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The City of Seaford Draft 2021 Comprehensive Plan was released on June 9, 2021, for public review and a request to provide written comments for 

consideration into the Plan no later than July29, 2021.  A written comment form was developed and released with a website link to the draft plan.  

The draft plan was also sent released for intergovernmental review to the City Engineer, Sussex, Town of Bridgeville, Town of Blades, and 

Salisbury/Wicomico Metropolitan Planning Organization.  This document reflects the collective advanced written comments from all participants as 

of August 6, 2021.  
 

# 
PAGE 

CHAPTER 
PARAGRAPH 

COMMUNITY RECEIVED COMMENTS ACTION FOR CONSIDERATION 

CR1 5 / 7 / MAP 

RECOMMENDATION-The map used in this draft seems to be the SMS cross country 
trail version and it is also an outdated map. I would advise you not to use that 
version as it may cause confusion. I suggest using the map provided in this email 
as it is the general map and most up to date. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

CR2 16 / 9 / 6 

RECOMMENDATION- Remove EEIF recipients located outside of Seaford city limits.  
This Plan is supposed to be about what the City of Seaford is going to do no what 
the State/DNREC wants to do.  The ENTIRE PLAN should be removed of the state-
wide FLUFF. 

No Action Needed-This information Identifies 
successful funding program recipients that offset  
capital land development expenses and promotes 
Statewide and Federal environmental initiatives.  
Some of these are located in City limits. 

CR3 17 / 9 / 3 
RECOMMENDATION-Take this entire paragraph out, City residents use City 
electric, not DP&L. FLUFF! 

No Action Needed-This information identifies 
successful  programs that provide funding for 
capital land development expenses and promotes 
Statewide and Federal environmental initiatives.  
Some of these are located near the city limits and 
in the growth area.  

CR4 20 / 9 / 3 

RECOMMENDATION-Regarding Electric Vehicle Charging Station Rebate-still more 
FLUFF about what DNREC is offering.  The city should operate at least a 2 vehicle 
charging station somewhere in town.  City of Lewes has multiple stations-why not 
Seaford? 

No Action Needed-Lewes received partial funding 
from DNREC for the EVC stations.  Seaford also 
received State funding for Electric Police 
Motorcycles and an EVC station downtown. The 
proposed new WaWa is also providing seven Tesla 
Supercharging stations.   

CR5 21 / 9 / 2 
RECOMMENDATION-Seaford should adopt a policy, especially for City-owned 
lands shall have special protection and are not to be cut if at all possible. 

No Action Needed-This is a policy and operational 
maintenance items.  Further research and input 
are recommended for consideration on a parcel-
by-parcel basis. 
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CR6 21 / 9 / 4 
RECOMMENDATION-Adopt a regulation calling for a 100’ buffer from delineated 
wetlands. 

No Action Needed- This is a policy item and 
identified in Goal 9-1-b.  It is recommended the 
city research and evaluate the properties near the 
wetland areas as well as promote the educational 
benefits prior to determining the appropriate 
buffer. 

CR7 

Form & Plan 
Reference 

Information 
Not Provided 

RECOMMENDATION-  
INTRODUCTION.  
The City of Seaford has invited public review of and comments about its draft 
Comprehensive Plan (dCP), a 226 page document including verbiage, charts, 
graphs and maps which are supposed to partially fulfill its obligation(s) under 22 
Del Code Chapter 7.   
These state of Delaware mandates are to “encourage the most appropriate use of 
the physical and fiscal resources of the municipality” and “contain at a minimum 
(my emphasis) a municipal development strategy”. 
Historically over nearly two decades and in two previous Comprehensive Plans, 
Seaford’s “municipal development strategy” has paid little if any attention to the 
role of municipal government in the “how to”/operations and decision-making 
process(es) which are and will be vital to the success of CP implementation 
strategy. 
The current dCP is too narrow in scope/perspective which does NOT take into 
account needed changes to ameliorate significant, documented, self-inflicted 
“snags” in the City’s decision-making and operating procedures.  Such changes are 
in order to successfully achieve the letter and spirit of the Comprehensive Plan.  
“SNAGS” IN MUNICIPAL DECISION-MAKING AND OPERATIONS.  
Disregard for On-going Open Government/FOIA Violations.  Over the last five 
years the City has been found guilty/in violation of Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA) statutes on at least five (5) different occasions by the Delaware Department 
of Justice (DOJ).  These violations represent a persistent pattern of illegal 
behavior/governing which is harmful by limiting the public’s/citizenry’s knowledge 
about and/or involvement in municipal affairs and public business.  Further, the 
continuing nature of violations demonstrate the City’s on-going casual disregard 
for/adherence to legal requirements in State law.  This pattern suggests that 
implementation of the CP will be fraught with similar/related problems without 
significant corrections/protections in the CP. 
Failure to Responsibly Recognize and Correct Citizen Complaints.  In the Spring 
2020  the City committed gross violations of Delaware Elections Laws as 
adjudicated on 12/15/20 by Delaware Election Commissioner Anthony Albence in 
response to a citizen complaint.  Prior to the Albence decision, the City 
demonstrated an on-going denial of objective reality by declaring “that no action 

