
amphitheater, events plaza or structures designed to accommodate such public 
use.      

 
Because this location is so prominent, the CAC recommended a design competition as a 
means of securing the very best treatment of the site that reflects these land uses and 
design objectives.  However, the Planning Commission proposes that design standards 
should be established to insure the highest possible quality in architecture and 
landscape treatment of this site.   
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● 2. Wastewater and Water Treatment Plant site. 
 

This Area, shown as Area 2 on the Land Use Concepts Plan Map (Map 5-2) includes 
lands currently owned by the County adjacent to Terrapin Park that house structures 
and facilities supporting wastewater treatment and water supply treatment functions.  
These facilities support development both on the Island and at Kent Narrows and 
Grasonville.  This plan recommends limiting the area utilized for wastewater treatment 
plant functions so that such functions do not encroach on lands zoned Countryside (CS) 
and established as park facilities at the Terrapin Park site.  Enhancement in the quality 
of wastewater treatment to include enhanced nutrient reduction technologies (ENR) are 
also recommended for this area.   

 
• 3. Kent Island High School Expansion and Park Site 
 

Shown as Area number 3 on Map 5-2, this site has been identified for use to support any 
future expansion of the capacity of Kent Island High School.  Total land area of this site 
is approximately 21 acres.   Northern portions of the site which may not be required to 
support School expansion are proposed for future Park Use and to provide an edge 
between school activities and structures and existing residential development adjacent to 
the northern edge of the site.  

 
The plan recommends that the County study acquisition of this site promptly and 
determine its potential for school and park use.  The plan also recommends that, if 
suitable and provided funding is available, the site be acquired by the County within two 
(2) years of adoption of the plan. The plan recommends that the identification of the site 
for school and park use expire if the County has not acquired the site as provided herein.   

 
• 4. Davidson Farm Park Site 
 

This location, Area 4, is one of the few remaining tracts that is undeveloped or not 
planned for development that remains in the North Chester/Stevensville designated 
Community Planning Area.  Shown on Map 5-2, its location provides separation and an 
undeveloped edge between the two communities.  The plan recommends reservation of 
some of these lands at the Davidson Farm for future use as a natural park site to protect 
environmental resources on those portions of the site located within the Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area.    This may also include construction of a trail spur that could 
ultimately be connected to the Cross-Island trail and provide direct trail system access 
to the residents of the Cloverfields neighborhood.   

 
Since Old Love Point Park is overcrowded, limited portions of this farm might also be 
used to support active recreation facilities which would expand recreation offerings to 
Stevensville and Chester area residents.  This plan recommends that the County study 
the acquisition of the site promptly to protect opportunities for future park use and 
support natural resource protection objectives.  The plan also recommends that, if 
suitable and funding is available, the site, or portions of it, be acquired within two (2) 
years of the adoption of the plan.  The plan recommends that the identification of the 
site for park uses expire if the County has not acquired the site as provided herein. 
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• 5. Chester/Stevensville Separation Greenbelt 
 

The distinction in definition and edge between the communities of Chester and 
Stevensville has been impacted by development over the years.  As additional 
development between the communities occurs at their edges, each community loses 
more and more of their distinct identity in the larger landscape.  This plan proposes a 
greenbelt in area number 5 as represented on Map 5-2.   This proposed greenbelt is 
intended to reinforce the separation between these two communities and enhance their 
identity as distinct communities or villages.   

 
The location of this proposed greenbelt also furthers this Community Plan’s 
environmental objectives of protecting sensitive resource lands adjacent to Cox Creek.  
The area of the greenbelt corresponds to lands located within 300 feet of Cox Creek 
which serve as a buffer within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.  Implementation of 
this concept will require protection of the 300 foot buffer on both sides of Cox Creek as 
shown on Map 5-2. 

 
• 6. Chester Village Center Extension 
 

This area, shown as Area 6 on Map 5-2 represents lands remaining in the designated 
community planning area designed to extend the existing village center and enhance its 
image.  Extension of the existing village can provide a mix of uses that add depth to the 
current linear form of the community.  Chester’s existing character reflects a largely 
automobile-dominated community.  Development in this area can be utilized as a tool 
to foster a walkable village “downtown” character where none currently exists. 

 
The land use concept is designed to modify the orientation of commercial uses away 
from the Route 50 corridor, create a streetscape(s) more in keeping with the character 
of a traditional village and foster streetlife through greater consideration of pedestrian 
needs.  This is illustrated in Figure 5-1 and described in the following paragraphs. The 
land use concept attempts to clearly define where and how future development and 
redevelopment should occur adjacent to the existing community. It also identifies areas 
within and adjacent to the community which should remain predominantly rural to 
distinguish the community’s identity in the landscape. 

 
Zoning provisions should be revised to facilitate the form and character of development 
sought for this extension of the Village.  Elements of this revised district should be 
designed to foster a more traditional neighborhood development pattern than is 
prescribed in the current provisions.  This would include modified zoning provisions 
that foster mixed land uses, grid street patterns that distribute traffic, facilitate 
pedestrian circulation, foster walkable streetscapes, enhance architectural character, and 
provide for a series of smaller community greens or commons that are woven into the 
fabric of development and together reinforce and enhance a strong sense of community.  
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Area 6 is adjacent to existing development in Chester with good access to roads (Route 
18 and Dominion Road) as well as sewer facilities. By allowing for certain compatible 
nonresidential uses such as office parks, small-scale retail and stores oriented to the 
needs of the immediate neighborhood, tourism-related uses, and institutional uses on 
this site the County can improve its tax base and off-set fiscal losses normally 
associated with most types of purely residential development. By allowing the 
developer a mix of uses it becomes more cost effective to develop this site vs. rural 
areas where development costs are significantly lower. 

 
By creating a mixed-use development environment at this site, it will achieve the 
reorientation of commercial activity toward the Chester Village Center and away from 
the Route 50 corridor. 
 

Figure 5-1 
Alternative Chester Village Expansion Concept Plan 
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Commercial uses can also displace some portion of what would otherwise be 
exclusively residential development.  As such, it would reduce the ultimate residential 
build-out of Chester since lands currently zoned for housing would be able to develop 
with nonresidential uses. This could, in turn, channel some of the residential growth 
pressure off of Kent Island to other community planning areas in accordance with the 
objectives of the Citizens Advisory Committee and goals of the County’s 2002 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
A combination of zoning amendments and innovative approaches to infrastructure 
financing will likely be required to provide incentives for mixed-use development to 
locate there versus a continuation of the environmentally harmful and economically 
inefficient residential sprawl and strip commercial patterns of the past. 

 
Targeting this location to receive the majority of Chester’s anticipated growth is 
entirely consistent with the State’s Economic Development, Resource Protection and 
Planning Act of 1992 and the Queen Anne’s 2002 County Comprehensive Plan. 

 
The general characteristics of growth in the Chester Master - Planned Development 
Area should be as follows: 

 
§ Land uses include: a planned mix of residential development in a variety of 

housing types, compatible non-residential uses such as office uses, 
institutional facilities, resort tourism uses, outdoor recreation facilities, open 
space, and a limited amount of neighborhood-scaled commercial uses in 
association with residential development. 

 
§ Each planned development will be master planned as an integrated project 

which clearly shows the connections between various land uses, adjacent land 
uses, and a phasing schedule demonstrating when various components will be 
developed. 

 
§ On-site and off-site streets and pedestrian linkages will be adequate to 

accommodate the demands generated by existing traffic and the proposed 
development. Internal streets will be adequate to handle projected traffic, will 
be properly maintained, and are more appropriate to the overall development 
design than public streets built under current road standards. 

 
§ Overall gross residential density within the Chester Master-Planned 

Development Area will not exceed four (4) dwelling units per acre. The 
County Planning Commission should reserve the right to limit density below 
this amount on a case by case basis if it is determined that higher density 
would not be compatible with the surrounding area or the environment, or that 
public facilities would not be adequate. 
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§ Overall impervious coverage should be limited to 75 percent for 
nonresidential development sites.   

 
§ Common or public open space will comprise not less than 20 percent of the 

total site area. Buildings and parking lots are not to be included in the 
calculation of open space.  An additional 5 percent of the total site area should 
be dedicated to active recreation sites. Important water views from public 
ways will be maintained and, where practical, public access to the water 
should be dedicated. 

 
§ Setbacks, lot sizes, height and yard requirements design guidelines, screening 

and landscaping will be established for each individual project by the 
Planning Commission. In establishing these requirements the Planning 
Commission will consider such factors as the proposed intensity of the project 
and the character of the existing neighborhood.  

 
§ As a condition to approval of development plans for the Chester Village 

Center Extension a greenbelt must be established on the perimeter of Area 6. 
 
 
 
 
Neighborhood Infill Areas 
 
The existing residential neighborhoods in Chester are the fundamental building blocks of the 
community. Their continued stability and attractiveness are essential to the future of Chester. 
The land use pattern for most of the existing residential subdivisions and multifamily 
developments will remain unchanged during the foreseeable future. lnfill development of vacant 
lots and sites within existing developments will occur overtime. This infill should be compatible 
in density with existing neighborhood development. Expansions of nonresidential uses within the 
Neighborhood Infill Areas must be sensitive to impacts on surrounding residential uses.  
Property owners will steadily continue to make improvements to their homes and lots as long as 
values remain stable or rise.   
 
 
 
Chester Village Center 
 
This area covers most of the Route 50/301 and Route 18 corridors through Chester and is the 
most highly visible portion of the community (See Map 5-2). Existing zoning is comprised of 
exclusively commercial and exclusively residential zoning districts which often exist side by 
side. Much of the area is presently developed as older strip-style commercial uses oriented 
towards the highway. Other areas are predominantly residential but are in the process of 
transitioning to commercial uses. It is an area with a high potential for land use conflicts.  The 
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construction of Route 50 as a divided highway has brought undesirable ambiguity to the area.  
Where businesses traditionally had oriented themselves towards Route 18 (Main Street), they 
increasingly needed to become visible to the through traffic on Route 50.  This plan proposes to 
rebuild Route 18 as a true Main Street. 
 
As re-development occurs along Postal Road in downtown Chester between its intersections with 
the Route 18 overpass and Cox Neck Road, development standards should require structures to 
be brought closer to the street to provide a streetscape that offers a sense of enclosure and 
encourages pedestrian use.  Sidewalks, landscaping and parking at the rear of non-residential 
uses would also further this objective.  The notion is to create a more traditional walkable 
downtown feel that is currently absent in this corridor. 
 
It is also an area with significant opportunities to foster attractive, mixed use, town-scale 
development and redevelopment. New development and redevelopment should be reoriented 
back towards Main Street. Mixed use commercial and residential development should be 
encouraged. Design guidelines and standards should be applied to improve the appearance of 
new commercial development and public/private partnerships are needed to create improved 
pedestrian access linked to shared off-street parking. With proper planning, this area has the 
potential to become the economic and cultural center of the community — A place that defines 
the Chester Community. 
 
The general characteristics of development and Village Center redevelopment in these areas 
should be as follows: 
 
• Mixed-use, “small-grain” development and redevelopment oriented towards local roads 

should be encouraged vs. a continuation of highway-oriented strip-style commercial 
development. 

 
• Building restriction lines for front setbacks should be reduced to allow structures to 

locate closer to Main street with parking situated in side and rear yards. 
 
• Zoning regulations should allow for higher amounts of floor area and building coverage 

to be utilized to intensify development /redevelopment of the site in a manner consistent 
with small town character. 

 
• A mix of housing types and styles should be encouraged, including second floor and first 

floor apartments in conjunction with commercial and office uses. 
 
• Shared off-site parking and internal access between adjacent sites should be permitted.  
 
• Design guidelines and standards which discourage strip-style commercial development 

patterns and encourage pedestrian-oriented mixed use patterns should be incorporated 
into the zoning regulations. 
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Stevensville Village Center 
 
The Stevensville Village Center reflects both charm and history.  The street environment has 
walkable streetscapes and a diversity of uses supporting both residents and visitor needs.  Recent 
public street improvements have improved access to parking behind the rear of structures, 
improved safety and enhanced the pedestrian environment.  The following recommendations are 
intended to nurture infill and re-development to enhance the current character of the Stevensville 
Village Center Core area. 
 
• Current zoning within the downtown should be evaluated and revised when appropriate 

to preserve and reinforce the small town, historic and pedestrian-scale character of the 
Village Center Core. 

 
• Establish Historic District Zoning within the Village Center Core area.  The generalized 

boundaries of the proposed district are shown on Figure 5-2 as the Village Center Core. 
The exact boundaries should be established with a comprehensive inventory of the area 
and with significant input from local property owners. 

 
• Uses permitted should be limited to most types of residential, and low intensity non-

residential, uses that are currently permissible in the Village Center (VC) zoning district, 
such as office, service (banks, insurance etc.) lodging, restaurant, commercial retail, and 
commercial services.  This includes permitting 2nd floor residential uses above 
commercial uses. 

 
• Incorporate design guidelines to direct the Planning Commission’s review of 

development/redevelopment within the Village Center Core. These guidelines should be 
developed with input from the Kent Island Heritage Society and the Maryland Historical 
Trust. General guidelines would include the following: 

 
§ Avoid demolishing buildings whenever possible. Build on the existing character of 

the downtown. Respect and reinforce the existing architectural and historic character. 
 
§ Encourage compatibility of new construction with nearby buildings in terms of 

building height, width, proportion, bulk, setback, roof form, etc. 
 
§ Encourage the use of architectural features that characterize the historic district: 

building, roof and siding material, building projections, window types and patterns, 
doors, etc. Cupolas, such as the one on the old school house and several other newer 
developments, could remain a common design motif for the Stevensville area. 

 
§ Minimize the impact of mechanical equipment (such as HVAC equipment, antennas, 

heat pumps, etc.) on the building appearance through screening, such as locating the 
equipment to the rear, etc. 
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§ Encourage small (6 to 9 square feet), simple signs, typically located no higher than 10 
to 12 feet. Flat wall signs and projecting signs are preferred. Freestanding signs 
would be generally inappropriate. Illumination should be subtle and understated. 

 
§ Allow shared parking to count towards meeting parking requirements.  Public parking 

could also be allowed to count towards meeting a portion of the parking requirements 
for the adaptive reuse of existing historic buildings when there is insufficient on-site 
land to provide the required parking. 

 
Additional recommendations for the Stevensville Village Center (see Map 5-2) and particularly 
the Village Core area include: 
 
• Expand the Village Center with a mix of commercial and residential development. The 

expansion area (See Figure 5-2) will allow the Village Center to grow in a logical way 
and allow for a village center of sufficient size that will increase the vitality and available 
mix of uses. 

 
Figure 5-2 
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• Maintain Suburban Industrial (SI) zoning for the existing industrial neighborhood along 
State Street and Old Love Point Road. There are several older industrial sites and public 
facility uses along State Street and Old Love Point Road south of Love Point Park and the 
High School. This area is adjacent to existing and planned residential areas, a public park 
and school facilities. The area may have better long-term potential as a residential 
neighborhood designed to be compatible with the street and housing pattern of older 
Stevensville neighborhoods. However, this is an established industrial area that is 
currently needed in Stevensville to accommodate a number of important local businesses. 
This area should retain its existing Suburban Industrial (SI) zoning. In order to improve 
the compatibility of this area with existing and future development, basic design 
guidelines should be adopted for new development and redevelopment within this SI 
district. The primary objective of these design guidelines will be to ensure adequate 
landscaping and screening to protect adjacent residential uses. The geographic boundaries 
of the Suburban Industrial zoned land should not expand. Over time, if property owners 
wish to seek residential rezoning within this neighborhood, the County should evaluate 
each case and, if practical, recommend favorably for the rezoning. 

 
• Create a master plan for the elementary school complex. Factor in future school 

expansion plans, improved automobile and pedestrian-bicycle circulation patterns, and 
potential relocation of the fire station. Improve the signage and appearance of the site 
entrances from Route 18.  Provide a trail system spur to connect the complex of school 
facilities and nearby downtown areas to the Cross-Island Trail. 

 
• Adopt a design concept for Parcels 250, 333, 334. These parcels comprise the 

undeveloped, wooded site with frontage on US 50/301 between Duke Street and Love 
Point Road. In developing this high visibility site the following design principles should 
be considered to help integrate site development into the existing community fabric: 

 
§ Create facades that form a visible presence from US 50/301. Avoid large expanses of 

parking up against the highway. 
 

§ Create building pods with parking between buildings, extending the quasi-grid pattern 
of the Village Center streets. Avoid large expanses of parking and long unbroken 
facades. 

 
§ Establish paths and walkways that assure pedestrian connections between new 

development in this area and the village core area 
 

§ Retain as many trees as possible. Create a suitable buffer from residential parcels that 
front on Route 18. Wetland areas and their associated buffers will have to be 
accommodated in any future development of these sites. 

 
• Encourage redevelopment and aesthetic clean up of marginal or obsolete land uses. 

Alternative solutions to clean up such properties should be explored, and could include 
considering condemnation proceedings for sites if clean-up or demolition agreements 
cannot be negotiated with the property owner. 
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Stevensville Village Center Commercial Environment 
 
The Stevensville Merchant’s Association is dedicated to the future improvement and economic 
revitalization of Stevensville. The County should coordinate with these local “stakeholders” to 
plan and implement the following actions to improve the commercial environment in the Village 
Center Core: 
 
• Erect directional signs for the Village Center Core on US 50/301, Routes 8 and 18. The 

Stevensville Village Center is easy to miss from almost any of the major State routes. In 
order for the Town Center Core to continue and expand its revitalization, visitors need to 
have clear directions. If the trip is not convenient, the vast majority of US 50/301 through 
traffic will not even consider leaving the highway. 

 
• Erect landmark or monument signs at gateway entrances to the Village Center. 
 
• Continue to develop Village Center merchants’ promotions and special events. 
 
• Continue to coordinate business signage and develop interpretive signage for historic 

buildings. 
 
• Add street furniture to improve Village Center environment: benches, trash cans, bicycle 

racks, and planters. 
 
• Coordinate street light design (historic theme) and pursue any opportunities to 

consolidate and/or bury overhead utility lines. 
 
• Work with the Kent Island Heritage Society to develop a visitors kiosk and/or a historical 

museum. 
 
• Consider establishing a special tax district for the Village Center Core commercial area.  

A special tax district would provide funding for physical improvements that would 
benefit the area, raise property values and increase sales. 

 
• Apply for various State and Federal grants and loans to provide funding for economic 

revitalization and historic preservation (i.e. Maryland Main Street program and 
Neighborhood Business Revitalization Program). 

 
• The Kent Island Volunteer Fire Department will re-locate to a site that has been acquired 

for new facilities adjacent to the Chester Overpass.  The existing Fire House should be 
evaluated for adaptive re-use or for multiple uses.  Uses such as a youth center, medical 
facilities, expansion of nearby school uses or as a museum could be considered. 
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The Land Conservation Plan 
 
Conservation of natural resources and protection of environmental features on Kent Island is a 
key objective of this Community Plan.  Homeowners can contribute towards the conservation of 
the natural resources and minimize environmental impacts by limiting the conversion of forests 
to lawns, leaving the remaining land fallow, planting open lands with native species, ensuring 
that forests on their property connect directly with forests on adjacent properties, and by 
preventing land disturbances near waterways. 
 
Concerns regarding the development that has taken place in recent years have highlighted the 
need to protect environmental resources, which has also extended to the role these resources play 
in also defining the Island’s “rural character.”  As undeveloped lands dwindle, the need to 
identify those remaining sites and institute measures to insure they remain rural and that 
environmental resources are protected has become paramount in the minds of Citizen Advisory 
Committee members.   Map 5-3 identifies three categories and their respective locations where 
conservation of lands is recommended.  They include: 
 
• A three hundred foot buffer from tidal waters within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 
 
• Lands designated as Greenbelt. 
 
• Existing and proposed parklands to provide public waterfront access and interpretive 

facilities to support environmental education.  

 
Measures to protect these lands include: 
 
• Implementation of protection measures prescribed by the County’s Chesapeake Bay 

Critical Area Program and protection of a 300 foot buffer for all lands located in the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.   Within these areas implementation strategies should be 
designed to: 

 
§ Maintain Critical Area Program development criteria to protect water quality and 

wildlife habitat.  
 

§ Maintain a 300 foot buffer requirement unless the buffer encompasses a substantial 
portion of any property such that reasonable use is impracticable, or if such buffer 
prohibits any additional development landward of existing structures on an already 
improved lot, which the Planning Commission recognizes may warrant granting a 
reduction on a case-by-case basis.  Any reduction to the 300-foot buffer shall be the 
minimum necessary to allow practical use of the site provided that there are 
mitigation measures to minimize environmental impacts related to the reduction. 

 
▪ Even though the CAC recommended that no future award of growth allocation or 

buffer reductions should be granted to any area of Kent Island in the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area, nevertheless, the Planning Commission recognizes that in order to 
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achieve the County’s goals it may be necessary for very careful limited use in the 
award of Growth Allocation in the future in the Chester and Stevensville Community 
Planning Area. 

 
• Designation of lands as “Greenbelts” to better define the edges of the Community 

Planning Area boundaries and distinguish areas appropriate for development and areas to 
remain undeveloped or limited to rural residential densities. These lands are located both 
within and outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.  Lands designated greenbelt are 
designed to maintain rural and open character and establish a “Green Edge” definition 
along the community planning boundary.  These areas will also serve to protect 
substantial portions of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and sensitive environmental 
resources by re-directing growth away from such areas that were formerly designated for 
growth.  Within these areas recommended implementation strategies include: 

 
§ Maintenance of the 300 foot shoreline buffer wherein no disturbance would be 

permitted, except for bona fide water dependent facilities, unless the buffer 
encompasses a substantial portion of any property such that reasonable use is 
impracticable, or if such buffer prohibits any additional development landward of 
existing structures on an already improved lot, which may warrant granting a 
reduction on a case-by-case basis, and where buffer management standards would 
require restoration of the natural state of the shoreline to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

 
§ Use of design standards that emphasize protecting open fields, rural vistas and 

farm/rural character appearance along roadways and at gateways into the Community 
Planning Areas.  Such standards should be mandatory within greenbelts and to the 
extent possible protect farmscapes, tree-lined lanes, hedgerows and similar features 
that manifest rural character. 

 
§ Re-designate the lands to a zoning district such as Suburban Residential (SR) and 

require 85% of the site to remain open space if development occurs. 
 

§ Purchase of Development Rights (PDR).  PDR programs require funding.  Current 
organizations engaged in purchase of development rights or acquisition of easements 
like the Maryland Environmental Trust and Eastern Shore Land Conservancy could 
be solicited to support this initiative.  Given the support of Island residents for land 
preservation efforts, the formation of a Kent Island Land Conservancy as a new non-
profit organization might provide additional funding to further land stewardship 
initiatives.  

 
§ Transferable Development Rights (TDR) “sending area” designation, if adequate and 

appropriate receiving areas can be identified for use of transferred rights. 
  

§ Use of easement mechanisms in association with PDR or TDR that ensure the terms 
of an easement are not revertible and that any open spaces set-aside are preserved in 
perpetuity.  
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• Use of existing parks and acquisition of additional lands (such as a portion of the 

Davidson Farm) for passive park use, and the use of some sites for interpretive facilities 
to support environmental education or to provide public access to key waterfront 
locations.  These locations serve a number of important functions.  They provide 
opportunity for increased public waterfront access at locations north and south of Route 
50/301.  Their strategic location will help to define the community edges and support the 
function and role of proposed greenbelts.  In some locations they can help satisfy the 
demand for active recreation facilities (when appropriate).  These park locations can also 
support interpretive facilities that promote environmental education and appreciation of 
natural resources to both residents and visitors to the area.  Implementation strategies to 
secure these areas for park use and enhance opportunities for public access include:  

 
§ Public acquisition. 
 
§ Private dedication for public use as a condition of development approval. 
 
§ Use of mandatory standards for parkland dedication or collection of a fee-in-lieu of 

dedication that supports public acquisition. 
 
§ High quality design and development of park and interpretive facilities. 
 
§ Integrating these implementation measures and initiatives with the objectives and 

implementation strategies established in the Queen Anne’s County Land 
Preservation, Recreation and Open Space Plan. 

 
 
 
The Gateways and Scenic Corridors/Viewsheds Protection Plan 
 
The communities of Chester and Stevensville are blessed with an abundance of natural beauty by 
virtue of the Island landscape.  This scenery should be considered an important component to the 
overall quality of both communities.  Emphasis in this plan on defining gateways and protecting 
scenic corridors and views (see Map 5-4) reflects a growing trend toward “placemaking”--- 
creating identifying landmarks, or protecting existing views, that, in a national landscape have 
grown increasingly homogenous over time.  The concept of identifying gateways and scenic 
views has been included in this plan to help the traveler to distinguish one place from another, 
and give residents and businesses a renewed senses of civic pride.  When one approaches Kent 
Island, Chester or Stevensville by car, the sequence of views from the road determines one’s first 
impressions of the place.  Since gateways are essentially entrance corridors, then gateway 
planning means linking this sequence of views together with common elements that give the 
corridor its own identity.   Although the scenery of Kent Island is highly valued by residents, 
scenic vistas and viewsheds are often destroyed during rapid change, both in the natural and built 
environments.  Therefore, identification and protection of these assets is an important component 
of this plan and integral stewardship of both communities.   
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Gateways 
 
Map 5-4 identifies a number of Gateway locations identified 
through visual survey during the preparation of this plan.  
Gateway, as the term is used herein, is defined as, an entrance 
corridor that heralds the approach of a new landscape and 
defines the arrival point as a destination.  The goal of planning 
for treatment of gateways is to arrange this landscape so that it 
rewards the viewer with a sense of arrival and positive image 
of the place.  Some of the six gateway locations identified on 
Map 5-4 represent opportunities to provide a distinct visual 
transition from rural to village landscape; from developed to 
undeveloped conditions or from man-built to natural 
environments.  Others, particularly those at each approach to 
Kent Island along the Route 50/301 corridor provide a 
transition from open water to land dominated landscapes.  
Regardless of type, each can be threatened by development.   
 
Each gateway is also unique.  The appropriate treatment for 
gateways may be a real gate at the entrance to a country estate, 
a landscaped sign at the entrance to the communities of 
Chester or Stevensville, a park or monument feature at a Route 
50 interchange location, or an entrance corridor into either 
village with its own distinctive sequence of signs, lighting, and 
landscaping.   
 
Several of the identified gateways are located along 
approaches to Stevensville and Chester along State highways through interchanges along the 
Route 50/301 corridor.  They have attracted, and tend to continue to attract commercial travel 
services-- gas stations, fast food, motels—usually in a uniform franchise architecture style.  As 
these uses have proliferated especially in additional strip-style commercial centers, not only does 
traffic congestion increase, but it eclipses and hides the real downtowns within Chester and 
Stevensville.  Each of these locations, to the extent possible, should be planned and designed to 
minimize this impact on the downtown areas by utilizing landscaping, signage, monument 
features, open space, or similar features to present a “front door” to the community.   
 
Therefore, this plan recommends the County development of design standards, possibly through 
the use of a Highway Corridor District Overlay Zone District, that insure portions of the corridor 
are accorded careful treatment to protect or enhance these gateway locations.  These design 
standards should be applied in the process of review of any proposed development in or near 
identified gateways. Standards should address site layout, architecture, landscaping, parking, 
signage, any proposed site amenities (like monuments walls, or fences) and storm water 
management facilities.  These standards should also be used to encourage design and 
development treatment that signals to the motorist that they are entering a place with a strong 
sense of its historical roots and architectural heritage. 

 
  “Any part of a town–large or 

small—which is to be identified 
by it inhabitants as a precinct of 
some kind, will be reinforced, 
helped in its distinctness, marked 
and made more vivid, if the paths 
which enter it are marked by 
gateways where they cross the 
boundary.” 

 
  “Many parts of a town have 

boundaries drawn around them.  
These boundaries are usually in 
people’s minds.  They mark the 
end of one kind of place, and the 
beginning of another.  In many 
cases, the activities themselves are 
made more sharp, more vivid, 
more alive, if the boundary which 
exists in people’s minds is also 
present physically in the world”. 

 
   –  From Christopher Alexander, 

et.al, A Pattern Language: Towns-
Buildings-Construction, 1977 
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Scenic Vistas and Corridors 
 
Several identified gateways on Map 5-4, correspond to three specific locations along the Route 
50/301 corridor.  They include areas at bridge crossings to the Island from the east and west and 
the Route 18 and Route 50/301 crossing over Cox Creek.  When one approaches the Island by 
car, the sequence of views from the road determines one’s first impression of the Island.  These 
same views are a source of daily inspiration and pride to Island residents. In these locations 
landscaping is typically the most frequently used element to define or reinforce views.  A 
continuous row of shade trees, a planted median, a landscape buffer composed of native plant 
materials, or the absence of planting to facilitate long views over land to open water, can all help 
define or frame views.  Landscaping can also be used to provide a sense of enclosure which 
accentuates the transition between the openness of the surrounding landscape and the 
development along the corridor.   
 
The objectives for Scenic Vista’s and Corridors are to: 
 
§ Protect existing views of natural areas and open water that are evocative of Island 

tradition (e.g. farmland, land/water interface, open fields, farm structures). 
 
§ Maintain a rural open character and “Green Edge” to the Community Planning Areas 

regardless of development options permitted. 
 
§ Protect the Critical Area and sensitive environmental resources where they co-occur with 

scenic viewsheds.  
 

 
Strategies to implement these objectives which correspond to a number of those identified to 
protect designated greenbelts include: 
 
§ Maintenance of the 300 foot shoreline buffer wherein no disturbance would be 

permitted, except for bona fide water dependent facilities, unless the buffer encompasses 
a substantial portion of any property such that reasonable use is impracticable, or if such 
buffer prohibits any additional development landward of existing structures on an 
already improved lot, which may warrant granting a reduction on a case-by-case basis, 
and where buffer management standards would require restoration of the natural state of 
the shoreline to the maximum extent practicable. 

 
§ The use of design standards that emphasize the protection of open fields, rural vistas and 

farm/rural character appearance along roadways and at gateways into developed areas.  
Such standards should be mandatory within scenic corridors and, to the extent possible, 
protect farmscapes, tree-lined lanes, hedgerows and similar features that manifest rural 
character or permit open views to water. 

 
§ Re-designate the lands to a zoning district such as Suburban Residential (SR) and require 

85% of the site to remain open space if development occurs. 
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§ Purchase of Development Rights (PDR). 
 
§ Transferable Development Rights (TDR) “sending area” designation, if adequate and 

appropriate receiving areas can be identified for use of transferred rights. 
 
§ Use of easement mechanisms in association with PDR or TDR that insure the terms of an 

easement are not revertible and that any open spaces set-aside are preserved in perpetuity.  
 
§ Locate scenic overlooks where people can stop, park, and appreciate the view. 

 
Rural areas essentially border all of the existing developed and planned growth areas in Chester 
and Stevensville. Waterways naturally separate the two communities.  The views and access 
afforded by the water are important if both Chester and Stevensville are to maintain their unique 
identity within the greater Kent Island area. Without this separation, development will eventually 
form a continuous strip from the Bay Bridge to Grasonville with few, if any, dominant views of 
the natural setting remaining as reminders of the Islands sense of place. 
 
 
 
This chapter has outlined the major plan recommendations based on the discussion of issues in 
Chapter 3. Recommendations are designed to move in the direction of achieving the CAC’s 
Vision, as articulated in the Forward, for the Chester and Stevensville communities over time.  
These recommendations include that clear and objective methodologies are used to assess the 
transportation, environmental and fiscal impacts of development proposals.  It should be noted 
that this is a long range plan and many of the recommendations contained in this Chapter will 
require more detailed study and may take many years to implement as funding and priorities 
warrant. Implementation of recommendations for physical improvements will ultimately be 
evaluated in the context of the County’s long-range capital improvements programming and may 
require public/private partnerships for future development, and/or innovative finance 
mechanisms in order to be realized.  Therefore, the Planning Commission will continue to seek 
and utilize citizen participation regarding the implementation of this Community Plan.   
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Chapter 6 
 The Transportation and Community Facilities Plan 

 
A number of transportation system improvements and community facilities are required to 
realize the vision for the Chester and Stevensville communities identified by the Citizen 
Advisory Committee (CAC) in Chapter 5 of this Plan.  Most of these improvements are also 
required to support the recommended elements of the Land Use Plan as identified in the previous 
Chapter.  These improvements and facilities include:  
 
§ highway and road system improvements in the form of new road system connections; 
 
§ improvements to existing road system intersections to improve safety;  
 
§ pedestrian circulation system improvements that enhance the walkability and appearance of 

Chester and Stevensville’s downtowns; 
 
§ trail system additions that build on the Cross-Island Trail, enhance connections to 

neighborhoods and provide northern and southern spurs connecting to its east/west axis; 
 
§ community facilities that support continued provision and adequacy of existing public 

services to meet future demand; and 
 
§ new facilities which may be publicly or privately provided that diversify the range of services 

available to residents to better meet identified needs.  

 
The Transportation Plan 
 
Planned Road System Improvements 
 
Investments in transportation system infrastructure will be required through the planning period 
to better manage traffic, improve safety, and reduce congestion to the extent possible and 
facilitate the movement of people and goods.  Most of the recommended transportation system 
improvements are designed to foster greater connectivity between existing developed 
communities adjacent to, or in proximity to, the MD Route 50/301 corridor.    
 
In addition to the improvements and new connectors outlined in this section, a comprehensive 
transportation study of the entire Kent Island road network is needed.  This includes 
development of a regional corridor management plan for MD Route 50 and Route 18 in 
conjunction with the State Highway Administration.  Implementation of those recommendations 
is also necessary to address the traffic issues on Kent Island.  Moreover, the Route 8 Corridor 
Study needs to be updated and revised, and the resulting recommendations implemented in order 
to address the congestion and safety issues on this road.   
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Furthermore, there is a need to balance public sector and private sector responsibilities for 
roadway infrastructure improvements, which includes assessing developers’ share of 
transportation costs.  Therefore, the County should establish a formal system to define how 
developers participate in the financing of transportation costs, in order to assure new 
development pays for its fair share of off-site transportation improvements required to 
accommodate the traffic generated by development while maintaining level of service standards.   
 
