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Chestertown, MD 21620 
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400 High Street 

Chestertown, Maryland  

AGENDA 
September 2, 2021 

1:30 p.m. 

Members of the public are welcome to attend meetings in person, virtually, or via conference call. You may also listen to 
the meeting either online at https://www.kentcounty.com/commissioners/meeting-live-video OR via the audio-only phone 
number and conference identification number listed below. If listening to the meeting online, the way for members of the 
public to provide verbal comments during the meeting is via the audio-only phone number. 

Public participation and audio-only call-in number: 

1. Dial 1-872-239-8359
2. Enter Conference ID:  915 935 525#

Members of the public are asked to mute their phones/devices, until the Commission Chair opens the floor for comment. 
Please note that if you are listening to the online livestream while waiting to call in to participate, there is an approximately 
45-second delay. In order to avoid audio feedback issues, please mute the livestream before calling in.

MINUTES 

August 5, 2021  

APPLICATIONS FOR REVIEW 

21-34 Atlantic Tractor – Site Plan Review (Concept & Preliminary)
621 Morgnec Road – Fourth Election District – Zoned Industrial (I) …………….………….…………..………. PC Decision 

20-41    Cliff Road Properties, LLC (Great Oak Manor) – Site Plan Review
10568 Cliff Road – Sixth Election District – Zoned Critical Area Residential (CAR) 
Preliminary Site Plan – Cottages…………….……………………………………………………………………….………..……PC Decision 
Concept Site Plan – Pavilion…………….………………………….………………………………………………….………..……PC Review 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

STAFF REPORTS 

ADJOURN 

Meetings are conducted in Open Session unless otherwise indicated.  All or part of the Planning Commission meetings can be held in closed session under the authority 
of the MD Open Meetings Law by vote of the members.  Breaks are at the call of the Chairman.  Meetings are subject to audio and video recordings. 

Projects will not be reviewed prior to their scheduled time.  All applications will be given the time necessary to assure full public participation and a fair and complete 
review of all projects.  Agenda items are subject to change due to cancellations.  

Other business without assigned times may be discussed during the meeting.  

https://www.kentcounty.com/commissioners/meeting-live-video


MINUTES 

The  Kent  County  Planning  Commission met  in  regular  session  on  Thursday,  August  5,  2021,  in  the  County 
Commissioners’ Hearing Room at 400 High  Street, Chestertown, Maryland.  It was a hybrid meeting, and  the 
following members were in attendance: Vice Chair F. Joseph Hickman, County Commissioner P. Thomas Mason; 
Tyler Brown  (attending remotely), Paul  J. Ruge,  Jr.; William Sutton;  James Saunders  (attending remotely); and 
Cynthia L. McCann, Esq., Planning Commission Attorney. Staff in attendance were William Mackey, Director; Carla 
Gerber, Deputy Director; Mark Carper, Associate Planner; and Michael Pelletier, Clerk. 

Mr. Hickman called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. 

MINUTES 

Mr. Ruge made a motion to accept the minutes of the June 3, 2021, meeting as distributed.  

Mr. Sutton seconded the motion; the motion passed with all in favor.  

APPLICATIONS FOR REVIEW: 

#21‐41  Cliff Road Properties, LLC (Great Oak Manor) – Site Plan Review 
Final (Tent Event Area) and Preliminary (Cottages & Pavilion) 

Final Site Plan Review ‐ Tent Event Area  

The applicant, Cliff Road Properties, LLC,  is seeking  final site plan approval  to construct a permanent base  for 

erecting a tent to be used in support of the existing country inn.   

Great Oak Manor’s 8.515‐acre property is zoned Critical Area Residential and is located along Cliff Road adjacent 

to the Chesapeake Bay, Great Oak Estates, and Great Oak Landing Marina to the south and residential uses to the 

north.  The property is currently improved with a 3‐story dwelling known as “the Manor House” and a detached 

garage. The surrounding area is characterized by residential development, agricultural, and marine uses.  

William Thomas Davis of DMS & Associates, LLC, Centerville, Maryland, and Applicant Harry Reed, owner of Cliff 

Road Properties, LLC, Chestertown, Maryland, were sworn  in. Mr. Davis  indicated that he  is working with Cliff 

Roads Properties, LLC on this project.   He  indicated the tent area  is 60 feet by 80 feet.   He also  indicated they 

contracted Phoenix Noise and Vibration to perform a study of the impact the tent venue has on the community. 

At this time, Mr. Davis moved to enter a letter from Cliff Road Properties, LLC into the record as Applicant’s Exhibit 

1 which provides a background of Board of Appeals proceedings as well as what Cliff Road Properties, LLC has 

undertaken to provide the Commission with information and to address many of the concerns of the community.  

Applicant’s Exhibit 1 was accepted by the Commission.   

Mr. Davis indicated they retained the services of Mr. Scott Harvey with Phoenix Noise and Vibration, LLC and Mr. 

Harvey concluded that the property does maintain a 60‐decibel average which is consistent with Maryland State 

regulations.  

Mr. Hickman inquired whether the Commission could take a vote on the tent area application first before moving 

on to the second application.  
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Ms. McCann raised concerns whether the Commission needed to go into executive session and whether the site 

plan approval was properly before the Commission.  She questioned whether the final site plan and/or preliminary 

site plan on the pavilion and cottages should go before the Board of Appeals first.  Ms. McCann added that the 

Commission has not yet heard from Staff on its Final Review. 

Ms. Gerber gave a description of the proposal, cited the applicable  laws, staff and TAC comments, and staff’s 

recommendation to grant final approval of the proposed tent area with conditions to be adopted by the Planning 

Commission.  

The Commission, Ms. McCann, and Mr. Davis held further discussions on whether these applications should go 

before  the  Board  of  Appeals  for  consideration  as  well  as  the  distinctions  between  the  two  applications.  Mr.  

Hickman inquired whether they could move forward with the tent area approval.   

Mr.  Reed  inquired  about  tabling  the  cottages,  if  they  would  be  able  to  move  forward  with  the  tent  area  

application.   

Mr. Sutton inquired whether the tent is up all summer and taken down in the winter.   Mr. Reed indicated  it is 

erected only as needed for an event.  

Mr. Ruge inquired as to whether the tent, as a temporary use, constitutes a structure. Ms. Gerber indicated that 

the  Ordinance  doesn’t  have  standards  for  temporary  uses,  but  the  proposed  stable  surface  is  considered  a  

structure based on the definition in the Ordinance.  

Mr. Hickman inquired whether the Commission is moving forward on the tent application or both.  Mr. Reed asked 

if it would be better to table the preliminary site plan review of the cottages and pavilion and address the final 

site plan on the tent area today.  Mr. Hickman recommended they proceed on the tent area. After that is complete, 

the  Commission  could  hear  the  preliminary  site  plan  application  and  if  the  applicant  decides  to  table  it,  the  

Commission can address it at that time. The Commission was in agreement.  

Mr. Ruge made a motion that the Commission proceed with final approval on the tent area application.  Mr. Sutton 

seconded  the  motion.  Mr.  Hickman  indicated  the  Commission  is  going  to  act  on  the  tent  application  and  the  

Commission will hear additional testimony from the applicants and their witnesses. 

Scott Harvey with Phoenix Noise and Vibration in Frederick, Maryland, was sworn in. Mr. Harvey testified that he 

did not take any noise measurements. Mr. Reed was taking the measurements at each event.  Mr. Reed indicated 

that he would measure each wedding and keep the decibels under 60.  Mr. Harvey testified that 60 decibels is in 

compliance with COMAR.  

Concerns were raised by the Commission that more permanent recordings should be utilized. Mr. Reed indicated 

he would install permanent recording devices on the property. Mr. Reed indicated that measurements were taken 

roughly every hundred feet along the property lines.  Mr. Harvey confirmed that a recording devise would be in 

compliance with COMAR but there were tangible benefits from doing  live self‐measurements to staff and disc 

jockeys.  Mr. Hickman raised concerns that enforcement would fall upon the County’s Sheriff’s department.  

