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The Maryland Department of Planning (Planning) has reviewed the Draft 2017 Kent County 
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) and offers the following comments for your consideration. These 
comments are offered as suggestions to improve the draft comprehensive plan and better address 
the statutory requirements of the Land Use Article.  Other state agencies as noted have 
contributed comments.  Still others may have comments submitted under a separate cover letter. 
If comments from other agencies are subsequently received by Planning, they will be forwarded 
to the county in a timely manner. 
 
Summary of the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
 
This is a complete update to the 2006 Kent County Comprehensive Plan and 2010 Water 
Resources Element.   
 
Minimum State Law Requirements for Non-Charter Counties 
 
Maryland’s Land Use Article sets forth the required components of a local comprehensive plan 
but does not mandate a specific format.  As such, local governments have addressed these 
required elements in a manner that fits the needs of their community and the resources available 
to respond to the issues explored during the planning process.  The following checklist 
summarizes an assessment as to whether each required local plan element is addressed in the 
Draft 2017 Kent County Comprehensive Plan  
 

Checklist of Maryland Code (Land Use Article) requirements for local comprehensive plans in Maryland 

State Comprehensive Plan Requirements 
MD Code 
Reference 

Additional MD Code 
Reference  

Kent County 
Comprehensive Plan 
page references 

(1) A comprehensive plan for a charter county or 
municipality MUST include: 

L.U. §1-406 
  

(a) a development regulations element  L.U. § 1-
406(a)(1)(i) 

L.U. § 1-407 Development 
regulations element 

Pages 129-130 

(b) a sensitive areas element  L.U. § 1-
406(a)(1)(ii) 

L.U. § 1-408 Sensitive areas 
element  

Pages 54-91 

(c) a transportation element  L.U. § 1-
406(a)(1)(iii) 

L.U. § 1-409 Transportation 
element  

Pages 97-104 

(d) a water resources element  L.U. § 1-
406(a)(1)(iv) 

L.U. § 1-410 Water resources 
element3-111 -- Land use 
element 

Pages 55-77 

http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-108&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-108&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-109&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-109&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-110&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-110&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-111&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-111&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-111&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
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Checklist of Maryland Code (Land Use Article) requirements for local comprehensive plans in Maryland 

State Comprehensive Plan Requirements 
MD Code 
Reference 

Additional MD Code 
Reference  

Kent County 
Comprehensive Plan 
page references 

(e) a mineral resources element, IF current 
geological information is available 

L.U. § 1-406(a)(2) L.U. § 1-411 Mineral resources 
element  

Not applicable 

(2) The planning commission for a charter county 
may include in the plan a priority preservation 
area element developed in accordance with § 
2-518 of the Agriculture Article.  

L.U. §1-406 (2)(b) 

For PPA requirements, see § 2-
518 of the Agriculture Article Pages 42-45 

(3)  A designation of areas for fisheries use, but 
ONLY IF the charter county was required prior 
to adoption of home rule to include a fisheries 
element in accordance with L.U. § 3-113 

L.U. § 1-412 

 Pages 55, 81-82 

(4)  Visions -- A county shall through the 
comprehensive plan implement the 12 
planning visions established in L.U. § 1-201 

L.U. § 1-414 L.U. § 1-201 -- The 12 Planning 
Visions Pages 6-9 

(5)  PFA Development Goals -- Counties are 
required to develop percentage goals towards 
achieving the statewide goal of growth inside 
the priority funding areas (PFA) and land 
preservation outside the PFA.  These 
percentage goals are not mandated to be 
included in the county's comprehensive plan, 
but it is a logical place to include them. 

L.U. § 1-208(c)(v) 

 Page 27 

(6)  Growth Tiers -- If a county has adopted 
growth tiers in accordance with L.U. § 1-502, 
the growth tiers must be incorporated into the 
county's comprehensive plan 

L.U. § 1-509 

 Page 30 

 
Planning understands that the county was preparing an optional Coastal Resiliency Element; 
however, we do not see any evidence of that in this draft. 
 
As shown in the above checklist, the Plan includes the required elements as identified in §1-406 
of the Land Use Article of the Maryland Annotated Code.   
 
Vision and Purpose Element: 

• Page 7: Item #6 does not appear to consider the existing Municipal Growth Element boundaries 
already established by municipalities in their adopted comprehensive plans.  This comprehensive 
plan update should incorporate these established municipal growth boundaries, and be reflected 
accordingly in the Tier Map and the Water and Sewer Master Plan planned service area maps.  
This item could be amended to work with the municipalities to determine if changes to municipal 
growth areas are needed prior to their next scheduled comprehensive plan update.  
 

• Page 9: The Comprehensive Plan Background Document, referenced on page 9, was not 
originally provided in the draft review packet.  Please ensure that referenced documents in the 
Plan, including the “Other Related Plans”, on page 8, are provided in an appendix or are easily 
found on the county’s website and referenced as such. As the “Other Related Plans” are updated 
to be consistent with this new comprehensive plan, be sure to identify the status of those updates 
as part of the county’s Local Jurisdictional Annual Report or 5-Year Report. 
 

• Page 10: A Development Capacity Analysis should be included as part of this comprehensive 
plan update and should be updated every three years as part of the Local Jurisdictional Annual 

http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-406&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-107&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=3-107&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=gag&section=2-518&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=gag&section=2-518&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-412&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-414&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-201&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-201&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-208&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=glu&section=1-509&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
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Report. If desired, Planning can assist the county with completing a Development Capacity 
Analysis. Please contact Stephanie Martins at 410-767-4559 or 
Stephanie.martins@maryland.gov to learn more. 
 
Single family dwellings are identified as the predominant housing type.  Goal 7d indicates that a 
healthy community needs a variety of housing types.  The discussion should include how the 
county will diversify its housing, particularly, housing for aging populations and new 
generations. 
 
Land Use and lot development.  There is no analysis of land use changes between 2010 and 
2017. This section could be updated accordingly if a Development Capacity Analysis is 
completed as part of this comprehensive plan update.   
 
It is unclear if the 31% of the area set aside for land preservation is for the year 2017 or for some 
other period (year)? 
 
Please define “already developed areas” for the location of new lots and new dwellings. Are 
these areas already developed areas in existing subdivisions, Designated Growth Areas, or other? 
 