Note-The prescribed comment form was not 
completed, and the comments are Council,  
Management, and Operation Policy based.   
Several of the noted items are regulated by other 
government agencies and administered by the city 
as operational tasks.  The comment, believed to 
be specific to the Comprehensive Plan is 
addressed below for consideration:  
 
No Action Needed. Public Participation and Input 
was obtained during community events as well as 
community/business surveys prior to the creation 
of the Plan.  All Council and Planning Commission 
meetings were properly advertised, held publicly 
and the presentations as well as meeting minutes 
are posted on the city website.  Input was solicited 
upon release of the Draft Plan with a prescribed 
process with a provided comment worksheet.  All 
comments were collected via email by the project 
consultant, reviewed for inclusion, and 
recommendations prepared for inclusion by the 
City Council.  
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or activity (in/around the 2020 municipal elections) by the City was legally 
incorrect”.  This type City action represents an all-too-often “bury your head in the 
sand” mentality in the face of objective realities presented by citizens.  Once 
again, this pattern suggests that implementation of the CP will be fraught with 
similar/related problems without significant corrections/protections in the CP. 
 
Lack of Citizen Public Participation/Public Comment.  Any Comprehensive Plan 
represents the beginning of a series of anticipated and some unanticipated 
changes.  As the process unfolds, public involvement and support of citizens will 
be crucial.to overall success.  Part of “public involvement” should include the on-
going provision for citizens to voice their opinions and concerns in public about 
the manner/process of the CP interpretation and implementation.  
 
However, in Seaford absent legally required public hearings, there is virtually NO 
opportunity for Public Participation and/or Public Comment in public meetings of 
Mayor & City Council and/or its committees, commissions, boards.  This outlier 
position of the City of Seaford is, to the best of my knowledge, unique in the State 
of Delaware.  The City simply refuses to provide its citizens a forum in their 
meetings to express opinions/concerns about virtually anything/everything.  These 
past and current practices indicate the CP elements/implementation of concern to 
citizens would not be allowed public presentation in Seaford absent significant 
corrections/protections in the CP. 
 
CONSIDER “BIG” and “SMALL” SAMPLE PROBLEMS (with “SNAGS” in Mind). 
Proposed Waste Water Treatment (WWT) Project.  Seaford’s FY22 budget and 
long term plans contemplate $28 Million for WWT improvements.  Improvements 
to meet State of Delaware upgraded treatment requirements, to address future 
subsidence/rising water levels, to provide alternatives (beside the Nanticoke 
River) for treated waste water “disposal”, etc. are clearly justified. 
However there is a major concern in the current plan in the CP timeframe which 
would increase treatment size/capacity to three (3) Million Gallons/Day (MGD).  
Current usage is about 1.2 MGD.  At its current size with required State upgrades, 
the existing plant can/will have a two (2) MGD capacity.  There  are no reasonable 
projections of population, economic, regional WWT etc growth over the next 30 
years to justify expenses/debt to increase WWT capacity by one (1) MGD.  But 
given the City’s snag-ridden history, will it be likely to successfully deal with this 
major concern in its CP? 
Sustainability of Current Employee Health Benefits.  In virtually all public and 
private businesses, major cost factors are human resources.  Seaford is no 
different and has pursued an elaborate path to justify “competitive” pay/salaries.  
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However, it has failed to objectively examine and evaluate the sustainability of its 
employees’ health care benefits. 
In comparison, private businesses continue to provide employee health care 
benefits, primarily in the medical insurance realm, but generally without dental, 
vision and/or auditory coverage and with substantial employee costs/co-
pays/fees/the like.  Public employees (such as State of Delaware teachers) enjoy 
reasonably generous medical insurance coverage with smartly reduced required 
employee contributions.  However, dental, vision and auditory insurances, while  
available to State employees, are optional and require additional “out of pocket”, 
unsubsidized premiums.      
In Seaford, employees enjoy a “health insurance program” which goes far beyond 
the private and/or public coverages with which I am familiar.  First, Seaford’s 
coverage includes not only extensive and very generous medical benefits but also 
can provide coverage for dental, vision, and auditory health needs. Life insurance 
is an additional benefit that is provided.    The extremely low rate of employee 
contributions for these benefits is almost unparalleled—virtually pennies on the 
dollar.   
No question: Almost any employee anywhere would find such benefits wonderful.  
But the question is whether such levels of employer support in Seaford are fiscally 
sustainable/desirable in the future, not to mention whether these costs are fair 
for tax payers to continue to bear.   To date, the City of Seaford continues along 
the same questionable track with little/no serious 
questioning/investigation/evaluation of this concern.  Is this concern even a part 
of the dCP? 
Full Residential PV Access to Seaford’s Electrical Grid.  Three (3) years ago 
Seaford joined the PV (Photovoltaic) world with its own field of solar collectors 
having full access (flow in and out) to its grid.  This City access along with full 
access granted to commercial entities all but shut out individual property owners 
seeking full grid access for their PV installations—a key element of affordable 
homeowner installations. 
Tax payers approved a $1+ Million referendum to finance the City’s solar 
installation, but these same individual homeowners find themselves at the bottom 
of the totem pole for full grid access which is unfair and, to date, unaddressed. 
Where in the dCP are any planned remedies for this persistent and growing 
problem? 
CONCLUSIONS.  
In simple terms, the Comprehensive Plan laws provide for a broad scope review 
and planning over a decade which should include municipal government 
operations and decision-making processes.  
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The City of Seaford has been shown by independent investigators (DOJ, Elections 
Commissioner) to exhibit persistent derelict behaviors (“snags”) including casual 
disregard for legal requirements, inability to properly address objective realities, 
and unwillingness to permit public citizen input. 
If such persistent negative behaviors (“snags”) remain unaddressed, there will be 
an implicit promise of negative consequences for proper, successful 
implementation of  the CP. 
 