The transportation projects addressed in this Plan must be incorporated into the Capital 
Improvements Program, which would outline funding for the improvement whether it be through 
impact fees, County or State funds, or combinations of sources.   
 
Although the Route 50/301 corridor has bisected Kent Island and provided a number of 
transportation system challenges since the first Bay Bridge crossing was constructed in 1952, the 
Transportation Plan Map (Map 6-1) identifies a number of proposed road improvements and new 
connector roads that serve to overcome many of the limitations posed by through traffic along 
the Route 50/301 corridor.  Planned transportation system upgrades and new connector roads 
proposed as part of this plan as shown on Map 6-1 include: 
 
§ Upgrade of Routes 8 and 18 to four lanes from Kent Island High School north of 

Stevensville, south to Davidson Road.  This upgrade needs to include provisions for left turn 
lanes at key intersections and integrated access controls to minimize conflicting turning 
movements.  Improvements in this corridor should also include a third lane or slip lane from 
Davidson Road to Route 50 to facilitate traffic destined for the Thompson Creek Service 
Road.  This traffic is currently obstructed during peak hours and on weekends due to back-
ups along the corridor prompted by the inability to access Route 50/301.  These road 
improvements need to be implemented by the State prior to development and should be 
funded principally by the State and developers. 

 
§ Improvement of Route 18, Main Street, in Stevensville from Duke Street to Old Love Point 

Road to provide an upgraded two-lane cross-section with left turn lanes at key intersections, 
sidewalks and streetscape amenities under the State Highway Administration’s (SHA) Urban 
Revitalization Program. 

 
§ Upgrade the existing two-lane road of Duke Street to an improved two-lane cross-section. 
 
§ The Cox Creek Connector linking Thompson Creek Road and Cox Neck Road facilitating 

access to downtown Chester.  This connection is necessary to link south Stevensville with 
south Chester, and can serve as an important “relief valve” and emergency route on 
occasions when Route 50/301 is closed for emergencies or maintenance. When this occurs, 
Route 18 through Stevensville is the sole east/west connection on Kent Island. Local 
emergency vehicles such as fire equipment, ambulances and police are virtually gridlocked, 
creating an extreme public safety hazard. This important road link could also prove essential 
in any emergency evacuation planning for Kent Island. This service road connection was 
considered by the State Highway Administration when the Kent Island overpasses were 
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designed and constructed but was not built due to the presence of wetlands edging Cox 
Creek. However, the proposed location would appear to minimize environmental impacts as 
opposed to alternative routes.  The need for this important road linkage must be reevaluated 
as thru traffic on Route 50/30 1 and the Kent Island population grows. 

 
§ The Thompson Creek Connector, from Route 8 just south of Route 50 to the Service Road 

connecting Route 8 and Thompson Creek Road. This Connector Road would only be 
required if a third lane as part of the Route 8 upgrade is not feasible.   

 
§ Construction of the US 50 and Shamrock/Dundee Overpass with ramps to both eastbound 

and westbound Route 50 and associated service roads providing another vital link between 
north and south Chester must become a priority for both the County and State Highway 
Administration.  This overpass will connect Piney Creek Road on the north side of Route 50 
to Shamrock Road on the south side.  The Shamrock Road Overpass will offer alternative 
routes for local traffic and will alleviate some of the traffic congestion at the intersection of 
Routes 18 and 552 (Dominion Road) by providing another way to access the eastbound lanes 
of Route 50, especially for traffic that originates in north Chester.   

 
§ The Chester Connector Road linking Cox Neck Road south of Chester and crossing 

Dominion Road, Goodhand Creek Road, Shamrock Road and then bridging Route 50 as the 
Shamrock/Dundee Overpass to provide connection to Piney Creek Road.  

 
§ Upgrade Route 18 in Chester on the south side of Route 50/301 from Dominion Road (Route 

552) to Kent Narrows.  Improve the two-lane cross-section with left-turn lanes at key 
intersections, pavement reconstruction, intersection & driveway improvements, signs, 
sidewalks, and signalization. 

 
§ Benton Road, providing an east/west connection North of Route 50 from Castle Marina Road 

through the Four Seasons community to Benton Road toward Old Love Point Road in the 
vicinity of the east side of Kent Island High School. As planned development occurs in the 
northern Chester Community Planning Area, this public collector road should be developed 
linking Old Love Point Road to Castle Marina Road in Chester. This through connection 
would provide a second vital link between the eastern and western portions of Kent Island 
north of Route 50/301.    

 
§ A new connector road linking Love Point Road and Old Love Point Road at the Northern 

edge of the High School. The Old Love Point Road/Love Point Road intersection is difficult 
to negotiate, especially for southbound traffic on Old Love Point Road. A new, more direct 
connection between Old Love Point Road and Love Point Road is needed. One possible 
solution is to construct a new connecting road just north of the High School. 

 
§ The extension and improvement of Cockey Lane to intersect with the Business Parkway to 

provide a direct connection between the Business Park and the Stevensville Village Center 
Core area. This will facilitate access to parking within the Core area. 
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§ A loop road/ramp improvement from the Chester Route 18 overpass to Route 50 facilitating 
access from the overpass to westbound Route 50, thereby reducing traffic congestion on the 
Castle Marina Circle.   

 
These road improvements, upgrades, and new connector roads north and south of the Route 50 
corridor will facilitate movement for Island residents from their homes to jobs, shopping, 
medical and entertainment facilities throughout the Chester and Stevensville communities.  
Together, they essentially provide a circumferential local road system through interconnected 
loops to facilitate access to all areas within both communities that reduces dependency on access 
to the Route 50 corridor.  Once constructed, the transportation network would rely on a larger 
number of small public roads rather than a small number of large ones on which local island 
traffic has been dependent in past years. 
 
A key concern is the congestion on Route 8 caused by backups on Route 50 and the Bay Bridge 
that prevent local residents access to Route 50 and mobility on the Island.   
 
§ As part of the improvements to the Route 8 corridor this Community Plan recommends 

State consideration and study of a new cloverleaf at the intersection of Routes 8 and 
50/301.  The objective of this study would be to determine if access to Route 50 could be 
improved for Island residents if such a facility were constructed and to determine whether 
available land area exists to support its construction. 

 
Key Intersection Improvements 
 
Map 6-1 identifies a number of intersections that will require evaluation and in most cases, 
improvements to insure their safe function in the future.  Many of these intersections are located 
at the terminus of the proposed new road system connections.  In most cases the new connector 
roads may prompt the need for their improvement to support the additional traffic. 
 
Of greater and more immediate importance is the intersection of Thompson Creek Road and 
Route 50/301.  This intersection requires improvement to alleviate the existing hazardous turning 
conditions. 

 
Transit 
 
The transportation plan recommends that options be explored to provide alternative means of 
transportation including shuttle bus systems on Kent Island.  Such services would provide a 
transportation alternative to residents who are transportation disadvantaged (elderly residents and 
residents without an automobile).  Such a bus or rubber-tired trolley system could also serve as a 
visitor attraction.  Optional routes to be considered should include a Route 8 shuttle providing 
connection between Romancoke and Love Point as well as destinations in between (airport, 
Marina, Downtown Stevensville, Cross Island Trail, Terrapin Beach Park and Love Point Park).  
East/west Cross-Island connections providing shuttles north and south of Route 50 should also 
be considered.  All shuttles could interconnect parks and shopping.   



 
 

Adopted May 1, 2007  
Chester/Stevensville Community Plan               6-5 
Chapter 6: Transportation and Community Facilities Plan 

A transit study would assess the costs to capitalize and operate such a system, project ridership, 
and analyze the total value and benefits that could be anticipated if such a system were 
operational.  Such a system could reduce dependence on automobile travel, marginally reduce 
automobile trips and extend the capacity of road system improvements. 
 
Commuter facilities such as Park and Ride lots should be expanded as needed when additional 
development occurs in the Stevensville area. Park and Ride, bus and shuttle services should also 
be expanded as demand warrants. Shuttle and bus service should include stops at the Village 
Center Core, marina area, airport, shopping centers, senior center and residential neighborhoods. 

 
Pedestrian Improvements 
 
Some of the street system environments on Kent Island are virtually hostile to pedestrians. The 
Chester downtown area exemplifies this condition.  Plan improvements to enhance mobility and 
circulation within and near the Stevensville and Chester Community Planning Areas require 
greater consideration of pedestrian needs.  These improvements take two major forms:  
 
§ sidewalks and traffic calming improvements to enhance walkability in downtown areas; 

and  
 
§ trail system improvements that facilitate walking and biking connections between and 

among neighborhoods, downtown areas, parks, shopping areas and jobs.  
 
Specific recommendations to enhance the pedestrian and biking environments include: 
 
§ Calm traffic through the Village Center Core areas.  Paving treatments recently 

constructed in downtown Stevensville represent one example of ways to improve the 
pedestrian environment within the downtown.  Other traffic calming approaches that may be 
considered within the Chester and Stevensville downtown environments to invite pedestrian 
use and activity include “neck downs” (landscaped curb areas which extend slightly into the 
roadway from the sides and serve to narrow the roadway to slow traffic), roundabouts, speed 
tables, intersection tables, median ovals, angled slow points, pedestrian refuges and 
appropriate combinations of these traffic calming techniques.  

 
§ Where possible and appropriate, utilize on-street parking to provide separation 

between sidewalks (the pedestrian realm) and street traffic.  Intervening cars parked 
between the sidewalk and street traffic provide greater safety to the pedestrian and separate 
the pedestrian realm from the street realm. 

 
§ Complete sidewalk systems in both Village Center Core areas.  Existing sidewalks in 

Stevensville are limited to short sections near the Old Love Point Road/East Main Street 
intersection. A full sidewalk system should be developed throughout the downtown core 
area. If possible the use of brick or some other special paving material should be continued.  
The Chester downtown core area also needs sidewalks to support the objective of a walkable 
downtown.  Today, sidewalks are noticeably absent in many areas, particularly along Postal 
Road/Route 18 between Cox Neck Road and Dominion Road.  The planned extension of the 
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Chester Village Core east of Dominion Road, south of the planned new Safeway grocery 
store, will also require new sidewalks along Route 18 connecting the existing downtown core 
to the new “downtown.”  To improve aesthetics and safety, overhead utility wires along 
Route 18 and Postal Road should be consolidated, buried or relocated where possible. 

 
§ Create pedestrian-bicycle connections between key Village Center destinations: Village 

Center Core, school sites, library, and Love Point Park. Depending on the availability of 
right-of-way, the pedestrian-bicycle connections may be either with on-road striped bicycle 
lanes plus sidewalk or, where right-of-way is limited, via a combined pedestrian-bicycle path 
on one side of the road. The preferred width for a bicycle-pedestrian trail is 8 to 10 feet. 

 
§ Develop a “network of trails” specifically for the use of pedestrians and bicyclists.  Such 

a system of trails will permit people to travel safely throughout Chester and Stevensville 
without relying on the automobile.  Utilizing the Cross-Island Trail as the spine for a system 
of trails permits additional components of the trail system to be added to provide greater 
interconnection between schools, parks, shopping areas, work destinations, and 
neighborhoods.  Trail system routing can also be used to provide a variety of opportunities to 
enhance resident interaction with natural areas and select reaches of shorelines along rivers 
and creeks.  The Cross-Island Trail is one of the finest additions to quality of life on the 
Island in recent years and holds great promise to serve as the spine for additional trail system 
spur construction. 

 
§ Provide a pedestrian/bicycle trail connection over Route 50/301 that would connect 

Mattapeake Landing, Mowbray Park, Batts Neck Park, and the marina and airport areas with 
the Village Center. The Route 8 overpass appears to be an option, but traffic volume, on/off 
ramps, and traffic speed are problems. A better, but more expensive, option would be to 
create a separate pedestrian/bicycle overpass in another location. 

 
§ Connect State Street to the Cross Island Trail and develop adjacent public parking. 

This improvement would provide pedestrian access to the Cross-Island Trail and Love Point 
Park. The County would need to acquire property at the end of State Street to construct some 
additional parking. A portion of the State Highway Administration (SHA) Roads Barn 
property and/or the small intervening parcel between the Roads Barn and the trail should be 
considered for this purpose. 

 
§ Utilize traffic calming measures to better support pedestrian crossing across Business 

Parkway at the Route 18 and Bateau Drive intersection.  This would improve the 
pedestrian connection between the Village Center with the business park and Terrapin Park. 

 
§ Utilize traffic calming measures to better support pedestrian use of the Cross Island 

Trail where it crosses Castle Marina Road.   
 
§ Provide amenities such as benches and bicycle racks.  Key locations for these 

improvements include the Chester and Stevensville downtown core areas.  These amenities 
are an important element in enhancing the pedestrian environment and experience. 
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§ Enhance the pedestrian climate along Route 18 (Main Street) from Cox Creek to 
downtown Stevensville incorporating better sidewalks and traffic calming measures.   
Sidewalk improvements and pedestrian crossings are critical, particularly in the area of the 
elementary and middle schools. To improve aesthetics and safety, overhead utility wires 
along Route 18 should be consolidated, buried or relocated where possible, particularly in the 
vicinity of the middle school. The state should install traffic calming devices in the area of 
the elementary schools and middle school to facilitate pedestrian crossing and improve 
safety.  

 
§ Further develop pedestrian connections between Chester and Kent Narrows along 

Route 18 (Main Street), south of Route 50, through sidewalks and expansion of the 
Cross Island Trail.  To improve aesthetics and safety, and provide scenic vistas, overhead 
utility wires along Route 18 should be consolidated, buried or relocated where possible. 

 
§ Recent public improvements in downtown Stevensville have included provision of some 

parking off Cockey Lane. Other available vacant properties on the perimeter of the Village 
Center Core should also be evaluated as possible sites for additional parking. Limited on-
street parking could also be explored in the Village Center Core. 

 
§ Require that the design of new street systems and pedestrian linkages integrate and connect 

various components of any proposed new development and provide connections to adjacent 
neighborhoods.   

 
§ Locate directional signs strategically to identify parking areas in or near the Chester and 

Stevensville downtown core areas. 
 
 
Airport Facilities 
 
The Bay Bridge Airport Commission has acquired additional land for Airport improvements.  
Improvements planned include new hangars, a new terminal/administrative building, a new 
fixed-based operator facility, construction of a full length parallel taxiway, and runway safety 
area rehabilitation. While this plan supports the proposed improvements to the Airport, the 
location of the proposed new hangars is of concern.  Their location in proximity to the Route 50 
corridor can adversely impact the “Island Gateway Statement” that members of the Citizens 
Advisory Committee hope to foster near the Bay Bridge.  Previous discussion of this plan 
concept identifies quality architecture and public use of portions of the gateway site as critical to 
creating the quality entry this site could provide the County.  The location of the proposed new 
hangars threatens opportunities to foster this positive image.  Therefore, this plan recommends 
that the proposed location for new hangars be re-evaluated by the Bay Bridge Airport 
Commission and the County Commissioners.  The location of the existing hangars, further 
removed from the Route 50 corridor, is a preferred location for their construction.  Thus, this 
Plan encourages the Bay Bridge Airport Commission and the County Commissioners to seek the 
Planning Commission’s review of the Airport’s improvement plans in order to ensure that 
Chester / Stevensville Community Plan’s Vision for the Island Gateway is fulfilled.  
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Water and Sewerage 
 
●  Sewerage Service Needs 
 

At the present time, the County recognizes two sewerage disposal problem priority areas. In 
recognition of this issue, the County Commissioners, sitting as the Sanitary Commission, have 
set aside 500,000 gallons of the pending 1 million gallon expansion of the KNS&G 
wastewater treatment plant in order to begin addressing this concern. The greatest concern is 
for the Route 8 corridor (Romancoke Road) area at the southern end of Kent Island due to the 
large number of existing septic systems that discharge directly to groundwater during seasonal 
high water table months. Another area of concern is the Route 552 corridor, namely the 
Dominion-Marling Farms area located on the shores of Crab Alley Bay.  However, the 
number of system failures is lower in this region.  
 
It is the intent to serve the vast majority of the improved properties in these two corridors. 
Service to many of the existing vacant lots that are interspersed within these communities is 
also anticipated. It is not the intent to service contiguous blocks of existing vacant lots of 
record within these communities that will not be adjacent to a proposed sewer line, or 
lots that may be identified as being environmentally sensitive. In addition, service to any 
large tracts of vacant or agricultural properties located outside of the designated 
communities along these two corridors will be strictly prohibited. 

 
●  Route 8 Corridor:   

 
▪  Kent Island Estates and Romancoke on the Bay Collection Sub-Area 

 
These two subdivisions were platted in the late 1950s, are directly adjacent to each 
other, and are located near the southern extremity of Kent Island. They share similar 
soil conditions and both have small lot sizes.  

 
The Environmental Health Department has estimated that 80% of the existing septic 
systems in the Kent Island Estates/Romancoke area discharge directly into 
groundwater on a seasonal basis (March and April) and that constitutes an 
uncorrectable failure. Uncorrectable failures are defined as those that cannot be 
remedied without utilizing direct groundwater penetration, or a holding tank, during 
the high water table season. Because of the small lot sizes, poor soil conditions, and 
seasonal high water table, on-site correction is not considered a long-term viable 
alternative. 

 
▪  Queen Anne Colony and Kentmorr Collection Sub-area 

 
These two subdivisions were also platted in the 1950s and 1960s and are 
immediately adjacent to each other. While Queen Anne Colony typically has one-
acre lots, the poor permeability of the soils and the high water table, particularly the 
properties along Price Creek, have uncorrectable failures. Kentmorr, on the other 
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hand, has very small lots and most improved properties consist of two or more lots 
of record.  

 
▪  Chesapeake Estates, Sunny Isle of Kent, Normans/Batts Neck and Matapeake 

Estates Collection Sub-Area  
 

These three subdivisions were also platted in the 1960s with Chesapeake Estates and 
Sunny Isle of Kent being immediately adjacent to each other. The community of 
Normans, also known locally as Batts Neck, is also in this vicinity and predates any 
of the subdivisions. 

 
▪  Dominion and Marling Farms Collection Sub-Area: 

 
Dominion is a community located between Crab Alley Bay and Little Creek on Kent 
Island. It extends from the southern end of Route 552 to the west along Crab Alley 
Bay.  Marling Farms is a subdivision located on Kent Island adjacent and to the east 
of Dominion that begins at the end of Route 552 and extends southeastward to 
Norman’s Point.  Seasonally high water table and slow permeability cause some 
septic systems severe problems. This community is being assigned a lower priority 
than the Route 8 communities in order to focus County resources on the more 
populated problem area. 

 
●  Water Service Needs 
 

The water service situation is greatly complicated by the prohibition by the Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) of any future groundwater appropriation permits into 
the Aquia aquifer on Kent Island. MDE has reported that the Aquia aquifer is being 
threatened by salt-water intrusion from the aquifer’s outcrop within the deep trench of the 
Chesapeake Bay. In order to lessen the rate of intrusion, MDE prohibits any further 
withdrawals from the Aquia on Kent Island. Aquia wells are typically 150 to 250 feet deep 
and have dissolved iron contents of less than 1 parts per million (ppm). 

 
Given this prohibition, the logical choice for the County was to drill to the next available 
aquifer, which is the Magothy. However, the Magothy has such a high iron content in the 
Kent Island area that it is difficult, and up to four times as expensive, to treat.  
 
Therefore, the County has begun a well replacement program into the lower Patapsco 
aquifer. The professional staff of Queen Anne’s County has determined that while no high 
priority areas exist for water from a health concern basis, the need to improve the water 
quality within the existing community systems, i.e. to find a raw water source naturally low 
in iron, or to find a technology that is superior in removing the iron, is a high priority. 
 
●  Optimization of Existing Kent Island Water Service Area 

 
The Kent Island water service area serves an approximate population of 8,500 but consists 
of eight different water treatment plants divided into four distribution systems.  The 
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primary goal is to first connect the Stevensville plants with the north Chester plants.  The 
second goal would be to connect the north Chester plants with the south Chester plants. 
This will enable the consideration of decommissioning the least efficient plants. 

 
▪  Stevensville Distribution Sub-Area 

 
There are three interconnected water treatment plants for the Stevensville Area.  
They are the Chesapeake Bay Business Park, Stevensville, and Thompson Creek 
water treatment plants. The plants are connected via a 12-inch water main. Although 
interconnected, there are two pressure zones due to the area being served by two 
water towers of different height. Route 50/301 is the dividing line with the higher-
pressure zone being south of Route 50/301. 
 

▪  North Chester Sub-Area 
 

There are two interconnected water treatment plants serving the north Chester area. 
These plants are Bayside and Queens Landing. The plants are connected via a 10-
inch water main. 
 

▪  South Chester Sub-Area 
 

There are two interconnected water treatment plants and a single isolated plant 
serving the south Chester area. The two connected plants are Bridge Pointe and 
Kent Island Village. The plants are connected via an 8-inch water main. The third 
plant is the Riverside plant that serves an affordable housing development owned 
by the County. It is too far away, and has too little demand, to be interconnected at 
this time. 

 
 
The Community Facilities and Public Services Plan 
 
The planned pattern of land use and the characteristics of growth and development in past years 
prompt a number of needs and demands for public service improvements, new public facilities, 
and a series of public services that are not typically publicly provided but have nevertheless been 
identified as desirable by residents in the Chester and Stevensville planning areas.  Public 
improvements that are currently planned or will need to be planned to serve both communities 
over the next twenty years include:  
 
§ Public Water and Sewer Facilities to support planned growth.  If public water and sewer 

service are needed for development within the designated Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Areas (see Map 5-1) the County should negotiate with private 
development interests to facilitate innovative financing approaches and agreements with 
developers to help fund and construct improvements to the sewage treatment system and 
public water system.  
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§ While the CAC recommended that no extensions of sewer and water service to facilitate new 
growth should be allowed in areas located outside the designated Community Planning 
Areas, the Planning Commission recognizes that exceptions may be necessary, and, 
therefore, recommends that such extensions should be done only as absolutely necessary to 
eliminate failing septic systems.  However, extension of public sewer and water to serve 
large tracts of vacant or agricultural properties located outside of the designated communities 
along the Route 552 and 8 corridors will be strictly prohibited. 

 
It is the intention that areas identified as sewerage disposal problem priority areas by this 
Community Plan and the Comprehensive Water and Sewerage Plan to which public sewer is 
be extended will also be served by public water. While the Planning Area has not been 
extended to encompass these communities since growth from new residential subdivisions 
are not targeted for these areas, it is recognized that there will be infill development as a 
result of the extension of public water and sewer.  Therefore, in addition to planning for 
sewer and water infrastructure, there also needs to be appropriate planning for stormwater 
management facilities and retrofits, interconnectivity of roads and road improvements, school 
capacity as a result of infill development, commercial/civic area, as well and planning for 
recreational amenities, all of which can be provided through public/private partnerships if 
properly planned and anticipated.  These facilities and public utilities as well as any 
additional requirements will need to be addressed prior to finalizing plans for the 
construction of the public water and sewer utilities to serve the health needs of the residents. 

 
▪ Acquisition of Parkland. Several new park locations which offer opportunities to enhance 

public access to several shoreline areas are identified on Map 5-3.  Key targeted acquisitions 
include portion of the Davidson Farm to support passive recreation activities and lands 
identified on Map 5-3 as “proposed parks/water access.” Several of these locations may be 
acquired through negotiation with developers as part of the development approval process.  
Most, however, will likely need to be acquired with the use of public funds.  It is likely that 
Land and Water Conservation program funding or Program Open Space funding will be less 
than sufficient to support these acquisition needs.  Alternative means of financing their 
acquisition should be explored and may include a Kent Island Parkland Acquisition program 
funded by an Island-wide special taxing district, partnership with conservancy organizations 
who may support acquisition initiatives, or a bond issue to underwrite the cost of acquisition.   

 
§ Create a true open space system by improving pedestrian-bicycle links between existing 

and proposed open space and recreation areas, such as Matapeake Landing, Mowbray Park, 
Davidson Farm Park, Terrapin Park and Love Point Park and other locations shown on Map 
5-3 as they are acquired over time. 

 
§ Use community open space, recreational facilities, and protection of environmentally 

sensitive areas as buffers between existing communities.  
 
§ Shoreline development buffers should be incorporated into the design of all future 

developments so that they augment opportunities to broaden the extent of the open space 
system.  
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§ Construct New Fire Department Facilities in North Chester on lands acquired for a new 
Fire House adjacent to the Chester Route 50/301 overpass. 

 
§ Evaluate need for additional facilities to house Fire and Emergency Medical Services to 

support changing demographics and age characteristics of the population. 
 
§ Utilize the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance to require dedication of Off-site 

Improvements. Wherever necessary off site road and stormwater management 
improvements should be required if the proposed development will create off-site impacts. 
Land dedications for necessary public facilities and public access should also be required 
when necessary. 

 
§ Develop clear and objective methodologies that can be used to assess the transportation, 

environmental, historical and fiscal impacts of development proposals that can be clearly 
understood and provide outcomes that can be trusted by developers and residents alike. 

 
§ Re-evaluate and where necessary revise the County’s adequate public facilities 

ordinance and impact fee programs to assure an equitable portion of the cost of providing 
facilities and services are borne by the new development that prompted the demand for these 
facilities and services. 

 
§ Adopt and implement a mix of ordinances and fee structures that ensure existing levels 

of public services are maintained and improved when necessary, for all facilities and 
services including schools, libraries, roads at least at a Level of Service “C,” public parks and 
trails, police, fire, emergency medical services, solid waste disposal and stormwater 
management facilities.   

 
§ Establish more exacting and predictable standards for development including standards 

for site design, building architecture and compatibility, height and lighting, signage, and 
landscaping.  

 
§ Explore opportunities to develop regional stormwater management/drainage systems in 

order to more effectively control runoff and pollution from existing developed sites and 
undeveloped areas within the designated community planning areas. A County sponsored 
drainage program and a “Public Drainage Board” should be established to address 
stormwater management and drainage problems. 

 
§ Improve coordination between the County and neighborhood homeowners associations. 

Such coordination can ensure that communities are more aware of county issues, and could 
be in the form of a newsletter or e-mail to the community associations.   

 
§ Adopt Design Guidelines to improve the physical appearance of commercial 

development and redevelopment along the Route 50/301 corridor and Route 8.  Specific 
direction for the content of these guidelines is provided as a component of the Vision 
Statement (see Chapter 5).  
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§ Refer to the State Highway Administration’s (SHA) Scenic Byway Design Guidelines 

whenever any type of road improvements occur along the Chesapeake Country 
National Scenic Byway (Route 18).  Locations along the Scenic Byway should be identified 
for pedestrian and bicycle vistas, as well as places where vehicles can stop, park, and 
appreciate the vista.   

 
§ Encourage shoreline stabilization in waterfront areas with significant erosion. Invasive, 

non-native vegetation such as phragmites should be eradicated and replaced with beneficial 
indigenous plants. Removal of phragmites should be specifically targeted at locations where 
scenic views from public roads are obscured by this noxious plant.  Encourage the opening of 
creeks to historic depths enabling a wider variety of public use. 

 
§ Encourage the development of a youth center.  Possible locations might include the 

adaptive re-use of the Kent Island Fire House once the new one is finished, or the existing 
Safeway grocery store in Chester after completion of the new Safeway grocery store. 

  
§ Encourage development of new community facilities including a Tennis Club and 

Equestrian Center.  In these cases, a partnership with the private sector could be considered 
that may make some portion of County parkland available for development of these kinds of 
recreation facilities. 

 
§ Increase the range of medical and health care services and facilities that are now locally 

available to provide medical care on a twenty-four hour a day seven days a week basis.  
Provision of such services will reduce the need for residents to travel out-of-County to meet 
many of their health care needs.  To achieve this objective the support of the existing 
community of medical providers should be solicited to determine what obstacles may exist 
and the best means by which they may be overcome.   

 
§ Transient truck stop and inspection station.  It is recognized that a westbound facility 

along Route 50/301 near to the Bay Bridge is planned.  Any implementation along Route 
50/301 westbound must be sited off Kent Island. 

 
 
 
Summary 
 
The “contained-growth” philosophy established in this plan has resulted in reductions in the size 
of designated Community Planning Areas, placed greater emphasis on redevelopment rather than 
new development, and proposes limitations on growth both within and outside the reduced 
Community Planning Areas to protect environmentally sensitive areas.  These changes should 
support the provision of more efficient and fiscally responsible delivery of public services for 
Kent Island.  This plan has been designed to contain growth so that the distribution of 
infrastructure and facilities can be provided in a more cost-effective manner.  
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Chapter 7: 

 Plan Implementation Options and 
Recommendations 

 
Chapters 5 and 6 of this plan identified several measures to be taken to implement 
recommendations identified in each chapter.  Many of these recommendations require steps be 
taken to institute new programs, and establish new regulations or standards against which future 
development proposals can be properly judged.  Other recommendations focus on modifying 
existing County regulations to assure they better achieve intended results.  The following are 
specific recommendations for implementation of the Plan. 

 
Adopt Design Guidelines 
  
Design guidelines for development of the Chester Town Center expansion and for infill 
development or redevelopment throughout the Chester and Stevensville Planning Area can do 
much to achieve components of the CAC’s vision.  (see Foreword I).  Such guidelines can 
establish benchmarks for enhancing the character and qualities of both communities as infill 
development and redevelopment occurs over time.  To that end, Appendices D through F of this 
plan identify standards to guide the future form, character and qualities that should evolve in 
both communities over time.  These standards should be applied to virtually all forms of 
development in the Chester/Stevensville Planning Area and implemented by incorporating them 
into the County’s existing regulatory framework and permit approval processes.   

 
Bay Bridge/Island Gateway Site  
 
The Bay Bridge/Island Gateway Site is a prominent location that creates and enhances the “sense 
of entry” and arrival to the Island, County and the Eastern Shore, and reflects the Eastern Shore 
“feel and “Island Character.”  Because this location is so prominent, the Citizen Advisory 
Committee recommended a design competition as a means of securing the very best treatment of 
the site that reflects proposed public uses and design objectives.  However, the Planning 
Commission proposes that design standards should be established to insure the highest possible 
quality in architecture and landscape treatment of this site.   
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Support Preservation of Kent Island’s Historic Resources 
 
The preservation, maintenance, documentation, study, and public access to historic resources on 
Kent Island should be a priority for the County.  Toward that end an Historic Preservation 
Ordinance should be enacted.  The county should include funding in its operating budget for 
historic preservation and should appropriate other funds as may be needed. 
 
The County should enact the necessary ordinances to qualify for state matching grants and 
should fund the position of a county archaeologist/historian to support the preservation of 
historic resources on Kent Island and throughout the County. 

 
Additional Recommendations  
 
The following table provides an assessment of alternative planning and land use management 
tools.  Each has been considered for application in the Chester and Stevensville communities to 
achieve various planning objectives.  Tools described represent both regulatory (e.g. zoning 
provisions, subdivision regulation reforms, etc.) and non-regulatory (easement donation and 
acquisition programs, capital improvements strategies, transferable development rights 
programs, etc) approaches to achieving plan objectives.  Many of the tools identified are already 
in use in Queen Anne’s County but their application, in some cases, may be broadened or re-
focused to improve their effectiveness.  Others represent new tools that could or should be 
considered for application to achieve objectives identified by the Citizens Advisory Committee.  
In addition to the tools and techniques in the following table, the Planning Commission also 
recommends that in new developments all service lines should be installed underground in order 
to improve and maintain aesthetics and safety. 
 
The table identifies the implementation option or tool being considered, provides a brief 
description of the purpose or traditional application of the particular technique or tool, followed 
by a recommendation for how and where it might be best applied or utilized by the County to 
better direct growth, protect resource lands, maintain rural character, establish greenbelts in 
specific locations, assure quality development, or finance improvements, programs, or projects 
that are recommended in this plan. 
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Tool or 
Technique 

Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

#1 
Growth 
Boundaries or 
designated 
growth areas 
 

Growth Boundaries provide guidance 
for future growth by establishing a 
dividing line between areas appropriate 
for community development and areas 
appropriate for agriculture, rural, and 
resource uses.  Growth Boundaries are 
typically set for a twenty-year time 
period and should allow for adequate 
development opportunities within the 
boundary to maintain the market’s 
confidence in the Growth Boundaries 
effectiveness.  Establishing Growth 
Boundaries provides local governments 
with greater predictability and certainty 
regarding where development can be 
anticipated to occur and, therefore, the 
knowledge needed to judiciously budget 
for capital improvements and 
infrastructure investment.  
 

Queen Anne’s County currently utilizes 
Community Planning Area Boundaries 
in the sense that they represent mapped 
Priority Funding Areas (PFA’s) under 
the guidelines of Maryland’s Smart 
Growth Initiatives.  Six Community 
Planning Area are identified in the 
2002 County Comprehensive Plan. 
Chester and Stevensville are two of 
them.   The size and configuration of 
these two Community Planning Area’s 
should be revised so that their 
boundaries are consistent with  
Map 5-1.  

   
#2 
Conservation 
Easement 

Conservation easements are easements 
granting a right or interest in real 
property that is appropriate to retaining 
land or water areas predominately in 
their natural, scenic, open, or wooded 
condition.  Such easements typically 
preclude or limit development and 
retain such areas as suitable habitat for 
fish, plants or wildlife or maintain 
existing land uses such as agriculture 
on the land.  Easements may be 
acquired but many are donated in 
exchange for the tax benefits which the 
owners derive.   
 