Mr. Hickman inquired as to whether there were any comments from the public on Teams.  

Bruce  Galton,  Cliff  Road,  Chestertown,  Maryland,  was  sworn  in.    Mr.  Galton  testified  that  the  proposed  

landscaping  is needed to block  lights from vehicles.   Mr. Galton also  inquired whether a traffic study would be 
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taken. Ms. Gerber  indicated that a traffic study  is not required as there  is no change  in traffic due to the tent. 

Regarding the Pavilion, Staff is not going to recommend a traffic study either.  

Mr. Hickman stated that the Commission should move to approve the tent event area with conditions regarding 

shut off times and shrubbery.  

Recommended Staff conditions were discussed between the Commission and the applicant.  Mr. Reed agreed to 

include a permanent recording device to alleviate any disputes or concerns.  

Mr. Hickman made  a motion  for  final  site  plan  approval  based  on  Staff  and  Technical  Advisory  Committee 
Comments. The approval is conditioned upon the following: 

 Acceptance of required  letters of credit by  the County Commissioners of Kent County. Outdoor event
music (live or otherwise) will be shut off at 10:00pm. A Great Oak Manor employee will be on‐site during
all special events at Great Oak Manor and will be reachable by phone or text should there be any need to
contact someone.

 Great Oak Manor will monitor and comply with all future County and State noise ordinances. The applicant
shall monitor noise levels at events with equipment that is capable of recording decibel levels.

 Once  the  tent platform area  is  constructed, all noise‐generating, outdoor events  shall be held  in  this
location. Speakers and musicians shall project in a southeasterly to southwesterly direction at all times.
Sound equipment will be situated adjacent to the Manor House in a best effort to have the building act
as a partial noise barrier.

 Evergreen  shrubs will  be  planted  along  the Great Oak Manor  property  line  to  block  car  lights  from

impacting neighboring properties.

 Any lighting installed will be low level or landscape lighting. No flood lights or overhead lighting will be

utilized.

Mr. Sutton seconded the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.  

Preliminary Site Plan Review ‐ Cottages & Pavilion 

Ms. McCann suggested the Commission go into a closed session.  Mr. Ruge moved to go into a closed session and 

Mr. Sutton seconded the motion.  All members were in favor.  

The Commission went  into closed session  for six minutes at 2:52 p.m.  to consult with counsel  to obtain  legal 

advice;  however,  due  to  technical  difficulties,  was  not  able  to  initiate  the  session.  There  was  no  discussion  

regarding the application.  

Ms. McCann noted that the issue with this application is whether it is an extension of use of an existing structure 

given the proposed pavilion and cottages.  It has been presented as site plan approval, and it’s unclear if it can go 

forward without a special exception review before the Board of Appeals.  

Mr. Ruge also noted that the Commission should consider the proximately to the existing structure, the tent area, 

and the fact that the complex is removing two rooms to offset the two cottages.  

Mr. Mackey added that the big picture the Commission should consider is that the property is a country inn. The 

use is the same and it’s a campus with detached buildings. So, other detached buildings appear to be part of that 

campus approach. This  is how the Department  interpreted the campus plan on the use which the Department 

believes is in compliance with the Code.   
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The Commission decided to proceed with site plan discussion.  

Mr.  Tom  Davis with  DMS &  Associates,  LLC,  on  behalf  of  the  applicant,  opened  a  discussion  regarding  the 

requested approval of a pavilion and two cottages. The pavilion would reduce noise levels and decrease traffic 

flow onto the property, and the proposal addresses many of the concerns made by the community.    Mr. Davis  

referenced full‐size plans, which  included at reduced size with the application packet, to discuss details of the 

layout and amenities of the proposed pavilion and cottages.  

Mr. Ruge indicated he would like to explore the idea of taking a site visit to get a better understanding of what is 

being proposed as opposed to the limited concept of what is presented on paper.  Ms. Gerber indicated it would 

require public notice and it would technically serve as a public meeting. Mr. Mackey indicated there would be a 

lot of technicalities. Commissioner Mason indicated that there would be nothing prohibiting a single member from 

visiting the site as an individual. Ms. McCann indicated a single member may be able to conduct a site visit but 

could not rely on the visit during the fact‐finding aspect of the meeting. Ms. McCann indicated she would need to 

research that topic further.  

A discussion concerning  tabling  the matter  to  the next meeting was had between Staff,  the Commission, and 

Counsel, and  it was determined  that  the Commission has  the authority  to  table  the application  if  it  requires 

additional information. 

The applicant raised concerns over whether the Commission had moved beyond the question of whether this 

application needs to go before the Board of Appeals. The Commission could not make a ruling on that issue at the 

time of the hearing.    

Mr. Hickman noted that the Commission needs to know how they should consider expansion of use as it relates 

to separate structures. Ms. McCann added that expansion of use would not be under consideration for a site plan 

review. 

Mr. Hickman moved to table the preliminary review application until the next Planning Commission meeting on 

the following grounds: 

 Board members have expressed an interest in conducting a site visit to the subject property.

 The Commission requires more clarity on what the application is seeking from Staff’s Preliminary Report

and the applicant.

 The applicant needs to provide pictures of the existing buildings in order for the Commission to consider

if the cottages and pavilion reflect the character and features of the existing structures.

Mr. Ruge seconded the motion to table, and the motion to table passed unanimously. 

The Commission recessed for 10 minutes at 3:47 p.m. 

#21‐28  ACED, LLC (David & Eileen Smack) – Site Plan Review (Final) 

David and Eileen Smack, members of ACED, LLC, request final site plan review for a tasting room, which will be 

used  in conjunction with their small, “boutique” winery on their adjacent 80‐acre farm.   The Board of Appeals 

approved this use conditional upon final site plan approval.  
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This is a 1.57‐acre property located at 22622 Handy Point Road and is zoned Resource Conservation District (RCD).  

The surrounding area is characterized by agricultural and forested land with sparse residential development and 

is located approximately seven‐miles north‐west of Chestertown.  

Ms. Gerber gave a description of the proposal, cited the applicable  laws, staff and TAC comments, and staff’s 
recommendation to grant final site plan approval. 

Applicant David Smack, 22622 Handy Point Road, Chestertown, (attending remotely) was sworn  in. Mr. Smack 
gave a description of the character of the property, the limitations on the use of the tasting room regarding the 
number of tastings and restriction as a large venue location and identified several positive attributes that could 
draw tourism to Kent County given the colonial era history associated with the subject property.  

Mr. Ruge asked for further clarification pertaining to access to the subject property.  Ms. Gerber added that access 
was available as there  is already a right‐of‐way on the subject property.   There are provisions  in the deed  for 
ingress and egress, and  those provisions should be sufficient without a more  formal designation which would 
require approval by the MALPF Board of Trustees.  

Mr. Ruge inquired whether the swimming pool on the property exists and would be part of the wine tasting area. 
Ms. Gerber confirmed the pool still exists.  

Mr. Hickman entertained a motion for final site plan approval. Mr. Ruge moved to accept the final site plan based 
on the following: 

 The proposal is consistent with many Comprehensive Plan Strategies.

 The  surrounding  area  is  characterized  by  sparse  residential  development  and  is  surrounded  by  both
agricultural and forested land.

 The applicants propose access to the site from the existing driveway on Handy Point Road. The proposed
use will have minimal impact on traffic.

 Areas of vehicular flow are clearly identified, and the property provides sufficient parking.

 The proposed use will not place unreasonable demands on public services and infrastructure.

 The proposed use will be  conducted within an existing historic  structure  thereby protecting abutting
properties from any undue disturbance caused by excessive or unreasonable noise, smoke, vapor fumes,
dust, odors, glare, stormwater runoff, etc.

