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Comprehensive Planning in Maryland
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State Law Requirements for the Development 

and Recommendation of Comprehensive Plans

• All local jurisdictions must have comprehensive plans  (LUA § 3-201)

• Required elements of the plan (LUA § 3-202)

• Planning Commission develops the plan (LUA § 3-202)

• Initial draft must be sent to the State and adjoining jurisdictions (LUA § 3-203)

• Planning Commission must conduct at least one public hearing before providing the 
recommendation (LUA § 3-203)

• When the draft plan is complete, the Planning Commission provides a recommendation to 
the legislative body for adoption (LUA § 3-202)

• If a majority of the Planning Commission members recommend approval of the plan, a 
resolution is prepared and signed by the Chair of the Planning Commission and is 
transmitted to the local legislative body with an attested copy of the plan (LUA § 3-203)

LUA = Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland
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Required Elements of St. Mary’s 2050 Plan

Community facilities

Areas of critical State concern

Housing 

Land use 

Development regulations

Goals and objectives

LUA = Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland

Sensitive areas

Transportation

Water resources 

Mineral resources 

Fisheries
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State Law Requirements for the Adoption of 

Comprehensive Plans

• A local legislative body (CSMC) may adopt, modify, remand or disapprove the whole plan or 
part of the plan (LUA § 3-204)

• Public hearing prior to CSMC adoption/modification of all/part of the plan (LUA § 3-204)

• If the CSMC remands or disapproves the plan or part of the plan, the Planning Commission 
must conduct another public hearing prior to submitting a new recommendation to the 
CSMC for adoption (LUA § 3-204)

• The Planning Commission’s recommendation shall be considered approved if the CSMC fails 
to approve, modify, remand, or disapprove the recommended plan within 90 days after the 
Planning Commission’s certification of an attested copy to them, unless exigent 
circumstances exist (one 60-day extension permitted) (LUA § 3-204)

• At least once every ten years, the Planning Commission must review the adopted plan and 
make recommendations for changes, if necessary (LUA § 3-301)



History of the Project
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Project Timeline

We are here



How the Plan was Developed
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Summary of Community Engagement

CEW #1
Jan. 16 – Mar. 3, 2025

12 Community Visioning Sessions (10 in person, 2 virtual):  Small group 
discussions, surveys, mapping activities

Results:  9 Key Planning Themes and 3 vision themes

CEW #2
May 5 – June 30, 2025

Attendance at 13 Community-Sponsored Events & online surveys
Content-based surveys on topics 

Results:  Trends & Projections Report, Framework & Analysis

10 Worksessions Conducted by Planning Commission (Sept. 2025 – Jan. 2026)
Creation of “Public Review Draft”

11 Open Houses & 5 Promotion Events
Provide Feedback on Elements of the Draft Plan

Results:  Creation of “Public Hearing Draft”

CEW #3
Feb. 9 – Mar. 7, 2026
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Land Use Designations

• An update to a local jurisdiction’s 
comprehensive plan includes reviewing and 
updating the Land Use designations, if 
appropriate

• Land use designations have been 
consolidated from the 2010 Land Use Map

• The 2050 plan prepared by the Project Team 
proposes no expansion of the Growth Areas 
based upon the feedback received from the 
community

• Requests were received by property owners 
to change the land use designations of their 
properties (more information to follow)
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Public Hearing Draft

The Public Hearing Draft was sent to MDP 
and the adjacent jurisdictions in 
accordance with State law



Topics for Discussion
1.  Growth & New Housing
2.  Town Centers vs. Village Centers
3.  Continued Support for Ferry



Topic #1:  Growth & New Housing
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Connecting Growth 
with Infrastructure

• Update Adequate Public Facilities in the Zoning Ordinance 

(Growth Management Action 1.1.4)

• Require developers to provide needed infrastructure (water, 

sewer, traffic, transit, sidewalks, school bus stops) (Housing Goal 5)

• Align school capacity and sites with planned growth (Public 

Facilities and Infrastructure Goal 7)

• Only expand water and sewer in growth areas, and concentrate 

development in areas with existing water and sewer (Growth 

Management Goal 9, Growth Management Policy 1.2, Public 

Facilities and Infrastructure Goal 1)
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Housing Affordability

• At the state level, a shortage of homes and 
the resulting high prices have led to 
younger and lower- and middle-income 
residents leaving the state for more 
affordable areas

• High housing prices:

o Reduce the workforce

o Limit economic development potential

o Constrain government revenues needed to cover 
increasing costs to provide public services
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Addressing Attainable Housing

The draft plan supports attainable housing in a variety of ways, including:

• Creation of an Attainable Housing Work Group and Housing Study to determine the 

optimum mix of housing types (Housing Actions 1.1.1 and 1.1.2)

• Awarding bonus densities for workforce or affordable housing (Housing Action 1.1.4)

• Expediting the review process for housing affordable to median-income households 

(Housing Action 1.2.1)