Conservation easements have been 
used to protect 54,813 acres, which is 
over 1/5 of the land area in Queen 
Anne’s County to date.  Of that, 2,700 
acres of those acres are located on 
Kent Island which represents 
approximately 13% of the Island land 
area. 

A number of organizations have 
acquired easements including the 
Maryland Environmental Trust, 
Eastern Shore Land Conservancy, 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation, The 
Conservation Foundation and others.  
Greater use of easements should be 
promoted on Kent Island since they 
provide more permanent long term 
protection of land resources than can 
be assured by zoning. Acquisition of 
easements should be targeted for lands 
designated as proposed Greenbelts 
immediately adjacent to designated 
Community Planning Areas or scenic 
viewsheds (see Maps 5-3 and 5-4) and 
might also be targeted for lands on 
Kent Island that are zoned AG 
(Agricultural) or CS (Countryside) that 
are located outside the Chester and 
Stevensville Community Planning 
Areas. 
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Tool or 
Technique 

Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

#3 
Maryland 
Agricultural 
Land 
Preservation 
Program 

The Maryland Agricultural Land 
Preservation Foundation program is a 
purchase of development rights (PDR) 
program.  It was created by the 
Maryland General Assembly to 
preserve, in perpetuity, productive 
farmland and woodland for the 
continued production of food and fiber.  
Funding for the program is provided by 
the Agricultural Transfer Tax, local 
government matching funds, special 
grants, and donations. 
 
This program has been quite effective in 
supporting County farmland protection 
efforts. 

To date, some 19,114 acres of 
farmland in the County have been 
afforded permanent protection by 
easements acquired through MALPF 
purchase of development rights.  
(This figure is included as part of the 
54,813 acre figure noted above in #2) 
An additional 12,970 acres of land are 
in MALPF Districts (a pre-condition 
for sale of easements to MALPF).  A 
total of 32,084 acres of farmland have 
therefore received some level of 
protection through this program.  
Currently, approximately 700 acres 
have been protected on Kent Island 
through MALPF. This program holds 
great promise to protect farmlands on 
Kent Island if it continues to be 
sustained over time and used in 
combination with new initiatives such 
as the Purchase of Development 
Rights (PDR) to preserve agricultural 
lands.   
 

   

#4 
Greenbelt 

Means of protecting shoreline 
resources from development or 
defining an edge to developed 
communities to enhance their identity. 
Greenbelts can provide a distinct edge 
to avoid spillover suburbanization that 
impacts community character and 
places demands on public services. 
 

Greenbelts should be established in 
Queen Anne’s County in areas 
consistent with recommendations 
identified in this plan, and in 
locations adjacent to unique or 
sensitive resource environments along 
shorelines. 
 
Greenbelts are recommended to 
define the Chester/Stevensville 
community planning envelopes and 
provide clear edges and a better sense 
of arrival into each of the two 
communities.  
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Technique 

Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

#5 
Transferable 
Development 
Rights (TDR) 

TDR programs are used to transfer the 
development potential from certain 
types of land, such as resource lands, 
targeted greenways, or agricultural lands 
to areas designated for growth.  TDR is 
typically a market-driven, incentive-
based mechanism, by which it becomes 
possible to sell development rights 
without actually buying or selling the 
land. Some programs use a TDR Bank, 
to jumpstart the program or connect 
willing buyers and sellers.  
 
  
 

The County TDR program was 
initiated in 1987.  However, to date, 
development proposals in the 
receiving areas (which are the 
Community Planning Areas) have not 
opted to take advantage of TDR’s.  
The densities currently being allowed 
in the County’s Community Planning 
Areas may be sufficient to eliminate 
any market incentive for TDR 
purchase.  Incentives and dis-
incentives for use of TDR’s needs to 
be re-examined in the context of the 
marketplace.  This may prompt 
changes in zoning or the spatial 
currency assigned to TDR’s to 
encourage greater use. 
 
Criteria for TDR use should continue 
to target Community Planning Areas 
as receiving areas.  TDR could also be 
used to create Greenbelts around 
designated Community Planning Areas 
by designating them as “sending 
areas.” Greenbelts would be 
designated sending areas and 
Community Planning Areas or County 
Priority Funding Areas (PFA’s) would 
be receiving areas.  Such a program 
might be more successful if a TDR 
“Bank” were established to facilitate 
transfers.  Finally, TDR may have 
limited application on Kent Island 
since reductions in the size of the 
community planning areas that are 
recommended in this plan may not 
permit an adequate land area for 
receiving development rights.   
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Tool or 

Technique 
Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

#6 
Purchase of 
Development 
Rights (PDR) 

PDR programs utilize public funds to 
purchase the development potential 
from privately held land.  Typically, 
the landowner voluntarily sells the 
development rights and receives 
compensation for the development 
restrictions placed on the land in the 
form of a conservation easement.  Title 
remains with the land and can be 
transferred, although use of the land 
may be limited to farming or open 
space.  PDR programs may be targeted 
to protect farmland (e.g. the Maryland 
Agricultural Land Preservation 
Program) or to protect resource lands, 
sometimes in connection with 
easement donations (e.g. Maryland 
Environmental Trust, Nature 
Conservancy, The Conservation Fund, 
etc.).   

PDR is being successfully used in 
Queen Anne’s as part of the County’s 
Agricultural Preservation Program 
through MALPF (as previously 
discussed).  PDR has also been used by 
conservancy organizations to acquire a 
number of easements in other locations.  
Since easement lands are protected 
from development in perpetuity, such 
programs provide permanence and 
greater assurance of protection than can 
be provided by zoning.   
 
Any and all types of easement purchase 
programs should be more actively 
promoted on Kent Island.  PDR should 
also be considered as an alternative 
means of compensating landowners at 
Community Planning Area edges where 
greenbelts are proposed to define those 
edges.  Easements acquired by the 
County should be held in perpetuity.   

   

#7 
Infill/and  
Community 
Redevelopment 

Community redevelopment is a planning 
tool to revitalize or improve existing 
neighborhoods by redeveloping existing 
buildings and properties that are blighted 
and/or diminish the character and 
function of a neighborhood or 
community.  Infill and redevelopment 
can revitalize existing communities or 
neighborhoods, promote downtown 
businesses, provide adequate and 
affordable housing on existing 
infrastructure, clean up of contaminated 
sites or “brownfields,” and reduce the 
consumption of resource lands to 
support growth.  
 
 

This tool has been used in portions of 
both the Chester and Stevensville area, 
particularly over the past 10 years.  The 
County should encourage continued use 
of this technique in both communities 
to better utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce demand for development in new 
locations, and enhance the character 
and quality of existing development.  
Benefits can include improved design 
in redevelopment, addition of 
landscaping, provision of affordable 
housing (2nd and 3rd floors), and 
utilization of existing infrastructure.  
 
New residential and commercial 
development, infill development and 
redevelopment in the Chester and 
Stevensville communities shall be 
consistent with the Design Standards 
contained in this plan as Appendices B 
through E. 
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Technique 
Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

#8 
Critical Area 
Growth 
Allocation 

Growth Allocation is a means of re-
designating land for more intense 
development in the Critical Area.  
Typically used to modify one dwelling 
unit per 20 acre limitation on 
development in Critical Area Resource 
Conservation Areas (approximately 
30,000 acres) to intensify development 
or secure waterfront subdivision 
approvals.   
 
Only 5% of Queen Anne’s “Resource 
Conservation Lands” (approximately 
1,500 acres) can be reclassified for use 
with Growth Allocation over time.  
County policy generally limits award of 
growth allocation to designated growth 
areas including Chester and 
Stevensville.  
 

Substantial areas of Kent Island have 
been awarded Growth Allocation in the 
past.  Even though the CAC 
recommended that no future award of 
Critical Area Growth Allocation should 
be granted on Kent Island, nevertheless, 
the Planning Commission recognizes 
that in order to achieve the County’s 
goals it may be necessary for very 
careful and limited use in the award of 
Growth Allocation in the future in the 
Chester and Stevensville Community 
Planning Areas. 
 
 

   

#9 
Large Lot 
Residential 
Zoning 
 

Large lot residential zoning has been a 
method used in attempts to reduce the 
amount and rate of growth in 
communities.  The concept is that 
requiring larger lot sizes results in a 
lower density or intensity of 
development.  Large lot zoning has 
been seen as desirable by some 
communities because it appears to 
preserve a semi-rural character.  
However, the major weakness with this 
approach is it “eats up” the land, and 
amplifies the rate of sprawl.  Even a 
moderate form of large lot zoning, for 
example 2 to 5 acre lots, consumes up 
to fifteen times as much land for the 
same population as smaller lot 
residential zoning. It also increases the 
price of housing so that only the more 
affluent can afford to locate in the 
County. 

Large lot zoning typically results in an 
accelerated loss of rural land and 
increased sprawl.  Both are inimical to 
farming economies.  Due to the fact 
that homes are forced to be distant 
from one another it is very costly to 
provide services to residents.  
Everything from school bus routing to 
garbage collection becomes more 
expensive on a per household basis.   It 
does little for the environment since 
large lot subdivisions are dependent on 
septic systems and require longer road 
networks to serve lots spread 
throughout a larger land area.  This 
spreading of homesites also makes it 
difficult to preserve vegetation and 
habitat values that may exist on the 
site.  Therefore, this plan does not 
recommend its use.   
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#10 
Density & 
Intensity 
Regulations 

Density and intensity regulations 
control growth by regulating the 
number of units which may be built on 
a particular site, but usually provide 
some flexibility in development form 
rather than prescribing a lot size.  
Intensity regulations are typically 
applied to commercial or industrial 
development in the form of limiting the 
floor area or bulk of a building to a 
percentage of the site, commonly 
expressed as a floor area ratio (FAR).  
Other intensity standards may include 
impervious surface ratios, limiting 
amounts of exterior storage, hours of 
operation, or total trips per acre per 24 
hours.  Both density and intensity 
regulations have been and continue to 
be used in Queen Anne’s County. 
 

Areas located near towns or within 
designated Community Planning Areas 
or Priority Funding Areas are the most 
appropriate location for application of 
density and intensity regulations.  Both 
the density and intensity of 
development permitted in these areas 
should be re-examined to insure 
targeted densities for these areas are 
being achieved.  Within PFA’s 
“Planned Development” regulations 
should be developed to promote the 
mix of housing types and mix of uses 
envisioned for these areas to enable 
them to function as neighborhoods 
rather than as characterless, 
homogenized suburban enclaves.  (see 
Appendix B) 
 

   

# 11 
Performance 
Standards: 
Quality of Site 
Design 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Performance standards relating to the 
quality of site design were developed in 
response to the limitations of traditional 
density and intensity regulations. 
Performance standards focus more on 
how development is carried out rather 
than concentrating on what 
development takes place.  Uses are 
permitted provided pre-set performance 
standards are met.  These standards 
may typically include requirements to 
control access to maintain the carrying 
capacity of a road system or 
requirements for stormwater 
detention/retention or erosion control. 
 
 

While performance standards are 
suitable in certain circumstances, this 
Plan recommends that better Design 
Standards should be considered.  These 
standards relate to character and 
appearance of development, and would 
include architectural features, measures 
to enhance streetscape, or various other 
measures that might assure the quality 
of future development is enhanced. 
 
New residential and commercial 
development, infill development and 
redevelopment in the Chester and 
Stevensville communities should be 
consistent with the Design Standards 
contained in this plan as Appendices B 
through E. 
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# 12 
Historic 
District Zoning 

Historic District Zoning is a form of 
overlay zoning that imposes a set of 
requirements in addition to those of 
the underlying zoning district.  
Overlay zones are typically applied 
when there is a special public interest 
in a particular geographic area, such as 
an historic village.  Article 66B of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland provides 
enabling legislation for the local 
designation of Historic Districts, 
adoption of Historic District Zoning, 
creation of a Historic District 
Commission and procedures for design 
review within the local district. 
 

Establishing Historic District Zoning 
within the Stevensville Village Center 
Core will preserve the unique character 
and historic buildings in the core of 
Stevensville.  The exact boundaries 
should be established with a 
comprehensive inventory of the area 
and with significant input from local 
property owners as part of the Public 
Hearing process associated with 
instituting a new Zoning District. 
 

   

#13 
Performance 
Standards: 
Environmental 
Protection 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Performance standards are also 
frequently used to protect 
environmentally sensitive areas.  
Performance standards can be used to 
establish specific levels or percentages 
of various site resources to be 
protected.  
 
Environmental performance standards 
are more effective at controlling the 
impact of growth than in controlling 
the location of growth.     
 
Most of these standards currently take 
the form of environmental protection 
performance standards in the form of 
Stormwater Management and 
Sediment and Erosion Control 
requirements or site impervious 
surface limitations (Critical Area) that 
must be met. 
 

Queen Anne’s County currently uses a 
number of environmental performance 
standards that must be met as 
conditions of development approval.  
The County should continue to use all 
of the environmental performance 
standards it currently has in place.  
Many of these standards are State 
driven through Stormwater 
Management regulations, flood plain 
regulations, Forest Conservation Act 
requirements and the Critical Areas 
Program.   
 
Protection standards should be 
enhanced in light of recommendations 
for policy changes recommended in this 
plan and additional standards should be 
added to achieve these policies. 
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#14 
Highway 
Corridor 
Overlay Zones 
 
 
 

An overlay zone is a mapped zone that 
imposes a set of requirements in 
addition to those of the underlying 
zoning district.  Such zones are typically 
applied when there is a special public 
interest in a particular geographic area 
(e.g. the location of sensitive natural 
features) that does not coincide with the 
underlying zone boundaries.  Highway 
corridor zoning is an adaptation of the 
overlay zoning technique.   Hilton Head 
S.C. uses this technique to “encourage 
and better articulate positive visual 
experiences along the island’s major 
existing and proposed highways.”  Other 
communities have also used this 
technique to provide visual protection 
and to establish standards for design 
review of commercial corridor 
development.   
 
This technique can also be used to better 
manage the character and features of the 
ubiquitous “big box” development.   

When the quality of commercial 
development is discussed in Chester 
and Stevensville, the focus turns to the 
Route 50 corridor entering the County 
from the Bay Bridge.  Complaints 
include unsightly strip-style 
commercial development with unsafe 
vehicular access, confusing or 
inharmonious signage, and other 
accouterments of the typical 
commercial strip.   
 
Highway corridor zoning coupled with 
design review is recommended in this 
plan and can foster landscaping, 
signage, architectural and lighting 
standards to enhance the quality of 
future development or re-development 
along the Route 50 as well as the Route 
8 & 18 corridors.  (see Appendix C) 
 
Such overlay zoning should also create 
forested buffers between the 
development and the highway to reduce 
noise and visual pollution.  Concrete 
noise abatement walls should not be 
constructed. 

   
#15 
Floating Zones 
 

A floating zone is the same as a 
conventional zone district except that it 
is not designated on the official zoning 
map.  As a result, when enacted into law 
though adoption of the zoning 
ordinance, it “floats” over the County 
until upon approval of a landowner’s 
application, it is affixed to a particular 
parcel(s) by a second ordinance 
amending the zoning map.  The text of a 
floating zone will normally describe 
certain conditions to be met for such 
approval— a minimum parcel size, 
location with respect to streets or 
utilities— or a particular purpose to be 
served for its application. 
 

The use of Floating Zones for Chester 
and Stevensville is not recommended 
by this Plan. 
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#16 
Open Space 
Development; 
Cluster 
Development; 
Density 
averaging; or 
Conservation 
Development 
 
(Appropriate for 
Rural area 
application) 

Each of these tools is designed to 
cluster or concentrate the volume of 
development permitted on a given tract 
into a smaller area in order to preserve 
the remainder as open space or 
farmland.  Although the density of 
development, permitted by the zoning 
remains the same, the development is 
clustered on a smaller portion of the 
site using smaller lot sizes which 
preserves land and reduces 
development costs.  Grouping 
residential units into one area requires 
less investment to support 
infrastructure.  Open Space or cluster 
development programs can be 
mandatory, (requiring all development 
on sites to be clustered) or voluntary 
(leaving the option to cluster or not to 
the landowners discretion).  

This technique has been applied in the 
County as a voluntary tool or option for 
residential development.  The incentive 
for use is provided by allowing smaller 
lot sizes and a density increase when 
cluster provisions are utilized.  These 
provisions have been used to and have 
protected approximately 18,000 acres 
of land Countywide through deed 
restrictions from development on 85% 
of the properties where this has been 
applied.  Open space from cluster 
development on Kent Island is 546 
acres.    
 
The County should retain the 
limitations that require clustering to 
utilize only 15% of the site in the rural 
areas have the effect of establishing a  
“maximum lot size” when clustering is 
used to assure a higher percentage 
(85% of the site) of farmland or open 
space is retained on the site. Provisions 
to require visual screening of rural 
development should be adopted to 
enhance efforts to protect rural 
character and scenic views.  

   
#17 
Special 
Assessment or 
Special Taxing 
District 
 
 
 

A special assessment is a charge 
imposed by a local government upon the 
owners of property which benefit 
specifically from a local public 
improvement.  Street improvements, 
sidewalks, storm drainage system 
improvements, and streetlighting are 
commonly financed by such a special 
assessment. 

Queen Anne’s County may find it 
appropriate in some cases to use this 
tool, but by and large, it should be used 
on a limited basis.  A special 
assessment may be invalidated if it is 
shown that the improvement does not 
confer a special benefit to the assessed 
property.   
 
A Special Taxing District could be used 
to finance public streetscape 
improvements in either downtown 
Stevensville or Chester.  Such 
improvements might, in turn, further 
stimulate investment in the form of 
downtown area re-development. 
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#18 
Planned 
Mixed-use 
Development 
or Planned 
Unit 
Development 
 
(Appropriate for 
targeted 
development 
area 
application) 

Planned unit development (PUD) is a 
device which allows a development to 
be planned and built as a unit and which 
permits variations in many of the 
traditional controls related to density, 
land use, setbacks, open space and other 
design elements.  It is both a type of 
development and a regulatory process.  
PUD’s typically are permitted flexibility 
in site design that allows buildings to be 
clustered; mixtures of housing types; 
combining housing with neighborhood 
shopping facilities; and better design 
and arrangement of open space.  They 
can also be used to require a mandatory 
percentage of affordable housing be 
provided. 
 

The Stevensville Master Planned 
Development Zoning District (SMPD) 
and Chester Master Planned 
Development Zoning District (CMPD) 
should be revised to improve the 
traditional neighborhood character and 
qualities in the Community Planning 
Area.   
 
   

   

# 19 
Adequate 
Public 
Facilities 
Ordinances 
 
 
 
 
 

An adequate public facilities ordinance 
(APFO) requires developers to provide 
new, additional, or upgraded existing 
public facilities that are necessary to 
address the impact on facilities from 
their project.  An APFO typically 
requires these facilities when the 
existing and planned community 
facilities will not provide or maintain 
an adequate level of service to meet 
community needs.   APF ordinances 
control the development process by 
conditioning development approval on 
a showing or finding that sufficient 
infrastructure and services are present 
or will be provided at the time they are 
required. 
 
 
 

An APF ordinance requires that 
adequacy be defined by setting levels 
of service standards for libraries, 
public parks and trails, water supply, 
waste treatment, transportation 
facilities, schools, police, fire, 
emergency medical services, solid 
waste disposal, senior services, 
stormwater management facilities and 
other public services and facilities. An 
APF ordinance also requires the 
provision of criteria which establish a 
consistent methodology for identifying 
the impacts of proposed development.  
Such an ordinance is in place in Queen 
Anne’s and has been useful as a tool to 
manage development within PFA’s 
and assure that facilities and services 
are in place prior to development.  
This plan recommends examination 
and revision of APFO standards where 
appropriate. (See Chapter 6) 
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#20 
Capital 
Improvements 
Program 
 
 

The Capital Improvements Program 
(CIP) is the timetable by which the 
County indicates the timing and level of 
funding it intends to provide for public 
facility improvements over a specified 
duration (typically 5 years).  By 
committing itself to a timetable for 
extension or upgrade of facilities, growth 
is managed to some extent. Few 
developers can or are willing to put up 
sufficient capital to develop land in 
advance of the scheduled public 
investment.  

The County should continue to examine 
opportunities to make even greater use of 
its CIP as a growth management tool.  A 
CIP that is coordinated with extension and 
access policies can provide a significant 
degree of control over the location and 
timing of development.  It will also 
influence the cost of growth since 
infrastructure costs required by new 
development can be reduced by 
scheduling and providing services in an 
orderly fashion.  Both developers and the 
County citizens derive relative certainty 
regarding the pace and timing of 
development.  

   

 
#21  
Streamlined 
Processing / 
Priority Status 
for Economic 
Development 
Projects  

The sixth “Vision” in Section 1.01 of 
Article 66B of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, states that “to assure the 
achievement of items (1) through (5) of 
this section, economic growth is 
encouraged and regulatory mechanisms 
are streamlined.” 
 
The eight “Visions” in Art. 66B are: 
(1) development is concentrated in suitable 

areas; 
(2) sensitive areas are protected; 
(3) in rural areas, growth is directed to 

existing population centers and resource 
areas are protected; 

(4) stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and 
the land is a universal ethic; 

(5) conservation of resources, including a 
reduction in resource consumption is 
practiced 

(6) to assure the achievement of items (1) 
through (5) of this section, economic 
growth is encouraged and regulatory 
mechanisms are streamlined; 

(7) adequate public facilities and 
infrastructure under the control of the 
county or municipal corporation are 
available or planned in areas where 
growth is occur; and 

(8) funding mechanisms are addressed to 
achieve these Visions. 

 
In order to encourage redevelopment of 
underutilized commercial spaces the 
County should consider adoption of a 
policy whereby commercial 
redevelopment projects within the 
Planning Area be given priority status 
through the development review 
process, and review of such projects are 
streamlined. 
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#22 
Impact Fees 
and Exactions 
 
 
 
 
 

Impact fees are regulatory devices used 
by local governments to impose charges 
on new development in order to generate 
revenues for capital funding.  Their 
application is based on the principle that 
new growth and development should be 
required to pay a pro rata share of the 
costs to the community for providing new 
public facilities and services when it can 
be demonstrated that such development 
prompts the need for additional services 
or facilities to maintain pre-development 
levels of service.  These fees are used to 
pay for off-site infrastructure that is 
necessitated by or prompted by new 
development.  
 
Development exactions accomplish the 
same end as impact fees, but occur at a 
different point in the land development 
process.  They take the form of mandatory 
dedication of land or facilities in-lieu of 
fees and usually occur as part of the 
process in approval of final subdivision 
plats.   
 
Queen Anne’s currently levies an impact 
fee for schools and public safety on each 
new dwelling and a public safety impact 
fee on non-residential development.   

Impact fees should be re-examined and 
increased where reasonable.  However, 
impact fees have been difficult to justify 
in many slower growth communities.   
Court decisions upholding the use of 
impact fees require that they meet a three 
part standard or “rational nexus test”:   
 
§ New development must demand new 

capital facilities or the new 
development must create a need for 
new capital facilities. 

 
§ A close relationship must exist 

between the new development and the 
need for the new facilities.  
Government may require the new 
development to pay its “fair or 
proportionate share” for new facilities 
but not more than its share. 

 
§ The fee collected must benefit the 

development that pays it.  Cases 
regarding this question generally agree 
however, that the capital facilities 
need not exclusively benefit the 
persons who pay for them (i.e. the 
general public may also use them). 

 
§ Courts are generally more inclined to 

uphold impact fees if the community 
has a definite plan as to how it will 
spend the money.  Some courts have 
required placement of funds in special 
accounts to insure they are spent for 
the facilities for which they were 
collected. 
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#23 
Excise Tax 

An excise tax is an internal tax levied on 
the manufacture, sale, or consumption of 
a commodity within a community.  
Since 1994, Caroline County has levied 
an excise tax on every new lot created 
by subdivision of land in a rural district.  
The tax is assessed and payable at the 
time the lot is initially sold or 
transferred.  The tax ranges from $100 
per lot to $750 per lot depending on the 
number of lots created.  Proceeds are 
committed to the County’s Agricultural 
Land Preservation Fund and may only 
be used for purchase of development 
rights on agricultural land.  The County 
has recently received authority from the 
State legislature to broaden its 
application and use of this tool.   

An excise tax could be considered for 
use for similar purposes in Queen 
Anne’s County but express authority to 
utilize this tool may be required from 
the State legislature.  Legal issues 
regarding the concurrent use of both an 
excise tax and impact fees may also 
need to be evaluated before such a tax 
should be levied. 
 
If legally defensible, revenues collected 
from new lots on Kent Island could be 
used to purchase parkland, purchase 
easements, and fund other public 
purposes.   
 
 
 

   

#24 
Mandatory 
Moderately 
Priced 
Dwelling Units 
ordinance 

A mandatory moderately priced dwelling 
units ordinance requires developers to 
include a minimum number of subsidized 
or lower cost housing in their 
conventional projects (both sale and 
rental).  Although enacted ordinances 
differ in their details they are similar in 
certain features.   
 
1.  Ordinances usually apply only to 

large developments (often 50 units 
or more). 

 
2.  The typical required percentage of 

low and moderate income units is 
small (8 to 15%) 

 
3. The ordinances attempt to make the 

requirement economical by 
increasing allowable densities for the 
development. 

 
Montgomery County, Maryland has 
established a Moderately Priced 
Dwelling Unit Program of this type.  
 

The objective of these ordinances is to 
produce moderate income housing for 
residents of the community and to 
avoid an over concentration of 
moderate income housing in particular 
areas of the community.  An MPDU 
Ordinance was adopted by Queen 
Anne’s County in January of 2004, as 
part of Title 18, but has yet to be 
utilized by a developer.   
 
Though not discussed herein, other 
tools to provide affordable housing that 
should be examined include, but may 
not be limited to, commercial 
apartments (2nd floor residential use), 
and employee housing or employee 
subsidies (often occurring within the 
hotel industry or in resort 
communities).   
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#25 
Population 
Cap 

A population cap, attempts to establish 
absolute limits on permissible 
population by setting a numerical limit 
either on population itself or on the 
number of housing units in the 
community.   

No explicit statutory authority allows 
regulation for the purpose of limiting 
absolutely the population within a 
jurisdiction.  Conceivably authority 
might derive from a broad 
interpretation of the general basis for 
regulation: that which is related to the 
public health, safety and welfare.  
Population ceilings treat the growth 
management process as one of no 
growth rather than of managed or 
controlled growth and are therefore 
very controversial and low in political 
viability.  To be legally defensible 
absolute growth limits must show very 
persuasive reasons for their application.  
Therefore, a population cap is not 
recommended for the Chester and 
Stevensville Community Planning 
Areas. 
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Tool or 
Technique 

Description and typical applications Recommendation for use 

# 26 
Population 
Rate Control 
or Building 
Permit Cap 

Population rate control is generally 
accomplished by setting a quota on the 
number of building permits that a 
jurisdiction issues.  While not directly 
protecting specific environments, such a 
quota reduces the overall pressure for 
new development.  Authority for local 
limits on the number of building permits 
that may be issued annually is a function 
of how narrowly the state courts 
interpret enabling legislation and the 
extent of home rule powers.   
 
Constitutional objections to 
development timing ordinances are 
generally taken on four grounds: 
substantive due process, the taking issue, 
the right to travel, and equal protection 
of the laws.  The substantive due process 
argument contains two elements: first, 
that the objective of the ordinance must 
be a legitimate governmental objective, 
and second that the regulations imposed 
must be rationally related to the 
objective.  The takings issue is based on 
the Fifth and Fourteenth amendments of 
the U.S. Constitution.  These 
amendments prohibit government from 
taking private property for a public use 
without just compensation.  A regulation 
on the use of certain parcels of land that 
is so restrictive as to constitute a 
confiscation of the land will either be 
invalidated or the courts will require 
compensation to the owner.  The U.S. 
Supreme Court has held that the right to 
travel, although not specifically 
mentioned in the Constitution, includes 
the right to migrate, resettle, and find a 
new job.  Phased development, by 
placing restrictions on the rate of 
growth, necessarily restrict the right of 
an individual to move into an area. 

Annual limits on new construction 
would probably be politically 
acceptable only if the limits were based 
on a thorough and complex planning 
effort and on a clear perception within 
the community that rapid development 
was posing severe problems.   If used, 
permits for which application is made 
in the early part of the year should not 
necessarily be granted just because the 
year’s allocation has not yet been 
reached.    
 
A rate of growth ordinance is complex 
to administer.  It may be appropriate to 
hold periodic competitions to award the 
limited number of development 
permits.  This requires extensive review 
by staff, over and beyond the normal 
review process, and because of the 
limited number of successful applicants 
is likely to lead frustration on the part 
of a number of unsuccessful applicants.   
 
If a building permit cap is established 
for the combined Chester and 
Stevensville Community Planning 
Areas it should be carefully constructed 
in the context of the Constitutional 
issues discussed.  Careful consideration 
should also be given to procedures and 
process by which such a rate control is 
administered. 
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 Appendix A 

Chester/Stevensville Community Plan 
 SWOT Analysis Rankings* 
 
*  Note: Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats receiving 3 or more votes are shown in bold 
   
COMMUNITY STRENGTHS RANKING 
 

12 The Bay 
9 Wildlife/Waterfowl 
8 Waterfront Community 
8 Natural Resources (Crabs, Oysters, Fishing) 
6 Unique (Environmentally, Geographically, and Historically) 
5 Character/Eastern Shore Way of Life 
5 Large Areas of Rural Undeveloped Land adjacent to Settlements 
5 Volunteer Fire Department 
4 Depth of Citizen Concern and Care 
4 Gateway to Something Unique (The Eastern Shore and Rural Lifestyle) 
4 Cross-Island Trail– Walkable Communities 
4 Political Commitment to Responsible Growth 
3 Bucolic Setting 
3 Central location -- access to work destinations 
3 Economic Value of Community and Properties 
3 Sewer System 
3 1631- First Settlement in Maryland 
3 Community/Civic Organization Involvement (Lions Club, Rotary, Character 

Counts, Churches and Fire Department) 
3 Event Potential 
2 Flyway for Migratory Waterfowl 
2 Parks 
2 Library 
2 Small Town Feel 
2 Special Events 

– Bridge Walk 
– Chesapeake Bay Swim 
– Chesapeake Bay Boat Show 
– Boat Racing 
– Wine Festival 
– Boat Festival of Lights 

2 No enormous big box retail 
2 Opportunity for Tourism 
1 Recreation   
1 Historic Stevensville 
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1 Business Parks (Chesapeake Bay Business Park and Thompson Creek Business 
Park) 

1 Traditional Occupations (Farmers and Waterman) 
1 Schools 
1 Route 50 (during the week / not weekend) 
1 Recreation Wonderland 
1 Safe– Low Crime Rate 
1 Scenic Highways 
1 Financial Strengths  

-- Local Banking Industry 
– Available Developers 

1 Socio-Economic Diversity 
1 Kent Island Heritage/Historic Society 
1 Diversity of Housing Options 

 
0 Employment Centers  
0 Boating Industry 
0 Airport 
0 Traditional Historic Businesses (e.g. Friel Lumber) 
0 Percy Thomas Center 
0 Majority of County Population lives on the Island 
0 Tight-Knit Community 
0 It’s an Island 
0 Terrapin Grove 
0 History of Planning 
0 Senior’s Activities (Broad array of activities and recreation offerings) 
0 Branded  “THE SHORE” 
0 Access to Places off the Island 
0 Existing Protective Ordinances 
0 Rural Area without Street Lights and Sidewalks 
0 County and Island are One Jurisdiction (no incorporated towns) 
0 Convenience of Goods and Services within a two mile radius 

  0 Adequate Supply of Housing 
0 Bedroom Community 
0 Diverse Tax Base 
0 Great Restaurants/Dining Opportunities 
0 Meeting/Conference Centers 
0 Waterfront Community  
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COMMUNITY WEAKNESSES RANKING 
 

13 Too much high density growth already approved 
9 Affordable Housing 
8 Traffic/Gridlock 
7 Bay Bridge/Route 50  (Ugly, Pollution, Truck Traffic) 

- Ugly 
- Pollution 
- Truck Traffic 
- Cuts Communities in half 
- Noisy 
- Safety Hazard 
- Gridlock/Congestion 

6 Too Much Discretion left to the Planning Commission  
6 Limited Water Supply 
5 Limited Medical Facilities 
5 No Growth Management Ordinance that affects Rate of Growth 
4 Health of Bay Resources/ Condition of Bay is Deteriorating 
4 Lack of Code Enforcement 

- Signage 
- Beautification 
- Building Guidelines 
- Setbacks 
- Incentives for Property Maintenance (Local or State Programs to 
support) 

3 SPRAWL 
3 Not enough facilities to support youth activities 

- movie theaters 
- YMCA 
- Bowling 
- Public Pool 

3 Infrastructure (Roads and Electric Power) 
3 Southside Connector over Cox Creek needed 
2 Inadequate Enforcement Resources (Police monitoring of speeding, EMS, 

Volunteer Fire) 
2 Growth areas in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
2 Commercial Strip Development 
2 Emphasis on residential versus business/retail development  
2 No Island Center 
2 Lack of Design Standards, Architectural, Landscaping and Signage 
2 Environmental and Natural Resources are exploited and not protected 
2 Ease with which Previous Plans have been ignored by past Commissioners and 

the Planning Office 
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2 Connector Road on the North Side from Benton Road (Queens Landing to 

Stevensville) 
2 Lack of a Local Conservation, Restoration Plan 
1 Competing interests concerning growth    (A chamber of commerce promoting 

growth and citizens who want to decrease growth) 
1 Flooding 
1 Inadequate Protection of Environmental Resources through Zoning 
1 County Finances too dependent on Residential Tax Base 
1 Chester has no “Real” Town Center 
1 Lack of Economic Development Tools 
1 Too Large a percentage of the growth areas have been placed in the Critical Area. 
1 Bad Jobs/Housing Ratio 
1 Future Growth on Septic Systems 
1 Lack of High Speed Internet and Cable TV 
1 Major Power Lines Through Communities (Towns) 
1 Past Plans have not Translated into Effective Growth Management 
1 Overcrowded Schools 
1 Lack of Coordination or Incorporation of public Buildings in the Fabric of 