Proactive measures to protect agriculture.  This would be an excellent opportunity to list some of 
the accomplishments of the county since 2004 in protecting agriculture. 
 

• Page 11: Forest Lands.  Planning commends the county for proposing to expand stream forested 
buffers. The text should be enhanced to also identify what actions are being undertaken or 
considered to expand stream forested buffers in the future? 
 
Economy Element: 
 

• Page 12:  The text indicates that the county should assist in providing infrastructure. This section 
would benefit from identifying the priorities, the types of infrastructure, and specific locations or 
geographic areas, and need. 
 
There is a reference to Figure 1, but there is no Figure 1 in the draft document. 
 

• Page 13:  There is a reference to the Kent County Economic Plan. A link to this plan should be 
provided. The text could be expanded to identify the year the plan was adopted, what the main 
goals are, and what actions are being taken to diversify the county’s economy. 
 

It is not clear if the Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats (SWOT) Study will become 
part of the economic development plan to create a comprehensive strategy for economic 
development, or when the SWOT was last updated. A little more clarity about the status and/or 
plan for the SWOT, plus a link, would be helpful. 
 
This section does not mention Commerce Zones or Enterprise Zones, such as the Chestertown 
Kent County Enterprise Zone, and the recent economic development initiatives taking place in 
this part of the county. 

mailto:Stephanie.martins@maryland.gov
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• Page 15: It should be noted that small business can be assisted by other agencies, not just Small 

Business Administration. 
 

• Page 16: Please consider including language in the Plan suggesting that the county’s zoning 
support home-based and cottage-based industries. 
 
The name and location of the business park developed by the county should be identified. 
 

• Page 17: The text says “By designating suitable areas of varying size and location…the county 
can provide a stronger commercial/industrial tax base.”  Is there a need to designate other areas, 
or have other areas been identified as part of this comprehensive plan update?  
 
The county should identify which Kent County projects the Upper Shore Regional Council 
support. 
 

• Page 23: The Stories of the Chesapeake Heritage Area Management Plan is referenced in this 
section, but cannot be located on the county website. Planning suggests the county include it as 
an appendix and reference the year of the plan in the text.  Alternatively, provide a downloadable 
copy from the county’s website. 
 
Towns & Villages Element: 
 
Planning commends the county for stating its goals to continue collaboration with and support of 
its municipalities, especially as it pertains to growth areas and in preparation of municipal 
growth elements for individual towns. As stated earlier, municipal growth areas have already 
been adopted by the towns and these inconsistencies should be resolved.   
 

• Pages 26-27: As the municipal growth area plans are integrated into this comprehensive plan 
update, it may be helpful to include a table that outlines the acreage of each town and their 
current growth areas so readers have perspective on size and potential growth. This could be 
placed with the listing of the towns and villages. 
  
This section might also consider providing more information on population within the towns and 
villages and projected increases. This could be in a very general sense; since these areas hold 
most the population a cumulative number could be expressed, reflecting all municipal and 
unincorporated areas. Tables with acreage, land uses and population may be useful when 
conducting the Development Capacity Analysis. 
 
The text on page 9 indicates that 60% of the county’s population lives in the rural area, 26% in 
Chestertown, and 14% in remaining towns. If new growth is to be directed to towns, then there 
should be some analysis that demonstrates what percentage or amount of growth can be 
accommodated in the municipal growth areas and by the available public facilities. 
 

• Page 27: This page contains lists of towns and villages with and without sewer and/or water 
service.  Edesville, Georgetown (2), and Tolchester Beach are depicted on Map 2 -  Towns and 
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Villages, but are not included in the list of towns and villages. Perhaps the Map 2 legend or map 
symbols can be expanded to include towns with sewer and towns with water? 
 
The references to the four basic tier map categories could be expanded to include definitions of 
the Tier I-A, Tier II-A, and Tier IV-A categories since the county’s Tier Map (Map 4) includes 
these categories. 
 

• Page 28 - Map 2 -Towns and Villages: What is the definition of the Municipal Areas depicted on 
the map?  The municipal areas appear to be larger than the existing incorporated boundaries.   
 
The text references designated growth areas (Village Centers and Town Growth Areas) but does 
not map or label these areas.   
 
The map series, in general, is difficult to read at the current scale.  Planning suggests that all 
maps be rescaled for ease of reading and made downloadable from the county’s website 
 

• Page 29 – Map 3 – Priority Funding Areas (PFA):  The map indicates PFA and Non-PFA areas.  
Consider renaming Non-PFA areas as PFA Comment Areas.  Non-PFA areas are the areas 
outside of county’s designated growth area. 
 

• Page 31: The sentence stating that the county will investigate tax incentives for restoring houses 
in towns should be expanded to include county villages as well. 
 

• Page 32 – Strategy – Develop designated growth areas in cooperation with the towns: It should 
be clarified that counties in Maryland have designated growth areas.  Towns in Maryland have 
Municipal Growth Areas, and should be located within the county’s established designated 
growth area.  The designated growth areas may include areas that the county wishes to 
accommodate growth, such as, within rural villages. The text of the Strategy should be changed 
from “work with interested incorporated towns to identify and map designated growth areas for 
the towns” to “work with interested incorporated towns to identify the municipal growth areas”.   

 
Perhaps Planning misunderstands the purpose of this Strategy: Coordinate development of the 
municipal growth elements’ town growth areas with respect to incorporated towns.  Perhaps the 
strategy should be adjusted from ‘development’ to ‘maintenance’ of municipal growth elements. 
 
Consider using the term Municipal Growth Areas, rather than town growth areas, as these areas 
are, or should be, the same. The county should consider identifying the amount of available land 
within the five municipal growth areas that is available to accommodate future growth.     
 
The county should consider developing a schedule so these areas can be incorporated into their 
comprehensive plan updates, scheduled for 2022-26.  Chestertown updated its comprehensive 
plan in 2014 and Millington in 2016.  The county should ensure that municipal growth areas are 
consistent with the county’s Water & Sewer Plan, Tier Map, and PFA Map.  
 