• Encouraging accessory dwelling units in appropriate locations (Housing Policy 1.5)

Attainable housing: A wide variety of housing options that reflect the needs of county residents, 

including those that struggle to afford market-rate housing without the use of subsidies.
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Keeping Appropriate Density

The plan maintains low levels of 
residential density in the rural 
areas of the County:

• Rural Preservation: 1 dwelling unit 
per 5 acres

• Residential Low-Density: 1-5 
dwelling units per acre (with 
Transferrable Development Rights)
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Adaptive Reuse and Revitalization

The plan supports revitalization of aging commercial 
areas and adaptive reuse of existing structures:
• Update the Zoning Ordinance to support adaptive reuse 

and revitalization (Growth Management Policy 6.1, Economic 
Development Action 1.6.1, Economic Development Action 
5.2.4)

• Inform landowners of resources for adaptive reuse of 
significant historic structures (Economic Development Action 
5.1.8)

• Promote redevelopment of commercial centers in Growth 
Areas (Economic Development Policy 1.6)



Topic #2:  Town Centers vs. Village Centers



Year Town Centers Village Centers

1988 • “…intended to be secondary growth areas to 

be provided with community facilities as 

needs evolve…”

• “…expected to absorb some of the growth 

due in the next twenty years, sufficient areas 

as to be planned for additional residential, 

commercial, and light industrial development 

in and around each center…”

• …Not to encroach into surrounding rural 

preservation or neighborhood conservation 

areas…”

Charlotte Hall, New Market, Mechanicsville, 

Hollywood, Piney Point

• “…cluster of houses and stores located at a 

highway intersection.  The houses are 

usually few in number and the stores are 

intended for a very localized market.”

• “Common to all Village Centers are a post 

office and a grocery store”

• “…typical activities include churches, fire 

halls, taverns, and gas stations…”

• “The small population usually means the 

Village Centers are unserved by central 

sewer and water facilities.”

Callaway, Chaptico, Clements, Loveville, St. 

Inigoes, Ridge, Valley Lee

*Bushwood was included in 1988; subsequently removed 20

History of Town Centers & Village Centers



Year Town Centers Village Centers

1999

&

2002

&

2010

&

2050
Draft 
plan

• “Secondary growth centers…urban in pattern 

and form, designated for moderately intense 

residential, commercial, and industrial 

development supported by provision of 

community facilities and services.”

• “Foster town development patters and 

design…”

• “Encourage creative and carefully designed 

commercial areas…”

• Provide entry signage to articulate town limits

Charlotte Hall, New Market, Mechanicsville, 

Hollywood, Piney Point

• “Third order growth centers…intended to 

serve as the focus for rural community 

facilities, services, and activities…”

• “Encourage expansion of rural services and 

moderate residential growth…”

• “Foster traditional village development 

patters and design…”

• “…encourage expansion of rural services in 

village centers.”

Callaway, Chaptico, Clements, Loveville, St. 

Inigoes, Ridge, Valley Lee

21

History of Town Centers & Village Centers
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Town Centers vs. Village Centers
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Concerns with Piney Point’s Designation

• A consistent theme expressed: the viability of Piney Point 
as a Town Center due to limited public water/sewer, high 
flooding risk, sea-level rise risk, and limited ingress/egress

• Project Team suggested re-designating Piney Point from a 
Town Center to a Village Center 

• There was a consensus from the Planning Commission that  
no change was needed; this decision is subject to CSMC 
review and ratification



24

Redesignation of Piney Point

Changing Piney Point from a Town Center 
to a Village Center:

• Change Land Use Designation from Mixed-
Use Moderate Intensity to Mixed-Use Low 
Intensity *

• Change in Zoning Districts from Town 
Center Mixed Use (TMX) to Village Center 
Mixed Use (VMX) 

• Change in Zoning Districts from Residential 
Mixed Use (RMX) to Village Center Mixed Use 
(VMX) or Residential Low Density (RL) zoning*

* If the properties in the Town Center are to remain in the RL Zoning District, then the 
Land Use Designations should be changed to Residential Low Density



Topic #3:  Continued Support for Ferry
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Public Review Draft

• Original Ferry Language was included in the 
Transportation Element under the “Water Access”

• Goal 16: Leverage Potential Passenger Ferry to Drive 
Economic Growth and Tourism had 3 policies and 2 
action items

• Goal 17: Foster Regional Connectivity Through Inter-
County Collaboration had 3 policies and 3 action items

• Goal 18: Promote the Successful and Sustainable 
Implementation of Ferry Service had 3 policies and 3 
action items
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Original Ferry Language
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Public Hearing Draft

• As the result from feedback received during a 
briefing to CSMC in April 2026, the detailed text 
regarding the ferry was marked for deletion

• Memo of changes proposed by the Project Team 
included the inclusion of a new Policy and Action 
Item to Goal 5 Heritage & Outdoor Recreation 
Tourism of the Economic Development Element
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Revised Ferry Language