Communities. 
1 Weak Coordination among Uses (Shared Parking, Impaired Walkability) 
1 High Density Development in Critical Areas and Stormwater Management 

Impacts 
1 Waterfront 

- Taxes 
- siltation and erosion caused by lack of erosion control treatment 
(bulkheads, rip-rap) 
- Agricultural Runoff 
- Siltation of Creeks and water bodies 

1 Inability for Fire Dept. to get funds from new growth and devleopment 
1 Long Term Bay Bridge Umbilical Cord - restrictive affect on Tourism 
1 No Plan to Improve the Flow of Traffic on the Bridge 
1 Lack of Measurable Goals that can be Tracked Over Time 
1 Inability for Fire Dept. to review plans for new development projects 
1 Too Much Development Outside Growth Areas 
1 Definition of Open Space Allows Buildings 
0 Legacy of Previous Stevensville Plan/ Disagreement with the Plan and lack of 

Island Friendly/Bay Friendly Zoning 
0 Hurricanes (only 2 ways off Island and large area could be flooded) 
0 Legacies of previous Commissioners 
0 Past Growth Trends 
0 Too Many People 
0 Bigger Signs are “Better” 
0 Business Park doesn’t bring in High Paying Jobs and Not Enough Jobs 
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0 Retail Stores don’t meet the needs of Island Residents/Limited Retail Mix 
0 Fragile 
0 Floodplains, Streams, Shore Buffers, and Peninsulas 
0 We are a Fragile Island 
0 Interchange at 18/552 ; Postal Road; and Overpass @ Route 8 
0 Aquifers 
0 Boat Ramps not available for local residents; mismanaged; over use by out-of-

County folks 
0 Route 50/301 Noise Abatement 
0 Lack of overpasses over 50/301 
0 Potential Not Reached or Protected/ Quality of development, cultural, and 

environmental 
0 Vacant Stores and Ugly Shopping Centers 
0 Codes that aren’t getting their results 
0 Lacks Commercial and Cultural Centers 
0 Needs are subordinated to less populated, less stressed areas of the County 
0 Neglect of Historic Resources 
0 Attitude– Defeatist Attitude that says “It’s Gone”-- general dis-empowerment 
0 Citizen perception of Congestion greater than LOS analysis using ITE manual 

would indicate. 
0 Non-Point Sources of Pollution 
0 Air Quality (downwind of Baltimore) 
0 Lack of Diversity in the Agricultural Economy 
0 Farmers Caught in the Squeeze/ being Pushed to Sell Out 
0 Ease of Use of Text Amendments  
0 Don’t educate property Owners in the Critical Area on what they should be doing 
0 Inadequate Impact Fees and Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance Requirements 
0 Lack of Racial Diversity 
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COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITIES RANKING 
 

14 Freeze on any New Development 
10 Establish Greenways, Parks, Open Spaces, and Historical Sites 
10 Review and redefine growth areas 
9 To establish an effective Growth management ordinance 
8 Pier One Marina District Expansion to Enhance Gateway 

- Evaluate and Protect Airport for Future Use 
- Use of Land Adjacent to Route 50 

7 Develop Better Design Guidelines/Stricter Standards 
7 To establish Building Permit Cap on Kent Island 
7 To improve Route 8 corridor 
6 Develop Community Design Themes for Chester and Stevensville 
5 Shift the focus of the Planning Areas from Residential to non-residential 

development 
4 To be Pro-active regarding a future Bay Bridge Span  
4 Four Seasons–strengthens market for bookstores, boutiques, more diversity 

in retail services. 
3 To develop Incentives to Draw Businesses into Business Park 
3 Public Support for Funding of: 

- Blue Heron Golf Course Improvements 
- Indoor Tennis 
- Equestrian Park 
- Indoor Pool 

2 Potential Visitors and Customers (Market) 
2 Land Banking for Community Facilities; Open Space; Economic Development, 

and Schools 
2 Historic Stevensville Area could become a Boutique Area 
2 Last Chance to Save Rural Character and Historic Resources to Appeal to 

Tourism 
2 Improve Intersections, Overpasses, Connector Roads; Route 8 Overpass 
2 Airport is an opportunity as another means to get off Island and Federal Grants for 

Flight Commuter Service. 
2 Update County Critical Area Program 
1 Eco-Tourism 
1 Best Management Practices for Pollutants (Require BMP’s) 
1 Enforce Planning and Zoning Rules 
1 Four Seasons - Senior Opportunities 

- 40 million dollars to County Coffers 
- Fire Department 
- Less Strain on School Systems 

1 Entertainment Market may be right for Theaters 
1 Create Special Taxing Districts as a financing tool  
 
 



 

 
 

Adopted May 1, 2007              A – 7 
Appendix A 
Citizen Advisory Committee’s SWOT Analysis Rankings – February 19, 2004 

1 Great place for Historic and Environmental Tours 
1 To establish High Value Use near Route 8 and Route 50 intersection (3 sites) 
0 Limit Future Growth to less than 20 Units per site 
0 Protect and Preserve Kent Island Eastern Shore Heritage 
0 Redefine Open Space 
0 Whole Island a Good Place for Baby Boomers  
0 Lot of Open Space for Potential Town Center in North Chester 
0 To Limit Growth, Particularly Along the Water, Which will Allow for Eco-

Tourism 
0 Re-establish Kent Island Ferry Service 
0 Aquaculture  
0 Opportunity to Improve CAC Team Building to Work Together 
0 Charettes on all Commercial and Residential Developments 
0 Grants for Open Space Acquisition 
0 To establish separate municipal status for Kent Island (self government) 
0 Economic opportunity for slots/gambling 
0 Defunct Bay Model for Park Site 
0 Improve Thompson Creek Road at Route 50 intersection 
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COMMUNITY THREATS RANKING 
 

16 Four Seasons 
- 2700 Cars to Circle 
- 4 lanes through Cross-Island Trail 
- 970 houses located 10 feet apart in the Critical Area 
- could cost taxpayers $40 million 

9 Unintended Consequences:  
-  Stopped Walmart to get Airport Expansion and Stopped Gibson’s Grant to     
get Truck Station 

8 Sewer Lines 
8 1,300 to 1,600 homes on existing Vacant Lots South on Route 8. 
8 Lack of detailed Island-Wide Plan 
7 No Immediate Plans for 3rd Bay Bridge Crossing  
7 Traffic prompted by Four Seasons, Ellendale, and Regional Traffic impacts 
6 Unending and growing economic pressure for growth on Kent Island 
5 Tax Increases 
5 Chesapeake Bay Deterioration and Threat to Eco-Tourism 
5 Widespread Septic System failures in older communities 
5 Lack of adequate policy tools to enforce an island-wide plan 
4 Route 8 South: Additional Development impacts to existing backups down 

Route eight external to Queen Anne’s County 
4 Too much growth outside growth areas 
4 Other jurisdictions create more attractive liveable quality communities 

through responsible development practices that enhance their tax base and 
shift investment away from the Island.  

3 Potable Water Supply 
3 Deforestation 
2 Government making Decisons based on Traffic analysis and Fiscal Impact 

Analysis supplied by Developers which are not prepared conservatively. 
1 Land Banking/Speculation 
1 Four Seasons : 55 foot High Buildings in Critical Area 
1 Younger Citizens move in with Children  
1 Potential Strain on Emergency Services 
1 Island Vulnerable to Major Weather Events (Hurricanes, Floods, Storms) 
1 Threat of De-Valuation and Depreciation of Residential and Commercial 

Properties 
0 Too much Impervious Surface which has increased and is increasing 
0 Older Citizens need Tax Break 
0 Route 18 Design in Front of Western Auto 
0 Intended Use of Properties located Behind Friendly’s Store 
0 TDRs 
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0 Other “Families” moving into houses vacated by Seniors impacting school 
capacity 

0 Dollars from Four Seasons not enough to cover Capital and Operational 
Contribution needed. 

0 Gateway - Threat to losing Resource-Based Industries and Heritage 
0 Existing Quality of Life if Expansion to Sewer Plant is Directed toward New 

Growth 
0 Bay Bridge Airport 
0 Smart Growth (defined by State and local location of sewer) forces development 

along Route 50 
0 Gambling, Drugs traffic, and Crime  
0 State pressure to conform  
0 Lack of Island/wide transportation plan/ lack of connector roads 
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 A guide to creation of Smart Neighborhoods in support of the  
 Chester/Stevensville Community Plan 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
With the Neighborhood Conservation and Smart Growth Act of 1997, the State 
of Maryland directed its resources to revitalize established communities, 
support new development within priority funding areas, and preserve valuable 
resource and open space lands. Maryland has withdrawn its support for 
inefficient and expensive sprawl development, but we still need to use land that 
is developed inside the priority funding areas more efficiently, and to build 
communities that offer people an attractive alternative to single-use, low-
density developments. In 2000, recognizing that local governments maintain 
control over the pattern and character of development through comprehensive 
plans and development regulations, the General Assembly passed legislation 
directing the Maryland Department of Planning to prepare models and 
guidelines for “smart neighborhoods” and infill and redevelopment. The models 
and guidelines will help local governments transform smart growth from the 
realm of the theoretical to brick and mortar reality. Smart Neighborhoods 
Models and Guidelines expands on a 1994 Maryland Office of Planning 
publication, Design Characteristics of Maryland’s Traditional Settlements, which 
examined the characteristics of existing traditional neighborhoods from 
throughout the state and contained model ordinances. These guidelines are 
designed to support the development of lands as recommended in the 
Chester/Stevensville Community Plan.   
 
 

SMART NEIGHBORHOODS DEFINED 
 
Smart neighborhoods are relatively self-contained new communities with a 
compact mix of residential, commercial, employment/office, and civic land uses 
and range of housing choices, with a design that fosters pedestrian and bicycle 
activity, public safety, environmental protection, long-term investment, efficient 
use of infrastructure, and efficient provision of public services.  Although the 
principles that govern smart neighborhoods also apply to redevelopment sites 
with a substantial new development component, “smart neighborhoods” 
generally refers to new development on large infill and greenfield sites, located 
within priority funding areas and consistent with the local government’s master 
plan. 
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INTENT OF SMART NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
The myriad goals of smart neighborhoods are: 
 
1. Efficient use of infrastructure — Proximity to existing or programmed 

infrastructure can minimize demand for new services, and compact, 
mixed-use design reduces the cost of on-site infrastructure 

 
2.  Socioeconomic diversity — Provision of a range of housing types 

encourages socioeconomic diversity within communities and brings 
people closer to jobs. 

 
3.  Transportation choice — Compact, mixed-use design improves access to 

daily destinations for people who cannot or do not wish to drive. 
Development design treats pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile travel as 
equally important. 

 
4.  Environmental quality — Compact, mixed-use design reduces excess 

consumption of land and loss of natural resources, reduces regional 
vehicle miles traveled, and improves regional air and water quality. 

 
5.  Sustained economic health — Compact, mixed-use design creates a 

mutually reinforcing relationship between residential and commercial 
uses. Residents provide a market and employees for businesses, and in 
turn, businesses provide desired amenities and employment opportunities 
for residents. 

 
6.  Sense of community — Compact, mixed-use design helps create a level 

of connection to a mix of housing, and commercial, retail and cultural 
amenities and promotes pedestrian orientation, which can enhance a 
sense of community. 

 
7.  Logical extension and integration of communities — The connectivity of 

pedestrian and vehicular networks, natural systems, and open space 
networks can disperse traffic, promote efficient movement for all modes of 
transportation, enhance environmental protection, increase access to 
nature and recreation, and provide existing communities with needed 
amenities. Provision of civic, commercial, employment/office, residential, 
and open space uses can fill unmet needs of surrounding communities. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SMART NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
In order to achieve the goals listed above, smart neighborhoods should exhibit all of the 
following characteristics: 
 

1.  Integrated mix of uses, including residential, commercial, 
employment/office, civic, and open space; 

 
2.  Range of housing types and densities; 
 
3.  Compact design; 
 
4.  Interconnected streets designed to balance the needs of all users, 

with sidewalks and on-street parking; 
 
5.  Open spaces integral to the community; and 
 
6.  Location adjacent to and extended fabric of existing development. 

 
 

BENEFITS OF SMART NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
All too often, developments occur in haphazard fashion with no forethought about the 
relationship of individual developments to each other, to needed services, or to the natural 
environment. Smart neighborhoods are designed to provide an alternative to single-use, 
low-density developments, and to accommodate growth while minimizing the effects of 
growth on the environment and the cost of infrastructure. A comparison of smart 
neighborhoods to single-use developments can best illuminate the benefits of smart 
neighborhoods. 
 
SMART NEIGHBORHOODS 
 

Transportation choice and walkability  
 

Community interaction and civic life 
 

Efficient use of land 
 

Supports regional environmental 
goals- reduced land consumption, 
improved regional air and water quality 

 

Integration of on-site environmental 
features  

Planned open space 

 

Efficient use of infrastructure 
 

Synergistic effect of mixed-use, in 
which residential and commercial uses 
support each other and contribute to 
long-term vitality 

 

Enhances and complements existing 
community 

 

Linked to adjacent communities 
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TYPICAL OR SINGLE-USE DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 Automobile dependence 
 

 Little community interaction or civic life  
 

 Excess consumption of land 
 

 Contributes to regional environmental degradation-increased land 
consumption and diminished air and water quality 

 

 Environmental features created as obstacles 
 

 Residual open space 
 

 Inefficient use of infrastructure 
 

 Commercial uses have no built-in market, and residential uses 
have no nearby amenities 

 

 Detracts from or ignores existing community 
 

 Developed separately from adjacent communities 
 

 
 
THE ZONING ORDINANCE SHOULD SUPPORT 
SMART NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
1.  The zoning ordinance should allow smart neighborhoods by right in 

certain designated areas. 
 
2.  The zone can either be a Euclidean zone or an overlay zone. 
 
3.  Text and illustrations should express the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
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RECOMMENDED DESIGN STANDARDS 
FOR NEW NEIGHBORHOODS 
 

SECTION 1: INTENT 
 
These standards are established to foster the development of comprehensively planned, pedestrian-
oriented neighborhoods. This is to be accomplished by promoting a variety of land uses, housing types, 
and density, and by requiring skillful architectural and landscape design in creating buildings and open 
spaces. This district is also created to avoid the negative impacts of suburban sprawl by minimizing 
infrastructure costs, traffic congestion, and environmental degradation. 
 
The design of the neighborhood should reflect the principles of noteworthy town development found in 
this country prior to the 1940s, including: 
 
1.  Architectural harmony, including compatibility in styles, materials, colors, and building size and 

setbacks; 
 
2.  Variety in housing types, density, and cost; 
 
3.  Parks, squares, and other common open spaces for residents to interact and recreate, and to 

provide a setting for the architecture of the development; 
 
4.  Neighborhood centers and civic spaces, which, depending on the scale of the development, can 

include places to shop, work, learn, or worship; 
 
5.  An interconnected street system which is based on a modified grid system (for generally level 

terrain or areas adjacent to pre-1940 neighborhoods) or is composed of interconnecting, 
curvilinear streets, designed to conform to the topography (for sloping terrain or for areas 
adjacent to curvilinear streets). 

 
6.  Sidewalks, street trees, and substantial on-street parking, providing distinct separation between 

pedestrians and traffic; 
 
7.  Streets and sidewalks that are spatially defined by buildings in a regular pattern, unbroken by 

parking lots; 
 
8.  Traffic calming, including more narrow streets with shorter turning radii than suburban streets, 

and medians, circles and related features along prominent streets; 
 
9.  Lighting which is designed for safe walking and signage which has a pedestrian orientation. 
 
10.  A system of land subdivision and development which links one neighborhood to another and can 

logically be extended. 
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SECTION 2: DISTRICT SIZE 
 
GOAL 
 
The smart neighborhood functions as a full-service community and reinforces a 
regional or countywide framework for growth and transportation. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 
 
Size guidelines ensure that destinations are all within an easy walk, and that the 
development functions as a full-service community. 
 
 
STANDARD 
 
Size of site.  
 
A Smart Neighborhood Village shall not have a minimum or maximum size; however it generally would 
be about forty (40) to two hundred (200) acres. Parcels significantly larger than two hundred (200) 
acres should be developed as multiple villages, with each village designed to be integrated into an 
overall plan and the total site subject to all the provisions. Applications for sites significantly less than 
40 acres shall be considered when adjacent to or integrated with an existing Village (e.g. Chester). 
 
 

SECTION 3: USES PERMITTED 
 
GOAL 
Smart neighborhoods provide for the daily needs of residents and contribute to 
housing stock diversity, either within the project boundaries or within the context of 
the community that surrounds the project. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 
 
A variety of land uses provide for the daily shopping, recreational, and other needs 
of residents. 
 
The following uses shall be permitted: 
 
1.  Residential uses including single-family detached dwellings, single-family attached 

dwellings and multiple-family dwellings.  A maximum of 20% of the land area of the 
neighborhood may be allocated to multi-family housing. 
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2.  The following open space uses shall be permitted in conjunction with the residential 

development: community parks; recreational facilities and playgrounds; bicycle paths; 
greens and squares; or linkages to regional recreation and open space systems. 

 
3.  Institutional and Civic uses and structures 
 

Developments for such uses will be permitted provided that such uses do not exceed 25% 
of the gross land area up to a maximum of 10 acres. Such uses may include but not be 
limited to the following: 

 
 a. Fire station with assembly hall. 
  
 b. Day care centers. 
  
 c. Community centers. 
  
 d. Civic service clubs. 
  
 e. Private schools. 

 
4.  Neighborhood development may include the following additional permitted uses: 
 
 a.  Residential 
 

  i. Country inns  
   
  ii. Nursing homes and assisted living facilities 

 
 b.  Commercial 
 

Any commercial uses proposed in a residential district shall be part of an overall 
redevelopment or development plan. Total land area in commercial use may not 
occupy more than 15% of the total land area within the proposed neighborhood.  

 
Development for these uses will be permitted provided that such individual uses do 
not exceed 1,500 square feet of gross floor area for every 100 dwelling units. The 
inclusion of the following business uses shall not affect the overall residential 
density calculations. 

 
 i.   Neighborhood Market 
  
 ii.   Specialty shops 
  
 iii.   Antique shops, art galleries and museums 
  
 iv.   Health services and medical clinics 
  
 v.   Personal services 
  
 vi.   Professional services 

 
vii.   Restaurants. 
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SECTION 4: GENERAL  DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 
A. PHYSICAL DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USES 
 
GOAL 
The physical distribution of land uses in smart neighborhoods creates a pedestrian 
atmosphere and sense of place. 

 
OBJECTIVE #1 
A mix of uses within blocks and buildings creates opportunities for people to walk and a 
sense of place. 

 
OBJECTIVE #2 
The physical distribution of different housing types throughout the development provides 
visual interest and ensures the graceful blend of affordable housing into the community. 
 

STANDARDS: 
 
A range of residential unit types and lot sizes is required and shall be mixed throughout the Neighborhood 
Proper and Neighborhood Fringe, with small lot units located closer to the center of common of the village. 
Density shall decrease from the center to the periphery of the Village Proper. Lot sizes and frontage shall 
vary inasmuch as possible according to a random pattern of a traditional village. 
 
 
B. MIX OF HOUSING TYPES 
 

GOAL 
Smart neighborhoods support economic diversity and serve people with different 
housing needs. 
 

OBJECTIVE 
Housing affordable to people with a range of incomes supports economic diversity. 
 

STANDARDS: 
10% of the dwelling units in the neighborhood shall be moderately priced units. 
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C. DENSITY 
 

GOAL 
Smart neighborhoods’ density creates a sense of place, encourages pedestrian activity, 
and uses infrastructure efficiently. 
 
Note: Maryland’s Smart Growth Areas Act requires a minimum average permitted 
density of 3.5 units per acre (net) inside priority funding areas. 
 
STANDARDS: 
 
Residential density shall create a sense of place, encourage pedestrian activity, and use 
infrastructure efficiently.  Density shall not exceed 3.5 units per acre for the entire site 
proposed for development.  For portions of the site located within the development 
envelope density shall not exceed 4.5 units per acre.   All areas identified as greenbelt 
shall remain undisturbed as open space.  

 
 
D. LOGICAL EXTENSION OF COMMUNITIES 

 
GOAL 
Smart neighborhoods respect and reinforce the existing pattern of development through 
connections, spatial hierarchy, and well-defined edges. 

 
OBJECTIVE 
New developments should be an extension of the overall village development pattern 
rather than stand in contrast to it. 

 
STANDARDS: 
 
Pedestrian and vehicular connections shall be provided between existing and future 
development to disperse traffic flow and provide route options. 
 
Design shall provide for continuity of protected on-and off-site environmental features to 
increase environmental protection, connect on and off-site wildlife habitat and support 
the community benefits provided by natural systems. 
 
The extent, physical distribution, and design of open space shall contribute to the 
development of a regional spatial hierarchy of open spaces. 
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E. BUILDING DESIGN AND MASSING 
 
GOAL and OBJECTIVE 
 
Building design and massing in smart neighborhoods achieves a graceful mix of uses 
and housing types, ensures privacy and safety, and contributes to the long-term 
desirability of the community. 
 
STANDARDS: 
 
Architectural Compatibility 
 

A.  A building must incorporate architectural styles, building materials, and colors used in 
surrounding buildings. 

 
B.   Residential design styles should reflect vernacular architecture. 
 
C.  A building greater than one story should clearly delineate the boundary between each floor of 

the structure through belt courses, cornice lines, or similar architectural detailing. 
 
D.  Attached buildings within the same block must maintain consistent cornice lines in buildings of 

the same height within multi-family, townhome, non-residential, or mixed-use structures. 
 
E.   Porch frontages shall be encouraged on all single family detached homes. 
 
F.  In Mixed Residential Areas, roof lines must be pitched or gabled Overhanging eaves must be 

provided to the greatest extent possible. 
 
G.   Multi-family structures shall appear as large single-family units.  Small groups of townhouses 

(four or less) may be designed to appear as large single-family structures. 
 
H.  Signs shall be limited to wall, awning, or hanging signs. 
 
I.  Significant departures from “off-the-shelf” standardized franchise building design may be 

required to meet these standards. 
 

 
Human Scale Design 
 

A.  Doorways, windows, and other openings in the façade of a building should be proportioned to 
reflect pedestrian scale and movement, and to encourage interest at the street level. 

 
B.  A building shall avoid long, monotonous, uninterrupted walls or roof planes. The façade of a 

building should be divided into distinct modules no longer than 100 feet. 
 
C.  A building that is located on the periphery of the Neighborhood Center shall generally not 

exceed twice the height and massing of adjacent structures located outside the Neighborhood 
Center. 



 

 
 

Adopted May 1, 2007 
Appendix B B - 13 
Design Guidelines for New Neighborhoods 

Encouragement of Pedestrian Activity 
 

A.  A parking lot must be located to the rear or side of the structure. If located at the side of the 
structure, the parking must be screened through the use of solid streetwalls or landscaping. 
Streetwalls should not exceed 4 feet in height. 

 
B.  Awnings, covered walkways, open colonnades, or similar weather protection must be provided 

by commercial structures. 
 
C.  A commercial use must provide a minimum 50 percent of the front façade on the ground floor 

as clear or lightly tinted windows, doors, or other treatments sufficiently transparent to provide 
views into the interior of buildings. 

 
D.   A residential structure with a front setback of 5 to 15 feet, must provide a front porch or stoop 

on the front façade of the structure. Minimum width of a porch is 4 feet. 
 
E.   Rear access from an alley is required unless otherwise approved by the Planning Commission. 

If driveway access is provided from the street, the garage or carport may not face the street, 
unless it is located a minimum 20 feet behind the front façade of the principal structure. 

 
 
 
Buildings that relate to and are oriented toward the street and surrounding buildings 
 

A.  The structure must be located at the required setback line. 
 
B.  The main entrance of a structure must face the street and be clearly articulated through the 

use of architectural detailing. 
 
C.  Windows and doors on the front facade of a building should create lines of sight between the 

building and the street. 
 
D.   The height and massing of a building shall not exceed twice the height and massing of 

structures adjacent to or across the street. 
 
E.   A building at an entrance to a Smart Neighborhood District, an entrance to the Neighborhood 

Center, or an intersection of a main street or other significant intersection should use special 
architectural features to emphasize the importance of the location. Special architectural 
features include corner towers, cupolas, clock towers, spires, balconies, colonnades, or other 
similar architectural features. 

 
F.  Structures that are located on, or adjacent to a Neighborhood Square shall be a minimum of 2 

stories. 
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F. OPEN SPACE 
 

GOAL 
Neighborhoods provide open space to meet the recreational and emotional needs of 
residents and residents of nearby communities; preserve important natural assets; and 
reinforce the design of the development. 
 

OBJECTIVE 
The physical distribution of open space amenities gives all residents visual and 
functional access to nature and recreational opportunities. 
 
STANDARDS 
 

1.   Each neighborhood shall contain as its central focus, at least one square or park no 
smaller than 1/4 acre, and no greater than 1 acre. This square shall be within 600 ft of 
the geographic center of the neighborhood. 

 
2.  The remaining public use areas, parks and greens shall be located and distributed such 

that no portion of the neighborhood is further than 600 ft from a park or square. 
 
3.   Design and location of open space shall reinforce the built environment. and make an 

explicit connection between buildings and squares. 
 
4.   For at least one square, hereinafter referred to as the mandatory square, shopfront uses 

shall be permitted on all the surrounding lots. Squares shall have length-to-width ratio of 
no greater than three to one. 

 
5.   Within the proposed neighborhood a minimum of fifteen percent of the gross land area 

shall be permanently dedicated to open space.  Such open space shall be made of 
greens parks, squares, ponds, active recreation areas and buffer areas that are open to 
the public.  One-third of the fifteen percent of such open space shall be devoted to 
active and passive recreation. 

 
Outside the proposed neighborhood open space shall be provided to establish an edge 
or greenbelt separating the neighborhood from areas located outside the designated 
development district.  Such open space shall represent no less than 20% of the land 
area constituting the neighborhood. The design and location of open space shall protect 
important natural assets, features and sensitive environmental features.  
 
Such Open Space shall establish a natural edge which may include wilderness 
preserves for wildlife and marine habitats, parks protecting the natural vegetation, 
greenbelts, hybrid parks, and undisturbed shoreline areas. 
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G. LANDSCAPING 
 
GOAL 
Use landscaping to accentuate the natural and built environment, establish visual 
connectivity and community identity, and provide environmental and public health 
benefits. 
 
OBJECTIVE 
Landscaping accentuates the appearance and improves the function of the public realm, 
including streets and open spaces. 
 
STANDARDS 
 

1.  Street trees of a minimum 3-inch caliper shall be planted at 30-foot intervals along sidewalks. 
Shrubs or planters may be used when street trees are not feasible. 

 
2.  Trees shall not be required when an arcade is provided. 
 
3.  Trees shall be used as a design element to provide visual identity to the neighborhood and 

reinforce the hierarchy of streets. 
 
4.   On any Neighborhood Boulevard, median trees and landscaping are required. Median trees 

should be a minimum 1 ½ inch caliper, spaced 20 feet on center. Medians may also contain 
shrubs and plant groundcover. 

 
5.   Plantings in immediate proximity to buildings in front and side yards shall respect architectural 

lines (should be seen as extension of architectural walls.) 
 
6.   Landscaping shall be used to improve the quality of the natural environment and to improve 

the quality of groundwater recharge. 
 
7.  Islands and other landscaping alternatives shall be incorporated into parking areas to add 

visual interest. The use of islands and perimeter gardens designed and landscaped to serve as 
bioretention facilities is encouraged. 

 
8.   For all parking lots with more than six spaces, the landscaped area shall be comprised of a 

minimum of 20 percent of the total parking area. One native shade tree which grows to a 
minimum height of 40 feet at maturity shall be required for each three hundred square feet of 
the above required open space. Native shade trees shall have a minimum caliper of 2 ½ 
inches at time of planting. 

 
9.   Landscaping shall be provided to screen facilities for refuse disposal. Facilities for refuse 

disposal shall be enclosed by solid fence or walls, and landscaping shall be installed around 
the perimeter. 
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H. ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 
 

GOAL 
Smart neighborhoods balance the mobility, safety, and other needs of pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and vehicular traffic. 
 

OBJECTIVE 
Pedestrian walkways, bicycle lanes, and other amenities enhance the possibility and 
desirability of walking and bicycling. 
 

STANDARDS 
 

1.   Pedestrian ways shall be continuous, direct, and convenient with grade separation where 
necessary. 

 
2.   Pedestrian ways shall be secure, well lighted, and have good visibility. 
 
3.   Pedestrian Pathways include a planting or buffer strip to separate pedestrians from the street 

and provide room for street light poles, pedestrian amenities, street trees, etc. 
 
4.   Sidewalks at least 5 feet in width (except for main street districts) shall be provided and 

constructed of similar materials consistent with adjacent sites. 
 
5.   Pedestrian-scale streetlights (12 feet high) shall be provided at no greater than 80 feet 

intervals along sidewalks and parking areas. 
 
6.  Sidewalks at least 10 feet in width shall be provided the entire length of property fronting the 

main street core commercial areas. Connections to existing sidewalks adjacent to the property 
shall be provided when appropriate. 

 
7.   All non-residential buildings shall include an area for parking bicycles. This area may be 

designated parking space within the parking lot near the building or an area outside the 
parking lot adjacent to the building. The bike parking area must include a bike rack. 

 
8.   Neighborhood design shall provide a streetscape interesting to pedestrians that encourages 

more people to walk. 
 
9.   Restaurants shall be permitted to operate outdoor cafes on sidewalks, including areas within 

the public right of way and in courtyards provided that pedestrian circulation and access to 
store entrances shall not be impaired. 

 
10.  Buildings shall be oriented to face the street, with entrances and display windows at the street 

level. 
 
11. The location and design of garages, carports and parked cars shall not dominate the view of 

the dwelling from the street. 
 
12.  Interconnected streets shall be designed to encourage people to walk and provide a variety of 

route options. 
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13.   All streets and alleys shall terminate at other streets within the neighborhood and where 

appropriate connect to existing and projected through streets outside the development. 
 
14.  The average perimeter of all blocks within the neighborhood shall not exceed 1,350 feet. No 

block face shall have a length greater than 500 feet without a dedicated alley or pathway 
providing through access. 

 
15.  Street design shall meet the multifaceted needs of drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 
 
16.  The long axis of neighborhood streets shall have appropriate termination with either a public 

monument, specifically designed building façade, or a gateway to the ensuing space. 
 
17.  There shall be a continuous network of service lanes to the rear of land uses occupied by shop 

fronts and attached houses. 

 
SECTION 5: LOT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

GOAL 
Lot development standards in smart neighborhoods contribute to the development of a 
continuous streetscape and pedestrian atmosphere. 
 

OBJECTIVE 
Front setbacks in residential areas create an inviting and safe pedestrian atmosphere. 
 

STANDARDS 
 

1.   Build-to-lines shall include appropriate variations to encourage neighborhood identity and 
creativity. 

 
2.   Lot widths within individual areas shall range between 20 and 80 feet in width and should be 

varied.  Orientation of housing can also vary. 
 
3.   Lot widths shall be designed to ensure that garages do not dominate the front facade of 

residential structures. 
 
4.  Stoops, and front porches may encroach up to ten feet into the front setbacks. 
 
5.   Build-to lines for commercial buildings create a continuous streetscape and interesting 

environment for pedestrians. 
 
6.   Buildings on shopfront lots shall have the façade built directly on the build to line along at least 

70% of its length. The unbuilt portion of the build-to line shall have a street wall directly upon it. 
 
7.   Lot sizes shall be designed to keep houses close to each other and to the street. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Commercial and business redevelopment opportunities in older established areas of Chester and 
Stevensville are uniquely challenged to maintain and, in many cases, upgrade the character of 
older neighborhoods. Given the small town form and mix of land uses found within the older 
parts of Chester and Stevensville, different types of land uses and land use intensities are often 
adjacent or in close proximity to each other. Redevelopment and infill projects should not 
fragment existing positive street patterns. New structures should complement existing buildings 
by employing appropriate orientations or setbacks, or adequate screening. Successfully 
reinforcing a pattern of mixed use or mixed-intensity development in infill and redevelopment 
projects will require more sensitivity to and mitigation of off-site impacts. 
 
Infill and redevelopment potential are not limited to the older parts of Chester and Stevensville. 
Suburban shopping centers and individual commercial and business sites (e.g., along Route 50) 
present opportunities for infill and redevelopment that can benefit both communities (through 
improved visual appearance and better access and circulation) as well as business owners 
(through improved sales and property values).  
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The following guidelines apply to infill and redevelopment of commercial and business sites 
(generally referred to as “commercial”). Like the residential guidelines, they emphasize 
appropriate design linkages and context sensitivity in site planning and building design. And like 
the residential guidelines, these are not regulations. They supplement the design standards found 
in Chapter 18 of the County Code (excerpts from the Code appear in italics). Persons proposing 
commercial, business, office or light industrial development in Chester and Stevensville are 
advised to consult these guidelines and incorporate them in development plans. 
 
 
SITE PLANNING 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (1) “The appearance of typical, monolithic strip commercial and 
big-box retail centers should be strongly discouraged. Instead, more modestly 
scaled commercial structures grouped in clustered settings with pedestrian-
oriented open spaces and plazas should be encouraged. Where the physical 
separation of structures is not practical or is cost prohibitive, variable facades 
and storefront setbacks can achieve a similar appearance.” 