The text references greenbelts.  Has the county identified potential green-belt areas? The 
Betterton, Chestertown, Galena and Millington Comprehensive Plans all reference rural 
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greenbelts.  Greenbelt areas can be designated as Tier IV-A areas “No Planned Sewer Service 
Area; Municipal Greenbelt” on the county’s Tier Map.  The Tier Map has a Tier IV-A category, 
but the Tier IV-A areas also appear outside of any potential municipal greenbelts. The county 
should consider designating all municipal greenbelts as Tier IV-A. 
 
The strategy linking village growth to available public services should identify the amount of 
capacity that is currently available and for which public services, including the type and level of 
service of the public services to be maintained. 
 

• Page 32/33: The county identifies a strategy to notify the towns of any subdivision and site plan 
development within one mile of town.  Do any of the designated growth areas extend beyond one 
mile of a town boundary?  Perhaps this strategy should be amended to indicate within the 
designated growth area surrounding the town or the three-mile “Sphere of Influence” referenced 
in the Betterton Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Strategy: “Explore the use of Sustainable Communities”.  It should be noted that any area 
designated as PFA is eligible to apply for Sustainable Community (SC) designation.  The 
designation provides access to community development funds to support locally determined 
revitalization efforts.  There is no discussion that all but one town in the county has sought SC 
designation.  For clarity, consider rewording the strategy language to say “Support county 
initiative to expand rural village zoning categories to maintain distinct village character.” and 
“Support pursuit for Sustainable Communities designation.” 
 

• Page 33 – Strategy: Gateway design standards:  The strategy says “gateway” but the text 
discusses “corridors”.  Please consider using one term and defining it. Also, are the design 
standards intended for unincorporated areas or areas within towns? Please clarify. 
 

• Page 35 – Edges and Boundaries:  The text in this paragraph is awkward. It reads as if the towns 
do not already have municipal growth boundaries that are based upon the availability to provide 
water and sewer service. If some village areas need additional designated growth areas, then 
those areas should be identified as part of the comprehensive plan update, or there should be 
some indication of the amount of designated growth area currently projected in the county. 
 
Buildings.  While buildings do contribute to the character of the area, the character of the road 
will also largely influence the character of the development.  Planning suggest incorporating 
design standards for roads and streets, particularly in designated growth areas, villages and 
towns. 
 

• Page 36 – Community Service Facilities:  This section ends with a statement implying that 
Commercial and professional service uses would not be appropriate in all villages.  In light of the 
strategy identified on page 33, to create additional village zoning districts, the guidelines for 
commercial and professional services should be established, and specific villages where 
appropriate identified. 
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• Page 37: Neighborhood Development Areas are described but not mapped. Are all 
Neighborhood Development Areas within existing villages? Or like hamlets, do they have no 
policy implications? Please clarify. 
 

• Page 38 – Street trees: Be sure to integrate ‘Complete Street’ strategies, referenced on page 100, 
with efforts to implement street improvement and street tree planting programs. Consider listing 
street improvements, street trees, and design guideline review in Ongoing Strategy E., on page 
130. 
 
Countryside Element: 
 
It is apparent that Kent County wishes to preserve and protect its agricultural lands and does a 
thorough job conveying that with its goals and strategies. 
 

• Page 44: The discussion of Priority Preservation Areas (PPA) designation and acreage total 
should be summarized in a chart in addition to the text discussion. This makes the information 
easier to find at a glance and pinpoints the key figures.  
 

• Page 44: Kent County’s agricultural land preservation program has been certified by Maryland 
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) and Planning.  Page 44, which is part of 
the PPA plan element, indicates that the county applies to MALPF for certification.  This 
sentence should be corrected to say that MALPF and Planning administer the certification 
program jointly, and that the law and regulations for the program reside in Planning’s section of 
those respective codes. 
 
The preservation acreage goal under the certification program is 80% of the remaining 
undeveloped land in the PPA “through easements and zoning.” Land that is zoned for 
conservation or that cannot be built on due to environmental constraints is not considered 
protected unless it is placed under easement or public ownership, as zoning can change over 
time. Only an easement or public ownership ensures protection. 
 
The Plan indicates that virtually all the county outside of development districts lies within the 
PPA.  The Plan explains that “Kent County farmers made it clear that no targeted area of the 
County should be given special preference for easement acquisition—all farmers should be given 
an equal opportunity to participate in land preservation programs—and the County’s easement 
ranking system will bring the best farms to the top of the list”. Planning recommends also 
considering a ranking system which helps create large contiguous easement areas of the best 
farms. 
 

• Page 45: The acreage preservation goal in the PPA is 114,340 acres.  This sentence on page 45, 
related to the goal, is confusing: “By early 2016 a total of 36,700 acres were protected by 
easements. Therefore, approximately 44,650 acres, or 31.2 %, of the undeveloped portion of the 
PPA are already protected in some fashion.”  Is the plan implying that 7,950 acres of the PPA are 
publicly owned (44,650 – 36,700 = 7,950)? 
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If the county were to preserve land at the robust pace of 1,500 acres per year, it would not reach 
its preservation acreage goal until approximately 2064. Nevertheless, given the size of the goal, 
the slow pace of development, the health of the local agricultural sector, and the county’s 
ambitions to remain rural, the time factor is not a concern.  The return of MALPF and Rural 
Legacy to full funding should help decrease the time needed to reach the county’s land 
preservation acreage goal.  
 
With a population of only 20,000, Kent County experiences little conversion of agricultural land.  
Current zoning supports the preservation of agriculture. 
 

• The Plan states that “The County’s most significant limitations in the acquisition of agricultural 
preservation easements is dependence on…MALPF…as the primary program for the purchase of 
easements. The County recognizes the need to find alternative sources of funding to support land 
preservation and will continue to investigate means of increasing funding from other sources”. 
Additional comments related to this discussion are below.  
 
 The Plan recommends consideration of a Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program, 

but with such a small county population, it is not clear where the money would come from.  
Page 53 says, “It may also be possible to use a tax credit program to provide funding for 
land preservation by allowing landowners to pay the full tax but have the value of the credit 
placed in a land preservation fund.”  If Planning understands this idea correctly, 
landowners would, in effect, donate land preservation funds to the county by paying their 
full tax assessment instead of taking advantage of a tax credit.  Unfortunately, this strategy 
may not raise much money.   