 No tree or vegetation removal is proposed, and adequate screening currently exists.

 Existing landscaping is in keeping with the character of the building.

 The site is served by private well and septic, and the Kent County Health Department has approved the
proposed use.

Mr. Saunders seconded the motion. Mr. Hickman abstained, and all other Commission members voted to approve.  

Ina May Puppe Reed – Water and Sewer Plan Amendment (Relocation of Allocation) 

Ina  Mae  Puppe  Reed  requested  an  amendment  to  the  Comprehensive  Water  and  Sewer  Plan  to  transfer  an  
allocation from Map 46, Parcel 22 to Map 46, Parcel 46, which requires an amendment to the Sewer Service and 
Water  Service  Maps  for  the  Edesville  –  Lovers  Lane  Service  Area.  The  Edesville‐Lovers  Lane  Extension  was  
constructed in 2011 to address failing septic systems of existing homes along Lovers Lane, a project for which the 
Comprehensive Water and Sewage Plan was amended on December 2, 2008.  
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Both parcels are owned by Ms. Reed, Parcel 22, on the northern side of Lovers Lane and adjacent to the primary 
residence of Ms. Reed (Parcel 18), is currently allowed access to the sewer system but, at 3,400 square feet, does 
not allow for building without variances. Parcel 46, on the southern side of Lovers Lane, across from Parcel 18, is 
153.7 acres and is undeveloped.  The development plan for this parcel is to construct a single‐family dwelling from 
which a home day care will be operated. All three properties are zoned Agricultural Zoning District.  

Mr. Carper gave a description of  the proposal, cited  the applicable  laws, staff and TAC comments, and staff’s 
recommendation  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  a  favorable  recommendation  to  be  sent  to  the  County 
Commissioners for approval of the amendment conditioned upon a signed Public Works Agreement. 

Applicant Ina May Puppe Reed, 21876 Lovers Lane, Rock Hall, Maryland, was sworn in (attending in person). Ms. 
Reed added that she would like to move the allocation from one property to the other. She has two farms and 
she would  like give each of her daughters one of  them. She wants  to construct a new house  for her  second 
daughter which is the basis for her request.   

Mr. Ruge sought clarification on where the house would be located and wanted clarification on the meaning of 
the phrase, “denied access.”  Ms. Reed identified it would be on Lovers Lane and would be approximately four 
telephone poles  towards Route 20. The whole  farm will belong  to her with one water allocation.   Mr. Carper 
clarified that “denied access” refers to the properties along the main water and sewer  line from the Edesville 
system to the Edesville‐Lovers Lane Extension. Unless meeting the provisions set forth in the Water and Sewerage 
Plan, they would be denied access so as not to encourage unwanted development.   

A  brief  discussion  followed  between members  and  staff  regarding  the  inapplicability  of  State  funding  and 

subdivision issues due to the property being located in an Agricultural Zoning District.  

In  response  to Mr. Hickman’s  inquiry about Staff discussions with  John Beskid  regarding  the  “denied access” 

provisions, Mr. Carper confirmed they did discuss it, and it was his understanding that there was no soil testing 

on the subject property. It was Mr. Carper’s impression that Mr. Beskid was not optimistic that the property would 

pass a perc test. Mr. Hickman had concerns about setting a precedent with an additional allocation. Ms. Gerber 

added that it is not a situation in which there would be an additional allocation.  It is a situation where Parcel 22 

goes out of  the  service  area  and Parcel 46  goes  in.  It’s  an even exchange of  allocations. Both  the Maryland 

Department of the Environment and Maryland Department of Planning performed an initial, informal review at 

the County’s Technical Advisory Committee of this proposed amendment and did not raise any concerns.    

No questions or comments were proffered by the public.  

Mr. Hickman moved that the Commission send a favorable recommendation to the County Commissioners on the 

application of Ms. Ina Mae Puppe Reed for an amendment to the Kent County Comprehensive Water and Sewage 

Plan to transfer an allocation that she currently has on Map 46, Parcel 22, to Parcel 46, Map 46 in the Edesville – 

Lovers Lane service area based on the following: 

 The extension of service along Lovers Lane, as set forth by the Water and Sewer Plan, served to address

failing septic systems.

 Ms. Reed owns a lot (Parcel 22) that, because of its limited size, is unbuildable without variances but has

been allocated access to water and sewer service. Ms. Reed also owns a 153‐acre farm (Parcel 46) which

is contiguous to the water and sewer mains that will support a single‐family dwelling.

 The water and sewer systems have adequate capacity.
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 This action will not increase density and is within the intent of the Comprehensive Plan to preserve the

County’s rural character and allow for single‐family dwellings and home‐based business.

 The Water and Sewer Plan amendment will be approved by the State and County.

 This decision is not intended to intensify existing uses and is a special circumstance.

 Only one allocation is to be granted to this farm (Parcel 46); access to public water and sewer is to be
denied to any future lots that may be subdivided; and the allocation to Parcel 22 is to be permanently
removed. No additional service will be added to this system through this amendment.

Mr. Ruge seconded the motion which was approved unanimously.  

STAFF REPORTS 

Carla Gerber: 

 June and July have been busy. The County forwarded the maximum number of applications to MALPF that
were allowed for easement consideration and the Department completed the MALPF inspections by the
end of June. All of the subject farms passed inspection without any issues.

 The Department continues to review many building permits and assist many callers.

 The  Department  is  very  grateful  to  be  fully  staffed.    Allie  Gorman  is  not  present  at  the  Planning
Commission meeting, but she is the new GIS Specialist.

Introductions from New Planning Staff: 
Mark Carper, Associate Planner, and Michael Pelletier, Planning Specialist and Clerk to the Planning Commission, 
gave brief self‐introductions to the Commission. 

Mr. Mackey: 

 Mr. Mackey was happy  to have  the office  fully  staffed with Mark Carper, Allie Gorman, and Michael
Pelletier with the Office.

 The next CRU Task Force meeting will be held on August 11, 2021, at 6:00 p.m.  The Task Force will have
two meetings on agricultural issues.

Ms. McCann: 

 The Maryland  Planning  Commissioners Association Annual  Conference  is  coming  up  in October.  The
agenda is still pending. It’s a two‐day conference in Solomons. Ms. McCann will provide more information
as it becomes available.

 Ms. McCann needs to research a   procedure for the Commission to have closed sessions during hybrid
meetings.

ADJOURN 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 

____________________________ _____________________________ 
F. Joseph Hickman, Vice‐Chairman Michael Pelletier, Clerk 



Kent County Department of Planning, Housing, and Zoning 

TO: Kent County Planning Commission 
FROM: Mark Carper, Associate Planner 
MEETING: September 2, 2021 
SUBJECT: Atlantic Tractor  

Major Site Plan –Preliminary  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Request by Applicant 
Atlantic Tractor/Cooper Enterprises, LLC is requesting preliminary site plan approval to construct a 6,000 
square foot maintenance building to accommodate repairs of combine harvesters. The property is located 
at 621 Morgnec Road in the Fourth Election District, Map 37, Parcels 43, 46, and 443, and is zoned 
Industrial (I).  

Public Process 
Per Maryland State Law and Article VI, Section 5 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance the Planning 
Commission shall review and approve Major Site Plans.  

Summary of Staff Report 
The proposed maintenance building complies with the goals and strategies of the Comprehensive Plan for 
economic development, and it meets the use, density, design, industrial performance, and environmental 
standards of the Land Use Ordinance. The Kent County Health Department approves the plan with a 
condition that the site be served by public sewer.  

The applicant has sufficiently addressed all of the standards for a Preliminary site plan as prescribed by 
the Kent County Land Use Ordinance.  