 
Site Amenities 
 
1. Site amenities and features such as outdoor plazas and public art offer attractive spaces 

for people to gather and shop and generally create an inviting image for both customers 
and employees. The use of such amenities can be particularly effective in drawing 
residents to areas that have experienced infill or redevelopment. Site amenities provide 
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areas for interaction, enhance the quality of development, and contribute to the character 
of the area. 

2. Design Guidelines 
 

Larger commercial infill and redevelopment project (25,000 square feet of floor area or 
greater) should contribute to the creation or enhancement of public spaces by 
incorporating 2 or more site amenities. Examples include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

 
a.   Patio or plaza with seating area; 
 
b.   Mini-parks, squares, or greens; 
 
c.   Transportation amenities, including bus stops where appropriate; 
 
d.   Customer walkways or pass-throughs containing window displays;  
 
e.   Water feature; 
 
f.   Clock tower; 
 
g.   Public art; 
 
h.   Any other well designed area and/or focal feature that enhances such development 

and serves as a gathering place. 
 
 
SITE LAYOUT/DEVELOPMENT PATTERN (DEVELOPMENT 
SETBACK/ORIENTATION) 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (4) “Developments should have primary access to major roadways 
or service roads and streets with immediate access to major roadways. Wherever 
practical, businesses should have customer entrances facing local streets and 
service roads rather than U.S. 50/301. Where commercial development may be 
patronized by community residents, secondary traffic access and pedestrian 
connections to a local street, may be desirable. Structures should have clearly 
defined and highly visible customer entrances with features such as canopies, 
porticos, arcades, arches, wingwalls and architecturally integrated planters.” 

 
 
Site Layout and Building Orientation 
 
The layout of principal buildings and accessory structures and parking areas along a street is an 
example of a repeated site pattern that creates a cohesive visual identity and attractive pedestrian 
street scene for an area. Creating a strongly defined street edge will improve an area's visual 
appeal. This principal applies to suburban as well as downtown locations. As Chester and 
Stevensville grow and expand outwards these edge uses will become part of the central urban 
fabric. 
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1.  The orientation of a building strongly influences a development site's focus of activity. A 

building oriented at least in part to an adjoining public street can create a strong presence 
in the public realm, and can contribute significantly to a pedestrian-friendly built 
environment. On the other hand, street frontage interrupted by long stretches of parking 
lot asphalt or other "empty spaces" can detract from a positive pedestrian experience. 
These guidelines encourage the creation of a continuous, defined street edge, whether 
comprised of buildings, walls, or vegetation, in order to enhance the pedestrian 
experience, while in return allowing a developer to maximize the developable area of an 
infill or redevelopment parcel. 

 
 
2. Design Guidelines  
 

a. General Site Layout Along Major Street Frontages:  
 

(1) At least some (a minimum of thirty percent) of a development site's street 
frontage(s) along major streets (arterials and major collector streets) 
should be occupied by building wall. Such building wall may be part of a 
principal building, pad site building, or accessory building. In the case of 
drive-thru facilities, a site wall of a minimum three (3) feet in height, that 
reflects the building architecture may be used to meet the 30% target.  

 
(2) The remaining frontage along major streets should be occupied by a 

decorative architectural feature such as a wall placed on the setback line to 
screen the parking area, or substantial landscaping, landscaped entryway 
signage or features, and/or site amenities.  

 
b. Site Layout and Building Orientation at Major Intersections. Major intersections 

of commercial activity need special attention so that all four corners are linked 
and function as a whole, and so that a sense of place and "arrival" is maintained or 
created. Commercial developments located at the intersection of two major streets 
should comply with the following guidelines:  

 
(1) Primary parking areas and drive-through facilities should not be located 

within a 150-foot radius measured from the intersection of the centerlines 
of the two thoroughfare streets.  

 
(2) Development located within a 150-foot radius from the intersection of the 

centerlines of the two thoroughfare streets should include two or more 
focal point features which are visible from the intersection streets such as: 

 
a. a distinctive design that does not represent standard franchise 

architecture;  
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b. a taller architectural feature or appendage (e.g., a clock tower, 
spire, or interesting roof form);  

 
c. Public art or sculpture;  
 
d. Fountains or other water feature; 
 
e. Public plazas or other open space; or 
 
f. Landscape feature. 
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c. Additions to Strip Centers.  
 

(1) To the maximum extent practicable, additions of leasable square footage 
to strip commercial centers should avoid extending the linear pattern or 
line created by an existing strip building(s).  

 
(2) Additions of leasable square footage or structures should be arranged to 

help frame and define the fronting streets and the walking and shopping 
areas along those streets.  

 
d.  Orientation of Entry Facades. Entry facades should orient towards the primary 

street or the active pedestrian zone within the site to create an inviting image and 
consistent front and street edge definition.  

 
Multiple-Building Developments/Pad Sites 
 
1. The siting and design of smaller retail stores, or “pads,” can create an inviting appearance 

in a larger, multiple-building development by reducing a project’s scale and expanding 
the range of activities and businesses found within a single development. Adding pad 
sites to a commercial center can help to improve the development's visual interest by 
framing entries and placing storefront spaces closer to the street to create a more active 
street scene. The siting and orientation of these smaller stores should create spaces that 
relate to both the primary buildings and the street frontage and should be architecturally 

compatible with the primary or anchor buildings of the development. 
 
2. Design Guidelines  
 

a. Location of Pad Sites. Pad site buildings should be sited along the edge of entry 
drives or between a large parking lot and the street to help define the streetscape 
and lessen the visual impact of the parking lot from the street.  

 
b. Building Orientation On Pad Sites.  

 
(1) Any side of a pad site building that directly faces a public street should 

contain a combination of at least two (2) of the following:  
 

Development located within a 150-foot radius from the intersection of the centerlines should include
two or more focal point features visible from the intersection
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a.   customer entrance, windows, trellises, awnings, areas of glass 
block, arcades, pergolas, or planters. Customer entrances should be 
emphasized through incorporation of a building recess, projections, 
canopy, or similar design element.  

 
 
b. To the maximum extent practicable, spaces between adjacent pad 

site buildings should be improved to provide small pockets 
(preferably heavily landscaped) of customer parking, pedestrian 
connections, small scale project amenities, or focal points. 
Examples include, without limitation:  

 
(i) A landscaped pedestrian way linking customer entrances 

between two or more pad site buildings; 
 
(ii) A public seating or outdoor eating area;  
 
(iii) An area landscaped with living materials emphasizing 4-

season colors, textures, and varieties; or 
 
(iv) Sculptures or fountains.  
 

 

c. Pad Site Building Design. 

To the extent possible, spaces between pad site buildings should incorporate landscaped pedestrian ways, 
public seating areas, landscaped area, sculptures or fountains. 
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(1) All four walls of a pad site building should incorporate the same facade 

and building design as those on the primary commercial building(s) in the 
development or center, including: 

 
a.  Roofline or roof materials; 
 
b.  Facade colors; 
 
c.  Pedestrian entry locations and entryway architecture/design; 
 
d.  Amounts of glazing on facades visible from public streets; and 
 
e.  Other distinctive architectural features. 

 
(2) Significant departures from "off-the-shelf" standardized franchise building 

design may be required to meet the above standard. 
 

(3) Pad site buildings should incorporate exterior building materials from the 
 material used on palette the primary commercial building(s).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Relationship to Surrounding Development: Operational Compatibility  
 
1. Commercial infill and redevelopment adjacent to or in relatively close proximity to 

residential uses should relate well to surrounding development. Such development should 
respect adjacent residential uses and surrounding neighborhoods by ensuring intensive 
operations, such as loading areas, do not adversely impact neighbors.  

Discouraged 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred 
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2. Design Guidelines 
 

a.  The Planning Commission may impose conditions upon the approval of 
development applications to ensure that infill and redevelopment projects will be 
compatible with existing neighborhoods and uses, including, but not limited to, 
conditions on the following: 

   
(1) Location on a site of activities that generate potential adverse impacts on 

adjacent uses such as noise and glare; 
 
(2) Placement of trash receptacles;  
 
(3) Location of delivery and loading zones. 

 
 
 
Vehicular and Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
 
1. Vehicular Access and Circulation - Internal vehicle circulation should provide a clear 

visual path to provide safe, convenient and efficient vehicular access within and between 
developments.  Circulation patterns should be designed to limit points of access from 

Commercial infill and redevelopment adjacent to or in relatively close proximity to residential uses 
should relate well to surrounding development.
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major thoroughfares and minimize the impacts of non-residential traffic on adjacent 
residential properties. 

 
2. Design Guidelines  
 

a. Primary Vehicle Access-Large Commercial Centers.  
 

(1) Primary access to large commercial centers should be from the major 
collector street system. In order to maximize the efficiency of the street 
network, major traffic generators should be located so that their primary 
access is from a major collector or commercial access road.  

  
(2) Large commercial centers should be located at the intersection of major 

streets so that access is available for both east/west and north/south traffic. 
Primary access points should be located so that commercial traffic is 
separated from the residential street system and sufficiently separated 
from the intersection to provide turning lanes. 

 
 
b. Primary Vehicle Entrances. The number and location of vehicle entrances to a 

commercial development should be consistent with the existing or anticipated 
design of adjacent streets. 

 
(1) To the maximum extent feasible, the number of entry driveways on a 

thoroughfare street should be minimized in order to reduce the number of 
conflicting points and facilitate traffic flow. 

 
(2) It is recognized however that certain existing tracts may not be able to 

fully comply with these guidelines due to limited frontage or other 
constraints. When compliance with the guidelines is precluded due to the 
location of driveways on adjoining properties, attempts should be made to 
obtain alternative access where feasible, including joint access driveways, 
shared parking with adjacent landowners, access easements to adjoining 
properties, or access to intersecting streets.  

 
c. Internal Vehicle Circulation.  

 
(1) Internal vehicle circulation patterns should provide a clear and direct path 

to the principal customer entrance of the primary building, to outlying pad 
sites, and to each parking area.  

 
(2) In large commercial centers, a clear system of main circulation drives 

(containing few or no parking spaces that directly access the main drives) 
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should be established to carry the highest volumes of traffic within the 
site. 

 
a. To the maximum extent feasible, the intersection of two main 

circulation drives should be designed as a "t" intersection, rather 
than a four-legged intersection, to minimize vehicular conflicts.  

 
(3) In small commercial centers (less than 25,000 square feet), where traffic 

volumes are lower and, consequently, pedestrian-vehicular and vehicular-
vehicular conflicts are less likely, more flexibility is available in the 
location and design of internal drives. 

 
a. Because of the lower traffic volumes, entry drive throat lengths can 

be shorter.  
 

b. The use of four-legged intersections can be utilized more 
extensively. 

 
c. Depending on the size of the shopping center and the number and 

location of access points, fewer restrictions may be placed on the 
extent to which traffic entering the site is directed to the drives 
along the building facades. 

 
 
 

 
(4) Main drive aisles should be 

continuous and connect to the main entrance to the development site.  

PreferredDiscouraged 
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(5) Internal intersections must have adequate sight lines, design geometrics, 

and/or traffic controls to minimize accident potential. 
 

d. On-Site Truck Traffic/Loading And Circulation. 
 

(1) Every shopping center is required to provide loading and delivery facilities 
separate from customer parking and pedestrian areas. 

 
(2) Due to their greater size and lower maneuverability, truck circulation 

paths should be designed with larger curve radii and more maneuvering 
room. 

 
(3) As the size of the development and the volume of trucks increase, internal 

circulation patterns should reflect an increasing separation between 
automobile and truck traffic in order to minimize accidents and 
congestion. 

 
e. Vehicle Connections With Adjacent Properties.  

 
(1) Adjacent Non-Residential Uses: 

 
a. To the maximum extent feasible, connections between adjacent 

non-residential development parcels shall be provided by siting a 
logical array of access points continuous to the adjacent 
development. 

 
b. To the maximum extent feasible, common or shared service and 

delivery access should be provided between adjacent parcels 
and/or buildings. 

 
(2) Adjacent Residential Uses: Commercial drives or on-site streets should 

not align with access to adjacent residential developments. Exceptions 
may be made in cases where physical constraints dictate that no other 
option is possible. 

 
(3)  Emergency Access: All commercial developments must comply with the 

currently adopted building code provisions regarding emergency vehicle 
access and fire lanes.  

 
 
 
 
Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
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Chapter 18:1-37, A. (14) “Roadside sidewalks should be provided when sites are 

developed or redeveloped. Sidewalks linking structures to roadside sidewalks 
should be provided wherever practical.” 

 
1. By creating a safe, continuous network of walkways within and between developments, 

pedestrians feel more inclined to safely walk or window shop (rather than drive) between 
stores. By developing a pedestrian network that offers clear circulation paths from the 
parking areas to the store entries, a friendlier, more inviting pedestrian environment will 
be created. Walkways should provide an inviting and convenient option for pedestrian 
movement within a development and promote direct pedestrian and bicycle access to 
neighboring residential, non-residential, and public uses.  

 
2. Design Guidelines 
  

a. Applicants should submit a detailed pedestrian circulation plan with all  subject 
development applications that shows compliance with the following guidelines: 

 
b. Pedestrian Connections. An on-site system of pedestrian walkways should be 

designed to provide direct access and connections to and between the following: 
 

(1) The primary entrance or entrances to each commercial building, including 
pad site buildings; 

 
(2) Any sidewalks or walkways on adjacent properties that extend to the 

boundaries shared with the commercial development;  
 
(3) Any public sidewalk system along perimeter streets adjacent to the 

commercial development; 
 
(4) To the maximum extent practicable and appropriate, adjacent land uses 

and developments, including but not limited to adjacent residential 
developments, retail shopping centers, office buildings, or restaurants;  

 
(5) To the maximum extent practicable and appropriate, any adjacent public 

park, greenway, or other public or civic use including but not limited to 
schools, places of worship, public recreational facilities, or government 
offices. 

 
(6) All parking areas that serve such primary building; and 
 
(7)  Site amenities or gathering places. 

 
c. Pedestrian Connections to Perimeter Public Sidewalks. Connections between the 

on-site (internal) pedestrian walkway network and any public sidewalk system 
located along adjacent perimeter streets should be provided at regular intervals 
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along the perimeter street as appropriate to provide easy access from the public 
sidewalk to the interior walkway network.  

 
d. Minimum Walkway Width. All on-site pedestrian walkways and sidewalks shall 

be a minimum of 5 feet wide, except that walkways adjacent to a parking area 
where cars may overhang the walkway should be a minimum 7 feet wide. 

 
e. Walkways Along Buildings.  

 
(1) Walkways Along Primary Buildings: Continuous pedestrian walkways no 

less than eight (8) feet wide should be provided along the full length of a 
primary building along any facade featuring a customer entrance and 
along any facade abutting customer parking areas.  

 
(2) Walkways Along Pad Site Buildings: Continuous pedestrian walkways no 

less than five (5) feet wide shall be provided along the full length of a pad 
site building along any facade featuring a customer entrance and along any 
facade abutting customer parking areas. 

 
(3) Walkways Through Vehicle Areas in Large Commercial Centers: At each 

point that the on-site pedestrian walkway system crosses a parking lot or 
internal street or driveway, the walkway or crosswalk should be clearly 
marked through the use of a change in paving materials distinguished by 

their color, texture, or height.  
 

Sidewalk width should provide adequate space for a clear zone and street furniture.
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PARKING 
 
Parking Amount and Type 
 
1. Given the potential for infill/redevelopment projects to develop on smaller or more 

constrained sites, providing options for shared parking, both on and offstreet is important. 
While commercial developments should have adequate parking for customers and 
employees, they should also avoid excessive amounts of asphalt that detract from a 
pedestrian environment and may limit appropriate development density.  

 
 
Parking Location and Layout 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (5) “Parking areas should be located to the rear and sides of 
structures and should contain perimeter landscaping and landscape islands.”  

 
1. The typical suburban commercial development pattern of placing large amounts of 

parking between the fronts of buildings and the adjacent street and between buildings 
contributes to a bleak and formless arrival experience and a detached relationship 
between the building and the street. Locating parking along the side and rear of buildings 
can help reduce the impression of a "sea of parking" while providing convenient 

automobile and pedestrian access.      
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2. Design Guidelines 
 

a. Parking Location. A minimum of thirty percent (30%) of the off-street surface 
parking spaces provided for all uses contained in the development's primary 
building should be located other than between the front facade of the primary 
building and the primary abutting street (e.g., to the rear or side of the primary 
building(s)). Alternative provisions may be considered when the commercial 
development abuts an existing residential neighborhood.  

 
b. Parking Orientation. To the maximum extent feasible, parking should be oriented 

to minimize visual and noise impacts on adjacent residential properties.  
 

c. Parking Blocks. In order to reduce the scale of large surface parking areas, the 
total amount of surface parking provided should be broken up into parking blocks 
containing no more than 40 spaces for large commercial centers and no more than 
26 spaces for all other commercial development:  
 
(1) Parking blocks should be separated from each other by landscaping, 

access drives or public streets, pedestrian walkways, or buildings. 
 

(2) Each parking block should have consistent design angles for all parking 
within the block. 

 
(3) Parking blocks should be oriented to buildings to allow pedestrian 

movement down and not across rows (typically with parking drive aisles 
perpendicular to customer entrances). 

 

Discouraged 
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(4) Through access should be provided within and between parking blocks; 
dead end drives are strongly discouraged.  

BUILDING DESIGN 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (3) “Structures should have finished architectural facade treatment 
and detail on all elevations that are visible from public ways or adjoining 
properties. Facades greater than 100 feet in length should incorporate recesses 
and projections along at least 20% of the length of the facade. For larger 
buildings, windows, awnings and arcades should total at least 60% of the facade 
length visible from a public street. Greater architectural interest should be 
encouraged for larger structures by directing the use of a repeating pattern of 
change in color, texture and material modules at intervals of no more than 30 
feet.” 

 
These building design guidelines apply to all commercial infill development, and major 
rehabilitation projects as well as minor rehabilitation of large commercial centers. 
 
 
Building Height/Scale/Massing/Form 

 
1. Building design that creates or adds to the visual interest of a streetscape and a pedestrian 

scale is an essential element of infill and redevelopment. Building height, scale, and 

massing can be used to emphasize important corners, designate points of entry, and create 
a visible roofline silhouette. The primary mass of structures should include secondary 

Preferred 
Clear building entry, parking broken into blocks, buildings from the street edge, bermed 

landscape setback with path. 
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projections that reduce the apparent scale, creates visual interest, and promotes 
compatibility with adjacent uses.  Building design for infill and redevelopment projects 
should be compatible with adjacent development.  

 
2.  Design Guidelines 
 

a. Compatibility With Surrounding Development. Infill and redevelopment projects 
in existing developed areas with an established pedestrian scale and character 
should be compatible with or complement the established proportions and 
building mass of adjacent developments.  

 
b. Transition To Adjacent Residential Uses. Where buildings are adjacent to 

residential uses, building massing should create a transition from the edges of a 
commercial center inward. To achieve this effect, smaller and lower building 
mass should be located near edges of the center where adjacent buildings are 
smaller or residential in scale.  

 
c. Building Facades.   

 
(1)  The building facade should incorporate wall plane projections or recesses 

break-up the overall wall into smaller, appropriately scaled sections. 
 
(2) Each building facade should have a repeating pattern that includes 

instances of either (1) color change, (2) texture changes, (3) material 
module change, or (4) expression of an architectural or structural bay 
through a change in plane, such as an offset, reveal, or projecting rib.  

 
(3)  The above guidelines may be waived if the applicant can demonstrate an 

alternative building design that significantly articulates a wall plane.  
 

 d. Multi-Story Buildings -  Base and Top Treatments. The following guidelines 
apply to buildings greater than two stories: 

 
(1) The composition of the building should present a clearly recognizable 

base, middle, and top, or a clearly defined alternative building 
composition. 

 
(2) A recognizable "base" may consist of, but is not limited to:  

 
a. Thicker walls, ledges, or sills; 
 
b. Integrally textured materials such as stone or other masonry; 
 
c. Integrally colored and patterned materials such as smooth finished 

stone or tile; 
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d. Lighter or darker colored materials, mullions, or panels; or 
 
e. Planters.       

 
(3) A recognizable "top" may consist of, but is not limited to: 

 
a. Cornice treatments, other than just colored "stripes" or "bands," 

with integrally textured materials such as stone or other masonry or 
differently colored materials; 

 
b. Sloping roof with overhangs and brackets; or 

    
c.  Stepped parapets.   

 
e. Consistency of Style. The design of the building should provide a distinctive 

quality, consistent, architectural character and style, that avoids monotones and 
featureless building massing and design. 

 
 
 
 
 
Architectural Detail: Facades, Entrances, Roofs, Awnings 
 
1. Doors, storefront windows, and awnings are examples of building features that add to the 

character of the streetscape and contribute to the pedestrian-oriented character of places. 
These elements should be used to both improve the visual interest of infill/redevelopment 
projects and add to the visually unified appearance of the Chester and Stevensville. 

 
2. Design Guidelines 
 

a. Architectural Compatibility with Surrounding Areas. Infill and redevelopment 
projects in existing developed areas with an established character should be 
compatible with or complement the 
established architectural character of the 
area in terms consistency of rooflines, 
roof materials and roof colors; similar 
window and door patterns, and similar 
decorative elements. 

 
b. Building Facades. Facades that face 

public streets, adjacent development, or 
connecting pedestrian frontage should be 
subdivided and proportioned using 
features such as windows, entrances, arcades, arbors, and awnings along no less 
than sixty percent (60%) of the facade. A minimum of ten percent (10%) of the 
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entire such facade area should be composed of transparent materials, unless the 
Planning Commission finds that such transparency would be inconsistent with the 
operational requirements of the building. At least one-half of this amount should 
be provided so that the lowest edge of the transparent material is no higher than 4 
feet above the street level. 

 
c. Customer Entrances. Building facades facing a primary access street should have 

clearly defined, highly visible customer entrances that include features as the 
following: 

 
(1) Canopies or porticos, 
 
(2) Overhangs, recesses/projections, 
 
(3) Arcades, 
 
(4) Raised corniced parapets over the door, 
 
(5) Distinctive roof forms, 
 
(6) Arches, outdoor patios, 
 
(7) Display windows, 
 
(8) Integral planters or wing walls that incorporate landscaped areas and/or 

places for sitting. 
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d.  Roofs.  
   

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (2) “Pitched roofs and gables are encouraged. Where pitched 
roofs are not practical from an engineering basis or are not cost effective, 
false gables and mansards can achieve a similar appearance. Flat roofs 
with exposed mechanical fixtures should be avoided. For larger 
structures, variations in rooflines should be required to reduce scale and 
add visual interest. Roofs for larger structures should have at least two of 
the following features: overhanging eaves, sloped roofs and three or more 
roof planes.” 

 
To the maximum extent practicable, where buildings are adjacent to residential 
uses, rooflines should be of a similar height or stepped down to a similar height to 
enhance the compatibility with nearby residential areas. In addition, roofs should 

features such as the following:  
 

(1) Parapets concealing flat roofs and rooftop equipment such as HVAC units 
from public view are appropriate. Parapets should feature three 
dimensional cornice treatment and should be the primary means of 
screening roof top equipment;  

 
(2) Overhanging eaves, extending no less than three (3) feet past the 

supporting walls; 
 

(3) Sloping roofs that do not exceed the average height of the supporting 
walls;  

 
(4)  Three (3) or more roof slope planes. 
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e. Downspouts.  All downspouts should be concealed from view.  

 
f. Awnings. 

 
(1) Awnings should be no 

longer than a single 
storefront.  

 
(2) Fabric awnings are 

encouraged; canvas 
awnings with a matte 
finish are preferred. 
Awnings with high gloss 
finish are discouraged. 
Illuminated, plastic 
awnings are discouraged. 

 
(3) Rigid frame awnings 

should stop at the top section and should not be included in the valence. 
 
(4) Awning colors should be compatible with the overall color scheme of the 

facade from which it projects. Solid colors or subtle striped patterns are 
preferred. 

 
(5) Awnings for rectangular openings should be simple, shed shapes. 

Semicircular shapes should not be used for arches. 
 
 
Building Materials and Colors  
 
Chapter 18:1-37, A. (13) “Facade colors should be of low reflectance, subtle or neutral earth 
tone colors. The use of high-intensity colors, metallic colors, black or fluorescent colors should 
be prohibited. Building trim may feature brighter colors, but neon tubing should not be 
permitted.” 
 
Chapter 18:1-37, A. (12) “Predominant exterior building materials should be of high quality. 
These include brick, wood or vinyl siding, stone and tinted/textured concrete masonry units. 
Smooth-faced concrete block, tilt-up concrete panels or prefabricated steel panels may not 
exceed 50% of the entire structure.” 
 
1. The exterior materials and colors used in a building's design create impressions of not 

only the individual building, but of the image the overall community. Commercial infill 
and redevelopment should use high-quality materials and colors, that are compatible with 
residential areas and reflect the historic character of established commercial areas. 
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2. Design Guidelines 
 

a. Applicants should submit a color palette and building materials board as part of 
their development plan application.  

 
b. Building Materials.  

 
(1) All buildings, should be constructed or clad with materials that are 

durable, economically maintained, and of a quality that will retain their 
appearance over time, including but not limited to natural or synthetic 
stone; brick; stucco; integrally colored, textured, or glazed concrete 
masonry units; high-quality prestressed concrete systems; water-managed 
Exterior Insulation Finish Systems (EIFS); or glass. 

 
(2) Natural wood or wood paneling should not be used as a principal exterior 

wall material, but durable synthetic materials with the appearance of wood 
may be used. 

 
(3) Exterior building materials should not include the following: 

 
a. Vinyl siding; 
 
b. Smooth-faced gray or stained concrete block, painted concrete 

block, tilt-up concrete panels; 
 
c. Field-painted or pre-finished standard corrugated metal siding; 
 
d. Standard single or double tee concrete systems; or  
 
e. Barrier-type EIFS. 

 
(4) In selecting exterior building materials, consideration should be given to 

the appropriateness of the materials to the scale of building proposed.  
 

c. Building Color. 
 

(1) Color schemes should tie building elements together, relate separate 
(freestanding) buildings within the same development together, and should 
be used to enhance the architectural form of a building.  

 
(2) All building projections, including, but not limited to, chimneys, flues, 

vents, gutters, and  downspouts, should match or complement in color the 
permanent color of the surface from which they project. 
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(3) Facade colors must be low reflecting, subtle, and neutral. Intense, bright, 
black, or fluorescent colors are prohibited.  

LANDSCAPING AND SCREENING 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (6) “Foundation landscaping and shade trees shall be used to soften 
the appearance of buildings and add visual appeal to pedestrian plazas and 
sidewalks.” 

 
Plant Materials 
 
1. Landscaping is a visible indicator of quality development and must be an integral part of 

every commercial project, and not merely located in leftover portions of the site. 
Landscaping is intended to visually tie the entire development together, define major 
entryways and circulation (both vehicular and pedestrian) and parking patterns, and, 
where appropriate, help buffer less intensive adjacent land uses.  

 
2.  Design Guidelines 
 

a. Site landscaping should include plants similar in form and scale to existing 
vegetation in the neighborhood or area. 

 
b. Each area required to be landscaped should be covered in live material. Live 

material includes trees, shrubs, ground cover, and sod. Areas not covered in live 
material should not exceed twenty percent (20%) and may be covered by woody 
mulch, other organic or inorganic mulch, or other natural materials other than 
exposed gravel and aggregate rock. 

 
 
Site Perimeter Landscaping Abutting Street Edges  
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (8) “Adequate landscape buffering and screening along site 
perimeters shall be used to protect adjacent residential neighborhoods and 
residential and mixed-use zoned properties. Landscape buffers between 
incompatible uses should be wide and dense enough to completely screen 
proposed development from adjoining properties. Landscape buffers should also 
be planted along the frontage of the U.S. 50/301 corridor.” 

 
1. The consistent use of plantings along street edges provides a visual cohesion along streets 

and helps buffer automobile traffic. The intent of these standards is to provide an 
attractive, shaded environment along street edges that gives visual relief from continuous 
hard street edges, focuses views for both pedestrians and motorists, and increases the 
sense of neighborhood scale and character.  
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Parking Lot Landscaping  
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (5) “Parking areas should be located to the rear and sides of 
structures and should contain perimeter landscaping and landscape islands.” 

 
1. Parking lot landscaping should be used to minimize the expansive appearance of parking 

lots, provide shaded parking areas, and mitigate negative acoustic and visual impact of 
motor vehicles. 

 
2. Design Guidelines  
 

a. Interior Parking Lot Landscaping. 
 

(1) The interior of all parking lots containing 10 or more spaces should be 
landscaped according to the interior parking lot landscaping standards, as 
prescribed below. Each parking block should be considered an individual 
parking lot for the purposes of these interior parking lot landscaping 
requirements. These requirements for interior parking area landscaping are 
in addition to the requirements set forth below for perimeter parking area 
landscaping.  

 
a. Parking spaces in a parking lot should extend no more than 10 

parking spaces without an intervening interior landscaped island no 
less than 6 feet in width and 18 feet in length.  Landscaped islands 
should be planted with a minimum of one tree and shrubs, live 
ground cover, or sod. 

 
b. Lighting for parking lots may be contained within an interior 

parking lot landscaped area provided the landscaped area is a 
minimum of 200 square feet in area and provided the landscaping 
and trees, at maturity and as maintained, should not obstruct the 
illumination path.  

 
c. All parking lot islands should be landscaped with organic material. 

Rock is not an appropriate material.  
 

b. Perimeter Parking Area Landscaping. 
 

(1) Parking lot edges should be buffered from public rights-of-way, public 
open space, and adjacent properties.  

 
(2) The perimeter of all parking areas, except for thoroughfares and collector 

streets, should be screened according to the height and material standards 
as set forth in Article VI, Section 6-11 Parking Areas Screening and 
Landscaping, of the Zoning Ordinance.  
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Service Area Screening 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (11) “Exterior mechanical, storage or service areas shall be 
completely screened from view of any public way or adjoining property.” 

 
1. Service, loading, and dumpster areas create visual and noise impacts on surrounding 

neighborhoods. These impacts should be mitigated by appropriately orienting and 
visually screening service areas, including trash receptacles, from public rights-of-way 
and adjacent uses. 

 
2.  Design Guidelines 
 

a. To the maximum extent feasible, areas for outdoor storage, truck parking, trash 
collection or compaction, loading, or other such service areas should not be 
visible from abutting streets and should be oriented toward on-site service 
corridors.  

 
b. No areas for outdoor storage, trash collection or compaction, loading, or other 

such uses should be located within 20 feet of any public street, public sidewalk, or 
internal pedestrian walkway. 

 
c. Loading docks, truck parking, outdoor storage, trash collection, trash compaction, 

and other service functions should be incorporated into the overall design of the 
building and landscaping so  that the visual and acoustic impacts of these 
functions are fully contained and out of view from adjacent properties and public 
streets. Screening materials should be the same as, or of equal quality to, the 
materials used for the primary building and landscaping.  

 
d. Non-enclosed areas for the storage and sale of seasonal inventory should be 

permanently defined and screened with landscaping, walls and/or fences. 
Materials, colors, and design of screening walls and/or fences, and of any 
covering for such area, should be compatible with those used as predominant  
materials and colors on the primary building(s).  

 
 
Mechanical/Utility Equipment Screening 
 
1. Mechanical and utility equipment detracts from the character of an area. Steps should be 

taken to mitigate the negative visual and acoustic impacts of mechanical and utility 
equipment systems on surrounding development.  

 
2. Design Guidelines  
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a. Mechanical/utility screening should be an integral part of the building structure 
and architecture and not give the appearance of being "tacked on" to the exterior 
surfaces.  

 
b. All mechanical equipment and utilities should be screened. 

Fencing and Walls 
 
1. While fences and walls are sometimes necessary to buffer uses, they can create visual 

barriers in an existing neighborhood. Fencing and walls should be provided that 
complement the design of the overall development and surrounding properties. 

 
2. Design Guidelines 
 

a. Fences And Walls. 
 

(1)  General: Opaque fences and walls are allowed only in side and rear 
setbacks. Fences and hedges should be uses in front setbacks if they are 
enclosing a parking area that abuts a public street, or a defined dining area, 
or public gathering space.  

 
(2) Materials: Walls and fences should be constructed of high quality 

materials, such as decorative blocks, brick, stone, treated wood, and 
ornamental metal. Chain link fencing is not be allowed.  

 
(3) Breaks for Connections: Breaks in the length of a perimeter fence should 

be made to provide for required pedestrian connections to the perimeter of 
a site or to adjacent development, such as perimeter sidewalks and public 
trails.  

 
(4) Maximum Length: The maximum length of continuous, unbroken, and 

uninterrupted fence or wall plane should be no more than be 50 feet. 
Breaks should be provided through the use of columns, landscaping 
pockets, transparent sections, and/or a change to different materials.  

 
 
LIGHTING 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (9) “Exterior lighting shall be restrained in design in order to avoid 
excessive brightness and glare onto adjacent properties.” 

 
1. The guidelines are intended to eliminate the adverse impacts of light through spillover; 

provide attractive lighting fixtures and layout patterns that contribute to unified exterior 
lighting design of nonresidential developments; and provide exterior lighting that 
promotes safe vehicular and pedestrian access to and within a development, while 
minimizing impacts on adjacent properties. 

 
2. Design Guidelines 
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a. Applicants shall submit a unified lighting plan with final plan applications for all 

commercial infill/redevelopment projects subject to these lighting standards. A 
point-by-point calculation to show compliance with the lighting standards is 
required. The calculations shall be measured at grade for lighting levels within the 
development site. A cut sheet of proposed fixtures, including a candlepower 
distribution curve, shall also be submitted. A vertical plan footcandle calculation 
shall be submitted for property lines abutting residential properties.  

 
b. Compatibility With Surrounding Area. The lighting plan should consist of 

recognizable, distinctive designs and fixtures that are compatible with or 
complement surrounding neighborhoods.  