 Even though development pressure is low, “the County will continue to keep the possibility 
of developing a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program as an option for the 
future” (page 45).  Page 52 says that the agricultural zoning district would be the sending 
area, and the Rural Character Zone and/or the incorporated towns would be the receiving 
areas.  

 Kent County has been considering PDR/TDR for a while, at least since the 2012 Land 
Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan.  Please consider elaborating on the feasibility and 
possible components of such programs in their application for recertification of their land 
preservation program, due in October 2017.  Planning’s current efforts to help counties 
improve or create TDR programs makes such an elaboration appropriate.  Planning offers its 
assistance investigating this private sector land preservation technique, if the County is 
interested. 

 The Plan notes that 544 undeveloped lots smaller than 20 acres exist in the Agricultural Zoning 
District or the Resource Conservation District. The Plan recommends pursuing methods to 
“voluntarily incorporate these parcels into the main farm parcels” (page 51).  This is a good 
idea.  
 

• Page 51 – Strategy: reduce number of undeveloped lots in the Priority Preservation Area:  
There is a lot of information about undeveloped parcels in the county, and their zoning. Perhaps 
some of this information could be summarized in the beginning of the Chapter, or just generally 
stated in the background information for the Plan’s introduction. These numbers/this 
information is important within the context of the Plan and should be placed more prominently 
within the chapter. 
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Environment Element: 
 
Consider making the Water Resources Element (WRE) its own line item in the table of contents. 
While environment and the WRE are related, the amount of information that is presented on the 
WRE warrants creating a separate section. 
 

• Page 56:  This page references the 2014 American Community Survey Five Year estimate of 
7,448 occupied housing units.   The 2015 estimate is available.  The 2015 ACS Five Year 
estimate is 7,624 households.  This discrepancy is not negligible as it is more than two percent.  
Presumably this will also change the number of projected new connections the Kent County 
public water and wastewater treatment systems can expect. Please consider using the 2015 rather 
than the 2014 estimate. 
 
Housing Element: 
This section would benefit from inclusion of information pertaining to development capacity 
analysis, as it will help to address future capacity versus projected housing needs. 
 
Transportation Element: 
This element provides clear goals and objectives on how to meet the existing and future 
transportation needs of its residents.  In addition, the transportation policies are consistent with 
the county’s growth vision. 

 
• Planning is pleased to see that the county recognizes the importance of coordinating local 

planning with regional partners regarding the US-301 corridor, managing land uses along the 
corridor and limiting road improvements in rural and agricultural areas.  The proposed 
interchange at US-301 and MD-313 is surrounded by a Priority Funding Area.  However, land 
use for this intersection area is unclear.  We recommend the county include a county-wide 
planned land use map to clarify land use types inside and outside designed growth areas.   

      
• Planning appreciates the county’s desire to have new development pay its share of the cost of 

providing public facilities.  However, it was not clear what development regulations are in place 
to leverage funding for new schools, sidewalks or water and sewer connections? 

 
• Planning appreciates that the county is planning to develop a transportation and circulation plan 

and a bike/pedestrian strategy. We suggest that once the transportation plan is developed, you 
incorporate its findings and recommendations into the transportation element/chapter of an 
amended county comprehensive plan.   
 
 The Plan may consider including vehicular, pedestrian and bicyclist circulation as well 

identifying gaps in the existing transportation network.  
 It would be helpful to clarify the responsibilities (e.g., the state, local jurisdictions, and 

private developers), funding mechanisms, timeframes and prioritization for proposed 
roadway, sidewalk or trail improvement projects.  The circulation plan should discuss the 
rational for the priority, e.g., supporting planned growth in the PFAs, providing needed 
connections to address local traffic, etc.   
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 Information on how the county plans on funding new non-motorized facilities would be 
beneficial.  State Highway Administration’s (SHA) Transportation Alternatives Program 
may be a funding option for sidewalk construction. More information can be found at 
http://www.roads.maryland.gov/Index.aspx?PageId=144. 

 
• Considering that 29% of the county’s 2010 population is 60 years or older, Planning 

recommends the Plan develop strategies to locate senior communities and centers near service 
establishments, which would help improve the efficient use of transportation facilities and 
services for the aged population.    
 
 There may be a potential need for increased on-demand transit services for those who 

desire to age in-place. Kent County may want to coordinate with the Maryland 
Department of Transportation for assistance on transit options for older, transit-dependent 
users. 
 

• Planning is glad to see the county is interested in expanding and creating greater diversity for 
small businesses. This is an important strategy to help attract a young, educated workforce and to 
increase the region’s economic potential. The Maryland Department of Commerce may be a 
resource for how to grow small businesses in Kent County. 

 
• Planning is encouraged to see the county’s desire to incorporate complete streets standards as 

appropriate. We suggest Kent County consider developing a complete streets policy to provide 
increased transportation choices and increased mobility for all users.  SHA has done extensive 
work with communities across Maryland to develop roads in local communities that respect the 
community’s character.  We encourage the county to review SHA’s “When Main Street Is a 
State Highway.”  More information on SHA’s complete streets efforts is available at: 
http://www.sha.maryland.gov/OHD/MainStreet.pdf 

 
• Planning applauds the county’s desire to coordinate site plan reviews with town’s within one 

mile of a town boundary.  It is important that neighboring jurisdictions work together to 
minimize the negative impacts of unplanned growth. 

 
Planning encourages both Kent County and Queen Anne’s County to continue coordinating the 
potential land use and transportation impacts associated with a proposed Chester River 
Boulevard.  This transportation project will likely increase the amount of development along the 
new facility by providing new high-speed, convenient access to largely undeveloped land.  The 
project may also adversely affect main street businesses in Chestertown due to the reduction in 
vehicular traffic. It will be important to develop strategies on where and what types of 
development are desired.  For example, will land adjacent the new facility be re-zoned as 
highway commercial or will it remain largely undeveloped?  Will an access management policy 
be developed to limit the access to the bypass? These are some questions you may want to 
consider.   

 
• The Plan calls for preserving “the existing rail rights-of-way in the County.”  It would be helpful 

to discuss and include information on the existing use of freight rail line (if any) and how they 
are important to county’s economy.   

http://www.roads.maryland.gov/Index.aspx?PageId=144
http://commerce.maryland.gov/
http://www.sha.maryland.gov/OHD/MainStreet.pdf
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• Page 98 – No. 7:  Please describe the meaning of “real need” for new roads and highways. 