Recommendation 
Staff recommends granting preliminary site plan approval conditioned upon the following: 
 Submission of a revised building plan that includes placement of where exterior lighting is to be

attached.
 Verification that the placement of the building with its proximity to a buried propane tank meets

safety guidelines.
 Submission of a revised site plan that includes removal/relocation of an isolated parking space

currently proposed adjacent to the buried propane tank.



PRELIMINARY STAFF REPORT 

TO: Kent County Planning Commission 
SUBJECT: Atlantic Tractor  

Major Site Plan – Preliminary  
DATE: August 27, 2021 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
Atlantic Tractor/Cooper Enterprises, LLC is requesting preliminary site plan approval to construct a 6,000 
square foot maintenance building to accommodate repairs of combine harvesters. Due to the size of the 
combines, they are not able to fit inside the current workspace.  

The property is located at 621 Morgnec Road in the Fourth Election District, Map 37, Parcels 43, 46, and 
443, and is zoned Industrial (I). The property line between Parcels 43 and 443 crosses through the 
proposed building footprint, and a lot line adjustment has been filed to remove that line.  

GENERAL STANDARDS 
I. Permitted Uses and Density, Height, Width, Bulk, and Fence Requirements

A. Applicable Laws: Article V, Sections 15.2 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establish site plan 
review requirements for all permitted industrial uses in the Industrial District.

B. Article V, Sections 15.5 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the density, height, 
width, bulk, and fence requirements for the Industrial District.

C. Staff and TAC Comments: The proposed structure meets the minimum setback requirements and 
height limitations.

II. Industrial Performance Standards

A. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 15.6 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establish the 
Industrial Performance Standards. These performance standards address noise, vibration, glare, 
air pollution, water pollution, radioactivity, electrical interference, smoke and particulate matter, 
toxic matter, and odorous matter limitations with compliance certified in an engineer’s report.

B. Staff and TAC Comments: The applicant has addressed the performance standards and submitted 
a Certified Engineer’s Report.

III. Industrial Environmental Standards

A. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 15.8 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the 

Industrial Environmental Standards which include agriculture, anadromous fish, forest 
conservation, nontidal wetlands, stream protection corridor, stormwater management, 
threatened and endangered species, and water quality standards.

B. Staff and TAC Comments: Sediment and erosion control and stormwater management plans have 
been submitted for review. Because the property is in a Priority Funding Area and the proposed 
building will be located on an area of existing stone, the project is exempt from Forest 
Conservation.



IV. Design Standards

A. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 15.9 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the
Industrial Design Standards which address site access, on-site circulation, floodplain, landscaping,
screening, lighting, site planning, and subdivision. Screening is required to protect adjoining
properties and roadways from noise, glare, and uses which are visually incompatible with
neighboring land uses. Lighting on the site should be sufficient to provide for the safety and
security of the business, its employees, and its customers while avoiding glare onto adjacent
properties and adjacent roadways and not interfere with traffic or create a safety hazard.

B. Staff and TAC Comments:
 On-site circulation appears to provide clearly defined lanes of travel and spaces for parking.
 There is a proposed isolated parking space just to the south of a buried propane tank.
 A landscape plan has been submitted for review and adequate screening is provided.
 Building plans with front, side, and rear elevations of all exterior walls have been submitted

for review.
 Any new exterior lighting should be shown on the plans and needs to be dark sky

compatible.

V. Parking and Loading

A. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 1.3 and 1.4 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes
the parking, loading, and bicycle parking standards.

B. Staff and Tac Comments: The proposed number of parking spaces is adequate for the number of
employees and customers.

VI. Site Plan Review

A. Comprehensive Plan:
 Goal: Support Existing Business

o Strategy: Retain and promote existing businesses and assist in their growth. (p. 8)
 Goal: Insure that Towns and Villages are Attractive Places to Live and Work

o Strategy: Require developers to engage and inform citizens during the development
review process through the incorporation of a participation program.” (Page 27)

B. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 5 of the Land Use Ordinance establishes the procedures and
standards for site plan review. The Planning Commission shall prepare findings of fact concerning
the reasonable fulfillment of the objectives listed below.

a. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and, where applicable, the Village Master
Plan.

b. Conformance with the provisions of all applicable rules and regulations of county, state,
and federal agencies.

c. Convenience and safety of both vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and
in relationship to adjoining ways and properties.



d. Provisions for the off-street loading and unloading of vehicles incidental to the normal
operation of the establishment, adequate lighting, and internal traffic control.

e. Reasonable demands placed on public services and infrastructure.
f. Adequacy of methods for sewage and refuse disposal, and the protection from pollution

of both surface waters and groundwater.  This includes minimizing soil erosion both
during and after construction.

g. Protection of abutting properties and County amenities from any undue disturbance
caused by excessive or unreasonable noise, smoke, vapors, fumes, dust, odors, glare,
stormwater runoff, etc.

h. Minimizing the area over which existing vegetation is to be removed.  Where tree removal 
is required, special attention shall be given to planting of replacement trees.

i. The applicant’s efforts to integrate the proposed development into the existing landscape 
through design features such as vegetative buffers, roadside plantings, and the retention
of open space and agricultural land.

j. The applicant’s efforts to design the development to complement and enhance the rural
and historic nature of the County including incorporating into the project forms and
materials that reflect the traditional construction patterns of neighboring communities.

k. The building setbacks, area, and location of parking, architectural compatibility, signage,
and landscaping of the development, and how these features harmonize with the
surrounding townscape and the natural landscape.

C. Staff and TAC Comments:
 The proposed project promotes an existing business and assists in its growth.
 The Project Narrative states that a Citizen Participation meeting is to be arranged and

that a letter of results will be provided following the meeting.
 On-site circulation appears to provide clearly defined lanes of travel and spaces for

parking.
 The applicant has addressed the performance standards (noise, vibration, glare, air

pollution, water pollution, radioactivity, electrical interference, smoke and particulate
matter, toxic matter, and odor).

 The applicant has submitted a Certified Engineer’s Report.
 Sediment and erosion control and stormwater management plans have been submitted

for review.
 A landscape plan has been submitted for review and adequate screening is provided.
 A notification from the town of Chestertown has been provided stating that Atlantic

Tractor is working through the Chestertown Utilities Commission process for connection
to the town’s water and sewer system.

 Plans for the proposed structure that include front, side, and rear elevations of all
exterior walls have been submitted and all dimensional specifications meet Ordinance
requirements.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends granting preliminary site plan approval conditioned upon the following: 
 Submission of a revised building plan that includes placement of where exterior lighting is to be 

attached.
 Verification that the placement of the building with its proximity to a buried propane tank meets 

safety guidelines.
 Submission of a revised site plan that includes removal/relocation of an isolated parking space 

currently proposed adjacent to the buried propane tank.



1 inch = 300 feet
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Source: Kent County Department of Planning, Housing, and Zoning. 
Aerial taken Spring 2019. Map prepared August 2021.