 
3. Lighting for Security.  
 
 a. Accent lighting on buildings is encouraged as a security feature.  
 

b. Interior and exterior lighting should be uniform to allow for surveillance and 
avoid isolated areas. 

 
c. Security lighting should be fully shielded and use a decorative fixture.  

 
4. Design of Fixtures/Prevention of Spillover Glare. Light fixtures shall use cutoff lenses or 

hoods to prevent glare and light spill off the project site onto adjacent properties, 
buildings, and roadways.  

 
5. Color of Light Source. Lighting fixtures 

should be color-correct types such as halogen 
or metal halide to ensure true-color at night 
and ensure visual comfort for pedestrians.  

 
6. Lighting for Pedestrian Areas  
 

a. Pedestrian Walkway Lighting. 
Pedestrian-level, bollard lighting, 
ground mounted lighting, or other low, 
glare-controlled fixtures mounted on 
building or landscape walls should be 
used to light pedestrian walkways. 

 
b. Lighting Height. Light pole, building-

mounted, or tree-mounted lighting 
structures should be no more than 20 feet high. Bollard-type lighting should be no 
more than 4 feet high.  
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c. Illumination Levels. Pedestrian areas and driveways should be illuminated to a 
minimum average of 1 footcandle, with a uniform maximum to minimum ratio of 
1:5. 

 
7. Parking Lot Lighting Standards 

 
a. Luminaire Fixture Height. The mounting height for luminaire fixtures should not 

exceed 33 feet as measured to the top of the fixture from grade.  
b. Average Maintained Footcandles. 

 
(1) The maximum average maintained footcandles for all parking lot lighting 

shall be 3 footcandles; the minimum average maintained footcandles 
should be 1 footcandle. For the purpose of this standard, the average 
maintained footcandle shall be calculated at 0.8 of initial footcandles.  

 
(2) The maximum maintained vertical footcandle at an adjoining residential 

property line shall be 0.5 footcandles, measured at 5 feet above grade. 
 

c. Uniformity Ratios. Luminaire fixtures should be arranged in order to provide 
uniform illumination throughout the parking lot of not more than a 6:1 ratio of 
average to minimum illumination, and not more than 20:1 ratio of maximum to 
minimum illumination.  

 
8. Canopy Lighting 
 

a. Average Maintained Footcandles. The maximum average maintained footcandles 
under a canopy should be 35 footcandles.  

 
b. Fixtures. Acceptable fixtures and methods of illuminate include:  

 
(1) Recessed fixtures incorporating a lens cover that is either recessed or flush 

with the bottom surface (ceiling) of the canopy. 
 
(2) Indirect lighting where light is beamed upward and then reflected down 

from the underside of the canopy. Such fixtures shall be shielded such that 
direct illumination is focused exclusively on the underside of the canopy  

 
SIGNAGE 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, A. (10) “Commercial signage shall comply with current County 
regulations. Specifically, any existing billboards shall be removed as a condition 
of development approval, and all freestanding signs shall have an architectural 
and/or landscaped base.” 

 
1.  Signage must be scaled appropriately to appeal to both pedestrians walking on the 

adjacent sidewalks and to vehicles driving at reduced speeds. The following sign 
guidelines are intended to create aesthetically pleasing and cohesive sign standards while 
reinforcing the existing context of the infill or redevelopment area. 
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2. Design Guidelines   

a. All commercial developments shall comply with the signage requirements set 
forth in the County Zoning Ordinance.  

b. On all street frontages, signage material should be integrated into the overall 
design of the building.  

c. Signs should be located to complement the architectural features of a building 
such as above the building entrance, storefront opening, or other similar feature. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Chester and Stevensville’s residential neighborhoods, business districts, and downtown all 
contribute significantly to the communities’ character, identity, and high quality of life. The 
following design and development guidelines are intended to encourage preservation and 
enhancement of these areas and to promote development that is consistent with adopted goals 
and objectives from the Chester and Stevensville Community Plan. 
 
The following design and development guidelines are advisory for permitted uses, but may also 
be used for those uses requiring discretionary review to encourage the highest level of design 
quality while at the same time providing the flexibility necessary to encourage creativity and 
innovation on the part of developers and designers. 
 
These guidelines do not constitute regulation. They apply to infill and redevelopment of 
residential sites, and like the commercial guidelines, they emphasize appropriate design linkages 
and context sensitivity in site planning and building design. They supplement the design 
standards found in Chapter 18 of the County Code (excerpts from the Code appear in italics). 
Persons proposing residential development in Chester and Stevensville are advised to consult 
these guidelines and incorporate them in development plans. 
 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The design guidelines presented below are primarily intended to ensure quality infill 
development and quality redevelopment of existing residential and commercial structures. Both 
Chester and Stevensville contain a number of mature neighborhoods, including residential 
neighborhoods with limited opportunity for new single-family construction. Compatibility with 
nearby residences in these areas is of considerable importance, therefore the purpose of these 
guidelines are: 
 

1. To establish design guidelines for residential in-fill and redevelopment. 
2. To establish design principles that result in new single family detached in-fill housing 

and rebuilds that are more sensitive to existing housing and neighborhoods. 
3. To suggest a range of possible solutions with the goal of achieving a high standard of 

design. 
 
The proposed development should not be restricted to the confines of traditional architecture. 
Opportunities for contemporary design should not be precluded. The guidelines are intended to 
stimulate the imagination of designers rather than to limit development flexibility or to dictate 
actual design solutions. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Adopted  May 1, 2007 
Appendix D               D - 4 
Infill and Redevelopment Residential Guidelines 

STREETSCAPE/NEIGHBORHOOD 
 
Infill and redevelopment in existing neighborhoods should incorporate distinctive architectural 
characteristics of surrounding development. For example, complementary window and door 
detailing, decoration, architectural styles, materials, roof style and pitch, finished-floor height, 
porches and bay windows. New development should also continue the relationships of the 
surrounding neighborhood. Examples of common patterns that should be continued include 
entries facing the street, roof pitches, balconies, and front porches.  
 
In assessing the “fit” of an infill dwelling, the neighborhood must be considered at two levels: 
 

● The immediate context, i.e., how the building relates to and impacts upon adjacent 
buildings or buildings in the immediate vicinity. 

 
● The broader context, i.e., how the building relates to the visual character and scale of the 

neighborhood created by the collection of structures on both sides of the street in which 
the building is situated. 

 
The former refers to how the design of the new building is influenced by the adjacent structures. 
The latter refers to what effects the new building may have on the adjacent structures. 
 
In some neighborhoods visual character is clearly defined and these is little flexibility to do 
something “different” and contrary to existing patterns. However, in Chester and Stevensville 
there is wide variety and richness in visual character of the various neighborhoods, often from 
one street to another. Thus, in many circumstances, the buildling designer will be presented with 
unique and unusual design opportunities. There will be some neighborhoods where major 
changes are taking place and/or where the existing streetscape has little visual cohesiveness. In 
these circumstances it may be appropriate for the designer not to harmonize with the existing 
structures but to set new standards. 
 
Building patterns and rhythms, which define the visual character, should be respected. A street 
will develop a certain pattern or rhythm giving cohesiveness to the whole streetscape. A sudden 
change in this pattern can appear disruptive and visually upsetting. These patterns and rhythms 
are established by various design elements, which include: 
 

● Building height 
 
● Building form (bungalow, 2 story, split level, etc.) 
 
● Roof shape 
 
● Architectural massing 
 
● Finish materials and details 
 
● Landscaping 

 
Generally new dwellings on infill lots should reinforce existing patterns, rhythms, and massing, 
respecting proportions and details and, if appropriate, incorporating some of these into the new 
design. 
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ELEMENTS OF DESIGN 
 
“Designing in context means providing enough visual linkages between existing buildings and a 
proposed project so as to create a cohesive overall effect” (Fundamentals of Urban Design, 
Richard Hedman with Andrew Jaszewski, American Planning Association, 1984). These 
residential infill design guidelines examine five fundamental and related elements of design. 
They are intended to be used in an advisory capacity and as a supplement to the standards 
contained in the Zoning Ordinance.  The five primary areas that the guidelines address are: 
 

● Siting, Location and Topography 
 
● Architectural Envelope 
 
● Openings  
 
● Texture and Details 
 
● Landscaping 

 
The applicant should identify repeated forms, patterns and rhythms block face which can be 
repeated or complimented with new design elements. Side-by-side placement of very similar 
designs is discouraged. Photographs of  the site and the surrounding houses, including the 
existing streetscape elements, e.g., sidewalks, street trees and landscaping, signage, etc, should 
accompany any application for infill residential projects. 
 
 
SITING, LOCATION AND TOPOGRAPHY 
 
The topography and location of the proposed development site and the position of the building 
on that site guide the most basic principles about design. Building form should  reflect  the site 
topography. For instance, a split level or stepped house would fit a slope site. Placement of the 
structure should not require significant alteration of the existing topography and should avoid 
major reworking of existing grades. 
 
When the proposed structure is to be located on a 
corner it must respond to and enhance the streetscape 
of the front and flanking street without adversely 
affecting the adjoining properties. The design should 
respond to the dual frontage of corner lots by 
incorporating the same level of interesting 
architectural treatment (windows, projections, 
ornamentation, etc.) in the flanking street design as in 
the frontage design. 
 
Dwellings on corner lots should take advantage of the 
dual frontage, make an architectural statement, and 
create interest in architecture and human activity on each street. Such a statement can be 
accomplished by providing wrap around porches, bay windows, turrets, varied exterior materials, 
roof features, hues, and articulation. Varied materials should be consistent with one another.  
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Setbacks 
 
Building setbacks are the distance between a structure’s edges and the property lines. They 
create yard spaces for outdoor activity and landscaping. The pattern of street setbacks helps 
establish a rhythm to the streetscape and provides a transition between the public realm and the 
privacy of the house. 
Single-family development in existing neighborhoods must be well integrated with existing 
dwelling units in the surrounding area. Site setbacks for infill or rebuilt units should generally 
equal the average of setbacks on both sides of the street. In cases where averaging is applied, the 
new building may be averaged in a stepping pattern between the front yards of the adjacent 
structures, or the new building’s entire frontage may be built on the average setback line.  
 

NO

NO

 
 
Front 
 
Front setbacks vary from neighborhood to neighborhood, and established streetscape patterns 
may differ from setback requirements of the zoning district. Unless handled carefully, a setback 
that varies significantly from the established pattern may be disruptive to the streetscape. 
The extension of architectural elements (such as bay windows, chimneys, and fireplaces) into the 
front yard may add welcome variety to street facades. 
 
Side 
 
Relaxation of side yard requirements may be appropriate in some instances to facilitate 
interesting and innovative design solutions, provi ded that the encroachment into the setback 
does not adversely affect the privacy, sunlight or views of the adjacent property, nor restrain the 
potential of the adjacent property for future development. 
 
These architectural elements and treatments (such as bay windows, chimney elements, 
indentations, and fireplaces) which project into the side yard should be setback from the front 
facade to lessen the impact on streetscape. 
 
Where a neighboring structure is very close to the property line a larger minimum setback may 
be warranted. 
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Rear 
 
Neighboring properties may have much greater rear yard setbacks than those of a proposed new 
dwelling unit. Where such a house projects into the rear yard beyond the established pattern of 
existing structures, privacy, access to sunlight and views are important design considerations. 
 
To reduce overshadowing of neighboring properties, the proposed dwelling unit can be stepped 
back in design, with single story portions closer to the property line and two story portions 
confined to the central part of the plan. 
 
Above grade balconies, decks and windows should be carefully placed and may be oriented to 
face away from neighboring yards to respect the neighbors’ wish for privacy. The use of 
landscaping and fencing may increase the visual separation between the residences and enhance 
the streetscape, however, care should be taken to consult with immediate neighbors as some may 
welcome a degree of ‘social encroachment’ if it contributes to neighborhood security. As well, 
inappropriate landscaping may disrupt views and sunlight. 
 
 
Parking 
 
Parking should be not sited in the front yard, reserving this area primarily as open space. Front 
drives can function as visitor parking. Parking should be placed to the rear of buildings where 
feasible with access from alleys, if they are provided. Alternatively, parking may be accessible 
from the front and located in the rear of the site, to the side, or in front, provided it is adequately 
setback from the principal entry.  
 
Front Loaded Parking 
 
Front loaded garages should conform to the following development guidelines:  
 

● Upper level dormers should be used to de-emphasize the garage.  
 
● Porches or façades should protrude at least five (5) feet in front of garage doors.  
 
● Garage openings, trims, and color should de-emphasize the role of the visual impact of 

the garage in relation to the building as a whole.  
 

Rear Loaded Parking  
 
Rear loaded garages should conform to the following development guideline:  
 

● Detached garages located behind the principal structure but accessible from the street 
should be considered accessory structures and should be consistent with the architecture 
and design of the principal structure.  

 
● Consistency of design includes use of the same or compatible siding, roofing, trim, and 

colors. 
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Side Loaded Parking  
 
Side loaded garages with parking on the side should 
conform to the following development guidelines:  
 

● Shared driveways are encouraged when two lots 
with parking located on the side are adjacent to one 
another.  

 
● Windows, doors, and roof treatments of the garage-

facing street should incorporate architectural detail 
expressive of a residence.  

 
Traditional linear driveways are encouraged. To preserve the pedestrian friendliness that exists in 
many of the existing single-family neighborhoods and to minimize the amount of land devoted to 
parking, access and impervious surfaces, U-shaped driveways should be prohibited.  
 
Driveways on corner lots should be placed as far as possible from the intersection.  
 
When a front drive or parking in the front setback is provided additional landscaping and 
screening should be provided to soften the visual impact. For instance, a low hedge or shrub bed 
might be located between the neighboring property and the parking pad or a vine-covered trellis 
may define the boundary between the pad and side yard access to the rear. The intent is to make 
the pad an integral part of the landscaping - not an afterthought poured on the front yard. The 
house may be shaped to provide partial screening of the parking pad (such as an “L”). 
 
To reduce surface runoff and increase green space, property owners should consider a permeable 
alternative to pavement, e.g., “grasscrete”, tire strips or other permeable paving materials and 
solutions. 
 
 
Street Connections 
 
The design of infill development should ensure that new streets provided for infill developments 
that are compatible with the established street pattern and support the expansion of the overall 
grid street system. This may be accomplished by evaluating future street connections prior to 
submitting a preliminary plat. 
To the maximum extent practicable, infill projects should provide a complete connection through 
the site to tie into existing streets. Future expansions of existing cul-de-sacs and other street 
extensions should be examined to avoid placing limitations on redevelopment options. 
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Cul-de-sacs 
 
The use of cul-de-sacs in place of complete through-street connections is strongly discouraged.  
 

          
 
 
 
Future Street Connections 
 
Except as in cul-de-sacs above, dead end streets should not be permitted except in cases when 
the street is designed to connect with future streets on adjacent land. 
 
 
Pedestrian Pathways  
         
Pedestrian connections from the front door of a dwelling to the sidewalk are encouraged and 
should have a minimum width of three feet.  Residents are required to maintain the sidewalks in 
front of their property. 
 

● New public sidewalk surface material in the residential areas should reinforce the context 
of each neighborhood.  

         
Lot Coverage  
 
In general, the lot coverage for residential rebuilds should not exceed 30 percent of the lot. 
However, established lot coverage patterns in the adjacent area should dictate appropriate 
coverage ratios for new single-family development. 
 
 

Impervious Surfaces  
 
All land not covered by structures, driveways, walkways, porches, and patios should be 
appropriately landscaped with trees, grasses, shrubs, and other plants to minimize the amount of 
impervious surfaces that create runoff.  

Discouraged Preferred 
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ARCHITECTURAL ENVELOPE 
 
Orientation 
 
Building orientation should reflect that of the neighboring properties. For example, where the 
predominant pattern in the block is gable ends of dwellings oriented perpendicular to the street, 
new infill development should be so oriented. 
 
 
Roofs  
 
Infill development and rebuilds should have roof pitches that are complementary to existing ones 
along the block where redevelopment is proposed.  Respect roofline patterns if there is a 
dominant attractive form. The roof should relate in style and slope to the existing streetscape. 
Details that characterize the roof should reflect the slope, existing materials, soffit, overhang 
depth and decorative elements common to the character of the neighboring buildings. In general, 
a strong repetition of rooflines consistent with a streetscape requires similar construction. A 
consistent pattern may not be apparent unless the entire block is considered. 
 
If there is not apparent pattern to the roof forms, the design may respond more specifically to one 
pattern over another. Picking up on several themes may help tie the visual impact of the 
streetscape together. If a new building is taller than its neighbors, setting the taller element back 
from the lower level at the street facade may be appropriate. Corner buildings may benefit from 
this type of setback on both frontages. One principal roof form should be chosen for the main 
body of the house. This will set the roof slope and material for all other roof elements. Roof 
forms on corner lots should acknowledge frontage on both streets. 
 

 
The configuration of each roof varies, yet they are united by pitch and scale.  
Source: Fundamentals of Urban Design, Richard Hedman, American Planning Association, 1984 
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Massing and Proportions 
Massing and build proportion of established housing should be reflected in new development. 
Massing has to do with the overall bulk of a building and how it is distributed in space. Several 
examples are given. Proportion has to do with how the parts or elements of the building relate to 
each other in terms of dimensions. Massing and proportion can have a significant impact on how 
a building fits into a neighborhood. A building with strong horizontal elements in a streetscape 
with vertical elements can be disruptive.  

 
 
When similar massing is not possible to achieve, the building facade of a dwelling can be broken 
into smaller elements creating an illusion of a smaller building in scale with its neighbors. 
 
New infill development and rebuilds of existing structures should maintain the scale of the 
surrounding block face with respect to height, bulk, and structure size. In areas where existing 
dwelling units are predominantly one story in height, new infill development and rebuilds should 
be limited to no more than two stories, even if existing zoning regulations allow two and a half. 
 
In areas with predominantly smaller dwelling units, new infill development and rebuilds are 
encouraged to respect the existing scale of development and prevent becoming dominant 
features. 
 
Where there is not consistent streetscape in a block the proposed dwelling unit should relate to its 
immediate neighbors possibly incorporating some of the more appealing features found along the 
street. 
 
 
Building and Lot Orientation 
 

● The orientation of infill development should be consistent with the established pattern of 
the neighborhood.  

 
● Building Entrance. The front entrance to a single-family or duplex dwelling should be 

located on the front façade, and oriented towards the front yard and primary access street. 
 

This strong horizontal element is disruptive in a streetscape that is dominated by vertical elements. 
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● Attached Garages. The front wall plane of all attached garages should be recessed behind 
the front wall plane of the dwelling’s ground floor living area or a covered porch by a 
minimum of four feet. 

 
● Lot Orientation. To the maximum extent practicable, the orientation of new lots created 

by subdivision or splitting of existing lots should repeat the predominant relationship of 
buildings to buildings and buildings to street along the same and facing block faces. 

 
 

                           
 
 
Openings 
 
Entryways, windows and garage doors make up the most distinctive elements of a house facade. 
 
Entryways 
 
Character buildings in existing neighborhoods emphasize the principal entry. The entryway is 
most often placed on the front facade; it may have a wide set of stairs with an intermediate 
landing leading to it; the door itself may be elaborately paneled and have a glaze transom or 
sidelights. 
    
The entryway of new dwellings should be apparent and clearly 
visible. The entryway should be emphasized by echoing 
character elements from neighboring houses or by introducing 
equivalent focal detail. Entry porches are encouraged where 
existing streetscape have such features.  
 
Where possible, the height of the entry from the street should 
reflect that of its neighbors. Ground level entry in a street of 
raised entries could disrupt visual continuity. 
 
Stairs to the principal entry should be wide and interesting from the street. They may include 
planters, intermediate landings, sidewalks, banisters, and walkway lighting. 
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Windows 
          
The proportion, size and detailing of windows should relate to that of neighboring houses. The 
number, size and composition of windows should approximate ratios of its neighbors. From the 
street, excessive use of glazing should be exercised carefully and should be tempered by the need 
to retain a certain amount of solid wall surface. At the same time. the excessive use of solid wall 
should be tempered with the need to provide light and fresh air within the house, and to provide 
views and security to the front yard and street. Careful arrangement, placement, proportioning 
and detailing of windows and trim can add interest, balance and order to the facade.  
 
Windows in older homes are often framed by a variety of elements such as sash, stained glass, 
lintels, sills and pediments. New houses should have windows that are similarly differentiated 
from the wall surface utilizing details such as wide wood trim. 
 
Infill dwellings should as much as possible reflect the window style predominant to the 
neighbors. Generally, vertical window proportions should be used, however, they may be 
assembled into large horizontal openings. 
 
In general, window placement should respect the privacy of adjacent properties. Windows should 
be oriented away from neighboring yards and windows. If this in not possible, they should be 
positioned to maximize privacy for the new house and its neighbors, although some neighbors 
may welcome some loss of privacy if there are positive aspects such as increased security. 
Neighbors should be consulted regarding the effect of window placement. 
 
 
Garage Doors 
         
Garage doors can dominate the streetscape, as they are the largest opening in the front facade. 
The garage door and its immediate surround should be visually interesting. Detailing such as 
recessing the doorway to create deep shadows, providing plant shelf recesses flanking the door 
or setting the garage facade back from the rest of the house will lessen its visual impact. 
 
Under the appropriate set of circumstances, a detached garage could be used as an element of 
design in resolving issues of privacy and site planning. The garage could be located in the rear 
yard to help define social space. In rare cases a front yard siting may be sought through the 
variance process. 
 
 
TEXTURE AND MATERIALS 
 
Finishes and Materials 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, B. (8) “Predominant exterior building materials should be of high 
quality. These include brick, wood or vinyl siding, stone and tinted/textured 
concrete masonry units. Smooth faced concrete block, tilt-up concrete panels or 
prefabricated steel panels may not exceed 50% of the entire structure.” 
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The choice and mix of materials on the facades of structures and garage doors is important in 
providing an attractive living environment. Materials should be consistently applied and should 
be chosen to work harmoniously with adjacent materials.  
 
Exterior finishes and materials should be consistent with those used in the neighborhood. The 
repetition of similar finishes and material along the street contributes to the visual continuity of 
the neighborhood. Exterior finishes vary from street to street and include narrow horizontal 
siding, brick, abestos shingles and cedar shingles. New dwelling should use materials and 
finishes that are visually compatible and could harmonizing the new houses with the existing 
homes. The building need not duplicate or replicate the neighbors but could reference the 
traditional style. 
 
The choice of materials can help express the buildings proportions and massing. Different 
materials may be used to define different levels of the house such as the base and the top. 
Material should be chosen for their textural appearance (rugged, smooth) or for some symbolic 
meaning (massive base, foundation stone). 
 
Materials, finishes and ornamentation should appear as integral parts of the structure rather than 
stuck on. Front facade treatments should wrap around the sides of the house visible from the 
street. Corner lots should have both exposed facades treated equally as well as any other side 
walls exposed to the streets. 
 
 
Ornamentation 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, B. (2) “Structures should have finished architectural facade treatment 
and detail on all elevations that are visible from public ways or adjoining 
properties. Facades greater than 100 feet in length should incorporate recesses 
and projections along at least 20% of the length of the facade. For larger 
buildings, windows, awnings and arcades should total at least 60% of the facade 
length visible from a public street. Greater architectural interest should be 
encouraged for larger structures by directing the use of a repeating pattern of 
change in color, texture and material modules at intervals of no more than 30 
feet.” 

 
The level of richness in ornamentation of the neighboring houses should be uses as a guide 
without literal mimicking. Ornamentation should be uses with restraint and in the context of the 
existing neighborhood. When incorporated into the design, the use of brackets, eaves, cornices, 
columns and capitals should come from an understanding of their original structural use. 
 
Ornamentation varies with periods of architectural style. The infill house designer should 
understand the predominant style of a particular streetscape and may design the infill dwelling 
unit to echo those themes. This does not mean copying or repeating details, but rather using the 
existing details as a basis for incorporating contemporary but visually related detail into the new 
house. 
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Roof Detail 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, B. (1) “Pitched roofs and gables are encouraged. Where pitched roofs 
are not practical from an engineering basis or are not cost effective, false gables 
and mansards can achieve a similar appearance. Flat roofs with exposed 
mechanical fixtures should be avoided. For larger structures, variations in 
rooflines should be required to reduce scale and add visual interest. Roofs for 
larger structures should have at least two of the following features: overhanging 
eaves, sloped roofs and three or more roof planes.” 

 
Incorporation of character elements such as dormers, eaves and secondary roof elements over 
bay windows, porches, etc., are encouraged to reduce the impact of large roof areas and to 
provide a sense of scale to the house. 
 
 
Color 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, B. (9) “Facade colors should be of low reflectance, subtle or neutral 
earth tone colors. The use of high-intensity colors, metallic colors, black or 
fluorescent colors should be prohibited. Building trim may feature brighter 
colors, but neon tubing should not be permitted.” 

 
Color schemes, which are compatible with the neighborhood are encouraged. Older character 
homes often have painted wood surfaces - siding or shingles. Often color schemes are muted 
with one or two strong accent colors on trim elements. While there are some successful 
exceptions, particularly recalling historical color schemes, vibrant colors should be used with 
extreme discretion and in small amounts. 
 
 
ADDITIONS 
 
In planning an addition it is important to pay careful attention to the architectural style of the 
existing residence. In many cases, additions can dramatically change the appearance of the 
residence and, therefore, the character of the neighborhood. Examples of ways to guide the 
quality of additions include the following:  
 

● Ensure that the scale and mass of the addition is in keeping with that of the original 
structure, and that when completed the redeveloped residence does not visually 
overwhelm neighboring structures.  

 
● Limit the location of additions to the side and rear sides of the structure, so as not to 

disrupt established setback of the building. In particular, the construction of garages 
should never project beyond the plane of the original facade. 

 
● Ensure that the additions roof matches or complements the design of the original 

structure.  
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● Architectural elements such as windows should respect the prevailing geometry of the 
original structure. For instance, windows with a vertical orientation can compete with 
those of a horizontal orientation.  

 
● Ensure the materials used for the addition are consistent with those of the original 

structure.  
 
 
LANDSCAPING 
 

Chapter 18:1-37, B. (3) “Foundation landscaping and shade trees should be used to 
soften the appearance of buildings and add visual appeal to pedestrian plazas and 
sidewalks.” 

 
Chapter 18:1-37, B. (4) “Adequate landscape buffering and screening along site 

perimeters should be used to protect adjacent residential neighborhoods and 
residential and mixed-use zoned properties. Landscape buffers between 
incompatible uses should be wide and dense enough to completely screen 
proposed development from adjoining properties. Landscape buffers should also 
be planted along the frontage of the U.S. 50/301 corridor.” 

          
Front yards are prominent features of the streetscape. The area is often treated as a grassed semi-
public zone with detailed planting beds particularly at the base of the house. In general front yard 
landscaping should reflect that of the neighborhood, understanding that plant size and maturity 
may be somewhat less than the neighbors. 
 
As much as possible, infill projects should retain healthy mature trees on the lot. Any mature tree 
that is removed to accommodate the new house should be replaced with one or more other 
specimens. Placement of the new tree should respect neighbor’s concerns, e.g., loss of views, 
overshadowing and so on. 
 
In front yards, infill projects should provide for soft landscaping to define the line between the 
public domain and private property. 
Mature trees and natural drainageways are a few of the elements that contribute to the distinct 
character of residential neighborhoods. To protect these features and resources, infill projects 
should work with the context and integrity of this environment by preserving natural features to 
the maximum extent practicable. 
 
Existing significant trees and natural features, such as drainage corridors, should be preserved to 
the maximum extent practicable.  To the maximum extent practicable, significant trees should be 
preserved and integrated into the site or lot layout. “Significant” trees include the following: 
 
 ● Deciduous trees with twelve (12)inch minimum caliper; 
 
 ● Evergreen trees twelve (12) feet or more in height; or 
 
 ● Groups or stands of ten (10) or more trees with a minimum caliper of six (6) inches. 
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If a significant tree designated to be preserved is removed or substantially damaged during 
clearing, grading, or construction, the applicant or developer should replace the removed or 
damaged tree with new trees. Replacement trees should be the same or similar species to the 
trees removed or damaged, or alternately a species native to Caroline County. 
 
 
TRADITIONAL/HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS  
 
Porches          
Porches are highly encouraged in older, historic areas of 
Chester and Stevensville, in areas where there is a significant 
amount of single-family prototypes that traditionally include 
porches. Porches, where provided, should be at least sixty (60 
square feet, with a minimum dimension of six feet (depth).  
 
 
Entryways 
 
Housing prototypes that do not traditionally include porches should provide an articulated but 
not overly pronounced entryway. Examples of pronounced entryways are rounded doors, 
articulated entrances, columns, and/or other similar features. 
 
 
Roof treatments  
 
Generally, roof treatments should meet the following development criteria:  
 

● Roof pitches should complement the 
building style of the principal structure and 
have design and scale that are 
complementary to the surrounding 
dwellings.  

 
● Generally, roofs should have a pitch that is 

consistent with and supportive of local 
architectural styles.  

 
● Roofs may have dormers, gables, or similar 

variations in roof planes in order to break up 
the roof mass.  

 
● Individual roofs may include a variety of 

colors and materials.  
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Corner Lots            
 
Generally, corner lots should meet the following development criteria:  
 

● Structures on corner lots should take advantage of the dual frontage, make an 
architectural statement, and create interest in architecture and human activity on each 
street. Such a statement can be accomplished by providing the following amenities:  

 
▫ Wrap around porches  
 
▫ Bay windows, porches, and turrets  
 
▫ Varied exterior materials, roof features, hues, and articulation. Varied materials 

should be consistent with one another.  
 
 
Architectural Details  
 
Houses and  sites shall contain at least one architectural detail of interest from the following or a 
similar amenity:  
 

● Stained glass or leaded windows  
 
● Brick or wood architectural columns 
 
● Decorative lights  
 
● Brick sidewalks 
 
● Window boxes 

 
 
EXISTING GENERAL RESIDENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Age of Structure 
 
When a dwelling unit was built may be a indicator of the prevailing architectural style and 
provide the designer with a basis for considering an infill and redevelopment project. 
 
 
Number of Stories 
 
Massing and scale along a street front are determined (in part) by the height of existing 
buildings. In those areas where the street front consists of primarily two story structures infill 
development should respect this pattern by proposing new structures greater than one story. 
 
 
Other Features 
 
Modern materials, such as aluminum and vinyl siding, are in broad use in the exterior features of 
Chester and Stevensville’s residential neighborhoods. Colors, for the most part, are subdued and 
traditional. 



 

 
 

 
Adopted May 1, 2007 
Appendix E                  E - 1 
Infill and Redevelopment Glossary 
 

Appendix E 
GLOSSARY 

 
 
Architectural Envelope - Refers to the exterior elements of a structure - the roof, all facades and 

major projections, elements such as bay windows, overhangs and deck/balconies, i.e., 
those parts of a house that define its exterior shape. 

 
Finish Materials - The building materials used on the exterior of the structure. 
 
Form - Building form is defined by its massing, proportion and scale. 
 
Infill - The development of vacant, abandoned, passed over or underutilized land within built-up 

areas of existing communities, where infrastructure is already in place. 
 
Infrastructure - Streets, water and sewer lines, and other public facilities necessary to the future 

of a community. 
 
Massing - The impression and visual impact of size, shape and silhouette of a building resulting 

from the composition of its main volumes, roof profile, its horizontality/verticality and 
rhythm, and the juxtaposition of major building elements to each other and to adjacent 
buildings. 

 
Openings - Openings include doors, windows and garage doors. They are the most distinct and 

common elements in a building facade. 
 
Ornamentation - The refinement of detail and application of decorative elements to enhance the 

buildings appearance. 
 
Proportion - Proportions are dimensional relationships among the building parts such as: the 

height width and depth of each element (windows, doors, bays and balconies); the 
relationship of the dimensions of each element to the others and to the building as a 
whole; the dimensional relationship of the building and adjacent buildings.   

 
Redevelopment - any expansion, addition, or major facade change to an existing building, 

structure, or parking facility.  
 
Scale - A consistency of relationship between the size of a building’s elements (windows, 

porches, entrances) with each other and with adjacent buildings, trees, etc., as perceived 
by a person from ground level. 
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Streetscape Pattern - The overall appearance of the road, street, boulevards, sidewalk, 

landscaping, street furnishings, and fronting buildings which together make up the street 
as seen and experienced from ground level.  

 
Texture - The visual surface characteristics (roughness, smoothness, for example) and 

appearance of the exterior of the building. Texture, together with details often have the 
strongest impact on how people perceive a structure. Texture is achieved through the 
selection and use of exterior architectural finishes and the use of ornamentation. 

 
Visual Character - The visual character of a street is defined by a variety of factors including: 

building facade, building height and roof shape; building shapes and bulk, setbacks, 
finishes, details and landscaping. Taken together these factors form a pattern or image 
characteristic of that particular street. This defines the streetscape pattern. 
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APPENDIX F 
CHESTER / STEVENSVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN 

Public Hearing of January 25, 2006,  
Comments Submitted to Planning Commission with 

Planning Commission’s Response / Decision (Forwarded to County Commissioners on April 20, 2006) 
 

 
Speaker 

 

 
Issue 

 
Draft Plan Excerpts 

 
For PC discussion 

 
PC Decision 

 
Kevin Quinn  
 
Owner of Parcel 
114, Tax Map 
56, on Main 
Street, 
Stevensville 
& 
Parcels 24 & 84 
behind KIHS  
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
2/7/06 
 

 
1. Property at 306 Main Street (Tax Map 56, Parcel 114).  The 300’ 

buffer from tidal waters encompasses the property and his neighbors, 
which would make it useless as a result of the Plan’s prohibition of 
any disturbance within the 300’ buffer.  Requests these properties not 
be included in the 300’ buffer for the following reasons: 
 
▪ It is not located within the Critical Area, and Plan states that the 

300’ buffer is for lands within the Critical Area 
 
▪ There was building that caught fire and the County required it to be 

demolished.  Has approved plans for the new building. 
 