 
 
Community Facilities/Public Services Element: 
 
Page 108: Please review typo in second to last paragraph. “expansion of the library facilities…” 
there is a sentence fragment/incomplete though “meetings and workshops”.  
 
Consider including a table that outlines acreages of recreational space.  
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STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 

 
The following pages contain comments from other State agencies in support of the Maryland 
Department of Planning (Planning) review of the 2017 Draft Kent County Comprehensive Plan 
as part of the standard 60 day review period for non-charter counties.  Comments not included 
here may be submitted under separate cover, or via the State Clearinghouse. If comments from 
other agencies are received by Planning, they will be forwarded to the County in a timely 
manner. 
 
 
Attachments 
 
 

Maryland Department of the Environment 
 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Greetings, MDE comments are below. 
 
 
1.         Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks, which may be utilized, must be installed 
and maintained in accordance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. Underground storage 
tanks must be registered and the installation must be conducted and performed by a contractor certified to 
install underground storage tanks by the Land Management Administration in accordance with COMAR 
26.10.   Contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information. 
   
2.         If the proposed project involves demolition – Any above ground or underground petroleum storage 
tanks that may be on site must have contents and tanks along with any contamination removed.  Please 
contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information. 
   
3.         Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from the subject 
project, must be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled if 
possible.  Contact the Solid Waste Program at (410) 537-3315 for additional information regarding solid waste 
activities and contact the Waste Diversion and Utilization Program at (410) 537-3314 for additional information 
regarding recycling activities. 
   
4.         The Waste Diversion and Utilization Program should be contacted directly at (410) 537-3314 by those 
facilities which generate or propose to generate or handle hazardous wastes to ensure these activities are 
being conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations.  The Program should 
also be contacted prior to construction activities to ensure that the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous 
wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at the facility will be conducted in compliance with applicable State 
and federal laws and regulations. 
   
 
5.         Any contract specifying “lead paint abatement” must comply with Code of Maryland Regulations 
(COMAR) 26.16.01 - Accreditation and Training for Lead Paint Abatement Services.  If a property was built 
before 1950 and will be used as rental housing, then compliance with COMAR 26.16.02 - Reduction of Lead 
Risk in Housing; and Environment Article Title 6, Subtitle 8, is required.  Additional guidance regarding projects 
where lead paint may be encountered can be obtained by contacting the Environmental Lead Division at (410) 
537-3825. 
   
6.         The proposed project may involve rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or property acquisition of 
commercial, industrial property.  Accordingly, MDE's Brownfields Site Assessment and Voluntary Cleanup 
Programs (VCP) may provide valuable assistance to you in this project. These programs involve environmental 
site assessment in accordance with accepted industry and financial institution standards for property transfer. 
For specific information about these programs and eligibility, please contact the Land Restoration Program 
at (410) 537-3437. 
 
7. Results or a link to results of the NPS Analysis should be incorporated into the Plan 
 
Thank you, 
 
Amanda R. Degen 
Interdepartmental Information Liaison  | Public Information Act Coordinator  
Office of Communications  
Maryland Department of the Environment  
1800 Washington Blvd – Baltimore MD 21230 
410-537-4120 (Direct) 410-537-3936 (Fax) 
 

tel:(410)%20537-3442
tel:(410)%20537-3442
tel:(410)%20537-3315
tel:(410)%20537-3314
tel:(410)%20537-3314
tel:(410)%20537-3437
tel:(410)%20537-4120
tel:(410)%20537-3936
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr. 
Governor 

Boyd K. Rutherford 
Lt. Governor 

Pete K. Rahn 
Secretary 

DIRECTOR HEATHER MURPHY, OFFICE OF PLANNING AND CAPITAL PROGRAMMING 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: 2017 KENT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 

DATE: JULY 13, 2017 

RESPONSE 
REQUESTED BY:N/A 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2017 Kent County Comprehensive Plan. 
The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) offers the following comments: 

General Comments: 

Overall, the 2017 Kent County Comprehensive Plan is inclusive of elements and facets of 
life in Kent County. The plan expounds well upon economic and transportation issues as 
well as intended agricultural and other preservation areas and topics of interest. Specific 
comments are as follows: 

Transportation Section Comments: 

• Page 36 - The Draft 2017 Kent County Comprehensive Plan addresses the need to 
develop a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian plan and enhance existing transportation 
corridors in the county. The May 2017 Transportation Priority Letter from the Kent 
County Commissioners and the April 2015 Comprehensive Plan of the Town of 
Chestertown specifically address the need for pedestrian improvements along MD 514 
(Flatland Road) from MD 20 (Rock Hall Road) to Sutton Way. While the Town of 
Chestertown is a distinct jurisdiction with its own planning authority, the route forms a 
portion of the municipal boundary with the county, and the proposed improvements 
should be addressed in the Plan. 

• Page 97 - The Plan references the impacts of improvements to US 301 in Delaware that 
could potentially impact the US 301 corridor in Kent County. Among the changes in 
Delaware is a new toll facility. In 2006, MDOT SHA established a Working Group and 
Technical Support Team, which provided technical guidance to the DelDOT US 301 Toll 

My telephone number is _________ _ 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 

7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 



Regional Planner David Dahlstrom 
Page Two 

Diversion Working Group, to examine potential toll diversion, particularly truck 
diversion. Recommendations from the MDOT SHA Working Group included 
monitoring traffic volumes on key Maryland roadways; evaluation and implementation of 
truck restriction signage on local roadways; providing speed control measures and truck · 
enforcement efforts along the Delaware/Maryland border; and to construct virtual weigh 
stations on roadways other than US 301 . 

• Page 98 - The Plan makes reference to a secondary priority to fund and construct a grade
separated interchange at US 301 and MD 313. This priority is currently not listed in the 
May 2017 Kent County Commissioner's Transportation Priority Letter, the FY 2017-
2022 Consolidated Transportation Program, or in the Highway Needs Inventory. 