Atlantic Tractor/Cooper Enterprises Family Partners
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BUILDING CODE INFORMATION:

MUNICIPALITY: TOWNSHIP

COMPLIES with: 2018 VERSIONS of IBC, IEBC, IFC, IECC, IMC,
IPC, NEC 2018 PROVISIONS of PA UCC

GENERAL PARAMETERS REQUIREMENT REFERENCE
OCCUPANCY TYPE(S): S-2 (WAREHOUSE) 311

CONSTRUCTION TYPE(S): 2B 602

ALLOWABLE NUMBER of STORIES: 3 TABLE 504.4
ALLOWABLE BUILDING AREA: 26,000 sf TABLE 506.2
FIRE ALARM REQUIREMENTS: N/A 907.2
SPRINKLER REQUIREMENTS: N/A 903

BUILDING DATA ACTUAL REFERENCE
BUILDING AREA: 6,000sf 506.2
NUMBER of STORIES: 1

OCCUPANT LOAD: 60 OCC TABLE 1004.1.2

MEANS OF EGRESS:
TOTAL WIDTH REQUIRED:

MAIN FLOOR:   6,000 S.F. = 60 OCC *0.2" = 12"  REQ'D        72" PROVIDED

PLUMBING FACILITIES:
F OCC:  60 (5 ACTUAL)

WC REQUIREMENT: 1/100 = 1 REQ
LAV REQUIREMENT: 1/100 = 1 REQ

TOTALS PROVIDED
WC REQUIREMENT: = 1 WC: 1   /   U:  #
LAV REQUIREMENT: = 1 LAV: 1

SUBMITTALS and INSPECTIONS:
1.     CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE CODE OFFICIAL WITH SHOP DRAWINGS UPON

REQUEST WITH COPY TO ENGINEER OF RECORD. SUBMIT ON DEFERRED BASIS.
2.     CONTRACTORS TO PROVIDE TESTING WITH REPORTS AS LISTED BY CODE OR

REQUESTED BY OFFICIALS, INCLUDING SPECIAL TESTING PER SECTION 1704.
REFER TO PERMIT APPLICATIONS AND CODE REVIEWS FOR DETAILS.

3.     CONTRACTORS TO ARRANGE INSPECTIONS FOR ALL CODES, INCLUDING MEP
SYSTEMS AND CONSTRUCTION OF CONCRETE, FRAMING AND GYP BOARD.

LOADING NOTES
DEAD LOADS:

COLLATERAL: 5 psf
INCLUDES SOLAR

BRIDGE CRANE:
DOOR:

LIVE LOADS:
ROOF: 35 psf
OFFICE CAP: 125 psf
FLOOR: 125 psf

SNOW LOADS:
GROUND SNOW LOAD (Pg): 35 psf
ROOF SNOW LOAD: 24.3 psf
SNOW IMPORTANCE FACTOR (I): 1.0
SNOW EXPOSURE FACTOR (Ce): 0.9
SNOW THERMAL FACTOR (Ct): 1.1

WIND LOADS:
ULTIMATE WIND SPEED (Vu): 115mph
WIND EXPOSURE CATEGORY: C

CONCRETE NOTES

∙ ALL CONCRETE IS DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ACI 318-08.
∙ USE MINIMUM 4,000psi CONCRETE FOR ALL FLATWORK.

STEEL NOTES
∙ ALL STEEL IS DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AISC 360-010
∙ STRUCTURAL STEEL SHALL BE A992
∙ MISCELLANEOUS STEEL SHALL BE A36

SHEET LIST

REV # SHEET # SHEET NAME
B CS-1 COVER SHEET
B A101 FLOOR PLAN
B A201 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
B A301 BUILDING SECTIONS
B S101 FOUNDATION PLAN

621 MORGNEC RD
CHESTERTOWN, MD 21620

KENT COUNTY

NEW BUILDING FOR:
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4 BACK (NORTH) ELEVATION

3/16" = 1'-0"
1 FRONT (SOUTH) ELEVATION

3/16" = 1'-0"
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1/4" = 1'-0"
1 BUILDING SECTION

ROOM SCHEDULE

NUMBER NAME AREA WALL FINISH BASE FINISH FLOOR FINISH
CEILING
FINISH COMMENTS

101 SHOP 5509 SF
102 MECH ROOM Not Placed
103 RESTROOM Not Placed
104 MECHANICAL

ROOM
89 SF

105 OFFICE 90 SF
106 BATHROOM 75 SF

3/4" = 1'-0"
2 WALL DETAIL

DOOR SCHEDULE

MARK WIDTH HEIGHT
DOOR
TYPE

FRAME
TYPE

DOOR
MATERIAL

FRAME
MATERIAL

FIRE
RATING HARDWARE GLAZING COMMENTS

101.1 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 2 HM HM 1 HR
101.2 32' - 0" 18' - 0" 1
101.3 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 3 HM HM 1 HR HALF

GLASS
101.4 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 3 HM HM 1 HR HALF

GLASS

101.5 32' - 0" 18' - 0" 1
101.6 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 2 HM HM 1 HR
101.10 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 2 HM 1 HR
101.11 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 2 HM 1 HR
101.12 3' - 0" 7' - 0" 2 HM 1 HR
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FOUNDATION PLAN
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FOUNDATION NOTES

1. TOP OF SLAB ELEVATION = 488.50 = REFERENCE ELEVATION 100'-0" UNLESS NOTED.
2. ALL ELEVATIONS INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS ARE TAKEN FROM REFERENCE ELEVATION.
3. (-x'-x") INDICATES TOP OF FOOTING ELEVATION. [-x'-x"] INDICATES TOP OF PIER ELEVATION
4. COLUMN AND FOOTING KEY:

5. ALL PIERS, COLUMNS AND FOOTINGS SHALL BE CENTERED ON COLUMN LINES UNLESS
DIMENSIONED OR DETAILED OTHERWISE.

6. SEE S001 AND S002 FOR GENERAL STRUCTURAL NOTES.
7. REFER ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR HOUSEKEEPING PADS, FLOOR SLOPES, FLOOR

RECESSES, SLAB INSERTS, ACCESS FLOOR LAYOUT AND DETAILS, ETC. SEE MECHANICAL
DRAWINGS FOR FLOOR DRAIN AND CLEANOUT LOCATIONS.

8. REFER SITE AND MEP DRAWINGS FOR UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS. COORDINATE
FOUNDATION INSTALLATION WITH UTILITIES. STEP FOOTING AS REQUIRED.

P-x [x'-x"]
F-x (x'-x")

Wx {x'-x"}

PIER MARK
(SEE SCHED)

FOOTING MARK
(SEE SCHED)

WALL MARK
(SEE SCHED)

TOP OF PIER
ELEVATION

TOP OF FOOTING
ELEVATION

TOP OF WALL
ELEVATION

FOOTING SCHEDULE

MARK WIDTH LENGTH THK REINFORCING
CF2010 2' - 0" <varies> 1' - 0" (2) #5 CONT w/ #3T & #4

DOWELS @ 48" O.C.

F60 6' - 0" 6' - 0" 1' - 0" (6) #5 BARS E.W. BOTT.

PIER SCHEDULE

MARK
Elevation at

Top WIDTH LENGTH VERT REINF HORIZ TIES
P1 99' - 4" 1' - 0" 1' - 2" (4) #5V BARS (3) #3T @ 2"

O.C. TOP & @
10" O.C. REST

3/16" = 1'-0"
1 FOUNDATION PLAN

SLAB SCHEDULE

MARK CONC CONC THK REINF
VAPOR

BARRIER BASE
S-1 4,000 PSI 6" 6x6 W2.9 x W2.9 W.W.F 6 MIL 6" STONE
S-2 4,000 PSI AE 6" 6x6 W2.9 x W2.9 W.W.F 6 MIL 6" STONE
S-3 4,000 PSI AE 4" 6x6 W1.4 x W1.4 W.W.F 6 MIL 4" STONE

1/2" = 1'-0"
3 FLOATING SLAB EDGE

1/2" = 1'-0"
2 TURNDOWN SLAB EDGE

1/2" = 1'-0"
4 TYPICAL WALL FOUNDATION



 
 
 

Kent County Department of Planning, Housing, and Zoning 
 
To:  Kent County Planning Commission 
From: Carla Gerber, Deputy Director  
Meeting:  September 2, 2021  
Subject:  Cliff Road Properties, LLC – Great Oak Manor 
 Preliminary Site Plan Review – Cottages 
 Concept Site Plan Review – Pavilion  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Request by Applicant  
The applicant is proposing improvements to expand and enhance their existing county inn use. In August, they 
were granted final approval to create a stable base for a designated tent area. They are now seeking preliminary 
approval to construct two, free-standing cottages, which will have two guest rooms per cottage, associated 
pedestrian walkways, and expansion of the guest parking area. As a separate application, they are also requesting 
concept review of a pavilion that would replace the tent area.  
 