▪ Has an existing sewer allotment, which has been paid each quarter.  
 
▪ The 300’ buffer would deny rightful use of the property. 
 

 
 
 
 

2. Family owns Parcels 24 & 84 behind the Kent Island High School, 
designated as school expansion site, and if the entire property is not 
required for school expansion, then proposed for a park. This 
deprives use of the property, and gives the County an option to sit 
and wait years to possibly purchase.  If the county wants to buy it let 
them make an offer.  There are 2 parcels – one is 8 ac. & one is 12 ac 
– choose either one for the school expansion and let him have the 
other, and use TDR’s from the one site for the school / park and 
transfer units to the other site, in exchange for the donation of the 
other parcel the school / park.  However, the Plan also calls for the 
Davidson Tract to be a park.  The park facilities should be kept 
together; and expansion of Love Point Park is where the park should 
be, not here. 

 
 

 
Page 5-18  & Page 5-22 
 
▪ Allow no exceptions to a 300’ buffer 

requirement 
 
▪ Maintenance of the 300’ shoreline buffer 

wherein no disturbance would be 
permitted, except for bona fide water 
dependent facilities and where buffer 
management standards would require 
restoration of the natural state of the 
shoreline to the max. extent practicable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 5-7    KIHS Expansion & Park Site 
 
. . .this site has been identified for use to 
support any future expansion of the 
capacity of KIHS.  Total land area of this 
site is approximately 21 acres.   Northern 
portions of the site which may not be 
required to support School expansion are 
proposed for future Park Use and to 
provide an edge between school activities 
and structures and existing residential 
development adjacent to the northern edge 
of the site.  
 
The plan recommends County acquisition 
of this site to preserve opportunities for 
these planned future uses.  

 

 
Under the Critical Area Act, Shore Buffers 
only apply to areas of tidal influence, and 
owners have to field verify the limits of 
tidal influence at time of development. 
 
1.  300-foot Buffer 
 

▪   Should the maps be revised to 
remove the buffer;  

  or  
 

▪   Should text be included to provide 
exception for lots that would be 
completely encompassed by the 
300-foot buffer in order to allow 
reasonable use of at least a portion 
of the property and avoid a 
regulatory taking. 

 
 
2.  Parcels behind KIHS 
 

▪ leave designation; 
 
▪ revise text and maps; 
 
▪ modify plan to incorporate property 

owners recommendation 

 

1.  SHORELINE BUFFER 
 
Revised text as follows: 
 
§ Maintain a 300 foot buffer 

requirement unless the buffer 
encompasses a substantial portion of 
any property such that reasonable 
use is impracticable, or if such buffer 
prohibits any additional development 
landward of existing structures on an 
already improved lot, which the 
Planning Commission recognizes 
may warrant granting a reduction on 
a case-by-case basis.  Any reduction 
to the 300-foot buffer shall be the 
minimum necessary to allow 
practical use of the site provided that 
there are mitigation measures to 
minimize environmental impacts 
related to the reduction. 

 
Revised map 5-3 to include the 300 foot 
shoreline buffer on all properties, vacant 
and with existing structures, whether 
IDA, LDA, or RCA. 
 
2.   KIHS EXPANSION & PARK SITE 
 
Address in cover letter transmitting to 
County Commissioners to set a goal to 
acquire, and make offer.  No changes to 
the text of the document.  (*Note:  
Revised text added to page 5-7 with 
drafted issued on October 26, 2006) 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Robert O. 
Eisinger - 
General Partner 
of the Love 
Point Limited 
Partnership 
 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 

 
Owns two parcels on Love Point Rd adjacent to Thompson Creek (Tax 
Map 56, Parcels 333 & 334).  Portion of the property adjacent to 
Thompson Creek is mapped for 300’ buffer that is described as being 
generated from tidal waters.  According to 1972 State of MD Wetland 
Maps (Map 69) the southern boundary of U.S. Rt. 50 and Thompson 
Creek is the furthest extent of the tidal influence.  Believes the mapping 
of a portion of the property for a 300’ buffer is incorrect and should be 
revised to eliminate this designation, for the following reasons: 
  
● The Plan states no reductions and/or disturbance to the 300’ Buffer 

should be allowed.  The SWM pond currently serving the existing 
medical building on parcel 332 is on parcel 333 and lies entirely 
within the proposed 300’ Buffer; which would eliminate the ability to 
maintain the SWM facility. 

  
● Currently processing a site plan for a 44,828 sq. ft. professional 

building on parcel 333.  The 300’ Buffer impacts the proposed site 
entrance and parking areas; the entire project would need to be 
redesigned if the 300’ Buffer were established, if could be built at all. 

  
● Been working this project since submittal of APF Study in August 

2004, but not notified that approx. 2.25 acres of the 5.276 acre 
property would become unusable.  Already provides a 100’ Buffer 
from Thompson Creek that eliminates the use of 1.36 acres.  The 
300’ Buffer would take a total of 3.615 acres or 68.5% of the 
property. 

 
 

 
Page 5-17     The Land Conservation Plan 
 
Conservation of natural resources and 
protection of environmental features on Kent 
Island is a key objective of this Community 
Plan . . . Map 5-3 identifies three categories 
and their respective locations where 
conservation of lands is recommended.  
They include: 
 
• A three hundred foot buffer from tidal 

waters within the Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Area. 

 
 
 
 

 
Under the Critical Area Act, Shore Buffers 
only apply to areas of tidal influence, and 
owners have to field verify the limits of 
tidal influence at time of development. 
 
300-foot Buffer 
 

▪   Should the maps be revised to remove 
the buffer;  

  
 or  
 
▪   Should text be included to provide 

exception for lots that would be 
completely encompassed by the 300-
foot buffer in order to allow 
reasonable use of at least a portion of 
the property and avoid a regulatory 
taking. 

 
 
PC Agenda March 9, 2006 
MASP #04-05-06-0002-C  
Kent Island Professional Center 
Requesting major site plan approval and a 
shore buffer reduction 

 
SHORELINE BUFFER 
 
Revised text as follows: 
 
§ Maintain a 300 foot buffer 

requirement unless the buffer 
encompasses a substantial portion of 
any property such that reasonable 
use is impracticable, or if such buffer 
prohibits any additional development 
landward of existing structures on an 
already improved lot, which the 
Planning Commission recognizes 
may warrant granting a reduction on 
a case-by-case basis.  Any reduction 
to the 300-foot buffer shall be the 
minimum necessary to allow 
practical use of the site provided that 
there are mitigation measures to 
minimize environmental impacts 
related to the reduction. 

 
Revised map 5-3 to include the 300 foot 
shoreline buffer on all properties, 
vacant and with existing structures, 
whether IDA, LDA, or RCA. 
 

 
 
Leo Maier –
Chester 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony  
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 
 

 
Owner of 10-acres (Tax Map 56, Parcel 250), north of Rt. 50 and 
between Island Plaza and Thompson Creek.  Portion of property 
mapped for 300’ buffer that is described as being generated from tidal 
waters.  According to 1972 State of MD Wetland Maps (Map 69), the 
southern boundary of Rt. 50 and Thompson Creek is the furthest 
extent of the tidal influence.  Portion of the creek adjacent to his 
property is not influenced by the tide.  Believes the mapping of a 
portion of property in 300’ buffer is incorrect; revise to eliminate this 
designation.  Important since the Plan states no reduction and/or 
disturbance to the 300’ buffer should be allowed. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Page 5-18  & Page 5-22 
▪ Allow no exceptions to a 300’ buffer 

requirement 
 

▪  Maintenance of the 300’ shoreline buffer 
wherein no disturbance would be 
permitted, except for bona fide water 
dependent facilities and where buffer 
management standards would require 
restoration of the natural state of the 
shoreline to the max. extent practicable. 

 
▪ Should the maps be revised to remove 

the buffer;  
 

  or  
 
▪  Should text be included to provide 

exception for lots that would be 
completely encompassed by the 300-
foot buffer in order to allow reasonable 
use of at least a portion of the property. 

 
 

Same as above decision 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Tim Price – for 
his mother, 
Louise Price –  
Stevensville 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
On behalf of his mother who is part owner of the Davidson Tract – 
which is designated as a park site.  Commented on the tax dollars 
required to preserve the amount of land proposed in the Plan – the cost 
involved in taking this site, and all the other sites that were 
recommended for acquisition.  Costs include the acquisition cost, the 
cost of initial improvements and then maintenance over time, and the 
property being taken off the tax rolls.   
 
Currently the Davidson Tract is used for agricultural purposes - serving 
the purpose recommended in the Plan. Language in a recommendation 
to designate this area as Davidson Farm Park and reservation or 
acquisition of property without any time period specified is not 
advisable, because the county is going to be in effect taking the property 
by regulatory means without a formal condemnation proceeding being 
instituted - which the courts have upheld as a regulatory taking that 
requires compensation to the landowners.   
 
The report recognizes that there are already 23 parks and recreational 
areas on Kent Island, and when combined with the public school fields, 
advises caution of putting more tax dollars in acquiring and maintaining 
more parkland when we already have plenty.   
 

 
Pg 5-8    Davidson Farm Park Site 
 
This location, Area 4, is one of the few 
remaining tracts that is undeveloped or not 
planned for development that remains in 
the North Chester/Stevensville designated 
Community Planning Area.  Shown on 
Map 5-2, its location provides separation 
and an undeveloped edge between the two 
communities.  The plan recommends 
reservation of some of these lands at the 
Davidson Farm for future use as a natural 
park site to protect environmental resources 
on those portions of the site located within 
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.    This 
may also include construction of a trail 
spur that could ultimately be connected to 
the Cross-Island trail and provide direct 
trail system access to the residents of the 
Cloverfields neighborhood.  The Planning 
Commission will consider rezoning of the 
property. 
 
Since Old Love Point Park is overcrowded, 
limited portions of this farm might also be 
used to support active recreation facilities 
which would expand recreation offerings to 
Stevensville and Chester area residents.  
This plan recommends County acquisition 
of the site to protect opportunities for future 
park use and support natural resource 
protection objectives.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
“The plan recommends reservation of some 
of these lands at the Davidson Farm for 
future use as a natural park site to protect 
environmental resources on those portions 
of the site located within the Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area.     
 
. . .  
 
The Planning Commission will consider 
rezoning of the property. 
 
. . .  
 
This plan recommends County acquisition 
of the site to protect opportunities for 
future park use and support natural 
resource protection objectives.” 

 
DAVIDSON FARM PARK SITE 
 
Address in cover letter transmitting to 
County Commissioners to set a goal to 
acquire, and make offer.  (*Note:  
Revised text added to pages 5-7 & 5-8 
with drafted issued on October 26, 2006) 
   
 
Revised text on Page 5-6 at the 
beginning of the section to add the 
following sentence: 
 

“In order to implement the goals 
and recommendations of these 
proposed land use concepts the 
Planning Commission will 
consider rezoning of property as 
appropriate as well as any 
necessary text amendments to 
the County Code.” 

 
Deleted the following sentence under 
Davidson Farm Park Site section:  
 

“The Planning Commission will 
consider rezoning of the 
property.” 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Peter Claggett 
 
Email dated 
1/24/06 

 
Attached a report by the US EPA concerning the relationship between 
housing density and water quality.  From the EPA News Release: 

[EPA’s] analysis demonstrated: 
▪ The higher-density scenarios generate less storm water 

runoff per house at all scales – one acre, lot, and 
watershed – and time series build-out examples. 

 
▪ For the same amount of development, higher-density 

development produces less runoff and less impervious 
cover than low-density development; and 

 
▪ For a given amount of growth, lower-density development 

impacts more of the watershed. 
 

Taken together, these findings indicate that low-density 
development may not always be the preferred strategy for 
protecting water resources. Higher densities may better protect 
water quality – especially at the lot and watershed levels.  . . . 
EPA believes that increasing development densities is one 
strategy communities can use to minimize regional water 
quality impacts.   

 
Mr. Claggett’s comments continued:     
While the report demonstrates very clearly that low-density 
development is not necessarily better for protecting water quality than 
high-density development, it also emphasizes the need for development 
guidelines and environmental protection measures to lessen the negative 
impacts of new development no matter what the density.   
 
Five-acre lots are not desirable because they can lead to the rapid 
consumption of farmland, limit the availability of new affordable 
housing, and limit public access to open space.  Large-lot homeowners 
can minimize environmental impacts by limiting the conversion of 
forests to lawns, leaving the remaining land fallow, planting open lands 
with native species, ensuring that forests on their property connect 
directly with forests on adjacent properties, and by preventing land 
disturbances near waterways.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendix C – The CAC’s Vision (pg C-4) 
 
● Because Kent Island had already absorbed 

more than its sustainable capacity, growth 
outside the reduced growth areas were 
limited to low density lots ranging from 
one unit per five (5) acres to one unit per 
twenty (20) acres, in order to protect the 
environmentally sensitive areas that had 
not been developed prior to 2004.  A Kent 
Island “sending” TDR program was 
adopted to direct growth to acceptable 
areas off of Kent Island. 

 
 
Chapter 18 Article XX 
Transferable Development Rights 
§ 18-1-100. C. Limitations 
 
. . . 

 
(5) TDRs used on receiving parcels 

within the CMPD and TC Districts 
must be derived from eligible 
transferor parcels located within the 
Fourth (Kent Island) Election 
District. 

 
(6) TDRS used on receiving parcels 

within the Stevensville Growth Area 
must be derived from eligible 
transferor parcels located within the 
Fourth Election District of Queen 
Anne’s County. 

 
 

Revised the text of first paragraph under 
THE LAND CONSERVATION PLAN 
Section as follows: 
 

“Conservation of natural 
resources and protection of 
environmental features on Kent 
Island is a key objective of this 
Community Plan.  Homeowners 
can contribute towards the 
conservation of the natural 
resources and minimize 
environmental impacts by 
limiting the conversion of forests 
to lawns, leaving the remaining 
land fallow, planting open lands 
with native species, ensuring that 
forests on their property connect 
directly with forests on adjacent 
properties, and by preventing 
land disturbances near 
waterways.” 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Page 5-18 
▪ Even though the CAC recommended that 

no future award of growth allocation or 
buffer reductions should be granted to any 
area of Kent Island in the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area, nevertheless, the Planning 
Commission recognizes that in order to 
achieve the County’s goals it may be 
necessary for very careful limited use in 
the award of Growth Allocation in the 
future in the Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Area. 

 
Plan Implementation Chapter  
Tool or Technique #18 
The SMPD and CMPD should be revised to 
improve the traditional neighborhood 
character and qualities in the Community 
Planning Area. 
 
 
Page 5-6 
§ It was the recommendation of the CAC 

that height limits on buildings and 
structures be consistent with requirements 
for maximum height limitations within 
airport facility clear zones and approach 
slopes/zones and in no case exceed 45 
feet.  The Planning Commission will 
revisit this issue in the context of 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
Text of CAC document (Oct. ’04) 
 
The Land Conservation Plan 
▪ Allow no future award of growth 

allocation or buffer reductions be 
granted to any area of Kent Island in the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

 
 
 
 
Plan Implementation Chapter  
Tool or Technique #18 
The SMPD & CMPD should be eliminated.  
The CMPD should be replaced to secure the 
traditional neighborhood character and 
qualities in the Chester Village Expansion 
Area.  Use of these provisions should 
however be limited to this location.  Areas 
formerly zoned SMPD should be rezoned 
consistent with existing use or to foster 
development consistent with this Plan 
  
Bay Bride / Island Gateway 
▪ Height limits on buildings and structures 

that are consistent with requirements for 
maximum height limitations within 
airport facility clear zones and approach 
slopes / zones and in no case exceed 45 
feet.  

 
 

 
No changes to the excerpts from:  
 
▪ Page 5-18 with respect to growth 

allocation 
 
 
 
 
 

 
▪ Tool or Technique #18 with respect 

to SMPD and CMPD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
▪   Page 5-6 with respect to height 

limitations 
 

 
Winn Krozack  
- representing 
the Kent Island 
Defense League 
(KIDL) 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 
 

 
In the spring of 2005 KIDL issued a press release in full support of the 
Plan as proposed by the CAC.  Based on careful review of the SWOT’s 
the CAC recognized the severe problems cause by too much high-
density growth and commercial strip development.  Many corrective 
actions were proposed in the CAC Plan.  The PC’s Draft is a revision of 
and is very different than CAC Plan.  The PC has either eliminated or 
watered down the solutions to the problems that were addressed in the 
CAC Plan.  A major emphasis of the CAC plan was to reduce the 
growth area.  However, the growth area, now called the Community 
Planning Area, in the PC Draft is actually larger and has been expanded 
south, down to Matapeake, including Camp Wright.  We are asked to 
believe that including Camp Wright in the growth area and giving is 
S1/W1 designation does not mean development there.  The CAC Plan 
also called for the following restrictions: 
 

▪ No further award of growth allocation in critical areas 
 
▪ Elimination of SMPD and CMPD zoning, as it is so open ended and 

has caused so many development problems 
 
▪ Strict adherence to height limitation in the Bay Bridge/Airport area 
 
▪ Strict adherence to the boundary of Terrapin Park and not allowing 

the sewer plant to impinge on this area 
 
▪ No extension of sewer/water service outside the designated Growth 

Area down Rt. 8 
 
▪ Emphasis on Chester/Stevensville Separation Greenbelt Areas. 

 
 
All of the above items have been so softened by new wording in the PC 
Draft that any suggestion of restrictions can be ignored, if deemed 
appropriate by QAC staff and officials.  KIDL strongly recommends 
and formally requests that the above outlined changes be revisited. 
Additionally, much has been lost by moving the CAC’s Vision to the 
appendix.  KIDL strongly recommends and formally requests that the 
following stipulations be placed back in the main body of the plan 

 
 
 
 

(Continued on next page) 

 
Page 5-7       Wastewater & Water TP site. 
This Area . . .includes lands currently owned 
by the County adjacent to Terrapin Park. . . 
This plan recommends limiting the area 
utilized for WWTP functions so that such 
functions do not encroach on lands zoned CS 
and established as park facilities at the 
Terrapin Park site.  . . . 
 

 
Wastewater Water TP Site 
. . . This plan recommends limiting the area 
utilized for WWTP functions so that such 
functions do not encroach on lands zoned 
CS and established as park facilities at the 
Terrapin Park site.  The CAC recommends 
limiting the boundary of the designated 
growth area and PFA to the area of the site 
encompassed by existing WWTP facilities 
to restrict future expansion of WWT 
capacity in keeping with the removal of 
areas previously designated for growth. 
 

 
No changes to the excerpts from:  
 
▪ Page 5-7 with respect to the 

Wastewater & Water Treatment 
Plan site. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
Continuation  
 
Winn Krozack  
- representing 
the Kent Island 
Defense League 
(KIDL) 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continuation) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 6-7    Community Facilities . . .Plan 
▪ While the CAC recommended that no 

extensions of sewer and water service to 
facilitate new growth should be allowed 
in areas located outside the designated 
Community Planning Areas, the PC 
recognizes that exceptions may be 
necessary, and, therefore, recommends 
that such extensions should be done only 
as absolutely necessary to eliminate 
failing septic systems. 

 
 
Page 5-8 
Chester/Stevensville Separation Greenbelt 
. . . The location of this proposed greenbelt 
also furthers this Community Plan’s 
environmental objectives of protecting 
sensitive resource lands adjacent to Cox Creek.  
The area of the greenbelt corresponds to lands 
located within 300 feet of Cox Creek which 
serve as a buffer within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area.  
 
Implementation of this concept will require 
protection of the 300 foot buffer on both sides 
of Cox Creek as shown on Map 5-2. 

 
The Community Facilities ...  Plan 
▪ No extensions of sewer and water 

service to facilitate new growth should 
be allowed in areas located outside the 
designed Growth Areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chester/Stevensville  … Greenbelt 
. . .  The location of this proposed greenbelt 
also furthers. . . adjacent to Cox Creek.  For 
the most part the area of the greenbelt 
corresponds to lands located within 300 feet 
of Cox Creek which serve as a buffer within 
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.  
Additional lands have been included within 
this proposed greenbelt at its southern edge 
to limit further development along portions 
of the Route 18 corridor.   
 
Implementation of this concept. . . as shown 
on Map 5-2 and may require downzoning of 
remaining land near the Route 18 corridor to 
limit development to protect the functions of 
the proposed greenbelt. 
 
PC Minutes – Special Meeting 6/15/05 

 
▪ The area identified as the Upper Cox 

Creek Corridor that the PC 
determined at its prior worksesssion 
would be retained within the Growth 
Area Boundary, should be 
reclassified to the TC (Town Center) 
zoning district. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Revised the excerpt from:  
 

▪ Former Page 6-7, now Page 6-11, 
with respect to the THE COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES 
PLAN  to add the following sentence 
at the end of the paragraph: 

 
“Extension of public sewer 
and water to serve denied 
access areas should not be 
allowed. “ 

(*Note:  Revised text added to page 6-11 
with drafted issued on October 26, 2006) 
 
No changes to the excerpts from:  
 

▪ Page 5-8 with respect to the 
Chester / Stevensville 
Separation Greenbelt 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
(Continuation) 
 
Winn Krozack  
- representing 
the Kent Island 
Defense League 
(KIDL) 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 
 

 
(Continuation) 

 
1. “Because Kent Island has already absorbed more than its 

sustainable capacity, growth outside the community planning 
areas will be limited to low density lots ranging from one unit 
per five (5) acres to one unit per twenty (20) acres, in order to 
protect the environmentally sensitive areas that had not been 
developed prior to 2004.” 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
2. “Clear and objective methodologies are implemented to assess 

the transportation, environmental and fiscal impacts of 
development proposals and that these assessments can be clearly 
understood and provide outcomes that can be trusted by 
developers and residents alike.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 

3. “A role will be established for a citizen’s board to advise the 
Planning Commission and County Commissioners regarding the 
implementation of the Community Plan.” 

 
By revisiting the above listed eliminations and changes and by putting 
the three listed stipulations back into the main body of the text, the 
resulting Plan would likely be supported by the citizens. 
 

 
 
Appendix C – The CAC’s Vision (pg C-4) 
● Because Kent Island had already absorbed 

more than its sustainable capacity, growth 
outside the reduced growth areas were 
limited to low density lots ranging from one 
unit per five (5) acres to one unit per twenty 
(20) acres, in order to protect the 
environmentally sensitive areas that had not 
been developed prior to 2004.  . . .  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix C–The CAC’s Vision (pg C-10) 
● The development of clear and objective 

methodologies used to assess the 
transportation, environmental, historical and 
fiscal impacts of development proposals 
that can be clearly understood and provide 
outcomes that can be trusted by developers 
and residents alike. 

 
 
 
Appendix C–The CAC’s Vision (pg C-10) 
● A role was established for a citizen’s board 

to advise the PC and County 
Commissioners regarding the 
implementation of the vision. 

Page 5-4      South Route 8 Corridor 
Proposed changes in land use designation in 
this area would establish a density of one 
residential unit per 20 acres within those 
portions of the area that are located in the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area ...Remaining 
lands ...would be designated as part of the 
…“CS” zoning district which would limit 
development to a maximum of 1 residential 
unit per 5 acres . . .  
 
Staff Note:  Most existing neighborhoods 
outside the Planning Area are zoned NC, 
even though there are vacant lots of record 
within these communities.   
 
Page 6-12 The Community Facilities and 
Public Services Plan 
§ Develop clear and objective 

methodologies that can be used to 
assess the transportation, 
environmental, historical and fiscal 
impacts of development proposals that 
can be clearly understood and provide 
outcomes that can be trusted by 
developers and residents alike. 

 

1. Revised Page 5-4, South Route 8:  
 
“Proposed changes in land use 
designation in this area should 
establish a density of one residential 
unit per 20 acres within those 
portions of the area that are located 
in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
(approximately 1/3 the total land 
area or 112 acres), consistent with 
the County’s “Countryside” zoning 
district.  The designation of 
remaining lands (approximately 296 
acres) should limit development to a 
maximum of one residential unit per 
five acres if cluster development 
design standards were applied.” 

 
2. Added the following to Page 5-5: 
 
“Growth on Kent Island outside the 
Community Planning Area will be 
limited in order to protect the 
environmentally sensitive areas that 
had not been developed prior to 
2006.” 

 
3. Revised last paragraph, page 5-22: 
“This chapter has outlined the major 
plan recommendations based on the 
discussion of issues in Chapter 3. 
Recommendations are designed to 
move in the direction of achieving the 
CAC’s Vision, as articulated in the 
Forward, for the Chester and 
Stevensville communities over time.  
These recommendations include that 
clear and objective methodologies are 
used to assess the transportation, 
environmental and fiscal impacts of 
development proposals.  .  .  . 
Therefore, the Planning Commission 
will continue to seek and utilize citizen 
participation regarding the 
implementation of this Community 
Plan.” 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
James Parker – 
Bay City and a 
member CAC 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
Supports KIDL’s letter and position.  Also, two points to emphasize: 
 
1. The CAC’s Vision Statement for low-density lots, clear and objective 

assessments of transportation, environmental and fiscal impacts and 
establishment of a citizens board to assist in implementation of this 
Plan must be returned to the main body of the Plan.  Otherwise it 
certainly will be treated like any other appendix items, viewed merely 
as information or for reference only.   
 

2. An assumption the PC delayed the completion of the Plan and this 
hearing so that major residential development activities could be 
approved or at least initiated.  Put in the appendix a detailed list of 
actions approved during the period from July 28, 2004, which was the 
last public hearing, until now.   

 

 
1. Refer to the above box with excerpts 

from the CAC’s Vision Statement 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2. Should another Appendix be added 

that includes a listing of project 
approvals in Chester and 
Stevensville between the July 28, 
2004, Public Forum at KIHS and 
the January 25, 2006, Public 
Hearing. 

 

 
 
 
 

No changes 

 
Mary Kerr- 
Stevensville 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
One of the most important issues facing the county today is 
development.  Review all the suggestions and requests made by KIDL. 
 
▪ Move back to the main text of the Plan the stipulations to have clear 

and objective methodologies to assess the transportation, 
environmental and fiscal impacts of development.   

 
▪ Replace the stipulation to have the citizen board to work with the 

Planning Commission and the County Commissioners regarding 
implementation of the Community Plan.   

 

 
 
Refer to the previous box with excerpts 
from the CAC’s Vision Statement 

 

 Revised last paragraph on page 5-22: 
“. . .  Recommendations are designed to 
move in the direction of achieving the 
CAC’s Vision, as articulated in the 
Forward, for the Chester and 
Stevensville communities over time.  
These recommendations include that 
clear and objective methodologies are 
used to assess the transportation, 
environmental and fiscal impacts of 
development proposals.  .  .  . 
Therefore, the Planning Commission 
will continue to seek and utilize citizen 
participation regarding the 
implementation of this Community 
Plan.” 

 
Rick Moser 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
This Plan is substantiality different then the plan proposed by the CAC.  
Request that the PC substantiality alters this to make it more consistent 
to the CAC version.  If this cannot be accomplished I do not want my 
name associated with your plan in anyway. 
 

   
 

No changes 

 
Jack Broderick 
-   Chester and 
CAC 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
Endorses KIDL’s and Mary Kerr’s comments. Specifically, the strong 
recommendation that no further Critical Area Growth Allocation be 
approved for KI.  That the height limitations around the Bay Bridge 
Airport be very strictly adhered to and be put back in.  The footprint of 
the sewer plant that concerns us that it not be extended into lands 
purchased by POS.   Two additional comments, that are very strong to 
this plan, PC did not tinker with is the design standards that were 
included as an appendix.   But, put the CAC Vision back where it 
belongs and help to strengthen the overall effect of that plan. 
 

 
 
Refer to previous boxes in this table with 
excerpts from the CAC’s Vision 
Statement and sections on the WWTP.   

 
Text of the CAC’s Vision Statement would 
have to be modified in order to become the 
PC’s Vision Statement, and be consistent 
with other modifications that the PC made.  
Sections of the CAC’s Vision Statement 
refer to the entire Kent Island, not just the 
Community Planning Area.   
 

 
 
The CAC’s Vision Statement was 
moved from an Appendix to a Forward 
located at the front of the document. 
 
Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to KIDL’s comments. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Steve 
Kougoures 
 – Chester 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
▪ Map 5-1.  Yellow areas identify areas that were removed from the 

previous plan; to protect the remaining headwaters of the creeks.   
 
▪ Scenic vistas.  When we come over the Narrows Bridge on to KI, you 

can look out either to the left or your right. There are very specific 
parts of views that would be terrible if those were filled with houses.   
It is a scenic vista and it is what you see and what makes KI.   

 
▪ Restore the vision to the front of the main document.  That vision sets 

the tone and the spirit of why CAC wrote the plan the way it did.   
 
▪ KIDL had some good points, consider those.   

 

 
 
Refer to the KIDL comments 
previously noted in this table 

 
 

Refer to the above box. 

Added new bullet to Page 5-22 with 
respect to scenic overlooks:  
 
§ Locate scenic overlooks where 

people can stop, park, and appreciate 
the view. 

 
The CAC’s Vision Statement was 
moved from an Appendix to a Forward 
located at the front of the document. 
 
Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to KIDL’s comments. 

 
Carol Fordonski 
– Kent Island  
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 

 
This Planning Commission version does not reflect the wishes of the 
citizens of QAC.  The CAC fought long and well for the wording in our 
report so that its vision and recommendations would truly reflect the 
concerns of fellow citizens.  The CAC report called for certain 
restrictions such as: 
 

▪ No further award of growth allocation in critical areas 
▪ Elimination of SMPD and CMPD zoning 
▪ Strict adherence to height limitation in the Bay Bridge/Airport area 
▪ Strict adherence to the boundary of Terrapin Park and not allowing 

the sewer plant to infringe on this area 
▪ No extension of sewer/water service outside the designated growth 

area down Rt. 8 
▪ Emphasis on Chester/Stevensville separation via required greenbelt 

areas. 
 
The PC Draft has so weakened and/or changed the CAC stated 
recommendations as to make them subject to unrestrained interpretation 
by petitioners, staff and the Planning Commission.  Please restore the 
CAC recommendations. 

 
 

Refer to previous boxes with 
excerpts in response to KIDL’s 
comments. 

 

 
 
 

Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to KIDL’s comments. 
 
Language added to Ch. 1, page 1-9, to 
recognize the work and efforts of the 
CAC: 
 

“The CAC conducted multiple 
work sessions during the months of 
September and October 2004 to 
review draft plan elements. 
Changes and revisions were 
incorporated in the initial draft plan 
as a result of long hours of work 
sessions during evening meetings 
so that the final report would truly 
reflect the concerns of these 
dedicated citizens who continued 
to serve on the CAC. “ 

 

 
Cindy Parr –  
Rt. 8 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
Agrees with the KIDL recommendations. 
 
Traffic issue - reason for being against development on Rt. 50 and Rt. 8 
corridor.  It is not about growth or no growth; its about safety. 
 
Over development is one of the biggest things hurting the bay. The 
Chesapeake Bay Verses Growth.   
 
 

 
Refer to previous boxes with 
excerpts in response to KIDL’s 
comments. 

 

 Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to KIDL’s comments. 
 
Language added to Ch. 6, page 6-1: 

 
“Investments in transportation 
system infrastructure will be 
required through the planning 
period to better manage traffic, 
improve safety, and reduce 
congestion to the extent possible 
and facilitate the movement of 
people and goods. “  



QAC – Queen Anne’s County       PC – Planning Commission      CAC – Citizen’s Advisory Committee     
SWM – Stormwater Management       WWTP – Wastewater Treatment Plant    TDR – Transfer of Development Rights 
SMPD – Stevensville Master-Planned Development District   CMPD – Chester Master-Planned Development District  300’ – 300 foot               Page 10 of 20  

Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Forrest P. 
Chisman -  
CAC member 
 
Letter dated 
1/26/06 

Supports all recommendations of the CAC, and opposes the PC 
changes.  Supports KIDL’s specific suggestions for changes that should 
be made to align the PC Plan with the CAC’s, and offers three 
additional points: 
 
1. Goals for the future.  Most citizens want Kent Island to remain a 

distinctive environment that combines residential land use with 
abundant amounts of countryside and water access.  Most public 
officials see the future of Kent Island as a gradual evolution toward 
well-planned suburbia.  The citizen’s concern is that the sheer volume 
of development is far too great.  The CAC message is no more tract 
development, and very low density development in the context of 
abundant countryside or villages if there is to be further development 
at all.    Strongly urges adoption of a 10 year moratorium on approval 
[of] all new multi-unit residential development on Kent Island.   

 
2. The “Gateway.” Among the plans the CAC rejected was the 

illustration included in the PC’s Draft; this “conceptual” rendering was 
not considered satisfactory by anyone.  The CAC proposed that a 
special planning process should be established to create a plan for the 
“Gateway” that should be accomplished by a special board with a 
“design competition.”  The PC Draft ignores and dismisses the CAC’s 
recommendation.  Strongly urges the PC to recommend a special 
authority and process for planning the future of the Gateway. 

 
3. The Ellendale Tract.  The CAC recommended that this tract be 

removed from the growth area, however, the PC Draft retains the area 
within the growth area.  No reason to be included when other 
contiguous and similar tracts are excluded.  The PC should eliminate 
the Ellendale tract from the Growth Area.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 5-6 
Because this location is so prominent, the 
CAC recommended a design competition as a 
means of securing the very best treatment of 
the site that reflects these land uses and 
design objectives.  However, the PC proposes 
that design standards should be established to 
insure the highest possible quality in 
architecture and landscape treatment of this 
site.  . . . 
 