• Page 100 - The Plan includes a strategy to require developers to install internal and inter
parcel connections. This strategy is related to principle #3 on page 98 regarding 
minimizing and controlling access points. It is recommended that the desire to minimize 
and control access points be included with the internal and inter-parcel connection 
strategy. Additionally, MDOT SHA has an access permit approval process for State 
roads. Please contact Mr. Jeffrey Wentz, MDOT SHA Assistant District 2 Engineer -
Traffic, at 410-810-3240 or via email atjwentz@sha.state.md.us, for further information 
on the access permit approval process. 

• Page 101 Strategy: Develop a bike and pedestrian strategy for the County. MDOT 
supports this strategy, and has provided support for Chestertown's implementation of the 
Gilchrest Rail Trail. A County-wide Bicycle Master Plan or Bicycle Strategy wouid be 
the next step for the County to take to identify a comprehensive system of bicycle 
facilities and a priority assessment for implementing such a system. Developing a Master 
Plan would position the County to pursue future State and federal funding opportunities. 
MDOT encourages the County to clarify its position on rail trail opportunities in light of 
a potentially competing strategy on page 103, to 'Preserve the existing rail rights-of-way 
in the County for freight or passenger use. 

• Page 101 - Please use the same description of the Chesapeake Country Scenic Byway that 
is included on page 121. The Transportation section should also include a reference to 
the Corridor Management Plan (www.marylandroads.com/OED/MCSB_book 
06231 lx.pdf) and the MDOT SHA Context Sensitive Solutions document 
(www.roads.maryland.gov/OED/CSS-3.pdf). 

• Page 101 - Please be aware that MDOT SHA is in the process of updating the signage 
for the Chesapeake Country Scenic Byways. It is recommended to include language 
referencing the scenic byway signing updates in addition to the directional signage 
updates. For further information on the MDOT SHA Scenic Byway program, 
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please contact Mr. Eric Beckett, MDOT SHA RIPD Chief, at 410-545-5666 or via email 
at ebeckett@sha.state.md.us. 

• Page 101 - The Plan includes a strategy to continue the Chestertown Rail Trail and other 
bike and pedestrian trails along scenic byways. MDOT SHA RIPD oversees multiple 
grant programs that can assist Kent County with advancing these types of projects. 
For more information, please contact Ms. Aviva Brown, MDOT SHA Regional Planner, 
at 410-545-5672 or via email at abrown22@sha.state.us. 

• Page 101 - The Plan outlines two strategies addressing bike and pedestrian infrastructure 
in the county: "Develop a bike and pedestrian strategy for the County" and "Enhance 
existing and create additional bicycle and pedestrian routes and linkages throughout the 
county." Clarification between the development and enhancement portions of the Plan 
should be provided. In addition, resources are available from MDOT SHA to assist in the 
development of bike and pedestrian infrastructure. Please coordinate with Ms. A viva 
Brown, MDOT SHA Regional Planner, at 410-545-5672 or via email at 
abrown22@sha.state.us. 

• Page 102 - Please provide clarification regarding as to which direction the proposed 
bypass would run from MD 291, from either north of Chestertown up to MD 213, or 
down to MD 213 south and east of Chestertown. 

• Page 103 - A goal listed is to "develop and encourage the use of alternative transportation 
modes." RIPD also oversees the Transportation Alternatives Program and Safe Routes to 
School Program, which could be referenced as a potential funding strategies. For more 
information, contact Ms. Christy Bernal, MDOT SHA Transportation Alternatives (TA) 
Manager, at 410-545-5659 or via email at cbernal@sha.state.md.us. 

• Page 103 - The Plan states that the need for designated park and ride lots has increased. 
Please coordinate with MDOT SHA's Park and Ride Coordinator, Mr. Jerry Smith, to 
discuss potential additional sites for the Park and Ride program in Kent County. Mr. 
Smith may be reached at 410-545-5661 or via email atjsmith@sha.state.md.us. 

Economy Section Comments 

• Page 16 - Strategy: Promote the development of the County employment centers. 
Separating retail and commercial uses from residential uses conflicts with the 
Transportation Principle on page 98: "Shorten distances between trip origins and 
destinations by encouraging growth to occur in designated growth areas." MDOT 
encourages the expansion of mixed-use development to reduce traffic congestion and 
"encourage more young people to live and work in Kent County" 
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• Page 17 - Strategy: Assist employers through the permit process. MDOT encourages the 
County to work together with the Upper Shore Regional Council, the Economic 
Development Office, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Planning Department to site 
new employers within the existing transportation network, to reduce the need to provide 
costly new infrastructure. 

• Page 24 - Strategy: Link cultural heritage and tourism. MDOT supports this strategy and 
encourages the County to include sidewalks, other pedestrian facilities, and wayfinding 
signage to provide multimodal access to important cultural sites. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Ian Beam, MDOT 
OPCP Regional Planner, at 410-865-1280, toll free at 888-713-1414, or via email at 
ibeam@mdot.state.md. us. 



 
 
Mr. David Dahlstrom 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street, Suite 1101 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 
 
Dear Mr. Dahlstrom: 
 
On behalf of the Department of Natural Resources, thank you for offering an opportunity 
to comment on the 2017 Kent County Comprehensive Plan. As development pressure 
increases and irreplaceable resource lands are lost, it is vital that Maryland grows smarter 
and more sustainably through a collaborative and informed public planning process. To 
that end, we offer below a series of comments to strengthen the draft Plan for your 
consideration: 
 
We commend Kent County on a well-done and thoughtful plan that captures local 
resources and interests. We particularly appreciate the clear attention to 
natural-resource-based industries, environmental  protection, and resource conservation. 
Below are specific comments on the plan organized by topic areas. 
 
 
Forestry 
 
The Plan noted the 24% forest cover in the county. With the inclusion of urban tree 
canopy as a land use in the Chesapeake Bay model, the contributions of tree canopy 
cover less than an acre can play a greater role in meeting water quality goals for the 
Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load requirements in the next round of 
Watershed Implementation Planning.  
 
Kent County is currently at 29.5% for both tree canopy and forest cover over an acre; this 
is the lowest of any county in the State and just higher than Baltimore City. The strategy 
on page 38 to "Work cooperatively with village residents and community organizations 
to develop a street improvement, tree planting, and maintenance program for all villages 
for street improvement" is a great place to start to expand tree canopy. Encouraging tree 
planting on low-density residential land as well as in towns and villages would be another 
good opportunity to pursue the no net forest loss goal that limits conversion of productive 
agricultural land and works towards water quality goals (not sure which section this 
would go in outside of TMDL). Attention to tree maintenance and invasive species 



control is important for long-term success. 
 