Public Process 
Per Maryland State Law and Article VI, Section 5 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance the Planning Commission 
shall review and approve Major Site Plans.  
 
Summary of Staff Report  
The 8.515- acre property, located at 10568 Cliff Road, is zoned Critical Area Residential and fronts onto the 
Chesapeake Bay. The surrounding area is a mix residential, agricultural, and marine uses. The proposed 
improvements are an expansion of an existing permitted use. The proposal complies with the lot coverage limits 
and a Major Buffer Enhancement Plan has been submitted. A citizen participation meeting was held on December 
10, 2020. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends granting preliminary approval of the proposed cottages. 
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PRELIMINARY STAFF REPORT 
 
To: Kent County Planning Commission 
From: Carla Gerber, Deputy Director 
Subject: 20-41, Cliff Road Properties, LLC (Great Oak Manor)  
 Preliminary Site Plan Review – Cottages, walkways, expanded guest room parking 
Date: August 26, 2021 
 
Description of Proposal 
The applicants are proposing two, free-standing cottages, which will increase the number of available guest rooms 
to the maximum fifteen rooms permitted for country inns. Each cottage will have two guest rooms and a common 
area separating the rooms. Great Oak Manor currently has thirteen guest rooms. Two rooms will be taken out of 
service in the Manor House once the cottages are built. Associated pedestrian walkways connecting the cottages 
to the Manor House and an expansion of the guest parking area are also included in the application.  
 
Great Oak Manor’s 8.515-acre property is zoned Critical Area Residential (CAR) and is located at 10568 Cliff Road 
adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay. Great Oak Estates and Great Oak Landing Marina are to the south and additional 
residential uses are to the north. The property is currently improved with a 3-story dwelling known as the “Manor 
House” and a detached garage. The surrounding area is characterized by residential development, agricultural, 
and marine uses. A permanent base area for erecting tents was approved in August. 
 
History 
 
In July 1984, the Kent County Board of Appeals approved Country Inn Special Exception Case No. 394. In 
September 2017, the Board of Appeals approved an amendment to the special exception to replace the original 
conditions with conditions that are consistent with the current requirements for country inns in the Land Use 
Ordinance.   
 
In 2018, Cliff Road Properties, LLC, submitted a zoning text amendment to amend Article VII, Section 7.16.f of the 
Kent County Land Use Ordinance (Country Inn Special Exception Use) to remove the provision that set forth the 
limitation on extension or enlargement of structures which existed as of August 1, 1989 and replace it with a 
requirement which addresses consistency of features and character of any extension or enlargement of principal 
and accessory structures that existed prior to August 1, 1989. The text amendment was adopted in March 2019. 
 
In August 2021, the Planning Commission granted final approval of the tent area with the following conditions:  
 

1. Acceptance of required letters of credit by the County Commissioners of Kent County. 
 

2. Outdoor event music (live or otherwise) will be shut off at 10:00pm. A Great Oak Manor employee will be 
on-site during all special events at Great Oak Manor and will be reachable by phone or text should there be 
any need to contact someone. 

 

3. Great Oak Manor will monitor and comply with all future County and State noise ordinances. The applicant 
shall monitor noise levels at events with equipment that is capable of recording decibel levels. 

 

4. Once the tent platform area is constructed, all noise-generating outdoor events shall be held in this location. 
Speakers and musicians shall project in a southeasterly to southwesterly direction at all times. Sound 
equipment will be situated adjacent to the Manor House in a best effort to have the building act as a partial 
noise barrier. 
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5. Evergreen shrubs will be planted along the Great Oak Manor property line to block car lights from impacting 

neighboring properties. 
 

6. Any lighting installed will be low level or landscape lighting. No flood lights or overhead 
lighting will be utilized. 

 
Relevant Issues 
 
I. Uses 

A. Comprehensive Plan: “Retain and promote existing businesses and assist in their growth.” (page 8) 
 
B. Applicable Law: Article VII, Section 7.16 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance permits Country Inns as a 

special exception in the Critical Area Residential District. 
 
C. Staff and TAC Comments: A country inn has been operating on this site since 1984. The proposed cottages 

allow the inn to offer guest suites with a little more privacy than individual rooms in the Manor House. The 
cottages will be located towards the cliff, but outside of the buffer. Once the cottages are constructed, two 
rooms will be removed from service in the Manor House, and the total number of rooms will be fifteen.  

 
Since January, the design has been refined and building elevations are included in the packet, as well as 
pictures of the existing Manor House and detached garage. The designs currently have stone and board and 
batten siding. According to the architect, the stone was chosen to make the buildings look older than the 
Manor House and not interfere with the brick, Georgian Manor House. The Planning Commission will need 
to determine if the proposed elevations “maintain features and character that are consistent with the 
structures that existed as of August 1, 1989." 

 
II. Density, Area, Height, Width and Yard Requirements 

A. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 5.5 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance   
 requires the minimum yard: 

   Front  50 ft  
   Side  15 ft 
   Rear  30 ft 
   Waterfront Minimum 100 ft buffer 
 

B. Staff and TAC Comments: The cottages meet the setback requirements. 
 
III. District Environmental Standards  
A. Comprehensive Plan: “Encourage comprehensive stormwater management.”     (Page 23) 

 
B. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 5.7 in the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the Critical Area 

Environmental Design Standards, which include stormwater and Critical Area standards. The purpose of 
these standards is to provide for the proper stewardship of the County’s natural resources.  Specifically, it is 
the overall goal of the County to maintain the quality of the County’s ecosystem in the face of continuing 
activity, growth and change.   

 
Article VI, Section 9 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance sets forth the provisions for Erosion and Sediment 
Control and Section 10, Stormwater Management.  
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C. Staff and TAC Comments: A Buffer Enhancement Plan is required for the increase in lot coverage. The 

mitigation requirement for the cottages, walkways and parking areas is 9,863 square feet. Mitigation consists 
of a mix of canopy and understory trees, large and small shrubs, and grasses. As submitted, the Buffer 
Enhancement Plan does not meet the requirements: only 9,700 square feet of mitigation is proposed and 
there is more than the permitted maximum of 10% for grasses. If the removal of existing vegetation becomes 
necessary, a Critical Area Forest Clearing Plan will be required. 

 
Stormwater and sediment control plans have been submitted for review.  
 
The project does not exceed the lot coverage limit of 15%. The lot coverage with all proposed improvements 
will be 48,098 square feet, which is 12.9% of the total area. 
 

IV. Parking and Loading Requirements 
A. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 1.3 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the parking 

standards. Parking for lodging facilities is 1 space per guest room, plus 1 per employee. 
 

B. Staff and TAC Comments: The parking area associated with the guest rooms will be expanded to have 
fifteen spaces. There are additional parking areas for staff. 