Page 5-4        South Route 8 Corridor 
Several parcels all located South of Route 50 
and East of the Maryland Route 8 corridor 
totaling approximately 408 acres in land area 
are are proposed for removal from the 
Stevensville Community Planning Area.  
Most of this area has been proposed for 
development that have not secured plan 
approvals . . . 
 

 
 
 
 
 
1.  Moratoriums must be related to: 
 

▪ availability of infrastructure when 
such inadequacy is subject to system 
improvements on a timetable that is 
part of a CIP; or  

 
▪ temporary overall moratorium during 

the process to adopt new land use 
regulations.   

 
 
2.  The Gateway – The conceptual 

illustration labeled “Alternate 
Proposed Bay Bridge Gateway Site” 
on page 5-7 of the PC Draft Plan is the 
exact same illustration (Figure 6-1) on 
page 6-5 of the CAC’s October 2004 
report. 

 
3.  Ellendale has been awarded both 

Growth Allocation and Sewer 
Allocation, and paid a deposit on 
Sewer Allocation. 

 
 
 
  
 
 
1.   No recommendation for moratorium. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Deleted the conceptual illustration 

labeled “Alternate Proposed Bay 
Bridge Gateway Site” 

 
 
 
 
 
3.   No changes to the Plan with respect 

to the Ellendale Tract. 

 
Terry Babb – 
Stevensville 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

 
Thanked the PC for supporting the design guidelines.  The Planning 
Department must take the geographic realities of KI seriously.  Reduce 
the growth area around Rt.8 by removing the McKee and Kent Manor 
Inn properties.  Camp Wright is not required to be included, as 
Matapeake qualifies as a stand-alone PFA.  Do not include Camp 
Wright in the planning area with any possibility of sewer.   
 
 
 
Include the CAC’s vision in the main body of the text; don’t let it be lost 
in the appendix.  Urges that the language used in the final plan be strong 
enough and clear enough so that it can be enforced, not ignored, 
overlooked or disregarded.  Include very strong language and emphasis 
on the greenbelt area, it is as important as the design guidelines.   

Page 5-4        South Route 8 Corridor 
Several parcels . . totaling approximately 408 
acres in land area are proposed for removal 
from the Stevensville Community Planning 
Area.  Most of this area has been proposed for 
development that have not secured plan 
approvals including “The Cloister (101 acres 
and 291 residential units), and “Kent Manor” 
(222 acres and 450 units). 
 
Page 5-5 
Several additions to the Community 
Planning Area boundary are proposed. . . .   
The second area crosses a small area of 
Camp Wright south of Bay City to allow for 
the possibility of providing public water 
and/or sewer to that institutional facility. 

The PC Draft Plan removes from the 
Community Planning Area the “McKee” 
and “Kent Manor” properties referenced by 
Ms. Babb. 
 
Camp Wright 
The only portion of Camp Wright included 
in the Community Planning Area is the 
strip located between the Chesapeake Bay 
and the existing utility easement that 
extends between Bay City and the Water 
Tower at Matapeake.     
 

Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to the Route 8 South 
Corridor. 
 
 
 
No changes with respect to the portion 
of the Camp Wright property. 
 
 
 
 
 
The CAC’s Vision Statement was 
moved from an Appendix to a Forward 
located at the front of the document. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Trish 
McQuestion 
Stevensville 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
2/1/06 

 
Not a member of KIDL but agrees with what they are saying.  Requests 
reconsideration of several points in the Draft Plan.  
 
▪ Residential development of Kent Manor will destroy the planned 

gateway to the Eastern Shore.  Allowing further residential 
development and sewer allocation to new homes on Kent Manor 
sends the wrong message.  Let the sewer allocation go to where the 
people already live to replace failing septic systems rather than to 
encourage sprawl.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
▪ Further commercial or residential development along the Rt. 8 

corridor should not move forward without proper infrastructure.  This 
includes Camp Wright, Matapeake and all other developments.  
There are many opportunities to improve existing buildings, revive 
ugly strip mall, and build within existing subdivisions.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
▪ Aside from the Draft Plan, reconsider the proposed Giant Store 

complex.  Disagrees with any number of gas pumps being included.  

 
 

 
Refer to the above box. 

Page 5-4       Proposed Community Planning 
Area Boundary 
 
Key areas . . . that are proposed for 
removal include: 
 
● South Route 8 Corridor 

 
Several parcels . . . totaling approx. 408 
acres in land area are proposed for 
removal from the Stevensville 
Community Planning Area.  Most of this 
area has been proposed for developments 
that have not secured plan approvals 
including “The Cloisters” (101 acres and 
291 residential units), and “Kent Manor” 
(222 acres and 450 units).  . . .  

 
With respect to Camp Wright, refer to the 
above box.  Matapeake is an existing PFA, 
and will remain as a PFA whether or not 
it’s incorporated into the Chester / 
Stevensville Community planning Area. 
 
PC Minutes Special Meeting of 6/15/05 
▪ The inclusion of the western edge of 

Camp Wright within the Growth Area 
Boundary is intended to only facilitate 
future expansion of public water and 
sewer to Matapeake; the language of the 
text should be clear that it is not to 
facilitate any change of use or 
development of Camp Wright between 
the waterline and Route 8. 

 
 
Refer to revisions as previously noted 
with respect to the Route 8 South 
Corridor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No changes with respect to the portion 
of the Camp Wright property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Planning Commission had already 
granted concept plan approval to the 
Giant Store project, and the project has 
been awarded growth allocation. 

Rich Altman –
Queenstown 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
&  
Letter dated 
2/1/06 

 
No particular suggestions for adjustments to this Plan, but offered 
suggestions how to adjust the public process.   
 
Has many books that have a forward and do not have an appendix.  
Move the CAC’s Vision forward.  Don’t have to put it into the plan as a 
part of the formal Planning Commission recommendation, but bring it 
forward.         

 
 
 
 
Refer to previous boxes in this table 

  
 
 
The CAC’s Vision Statement was 
moved from an Appendix to a Forward 
located at the front of the document. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Eric Wargotz –
Queenstown 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 

The CAC’s Plan represents the will of those individuals representing 
their community.  Would be remiss to not strongly consider the critical 
points of that plan, some of which is reduce the growth area.  Should not 
allow high density housing on Kent Island.  There should be no 
additional growth allocation in the critical area.  Have not mentioned the 
schools on KI; already overcrowding problems in the schools.  Respect 
the process; respect the decision of the community as reflected by the 
CAC’s Plan. 

 
Refer to previous boxes in this table 

 
 
 

The Chester and Stevensville Planning 
Area has been identified as a growth area;  
density is 3.5 units/acre.  Investments in 
infrastructure are necessary to 
accommodate development in the 
Planning Area.  Added three new 
paragraphs to Ch. 6, The Transportation 
Plan on pages 6-1 & 6-2: 
 

“In addition to the improvements 
and new connectors outlined in 
this section, a comprehensive 
transportation study of the entire 
Kent Island road network is 
needed.  . . . The transportation 
projects addressed in this Plan 
must be incorporated into the 
CIP, which would outline 
funding for the improvement 
whether it be through impact 
fees, County or State funds, or 
combinations of sources.” 

 
Ross Roloson 
 
Email dated 
2/7/06 

1. Commercial Development – The use of existing commercially 
developed space is not given top priority.  There is a large amount of 
unused space at Piney Narrows.  If the PC and CC make it harder to 
gain approval for commercial, those underutilized areas will fill up. 

 
2. Parks – Rather than open up critical areas for developers, open a park.  

Also, new development should pay for the expanding recreational 
areas.  

3. Critical Areas – Hold to buffer requirements. 
 
4. Roads – Plan for twice what will be needed.  If need two-lane road, 

then plan for four lanes with a median.  Also, copy the Castle Marina 
Traffic circle to other locations. 

 
5. Require that all future development install underground utilities.   

2. Page 5-7   KIHS Expansion & Park Site 
Pg 5-8    Davidson Farm Park Site 

 
3.  Page 5-17 The Land Conservation Plan 

• A three hundred foot buffer from tidal 
waters within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. 

 
5.Page 6-6 & 6-7 Pedestrian Improvements 

▪  Enhance the pedestrian climate 
along Route 18 (Main Street) from 
Cox Creek to downtown Stevensville 
. . .To improve aesthetics and safety, 
overhead utility wires along Route 18 
should be consolidated, buried or 
relocated where possible, particularly 
in the vicinity of the middle school. . . . 

▪ Further develop pedestrian 
connections between Chester and 
Kent Narrows . . .  To improve 
aesthetics and safety, and provide 
scenic vistas, overhead utility wires 
along Route 18 should be 
consolidated, buried or relocated 
where possible. 

1.  Piney Narrows is part of the Kent 
Narrows Community Planning Area. 

 
2.  Property north of KIHS if not needed 

for future school expansion is proposed 
as a park, as well as the Davidson Farm 
Park site. 

 
3.  Page 5-18  Allow no exceptions to a 

300’ buffer requirement. 
 
4.  The Transportation Plan is part of 

Chatper 6. 
 
5.  County Ord. #05-20 adopted on 1/17/06 

repealed the provisions to require that 
electric lines be installed underground. 

    
 
 

1.  Added Tool /Technique #21 to Ch. 7 
“In order to encourage 
redevelopment of underutilized 
commercial spaces the County 
should consider adoption of a 
policy whereby commercial 
redevelopment projects within the 
Planning Area be given priority 
status through the development 
review process, and review of such 
projects are streamlined.” 

 
2.  Refer to previous notes with respect 

to the KIHS Expansion & Park Site 
and Davidson Farm Park Site 

 
3. Refer to previous notes with respect 

to the shore buffer. 
 
4.  Refer to prior box with respect to 

transportation. 
 
5.  Added recommendation that service 

lines be installed underground. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Carl Zacarias of 
Schaller & 
Gorski, L.L.P – 
On behalf of his 
client Kent 
Manor Inn, 
LLC and its 
owner Allen 
Michaels 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony  
& 
Letter dated 
1/23/06 
& 
Letter dated 
2/7/06  

 
Represents Kent Manor Inn (KMI), LLC, owner of approx. 224 
acres (Tax Map 56, Parcel 21) on east side of Route 8, south of 
Route 50, abuts the Ellendale property.  The KMI property is 
located in the Stevensville Growth Area under current Plan, but is 
deleted from the growth area in the Draft Plan.  Closely scrutinize 
the decision with regard to deleting the growth areas south of Rt. 8.  
Some growth along the Rt. 8 corridor should be permitted with 
regulations requiring greenbelts, buffers, parks, etc., as advised by 
the consultant.  This way State funding for infrastructure is 
preserved, and provides public access to the water and open space.  
By deleting these properties the County relinquishes the power to 
cluster housing, provide locations for public water access and 
obtain monies for public infrastructure.  Perhaps, instead propose 
more innovative measures within the growth area.  Measures that 
this developer has the integrity to comply.  Take a second hard 
look deleting the properties along the Rte 8 (S) corridor. 
 
For a variety of reasons KMI respectfully requests the PC to reject 
the Draft Plan or that portion thereof whereby the KMI property is 
deleted from the growth area..  As further articulated in the 1/23/06 
letter, these reasons include the composition of the CAC and it’s 
decision making, unfair treatment of the development proposal by 
the Dept. of P&Z, the County’s adverse treatment of the KMI 
property when compared to the far more favorable treatment of the 
adjacent Ellendale property that has received preliminary 
development approvals and a sewer and water designation of 
S1/W1 and sewer allocation, and that KMI, Cloisters (immediately 
to the west) and Ellendale were to jointly pay for and share public 
infrastructure improvements, and the Adverse Effects of the Draft 
Plan since the property owners of land deleted from the growth 
areas will seek to develop the properties to the greatest extent they 
can for which the end result will resemble 64 lots consisting of 5 
lots of twenty acres and 59 lots of five acres on wells and septic 
systems such that any rural character of these lands will be lost.  
KMI sincerely hopes that legal action will not be necessary in 
order to protect its vested property interest. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     

 
Page 5-4        South Route 8 Corridor 
 
Several parcels all located South of Route 
50 and East of the Maryland Route 8 
corridor totaling approximately 408 acres 
in land area are are proposed for removal 
from the Stevensville Community 
Planning Area.  Most of this area has been 
proposed for development that have not 
secured plan approvals including “The 
Cloisters” (101 acres and 291 residential 
units), and “Kent Manor” (222 acres and 
450 units).   . . .  

 
Proposed changes in land use designation 
in this area would establish a density of 
one residential unit per 20 acres within 
those portions of the area that are located 
in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
(approximately 1/3 the total land area or 
112 acres).  Remaining lands 
(approximately 296 acres) would be 
designated as part of the County’s 
“Countryside” zoning district which would 
limit development to a maximum of one 
residential unit per five acres if cluster 
development design standards were 
applied.  All told, development potential in 
this area would be reduced from 
approximately 1,411 units to 
approximately 64 units with redesignation 
out of the Community Planning Area and 
the SMPD zoning classification. 

 
 

  
 

No change to the boundary of the 
Community Planning Area as 
proposed in this Plan, except to 
correct a mapping error next to 
parcels 260 and 429 (located next to 
the intersection of Route 8 and Kent 
Manor Drive) 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Mark F. Gabler 
of Rich and 
Henderson, P.C. 
Representing 
Kent Island, 
LLC 
 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 
 
 
Represents Kent 
Island, LLC, 
owner of 104.99 
acres (Tax Map 
58, Parcel 279) 
located on the 
east side of 
Route 8, 
Stevensville.   

 
Represents Kent Island, LLC, owner of 104.99 acres (Tax Map 56, 
Parcel 279) located on the east side of Route 8, Stevensville.  The 
Draft Plan (page 5-4) recommends down-zoning of Parcel 279 
changing the zoning from SMPD (3.5 units/acre) to CS (1 unit per 
5 acres).  The property has been in the Stevensville growth area for 
many years, is zoned for residential development and is within 
reach of the KNSG sewer facilities.  The down-zoning is directly 
contrary to the PC April 10, 2003 approval of the Cloisters on Kent 
Island sketch plan proposing a 289 unit residential subdivision, and 
its recommendation for an immediate service designation.  No 
legitimate basis for the conflicting decisions made by the PC with 
respect to this Property.  Draft Plan unfairly discriminates against 
Kent Island, LLC because other similarly situated properties in the 
growth area have not been recommended for down-zoning, citing 
Ellendale, which was recommended for down-zoning in the CAC 
Plan dated October 2004. Contrary to what is said in the Draft 
Plan, Cloisters does have plan approval including sketch plan 
approval from the PC on April 10, 2003.  The only thing that 
separates Ellendale and Cloisters is the Sanitary Commission’s 
arbitrary, capricious and illegal refusal to provide sewer service to 
Cloisters.  Ellendale’s approval for immediate service designation 
was made under the premise that Cloisters would also be served 
(and thus developed with appropriate density for the growth area) 
and was made expressly contingent upon development of a shared 
sewer infrastructure between Ellendale, and neighboring 
developments including Cloisters. 
 
More than $30 million in funding from the State has been 
approved for the upgrade and expansion of the KN/S/G WWTP, 
specifically to serve development within existing growth areas (as 
they existing at the time of the approvals), and the Draft Plan 
conflicts with such approvals.  The County was not approved for 
the State funding under the premise that it would be mounting an 
effort to stop growth and/or development.   
 
For the reasons articulated in the letter, Kent Island LLC objects to 
the recommendation to downzone its property, which will cause it 
a severe financial hardship. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Page 5-4        South Route 8 Corridor 
 
Several parcels all located South of Route 
50 and East of the Maryland Route 8 
corridor totaling approximately 408 acres 
in land area are proposed for removal from 
the Stevensville Community Planning 
Area.  Most of this area has been proposed 
for development that have not secured 
plan approvals including “The Cloisters” 
(101 acres and 291 residential units), and 
“Kent Manor” (222 acres and 450 units).  . 
. .  

 
Proposed changes in land use designation 
in this area would establish a density of 
one residential unit per 20 acres within 
those portions of the area that are located 
in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
(approximately 1/3 the total land area or 
112 acres).  Remaining lands 
(approximately 296 acres) would be 
designated as part of the County’s 
“Countryside” zoning district which would 
limit development to a maximum of one 
residential unit per five acres if cluster 
development design standards were 
applied.  All told, development potential in 
this area would be reduced from 
approximately 1,411 units to 
approximately 64 units with redesignation 
out of the Community Planning Area and 
the SMPD zoning classification. 

 
 

  
 
 

No change to the boundary of the 
Community Planning Area as 
proposed in this Plan, except to 
correct a mapping error next to 
parcels 260 and 429 (located next to 
the intersection of Route 8 and Kent 
Manor Drive) 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Michael J. 
Bozek  - 
Centreville 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
& 
Letter dated 
1/25/06 

Purchased 15-acre parcel of land (Tax Map 57, Par. 67) in August 2003, 
presently zoned Suburban Estate and located in the Critical Area with an 
LDA designation, and served by public sewer with a public sewer line 
running through the middle of it to a pumping station located on what 
was a portion of the property.  The property is surrounded by residential 
and institutional uses connected to public sewer.  The entire property is in 
the Chester Growth Area under the current existing Community Plan, but 
is removed from the Growth Area in the Draft Plan.  Opposes removing 
any portion of the property as being inconsistent with proper planning 
standards and criteria for the following reasons: 
 

1. This property is appropriately designated as a growth area as it is 
surrounded by existing improved residential, institutional and 
governmental lots. 

 
2. The lots surrounding this property are served by public sewer. 

 
3. This property is served by public sewer. 
 
4. Smart Growth encourages growth on “infill” parcels, surrounded 

by development and served by public sewer. 
 

5. Thoughtful planning does not reclassify a portion of a parcel 
creating a “zoning island.”  Parcels as small as this should have 
one zoning classification as it presently does. 

 
6. There is no justification form either a planning or legal 

perspective for the proposed changes to this lot. 
 

7. The proposed changes will have a major adverse financial 
impact on the owner.   

 
Consider the history and facts surrounding this lot, and keep the entire 
lot in the growth area as dictated by good planning practices. 

 
Page 5-5    Southeast Chester 
 
Land Area in Southeast of Chester which 
is currently located within the designated 
Community Planning Area consisting of 
approximately 180 acres located South of 
Route 18 and North of Goodhands Creek 
Road.  Portions of this area totaling an 
estimated 120 acres are proposed for 
removal from the designated Community 
Planning Area with approximately 80 
acres located near the intersection of 
Route 18 and Dominion Road planned to 
remain within the designated Community 
Planning Area.  Assuming a density of 3.5 
residential units within targeted 
Community Planning Areas, development 
of the site today under its current 
classification might support approximately 
550 residential units.  With the proposed 
reclassification of lands proposed for 
exclusion from the Community Planning 
Area, potential development would be 
limited to approximately 240 units on 
portions remaining in the Community 
Planning Area and approximately 24 
residential units on portions removed from 
the Community Planning Area assuming a 
maximum density of 1 unit per 5 acres. 

 

  
 
This property has sewer allocation, and 
payments have been made into an 
established sewer account.  Consistent 
with the decision with respect to other 
properties for which the Sanitary 
Commission granted sewer allocation 
and thus remain within the Community 
Planning Area, this property should 
also remain within the boundary that 
establishes the Community Planning 
Area. 
 
Amended the Plan and maps to retain 
this property within the Community 
Planning Area boundary.   

Michael Foster 
of Foster, 
Braden & 
Thompson 
 
Representing 
his client 
Chester Haven 
Beach 
Association 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony & 
Letter dated 
2/8/06 

Chester Haven Beach Development is property for which a plat was 
approved and recorded in 1959 creating 186 lots.  
 
▪ 1962  - PC issued Certificate of Exemption recognizing the 186 lots.  
 
▪ 1964  - County adopted first zoning maps, zoned R-3 Urban Residence.  
 
▪ 1987  - with County’s comprehensive rezoning, the property was 

rezoned NC-15, average of 15,000 sq. ft. lots 
 
▪ 1989 - County adopted Critical Area Act; property designated RCA.  

However, due to existing lots of record status, the following was 
adopted in Chapter 14 of the County Code: 

 
§14:1-22 (D) Land subdivided before December 1, 
1985, and located in resource conservation area.  
Notwithstanding contrary density requirements of 
 

(Continued on next page) 

 
Page 5-4    Chester Haven Beach 
 
This location consists of lands totaling 103 
acres portions of which are adjacent to the 
Route 50 corridor and bounded by the 
Chester River/Piney Creek to the East.  
Removal of this area from the designated 
Community Planning Area will support 
protection of scenic views from the Route 
50 corridor. 

 

  
 
No change to the boundary of the 
Community Planning Area as 
proposed in this Plan 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Michael Foster 
of Foster, 
Braden & 
Thompson 
 
Representing 
his client 
Chester Haven 
Beach 
Association 
 
Public Hearing 
Testimony 
&  
Letter dated 
2/8/06 

(Continuation) 
 

this Chapter 14:1, land subdivided into lots of record 
prior to December 1, 1985, and located within a 
resource conservation area may be developed for any 
permitted residential use at a density not exceeding 
the number of existing lots in the subdivision.  
Reconfiguration of individual lots under single 
ownership to a permitted residential use that enables 
development to more closely comply with applicable 
critical area development standards is encouraged.  

▪ 1994 - the County adopted a new zoning ordinance and new maps.  
Once again zoned NC-15 recognizing what legally existed in 1959.   

 
▪ 1995 – The owners appeal a decision of a conditional use request by 

the BOA.  In rendering its decision, Maryland’s highest Court notes: 
 
 . . .  In fact, as far as we can discern from the record 
in this case, for zoning purposes, the property, though 
perhaps non-conforming, has, through grandfathering, 
retained its density and single-family lot status, i..e., an 
186 lot subdivision for detached family units.    

▪ Sewer – All 186 lots designated S-1 under the existing plan as well as 
the proposed Update (staff note: which was still pending at the time of 
the letter). 

 
▪ 2004 - zoned Master Plan District; would allow the developer to be 

more creative.   
 
▪ 2005 - letter from Director of P&Z confirming the existing lots of 

record.   
 
▪ There was a building permit issued for a house on one of the lots 

towards the waterfront that combined 6 lots to 1 lot, so now really 
have 181 lots of record.   

 
▪ The Plan and particularly the maps reflect that this property is 

undeveloped.  However, it is not undeveloped – it has been developed 
- it exists.  They can start building on 181 totally uncreative lots.  

 
▪ Suggests incorporating something similar to the Critical Area Law, to 

encourage them to come up with a better plan to incorporate a 
redevelopment that would carry forth more of the purpose and intent 
of this Plan, such as the 300’ buffer, and other more sensitive ideas 
that are reflected by this plan.  Otherwise, will be developed “as is.”   

 
▪ Recommends a new designation of C/SMPD – nonconforming, that 

would only apply to existing non-conforming lots or projects of 
record, that would allow redevelopment provided that the density 
shall not exceed the existing lots of record. 

 

  
(Continuation) 

 
If the Draft Plan is modified as requested 
by this comment, then the suggestions 
proposed by the comments should be 
discussed: 
 

▪ Suggests incorporating something 
similar to the Critical Area Law, to 
encourage them to come up with a 
better plan to incorporate a 
redevelopment that would carry 
forth more of the purpose and 
intent of this Plan, such as the 300’ 
buffer, and other more sensitive 
ideas  

 
▪  Recommends a new designation of 

C/SMPD – nonconforming, that 
would only apply to existing non-
conforming lots or projects of 
record, that would allow 
redevelopment provided that the 
density shall not exceed the 
existing lots of record. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
 
Michael Foster 
of Foster, 
Braden & 
Thompson 
 
Personal 
Comments 
Letter dated 
2/8/06 

 
This plan reflects a no growth vision for all of Kent Island.  We do need 
growth.  Downtown Stevensville has struggled to reach a critical mass.  
Many business have left the town while a few other survive but do not 
thrive.  The proposed plan supports a rejuvenated town center core, the 
need for parks and open space, but it doesn’t tell us how we will achieve 
these lofty goals.  This is a “vision” not a plan. 
 
Would like a plan, not vision and would like a plan that recognizes the 
inevitable and indeed necessary “growth,” but also channels that growth 
so that we can achieve some of the visions contemplated by the plan. 
Take time and be deliberate before making the CAC vision the PC plan.  
Need a plan that chart a path for future which cannot be based on a “no-
growth” scenario. 
 
 

   
 

No changes 

 
SHA –  
 
Letter dated  
12/28/05 

 
Provide a statement noting that Chester and Stevensville are located 
along the Chesapeake Country National Scenic Byway (CCNSB), 
worthy of strategies that encourage sensitivity when making decisions 
concerning the visual quality surrounding this resource.   
 
Add the following as a general transportation policy within Chapter 6:  
“Refer to SHA’s Scenic Byway Design Guidelines, whenever any type 
of road improvements occur along the Chesapeake Country National 
Scenic Byway.”   
 
 
 
 

  
 
Route 18 is part of the Chesapeake Country 
National Scenic Byway. 

 
Added new bullet to Page 5-22, in the 
section on Scenic Vistas and 
Corridors: 
 
▪ Locate scenic overlooks where people 

can stop, park, and appreciate the 
view. 

 
Added new bullet to Page 6-12, in the 
section on The Community Facilities 
and Public Services Plan: 
 
§ Refer to the State Highway 

Administration’s (SHA) Scenic 
Byway Design Guidelines whenever 
any type of road improvements 
occur along the Chesapeake 
Country National Scenic Byway 
(Route 18).  Locations along the 
Scenic Byway should be identified 
for pedestrian and bicycle vistas, as 
well as places where vehicles can 
stop, park, and appreciate the vista.   

 
 
Anne Arundel 
County, MD 
 
Letter dated 
1/13/06 
 

 
Offered no comments regarding the structure, text, or recommendation 
presented in the Plan and wished QAC well in the Plan’s adoption.   

   
 

No changes 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
MD Department 
of Planning 
 
Letter dated 
1/23/06 

The draft Plan was sent to the MD Departments of Transportation, 
Environment, Natural Resources, Business & Economic Development, 
Housing & Community Development, Agriculture, and MD Emergency 
Management Agency.  Also reviewed by MDP for consistency with the 
Planning Act of 1992, the Smart Growth Act of 1997, and other State 
growth management principles and policies. Comments: 
 
1. Growth Management –Must complete a Development Capacity 

Analysis (Executive Order signed in August, 2004).  This analysis 
produces build-out estimate based on existing zoning, land use, parcel 
data, sewer service, and information on un-buildable lands.  This 
analysis does not account for school, road, or sewer capacity.  The 
estimates are focused on the capacity of the land to accommodate 
future growth based on zoning and other information. 

 
2. Building Permit caps – MDP’s research has shown that the court has 

upheld permit limitation that are directly tied to inadequate 
infrastructure [needed to support the development (such as sewerage 
treatment capacity)] when those inadequacies are subject to 
correction through system improvements and upgrades on a timetable 
that is part of a capital improvement program.  Arbitrary limits set to 
merely control “rate of growth” have been struck down. 

 
3. Water and Sewer – The issues noted in MDP’s letter of 9/13/05 on 

the County’s draft Water and Sewerage Plan are also incorporated by 
reference.  The Community Facilities chapter addresses water and 
sewer issues with only two general policy bullets on Page 6-7.   
 
These policies are not geographically specific and do little to link 
these services with the land use element.  Important problems and 
issues related to water and sewer, both resource availability and 
infrastructure, that bear on the location and amount of development, 
were identified in Chapter 1.  The Plan should follow up on these 
identified issues and discuss how (or whether) they affect the land use 
element and vice versa.  The Plan is virtually silent on what the land 
use element means for where and when water and sewer service 
should be provided (or prohibited).   
 
The spartan treatment on this topic could cause difficulty in making 
the legally required determination that Water and Sewerage Plan 
amendments must be consistent with local comprehensive plans.   
 
Water supply limitations were identified in Chap. 1 as an existing or 
potentially limiting factor for development.  This resource limitation 
should be discussed as to what it means for development capacity, or  

(Continued on next page) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 7-17   
Tool or Technique #25 

Population Rate Control or Building 
Permit Cap 
 
 
 

 
Page 6-7   
Public Water and Sewer Facilities to support 
planned growth.   If public water and sewer 
service are needed for development within 
the designated Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Areas the County 
should negotiate with private development 
interests to facilitate innovative financing 
approaches and agreements with developers 
to help fund and construct improvements to 
the sewerage treatment system. 

1. Development Capacity Analysis: 
 
The 2002 Countywide Comprehensive 
Plan contains such an analysis based on 
the Planning Areas as defined in the 
1997 Chester Community Plan and the 
1998 Stevensville Community Plan. 
 
A Development Capacity Analysis 
based on the adjusted Community 
Planning Area presented in the Draft 
Plan must be completed and 
incorporated as per the Executive Order 
signed in August 2004.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
3.  The County’s Master Water and 

Sewerage Plan was adopted by the 
County Commissioners in February 
2006. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Development Capacity Analysis 

Section and new map added to 
Chapter 4 , starting on page 4-7. 

 
 
 
 
2. No changes.  In Chapter 7, Tool or 

Technique #25 on Population Rate 
Control or Building Permit Cap 
states: 

 
“Therefore, a population cap 
is not recommended for the 
Chester and Stevensville 
Community Planning Area.” 
 

3. A new section on Water and 
Sewerage was added to Chapter 6, 
starting on page 6-8. 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
(Continuation) 
 
MD Department 
of Planning 
 
Letter dated 
1/23/06 

(Continuation on Water & Sewer) 
 

limitations thereon.  Likewise, issues related to the allocation of 
sewer capacity, pending in the recent draft of the County W&S Plan 
also bear on development capacity, development location, and water 
quality.  This Plan should provide the foundation for the sewer 
allocations identified in the most recent draft W&S Plan. 
 
While this Community Plan does not focus on the Rte 8 corridor, 
community sewer allocations for that area, and the impact of infilling 
1,000 lots in that area (also and area of concern identified in Chap. 1 
that is not further addressed in this Plan) have clear implications for 
sewer, water, and other infrastructure along Rte 8 and elsewhere in 
the Community Planning Area.  It would be beneficial to address this 
issue with some depth and clarity. 

 
4. Priority Funding Areas – The Plan appears to have overlooked the 

topic of Priority Funding Areas (PFA) that have been Certified by 
QAC for much of the Chester / Stevensville planning area.  The Plan 
needs to incorporate a discussion of PFA’s and their relationship to 
Sate funding for infrastructure improvements. 
 
A certified copy of the adopted Comprehensive Plan must be filed 
with the Clerk of the Circuit of QAC (Art. 66B, Section 5.02) 
 

5. Pages 2-27 and 2-28 are out of order. 
 
 
 
6. Page 2-15, Floodplains & wetlands – Recommend the addition of 

language that acknowledges the dynamic of the floodplain in the light 
of rising sea levels and the risks of relying on the existing outdated 
delineations and current regulations.  Alternately, note that this issue 
needs attention in the future as to its impact on future development 
plans on Kent Island.  The topic of hazard reduction planning does 
not seem to be specifically addressed, but in light of the recent 
experience with Hurricane Isabel, a discussion of that event and its 
implications should be added.  The 300 ft buffer recommended on 5-
8 is a step in this direction, although not billed in the context of 
hazard reduction. 

 
 

(Continued on next page) 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. A section on PFA’s should be 
added to Chapter 1.  (see attached) 

 
 
Once adopted, a certified copy will 
be filed with the Clerk of the 
Circuit Court 

 
5. In several the first copies delivered 

from the printers, the pages were 
out of order, but this has been 
corrected. 

 
6. FEMA is responsible for updating 

the floodplain maps that provide 
floodplain delineations.  A hazard 
reduction element is not currently a 
requirement of Article 66B, but in 
2005 the County adopted a Hazard 
Mitigation Plan that was prepared 
through the Department of 
Emergency Services.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.   A discussion of Priority Funding 

Areas was incorporated into 
Chapter 1, in the section on the 
1997 Smart Growth and 
Neighborhood Conservation 
Initiatives, starting page 1-5. 

 
 
 
5.  No change. 
 
 
 
6.  Added new paragraph to the 

Floodplain section in Chapter 2 as 
follows: 

 
“The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) 
is responsible for updated the 
floodplain maps that provide 
floodplain delineations.  
Because of recent experience 
with Hurricane Isabel in 
September of 2003 the County 
adopted a Hazard Mitigation 
Plan that was prepared through 
the Department of Emergency 
Services.” 
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Speaker Issue Draft Plan Excerpts For PC discussion PC Decision 
Continuation 
 
MD Department 
of Planning 
 
Letter dated 
1/23/06 

 
(Continued on next page) 

 
7. Page 5-7 indicates a proposed pedestrian underpass in the vicinity of 

the Bay Bridge Gateway.  We commend the County on planning for 
enhanced pedestrian connectivity but question the feasibility of an 
underpass in this area given its proximity to the Chesapeake Bay and 
the high water table on Kent Island. 

 
 
8. Commended the County on its commitment to and Affordable Priced 

Dwelling Unit program as outlined in Appendix B. 
 
 
9. Suggested the County work with the CAC and the citizens of the entire 

County to dispel the apparent belief that arbitrary growth limits, not 
related to infrastructure deficiencies, are permissible or advisable [as 
seems to be the case from the discussion in Appendix C] 

 

  
7. The illustration on Page 5-7  of an 

Alternative Proposed Bay Bridge 
Gateway Site includes a notation 
for trail connections that references 
underpasses under Route 50.  These 
should either be changed to 
overpasses, or deleted from the 
illustration. 

 
 
7.  Deleted the illustration, and textual 

reference to the Figure. 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  No changes. 
 
 
 
9.  No changes.   

Maryland DNR 
letter dated 
12/2/05 
and 
Attached to 
MPD letter 
dated 1/25/06 

 
Determined that the subject plan is consistent with DNR’s goals, 
objectives and programs.  The Department found the draft plan to be an 
excellent planning document, especially relative to natural resource 
protection. 

   
 
 

No changes 
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