Within the Agricultural section, use of natural vegetation and forest in minimum 35-foot 
waterway buffers should be a stronger emphasis, in addition to the important cover crop, 
nutrient management planning, and conservation tillage practices. Forests are the natural 
land cover for most of Kent County, so well-designed forested buffers that build on the 
natural tendency of the landscape usually offer more stable and lower maintenance 
options for this critical zone for water quality protection. Trees could also play a role in a 
wellhead-protection strategy.  
 
Fisheries and Boating: 
 
DNR Fishing and Boating Services supports Kent County’s vision to maintain its 
historical culture and tradition, as this vision is consistent with research that associates 
rural lands with sustainable fisheries. Changes in tidal fish habitat begin to occur in 
watersheds with greater than 5% impervious surface, requiring increased effort in 
maintaining fish production. Once a watershed exceeds 10% impervious surface, the 
ability to manage fisheries is greatly compromised. Therefore, we support incentives to 
minimize the impervious footprint in the County. While growth is projected to increase 
over the next 20 years, the plan to focus new development in existing towns and villages 
will aid in minimizing impervious surface by reducing sprawl and providing centralized 
transportation and commercial services to residents.  
 
We additionally support continued use of Agricultural Best Management Practices 
(BMP’s) as a  Fishing and Boating Services study documented increased Striped Bass 
egg and larval survival in relation to increased use of BMP’s in the Choptank River.  
 
These commitments are important in supporting the fishing and aquaculture heritage 
valued by the residents of the county. In 2015, Kent County ranked 5th in recreational 
license sales in Maryland (18.05%). This estimate is 4.5% over state average of 13.5%. 
Kent County residents and tourists can take advantage of various fishing opportunities in 
the streams and tributaries of the Chester and Sassafras Rivers.  
 
Recreational anglers enjoy fishing for Striped Bass, Catfish, White and Yellow Perch, 
Sunfish, and Blue Crabs. The upper Chesapeake Bay supports a popular and 
economically important fishery for black bass. Unlike many of the other fisheries listed, 
there is no commercial harvest of this species. The Sassafras River, which is a shared 
boundary between Cecil and Kent Counties, is an important part of this fishery. Although 
most large bass tournaments are held in other locations, the Turners Creek boat ramp is 
frequented by local and regional groups as a base for their fishing tournaments. Still 
Pond, Fairlee and Worton Creeks also support bass populations and are popular fishing 
areas in the upper Chesapeake Bay. 
 
Commercial fishing in waterways of Kent County is historically rooted in the county’s 
rural heritage. In 1920, Kent County was third in landings of American Shad which was 



the dominant fishery of that time. Oysters were also commercially harvested. Throughout 
the Chester River and Chesapeake Bay around Kent County reaching as far north as 
Fairlee Creek. Commercial anglers today target oysters, Striped Bass, White and Yellow 
Perch, Blue Crabs, Catfish, and Eel. In 2015, the Chester River had the highest 
commercial landings in Maryland of White Perch; Third highest landings of Catfish; 
Fifth highest landings of Yellow perch; and eighth highest landings of American Eel. 
  
In 2015, 553 commercial fishing licenses were ranking Kent County 9th in commercial 
license sales. We applaud the County’s commitment to take necessary measures when 
needed, to strengthen regulations pertaining to right-to-fish, right-to-farm, and 
right-to-hunt. This will assure fishing remains part of the County’s rural heritage and 
boost the County’s rural economy. 
 
Both the Susquehanna and Chester Rivers are important spawning grounds for several 
recreational and commercial species. Spawning habitat within these rivers ranges from 
good, high priority areas to fair, moderate priority areas. These designations were 
determined by examining historical use of spawning habitat and the present condition of 
the landscape. Areas designated as high and moderate priority habitats are associated 
with productive fisheries. Maintaining the rural character of these areas will aid in 
maintaining the integrity of the habitat and production of key fisheries.  In addition to 
maintaining a rural landscape, Fishing and Boating services also supports aggressive 
commitment to meeting the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The County has 
recognized the sporadic nature of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) occurrence. 
SAV is a key fish habitat for Largemouth Bass and other juvenile fishes. Any 
improvements in water quality including nutrient and sediment reduction should promote 
more stable habitat for SAV to re-colonize.  
 
Pg. 21   DNR supports the County’s efforts to maintain working waterfronts and access to 
tidal waters and docking space for fishing industry.  MD DNR supports this effort with 
our working waterfronts program, where we have previously worked with the Town of 
Rock Hall.  Limited funding for planning efforts and technical assistance is available 
through the MD Coastal program. 
http://dnr2.maryland.gov/ccs/Pages/workingwaterfronts.aspx  
 
Wildlife and Heritage:  
 
Pg. 54 The Plan states that the County values the "diverse ecosystems" and list out in 
bullet form what those are. Some of what is identified however, does not make sense. 
Hedgerows, cropped fields, and shorelines are natural features that might provide wildlife 
with corridors for transportation and sources of food, but they are not ecosystems. 
 
Pg. 59 - Table 1 The numbers do not seem to make sense. For example, the Industrial 
category stayed at 38 acres for both 2010 and 2040 but the change column shows a -1 
value (Institutional is also incorrect). 
 

http://dnr2.maryland.gov/ccs/Pages/workingwaterfronts.aspx


Pg. 67 Under Stewardship of the Bay goal one of their strategies is to identify the 
County's GI and to fill its gaps. The Plan does a good job of defining what GI is and why 
it is important but makes no mention of how the County will be trying to fill the gaps. 
Are reforestation efforts taking place to achieve this goal? If so, is it happening through 
mitigation, direct investment, incentives? The Plan also mentions on page 79 that their no 
net forest loss strategy requires "Afforestation Plans" in the Critical Area and "Forest 
Conservation Plans" elsewhere. Are those the mechanisms being used to fill the GI gaps?  
 