 
V. Site Plan Review 

A. Comprehensive Plan: “Implement thorough design review for new development and major renovations.” 
(Page 33) 
 

B. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 5.3 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes site plan review 
procedures. The Planning Commission shall prepare findings of fact concerning the reasonable fulfillment 
of the objectives listed below.  

a. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and, where applicable, the Village Master Plan. 
b. Conformance with the provisions of all applicable rules and regulations of county, state, and 

federal agencies. 
c. Convenience and safety of both vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and in 

relationship to adjoining ways and properties. 
d. Provisions for the off-street loading and unloading of vehicles incidental to the normal operation 

of the establishment, adequate lighting, and internal traffic control. 
e. Reasonable demands placed on public services and infrastructure.   
f. Adequacy of methods for sewage and refuse disposal, and the protection from pollution of both 

surface waters and groundwater.  This includes minimizing soil erosion both during and after 
construction.  

g. Protection of abutting properties and County amenities from any undue disturbance caused by 
excessive or unreasonable noise, smoke, vapors, fumes, dust, odors, glare, stormwater runoff, 
etc. 

h. Minimizing the area over which existing vegetation is to be removed. Where tree removal is 
required, special attention shall be given to planting of replacement trees. 

i. The applicant’s efforts to integrate the proposed development into the existing landscape 
through design features such as vegetative buffers, roadside plantings, and the retention of open 
space and agricultural land. 

j. The applicant’s efforts to design the development to complement and enhance the rural and 
historic nature of the County including incorporating into the project forms and materials that 
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reflect the traditional construction patterns of neighboring communities. 
k. The building setbacks, area, and location of parking, architectural compatibility, signage, and 

landscaping of the development, and how these features harmonize with the surrounding 
townscape and the natural landscape. 

 
C. Staff and TAC Comments:  

• The proposal is consistent with strategies and goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
• The property is served by private well and septic. A new well was recently installed. Additional 

septic reserve area has been shown on the site plan. 
• Stormwater and sediment control plans have been submitted for review.  
• A Buffer Enhancement Plan has been submitted. A mix of trees, shrubs, and grasses will be planted 

in the buffer. 
• A parking plan has been provided. Sufficient parking is available. 
• A Citizens Participation meeting was held on December 10, 2020. Only one landowner provided 

comments. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends granting preliminary approval of the cottages with the following conditions:  
 

1. The final Landscape/Buffer Enhancement Plan be updated to reflect the increase in lot coverage for this 
phase of the project and adjusted so that not more than 10% of the plantings are grasses.  

2. The final Landscape/Buffer Enhancement Plan include the evergreen shrubs that were required along the 
Great Oak Manor property line as a condition of final approval of the tent area.   

3. Final approval of the sediment control and stormwater management plans. 
4. Submission of all required Letters of Credit or proof of other surety. 

 
5. Incorporation of any alterations to the building designs, as necessary, following discussion of the proposal. 

 
 

  































Richard M. Longo 
Registered Architect & Engineer 

CEO/Owner of Hillcrest Associates, Inc. 
Established in 1972 

Specializing in Residential Architecture, Site Planning & Engineering 
 
 

Our design philosophy for the cottages was to create small outbuildings to the manor house that 
would, perhaps, feel older than the main house. Therefore, the materials would consist of board 
& baton and stone versus brick. As, at one time, stone was less expensive than brick. The goal 
was to make them appear as if they were there before the Georgian Manor house. 
 
The goal for pavilion was to make it feel as if it was older portion of the estate. That the 
chimneys and fireplace were left and the pavilion was created from them. We did not want to 
interfere with the beautiful look of the Georgian building; therefore, we make it look like it was 
created before rather than after. The pavilion is just another addition to the atmosphere of Great 
Oak Manor by using a permanent structure rather than a tent. 
 
We can achieve a more historic look to these cottages by using minimum amount of brick and 
more stone and board & baton. The connection to the main building will be a mixture of brick 
pillars, fencing and landscaping. 







Possible color schemes 

 

 

 



PRELIMINARY STAFF REPORT 

To: Kent County Planning Commission 
From: Carla Gerber, Deputy Director 
Subject: 20-41, Cliff Road Properties, LLC (Great Oak Manor)

Concept Site Plan Review – Pavilion 
Date: August 26, 2021 

Description of Proposal 
The applicants are proposing a permanent pavilion in place of the previously approved tent area. 

Great Oak Manor’s 8.515-acre property is zoned Critical Area Residential (CAR) and is located along Cliff Road 
adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay. Great Oak Estates and Great Oak Landing Marina are to the south and additional 
residential uses are to the north. The property is currently improved with a 3-story dwelling known as the “Manor 
House” and a detached garage. The surrounding area is characterized by residential development, agricultural, 
and marine uses. A permanent base area for erecting tents was approved in August. 

History 
In July 1984, the Kent County Board of Appeals approved Country Inn Special Exception Case No. 394. In 
September 2017, the Board of Appeals approved an amendment to the special exception to replace the original 
conditions with conditions that are consistent with the current requirements for country inns in the Land Use 
Ordinance.   

In 2018, Cliff Road Properties, LLC, submitted a zoning text amendment to amend Article VII, Section 7.16.f of the 
Kent County Land Use Ordinance (Country Inn Special Exception Use) to remove the provision that set forth the 
limitation on extension or enlargement of structures which existed as of August 1, 1989 and replace it with a 
requirement which addresses consistency of features and character of any extension or enlargement of principal 
and accessory structures that existed prior to August 1, 1989. The text amendment was adopted in March 2019. 

Relevant Issues 
I. Uses

A. Comprehensive Plan: “Retain and promote existing businesses and assist in their growth.” (page 8)

B. Applicable Law: Article VII, Section 7.16 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance permits Country Inns as a 
special exception in the Critical Area Residential District.

C. Staff and TAC Comments: A country inn has been operating on this site since 1984. The proposed pavilion 

will replace the tent area approved in August. The applicant is attempting to respond to concerns from 

neighboring property owners with a permanent structure. The pavilion will have bathrooms, a service area 

for caterers, bar area, and space for DJs or musicians. Dining facilities in country inns are limited to a 

maximum of seating capacity of forty persons. A note will be required on the site plan that Great Oak Manor 

will have tabled seating for no more than forty persons in total.

The design is similar to the proposed cottages with stone and board and batten siding. According to the 

architect, the stone was chosen to make the buildings look older than the Manor House and not interfere 

with the Georgian-style architecture. The Planning Commission will need to determine if the proposed 

elevations “maintain features and character that are consistent with the structures that existed as of August 
1, 1989."
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II. Density, Area, Height, Width and Yard Requirements 

A. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 5.5 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance   
 requires the minimum yard: 

   Front  50 ft  
   Side  15 ft 
   Rear  30 ft 
   Waterfront Minimum 100 ft buffer 
 

B. Staff and TAC Comments: The pavilion meets the setback requirements. 
 
III. District Environmental Standards  
A. Comprehensive Plan: “Encourage comprehensive stormwater management.”     (Page 23) 

 
B. Applicable Law: Article V, Section 5.7 in the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the Critical Area 

Environmental Design Standards, which include stormwater and Critical Area standards.  The purpose of 
these standards is to provide for the proper stewardship of the County’s natural resources.  Specifically, it is 
the overall goal of the County to maintain the quality of the County’s ecosystem in the face of continuing 
activity, growth and change.   

 
Article VI, Section 9 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance sets forth the provisions for Erosion and Sediment 
Control and Section 10, Stormwater Management.  

 
C. Staff and TAC Comments: Because the pavilion is replacing the tent area (existing lot coverage), no Buffer 

Enhancement Plan is required. In fact, there will be a slight, net loss of lot coverage. However, if the tent area 
is not constructed, and the applicant only builds the pavilion, then a Buffer Enhancement Plan will be 
required. In addition, if the removal of existing vegetation becomes necessary, a Critical Area Forest Clearing 
Plan will be required. 

 
Stormwater and sediment control plans have been submitted for review.  
 
The project does not exceed the lot coverage limit of 15%. The lot coverage with all proposed improvements 
will be 48,098 square feet, which is 12.9% of the total area. 
 

IV. Parking and Loading Requirements 
A. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 1.3 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes the parking 

standards.  
 

