








subject of the town-and-country pattern of urbanism. Ebenezer Howard’s diagram of
the “Three Magnets” has stood as a lasting polemic of the Garden City movement?. His
diagrams, and the later work of Raymond Unwin, characterize the town-and-country
pattern as a clearly defined central city surrounded by relatively independent towns and
villages. The pattern of urbanism along the Chesapeake Country Scenic Byway corridor

closely resembles these early garden city diagrams.

Neighborhood Structure

The diagrams of Duany Plater-Zyberk comparing Traditional Neighborhood
Development (TND), Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), and Livable Neighborhood
Development offer valuable lessons applicable to development explorations for the
town of Chesapeake City. The distribution of commercial zones at neighborhood edges
enables the overlap of markets and gives businesses the greatest opportunity for success.
The organization of the community into sub-communities with secondary neighborhood
centers promotes walkability and social cohesion. The Livable Neighborhood diagram
offers a model particularly applicable to Chesapeake City in its attention to commercial

development centered along a regional thoroughfare®.

23 Duany, 13-14.
24 Duany, 85.

Fig. 42: Diagram, Duany Plater-Zyberk
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Fig. 43: Transect Diagram, Duany Plater-Zyberk
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Chapter 6: The Proposition

Obijectives

There are several objectives for
this project. Over the next twenty-five
years significant growth is anticipated in
Maryland in general and on the Eastern
Shore in particular. Chesapeake City is in
a prime position to receive much of this
growth. The first objective therefore is to
develop a masterplan for the future growth
of the town as a counterproposal to the
pattern of sprawling suburbs.

Secondly given Chesapeake City’s
position as the northern gateway to the
Chesapeake Country National Scenic
Byway, this proposal intends to advance
the dialogue surrounding the Scenic
Byway, and in particular to enhance
Chesapeake City as a gateway town. By
exploring future town development, this
proposal investigates the implications
of the Scenic Byway designation for
individual towns.

Thirdly, in the process of creating
a vision for the future of Chesapeake City,

this proposal offers a precedent for the
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Fig. 44: Ex'isting Condition

Fig. 45: _Unrhanaged Growth
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numerous other small historic towns along the Eastern Shore facing similar questions of

fast-paced growth.

Strategies

The fundamental strategy for organizing future development and establishing
Chesapeake City as a gateway is to reconnect the town to the major transportation
networks. In order to develop a powerful gateway experience, it is critical that
Chesapeake City provide a clear entry point and threshold for the variety of modes of
transportation by which the Byway is accessed. Specifically, this demands the assertion
of the town’s presence on MD 213, the enhancement of the town’s waterfront as an entry
port, and active engagement with pedestrian and bicyclist networks along the canal. By
strengthening its connection to these regional transportation networks, the town reasserts
its regional significance and firmly establishes itself as the prime gateway to Chesapeake
Country.

Secondly, new development must be organized within the framework of a
carefully designed public realm. An armature of infrastructure and public spaces
combined with a complementary regulatory structure are critical to ensuring an orderly
pattern of growth. Furthermore, a range of building typologies, derived primarily from
the existing context, will serve as guidelines for achieving a sensitive relationship to the

historic district.

Fig. 47: Aerial of proposed development from the north
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Parti

The first major move of the proposal is the introduction of a new town center
situated on the Byway, which accomplishes two key objectives. Firstly, it restores the
town’s presence on the Byway, anticipating the order of nodal points along a scenic
rural route and establishing a more appropriate “gateway” experience. Secondly it frees
the town from some of the natural barriers which encircle the historic core, including
wetlands and the Critical Area boundary.

Since the town acts as a gateway not just for motorists but also for
boaters, the second major move is the introduction of a limited amount of commercial
development at the southern edge of the tidal basin organized around a new public space.
In addition to capitalizing on the latent economic value of the tidal basin, this new plaza
converts what is currently private property into public space, in effect returning the
waterfront to the larger community.

The third primary move of the proposal is a sweeping boulevard linking all
of the neighborhoods in a complete circuit. Reflecting the notion of community
interconnectedness, the boulevard establishes a strong link between the historic district
and the new town center, creating complementary neighborhoods within a larger cohesive

community.

Town Center

The form of the new town center achieves several design objectives. First of all,
the circle slows traffic and establishes Chesapeake City as a node along the Byway. By
dramatizing the intersection of the boulevard with the Byway, the circle gives prominence
to the most direct route back to the waterfront and historic core.