Pg. 79- 4th paragraph , The Plan mentions that this plan has a map of the County's future 
growth areas. It would be helpful if they could state as a reference just what page that 
map is on. 
 
Pg. 79, 83 & 85.  DNR commends the County for the strategies for no net forest loss and 
to retain and expand riparian forest buffers and large forests, increase area of forest, and 
maintain a sustainable yield of forest products.  
 
Pg. 11; 53; 54, 79: Limited and inadequate forest/riparian buffers.  
DNR supports planting native trees to increase the amount of riparian buffer on streams 
and waterways. Riparian forests play a role in improving water quality, but also increase 
production of invertebrates that provide food for fish. We encourage the County to 
continue to implement forest cover in both urban and riparian areas.  
 
Pg. 79: Minimizing impacts 
DNR supports the County's effort to minimize impacts from new development(s) with 
innovative techniques and we encourage the County to continue promoting new advances 
in environmental site design and green building techniques. While pervious surfaces do 
allow for some infiltration, there are some concerns regarding soil compaction 
underneath.  
 
Pg. 80: Pursuing policies and actions in addition to WIP actions. 
DNR encourages Kent County to make waterways “No Discharge Zones” and require 
boaters to discharge waste appropriately. We also support developing incentives for 
marinas to adhere to clean marina regulations and guidelines.  
 
Pg. 82: Prepare a Biological Resource Management Plan. 
DNR is willing to provide additional guidance to support the County’s development of a 
biological resource management plan. We can provide data to target restoration and 
conservation and enhance fish passage.  DNR commends the county for this, and strongly 
recommends that the County take a look at the Maryland State Wildlife Action Plan 
which was updated in 2015. That plan identifies the Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need in the State, the threats they face, and the conservation strategies needed to abate 
those threats.  
 
Pg. 82  The plan includes a list a number of invasive species under their strategy for 
control (6 bullets). The County should evaluate that list and only include species which 



do in fact pose a threat to their county. The same holds for the restoration list of targeted 
fish species provided (6 bullets). Both of those lists come from sources that are based in a 
regional context and they all may not be found in this county. 
 
 
Coastal Hazards and Resilience: 
 
P. 88, 89 & 90   The plan includes a good discussion of the existing conditions, threats 
and mechanisms to guide development away for vulnerable areas as well as the natural 
value of floodplains.  The County’s adopted Hazard Mitigation Plan supports the long 
range planning efforts to evaluating how hazards may change due to climate change. 
DNR supports the strategies outlined on page 89 to participate in the Community Rating 
System program, promote collaboration and protect steep slopes.  In addition, the County 
may want to include a discussion of public infrastructure protection and the targeting of 
restoration and other projects to minimize flood and other risks and raise community 
resiliency.  
 
Transportation:  
 
Pg. 101.  DNR is very supportive of the strategy to develop a bike/ped plan for the 
County and the development of a trail link between Chestertown & Worton Park.  
 
Parks and Recreation: 
 
Pg. 113.  The Plan includes a reference to planning for recreational programming for at 
risk youth.  DNR supports this goal, but would add that equitable access to natural areas 
and outdoor spaces is critically important.  The MD Project Green Classrooms 
partnership (formerly the Maryland Partnership for Children in Nature) is a public and 
private partnership that has worked collaboratively to provide opportunities for children 
to play and learn outdoors and promote environmental literacy.   The Partnership for 
Children In Nature was instrumental in helping the State to update the pre K-12 
environmental literacy education program (COMAR 13A.04.017) and to pass the first 
Environmental Literacy Graduation Requirement (COMAR 13A.03.02.03) in the Nation. 
Since then, the Partnership has worked diligently to support school systems as they 
develop and implement their local environmental literacy programs, fostering 
collaboration among formal and non-formal educators, helping to increase opportunities 
for student outdoor experiences and teacher professional development, and more. 
Access to public lands and programs are a critical part of this effort.  
 
The Kent County Comprehensive Plan is great opportunity to establish goals that support 
increased and equitable access for students and families to natural areas and parkland for 
both formal and non-formal education opportunities as well as recreation opportunities.  
 
 
Pg. 113  DNR  suggests the County consider incorporating the recently closed Worton 

http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/getfile.aspx?file=13a.04.17.01.htm
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/getfile.aspx?file=13a.03.02.03.htm
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/getfile.aspx?file=13a.04.17.01.htm


Elementary School into Worton Park. This building and associated land could provide 
valuable indoor space for educational, art & cultural programming that would 
complement the existing sports focus of the remainder of the Park.  
 
Pg. 116  The Plan references the 2012 Land Preservation, Parks & Recreation Plan 
(LPPRP) for decision-making regarding parks and recreation. However, the County's 
updated 2017 LPPRP is due this month to DNR.  To date, DNR has not received a draft 
plan.  
 
Other Comments 
 
Pg. 129, Highest Priorities A: Agriculture - the Keystone. 
DNR supports the county’s commitment to protect and promote agriculture and farmland 
as a primary economic engine. We strongly promote continued application of updated 
agricultural BMPs designed to conserve soil, reduce contaminated runoff, and reduce 
pesticide and fertilizer use. From 1980 to 1990, the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources’ Fisheries Service studied the survival of Striped Bass eggs and larvae in 
Choptank River to better understand why they were declining. Four BMPs were 
positively correlated with Striped Bass egg and larval survival, with conservation tillage 
and cover crops most strongly correlated.  
 
Pg. 129, Highest Priority C: Proposed and future development of the Chester River 
Boulevard and bridge. 
Part of the proposed boulevard intersects prime spawning habitat of recreational and 
commercial fish species. We encourage the County to explore alternatives and thoroughly 
consider impacts to spawning habitat as they plan for future transportation needs. Road 
crossings of any type can be a source of pollutants to receiving waters and also be an 
impediment to movement of fishes. We would gladly work with the County to review 
plans and develop alternatives that can minimize impacts to fish habitat.  
 
 
On behalf of the Department, I  would like to congratulate you on a thorough and 
balanced plan.  DNR looks forward to working with you on many of the implementation 
measures over the coming years.  If you should have any questions about these comments 
or would like further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
sandra.olek@maryland.gov or 410.260.8979. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Sandi Olek 
Chesapeake and Coastal Watershed Services 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

mailto:sandra.olek@maryland.gov
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