B. Staff and TAC Comments: A parking plan was approved with the tent area. 
 
V. Site Plan Review 

A. Comprehensive Plan: “Implement thorough design review for new development and major renovations.” 
(Page 33) 
 

B. Applicable Law: Article VI, Section 5.3 of the Kent County Land Use Ordinance establishes site plan review 
procedures. The Planning Commission shall prepare findings of fact concerning the reasonable fulfillment 
of the objectives listed below.  

a. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and, where applicable, the Village Master Plan. 
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b. Conformance with the provisions of all applicable rules and regulations of county, state, and 
federal agencies. 

c. Convenience and safety of both vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and in 
relationship to adjoining ways and properties. 

d. Provisions for the off-street loading and unloading of vehicles incidental to the normal operation 
of the establishment, adequate lighting, and internal traffic control. 

e. Reasonable demands placed on public services and infrastructure.   
f. Adequacy of methods for sewage and refuse disposal, and the protection from pollution of both 

surface waters and groundwater.  This includes minimizing soil erosion both during and after 
construction.  

g. Protection of abutting properties and County amenities from any undue disturbance caused by 
excessive or unreasonable noise, smoke, vapors, fumes, dust, odors, glare, stormwater runoff, 
etc. 

h. Minimizing the area over which existing vegetation is to be removed. Where tree removal is 
required, special attention shall be given to planting of replacement trees. 

i. The applicant’s efforts to integrate the proposed development into the existing landscape 
through design features such as vegetative buffers, roadside plantings, and the retention of open 
space and agricultural land. 

j. The applicant’s efforts to design the development to complement and enhance the rural and 
historic nature of the County including incorporating into the project forms and materials that 
reflect the traditional construction patterns of neighboring communities. 

k. The building setbacks, area, and location of parking, architectural compatibility, signage, and 
landscaping of the development, and how these features harmonize with the surrounding 
townscape and the natural landscape. 

 
C. Staff and TAC Comments:  

• The proposal is consistent with strategies and goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
• The property is served by private well and septic. A new well was recently installed. Additional 

septic reserve area has been shown on the site plan. 
• Stormwater and sediment control plans have been submitted for review.  
• A parking plan has been provided. Sufficient parking is available. 
• Total tabled seating for no more than forty persons may be provided on the property. 
• A Citizens Participation meeting was held on December 10, 2020. Only one landowner provided 

comments. 
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Kent County Planning Commission                                                                                            August 26, 2021 

Chestertown, MD 21620 

Attn: Ms. Carla Gerber 

 

RE: Site Plan Application Great Oak Manor 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

 

The proposed pavilion is in conflict with the limitation on dining facility 40 guest capacity allowed for a 

Country Inn as set out in Article VII, Section 7.16 c of the Land Use Ordinance.  The proposed pavilion is a 

building specifically designed to serve guests food and drink: it will have tables and chairs, serving stations, 

a bar and permanent restrooms.  It’s a dining facility by any definition.  When the applicant sought a 

Zoning Text Amendment, they were clear that they did not seek to amend the limitation on anything other 

than the building size.   

 

At last month’s Planning Commission hearing, a staff member (apologies, the audio of the hearing was 

difficult to catch the person’s name) offered a view that Country Inns could be viewed as “a campus” and 

the proposed new guest cottages would allow the Applicant to be similar to other Country Inns.  My 

questions for the Commission are; does the language of the Land Use Ordinance support the “campus” 

premise? and, has the Staff prepared a report for the Commission listing which Country Inns have such a 

“campus” and if the detached buildings pre-existed or were approved after August 1989 via site plan 

application? Is the proposal to build new, free standing cottages an extension or enlargement of principal 

or accessory building? I would think these would be important questions for the Commission to consider. 

 

 

Thank you for your consideration and we ask once again that the Planning Commission follow through on 

the responsibility to balance the rights of the Applicant with the rights of the residential taxpayers to live 

without undue nuisances. 

 

 

Bruce and Kathryn Galton 

10626 Cliff Road 

Chestertown, MD 
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Carla Gerber

From: Thomas S. Neuberger <TSN@NeubergerLaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 2:48 PM
To: Carla Gerber
Cc: Stephen J. Neuberger; Judy Neuberger; bcgalton@hotmail.com
Subject: Site Plan application for Great Oak Manor

ATTENTION!  

This email originated from an external source. DO NOT CLICK any links or attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content is safe. 

- KCIT Helpdesk

Ms. Gerber, 
 
The Neuberger family, at 10736 Cliff Road, joins in the comments and questions raised by the Galton family in their 
submission dated 8/26/21. 
 
Thomas S. Neuberger 
 
**************************** 
Thomas S. Neuberger, Esquire 
The Neuberger Firm. P.A. 
Attorneys and Counsellors at Law 
17 Harlech Drive, P.O. Box 4481 
Wilmington, Delaware 19807 
Phone 302‐655‐0582 
Email:  tsn@neubergerlaw.com 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
This e‐mail message and any attachments thereto is intended only for use by the addressee(s) named herein and may 
contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient of this e‐mail message, 
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e‐mail message, and any attachments 
thereto is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e‐mail message in error, please immediately notify me by 
telephone and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any prints thereof. 
 
NOT INTENDED AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR A WRITING 
Notwithstanding the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act or the applicability of any other law of similar substance and 
effect, absent an express statement to the contrary hereinabove, this e‐mail message, its contents, and any attachments 
hereto are not intended to represent an offer or acceptance to enter into a contract and are not otherwise intended to 
bind the sender, The Neuberger Firm, P.A., any of its clients, or any other person or entity. 
 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: In order to comply with requirements imposed by the Internal Revenue Service, we inform 
you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended to be used, 
and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, 
marketing, or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
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Carla Gerber

From: Bronwyn Fry <bfrymail@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 3:08 PM
To: Carla Gerber
Subject: Cliff Road Properties, site plan
Attachments: Kent County Planning Commission                                                                              August 26.pdf

ATTENTION! 
This email originated from an external source. DO NOT CLICK any links or attachments unless you recognize the sender 
and know the content is safe. 
‐ KCIT Helpdesk 
________________________________ 
 
To the Planning Commissioners: 
Is the proposed permanent pavilion intended for use of the 40 guests allowed to dine and be served cocktails at a 
country inn, or is this now to offer drinks, dining, amplified music and extended hours for 100, 200,  or more 
guests?  This will certainly create a permanent nuisance for the neighbors.  The neighboring citizens were led to believe 
that expansion of this type including detached cottages would never be a part of the re‐zoning and change to a country 
inn. Our understanding was that buildings could be enlarged, but not added to. Each site or zoning approval squeezes 
just a bit more out of the planning commission by twisting the intentions of zoning restrictions intended to protect 
residential neighborhoods.  There is increasingly too much gray area that is being taken advantage of by Cliff Road 
Properties and their skilled advisors. 
A pavilion and detached cottages would not have been a vision when this property first changed from a private home to 
a B&B or Country Inn. 
 
Even as things are, intrusions by Manor House guests into our neighborhood are not controlled by the hired 
management.  Last Monday afternoon(8/16), I encountered on the posted private property part of Cliff Road beyond the 
Manor House, a golf cart brimming with a joyful group of four children ages seven and under, with one adult scrunched 
down with feet on the dash, her head buried in cellphone activity.  I was startled to see the seven year old was clearly 
“learning while driving” the Manor House’s golf cart that is loaned to guests.   I could hardly believe what I had seen, and 
turned around to follow them all the way to Great Oak Marina to stop this dangerous activity.  The adult stated that no 
rules had been spelled out to them, so she had no idea the seven year old should not be driving.  Large delivery and 
construction vehicles, farm equipment, and garbage trucks appear often and are not expecting to share the private, 
narrow roads with seven year old drivers.  This photo is a few days later, the same time of day, exactly where I found a 
seven year old driving the loaded golf cart belonging to Great Oak Manor, operated by an ever expanding Cliff Road 
Properties. 
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Please protect our rights for a peaceful and safe community as neighbors of Cliff Road Properties.  I also fully support the 
letter submitted by Bruce and Katy Galton today, 8/26. 
Bronwyn Fry 
Cliff Road, Great Oak 
Chestertown 
 
 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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