Secondly, the linear green splits traffic to either side which in concert with the
circle slowing traffic transforms the high-speed highway into a traditional town “main

street” in the manner of the other towns along the Byway. Thus the new town center
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signals the urban pattern of the Byway while creating a pedestrian-friendly environment
capable of serving as a neighborhood center. Furthermore, the manipulation of the

MD 213 road section eliminates the existing strip development, creating in its place a
traditional pattern of commercial development fronting directly on the street. Parking
is accommodated as diagonal parking in front with additional space in rear or on cross
streets instead of in large pools between the road and building.

Thirdly, the town center creates usable public space organized into civic
and commercial zones. As the new symbolic gateway to the region, the circle is lined
with civic and institutional uses. The linear green, in contrast, is lined with two- and
three-story commercial and retail development aimed primarily at residents of the town

as a complement to the tourist-centric commercial development of the historic district.

Waterfront

The form of the tidal basin development is a response to the current
claustrophobic experience around the waterfront, particularly during the busy summer
months. With limited space for arrival along the southern edge of the basin, the plaza
establishes a strong waterfront gateway welcoming visitors from the canal. Furthermore,
the plaza acts as an anchor (opposite Pell Gardens at the existing town green) to
new commercial development along the edge of the tidal basin. Its irregular form is
derived from the shape of the site’s topography which forms a natural bowl while also
reflecting the spirit of the plaza as a forum for impromptu gatherings, farmer’s markets,
performances, and other cultural events.

The natural change in elevation of the land at the new waterfront plaza is
utilized to organize program distribution in the two-story buildings forming the plaza.
Pedestrian-friendly retail development is located on the lower level opening onto the
plaza, thereby freeing the waterfront from significant vehicular traffic. Parking-intensive

businesses such as restaurants are arranged on the upper floors with parking lots in the
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rear of the buildings. Exterior decks on the plaza side provide seating with prime views

of the tidal basin, Canal, and bridge.

The Boulevard

The boulevard, in addition to binding the community together, organizes all of
the public spaces in the community. The boulevard provides an unbroken link between
the waterfront plaza, the new town center, the existing baseball fields, and the historic
district. Furthermore, the boulevard taps into the park and trail systems along the canal
enabling bikers to make a continuous loop through the new development and back to the
historic district. Lined with larger single-family homes, the boulevard also introduces a

level of street hierarchy.

Block Structure

The new local street network and block structure reflect the scale and density
of the historic district with careful attention to the topography of the site. Density is
generally focused around the public spaces and along primary streets with lower density
development at the perimeter of the site. A clear edge to the town is defined by the form
of the topography and natural vegetation. The new town development is nestled in the

bowl of a horseshoe and constrained by mature woodlands at the perimeter.
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Fig. 48: Proposed Masterplan
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Fig. 49: Topography / Proposed Street Network

Fig. 50: Preserved Woodlands
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Fig. 51: Proposed Movement Systems

Fig. 53'; Public Space / Neighborhoods

Civic / Institutional

5
Fig. 52: Proposed Land Use

Phase II Development

Fig. 54: Project Phasing
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EXISTING CONDITION

PROPOSED TOWN GREEN

Fig. 55: New Town Center
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Fig. 56: New Town Center
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EXISTING CONDITION

PROPOSED WATERFRONT PLAZA

Fig. 57: Waterfront Development
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Fig. 58: Waterfront Development
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Fig. 60: Waterfront park at eastern terminus of boulevard
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Fig. 61: Single-family detached homes

Fig. 62: Duplex houses
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Fig. 63: Attached rowhomes
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Fig. 64: Waterfront commercial development
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Fig. 65: Live / Work Units

Fig. 66: Town Center commercial development
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

The small traditional towns of the Eastern Shore face significant challenges
over the next several decades; yet, with thoughtful planning, deliberate collaboration,
and active community involvement, significant population growth marks an exciting
opportunity for the communities of the Eastern Shore. This project offers an exploration
of just one of many potentialities for the town of Chesapeake City. By recognizing and
reaffirming Chesapeake City’s position in the larger regional context, this project asserts
the value of the place.

Like the other towns along the Scenic Byway, Chesapeake City represents an
important part of Maryland’s architectural and cultural heritage. As these towns face an
uncertain future, it is incumbent upon the architectural community to provide solutions

which protect these pieces of heritage.
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