• New Policy 5.6 

• New Action Item 5.6.1



Status of draft St. Mary’s 2050 plan
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Planning Commission Action on

Public Hearing Draft
Date Topic

June 29 Public Hearing on text of Public Hearing Draft

July 7 Public Hearing on Land Use Designation Requests

July 13 Deliberation/Decision on Land Use Designation 
Requests – Part 1

August 3 Deliberation/Decision on Land Use Designation 
Requests – Part 2
Deliberation/Decision on text of Public Hearing Draft 
as amended by Memoranda from the Project Team

August 10 Ratification of Minutes from August 3 meeting and 
signature of Resolution from Planning Commission
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Planning Commission’s Recommendation

Draft of St. Mary’s 2050 Plan

• Memorandum 1: Requested Changes Memo – Voted in favor of approval, 7-0

• Memorandum 2: State Review Memo – Voted in favor of approval, 7-0

• Memorandum 3: Public Comment Review Memo – Voted in favor of approval, 7-0

• Memorandum 4: Responses to PC Questions and Comments – Voted in favor of approval, 7-0

• St. Mary’s 2050 Draft Plan – Voted in favor of approval, 5-2

These are recommendations by the Planning Commission and are 

subject to a public hearing and a final decision by 

the Commissioners of St. Mary’s County
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Planning Commission’s Recommendation

Changes to Land Use Designations

• Seaforth Partnership, LLP – Withdrawn

• Stanley Martin Companies, LLC – Voted in favor of approval, 4-3

• Medina Partnership – Voted in favor of approval, 5-2

• Bumpy Oak Corp. Retirement Plan Trust – Voted in favor of approval, 6-1

• Family Tree Ventures II LLC – Voted in favor of approval, 7-0

• LMZ, LLC – Voted in favor of denial, 7-0

• Lloyd – Voted in favor of denial, 7-0

• Tommy’s Truck Service II Inc. – Voted in favor of denial, 4-3 and 7-0
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

These are recommendations by the Planning Commission and are subject to a 

public hearing and a final decision by the Commissioners of St. Mary’s County
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Next Steps for draft plan

Planning 
Commission 

decision 

8/3/2026

Planning 
Commission 
certification

8/10/2026

CSMC   
public 

hearing

TBD

CSMC 
decision

TBD

Note: The Planning Commission’s recommendation shall be considered 
approved if the CSMC fail to approve, modify, remand, or disapprove the 

recommended plan within 90 days after the Planning Commission’s 
certification of an attested copy to them, unless exigent circumstances exist 

(one 60-day extension permitted)
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Review & Approval of Schedule

See attached memorandum 
for scheduling options



For More Information
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To learn more about the St. Mary's 
2050 Plan please visit: 
https://www.stmaryscountymd.gov/
StMarys2050/

https://www.stmaryscountymd.gov/StMarys2050/Resources/
https://www.stmaryscountymd.gov/StMarys2050/Resources/

	Introduction
	Slide 1
	Slide 2: Comprehensive Planning in Maryland  
	Slide 3: State Law Requirements for the Development and Recommendation of Comprehensive Plans
	Slide 4: Required Elements of St. Mary’s 2050 Plan
	Slide 5: State Law Requirements for the Adoption of Comprehensive Plans
	Slide 6: History of the Project  
	Slide 7: Project Timeline
	Slide 8: How the Plan was Developed
	Slide 9: Summary of Community Engagement
	Slide 10: Land Use Designations
	Slide 11: Public Hearing Draft
	Slide 12: Topics for Discussion 1.  Growth & New Housing 2.  Town Centers vs. Village Centers 3.  Continued Support for Ferry 
	Slide 13: Topic #1:  Growth & New Housing
	Slide 14: Connecting Growth  with Infrastructure
	Slide 15: Housing Affordability
	Slide 16: Addressing Attainable Housing
	Slide 17: Keeping Appropriate Density
	Slide 18: Adaptive Reuse and Revitalization
	Slide 19: Topic #2:  Town Centers vs. Village Centers
	Slide 20: History of Town Centers & Village Centers
	Slide 21: History of Town Centers & Village Centers
	Slide 22: Town Centers vs. Village Centers
	Slide 23: Concerns with Piney Point’s Designation
	Slide 24: Redesignation of Piney Point
	Slide 25: Topic #3:  Continued Support for Ferry
	Slide 26: Public Review Draft
	Slide 27: Original Ferry Language
	Slide 28: Public Hearing Draft
	Slide 29: Revised Ferry Language
	Slide 30: Status of draft St. Mary’s 2050 plan
	Slide 31: Planning Commission Action on Public Hearing Draft
	Slide 32: Planning Commission’s Recommendation Draft of St. Mary’s 2050 Plan
	Slide 33: Planning Commission’s Recommendation Changes to Land Use Designations
	Slide 34: Next Steps for draft plan
	Slide 35: Review & Approval of Schedule
	Slide 36: For More Information