Opportunity exists to broaden the current CP focus to include changes in the CP to 
ameliorate likely persistent harmful behaviors by the City as the interpretation 
and implementation of CP proceeds. 
The City of Seaford should seize the opportunity to smooth out the “snags” to the 
benefit of all concerned by including provisions for lawful pursuit of its goals, 
recognition of objective realities regardless of source and for citizen input to be 
welcomed/encouraged at all levels of municipal government.  
RECOMENDATIONS. 

• Increase scope of dCP to include municipal government operations and 
decision-making processes. 

• Expand “municipal development strategy” to include practical strategies 
to: 1) ensure legal review and compliance; 2) provide for on-going in 
public citizen comment/input regarding CP and other issues;  3) provide 
concrete avenues to resolve factual disputes regarding CP and other 
issues. 

Finally, according to the Executive Summary of the dCP, “Seaford has a strong 
sense of community pride and involvement, strengthening the connectivity and 
inclusivity for future years is a priority in the city”.   Certainly consideration and 
inclusion of the above recommendations would go a long way to help implement 
this stated assertion and help Seaford move closer to actually being “The Perfect 
Place to Start”.    
 
Thank you for your attention.  Should you require clarification or have questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

CR8 
Letter 

Received  

RECOMMENDATION- 
The Sussex Housing Group submits the following comments in addition to the 
requested comment worksheet of the on the Seaford Draft 2021 Comprehensive 
Plan: 
1) The Sussex Housing Group asks that Seaford consider the Comprehensive Plan 

a document that can be flexible. Comprehensive Plans are meant to set a 
guide for the next 10 to 20 years. They are meant to be living documents that 
can grow with the community. We feel that the plan should be revised and 

1) No Action Needed- The Plan is a living 
document and Amendments can be considered by 
the city based on demand and changes. 
2) No Action Needed- Table 4-2 (Housing Stock)   
shows that 36% of the housing stock in the city is 
multi-family in 2019. Over 50% of the multifamily  
inventory provides government assisted or 
subsidize housing support programs.  Additional 
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revisited based on changing economic and social conditions. 
2) The Sussex Housing Group suggests a revision of zoning to allow for increased 

density and multifamily development to increase the number of attainable 
units. The Sussex Housing Group advocates for Seaford to build more housing 
overall, especially market rate multifamily housing in locations that will benefit 
the local economy. 

3) The Sussex Housing Group advocates for Seaford to continue to address 
transportation. This connection will influence workforce development and 
economic development. The 2020 Analysis of Impediments finds: “Sussex 
County [has]…even lower Transit Trip Index values and Low Transportation 
Cost Index values than Kent County.” 

4) The Sussex Housing group suggests a revision of single family zoning to allow 
for accessory dwelling units, basement apartments, cottage clusters, reduced 
parking requirements, and providing for visitability in homes to make more 
homes accessible to elderly and individuals with disabilities. 

5) The Sussex Housing group supports identification of opportunity areas in 
Seaford. This will strengthen the Land Use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan 
and provide future vision for the City. 

6) The Sussex Housing Group recommends incentives to non-profit organizations 
purchasing housing in Seaford to provide affordable housing. Non-profit 
organizations operating in Seaford should be seen as a viable option for 
providing affordable housing. Such incentives could consist of down payment 
and closing cost assistance or forgiveness, and sliding fees related to the costs 
of renovation or development (building permits, sewer hookup costs, etc.) 

7) The Sussex Housing Group asks that Seaford consider expansion of the 
Downtown Development District to encourage the development of housing. 

8) The Sussex Housing Group asks that Seaford consider the following additional 
issues in its Goals and Recommendations: 1) addressing blighted property in a 
way that benefits and does not burden communities; 2) addressing issues of 
overcrowding; 3) empowering tenants to approach landlords and resolve 
rental issues. 

land development applications have been 
submitted for review and consideration with new 
multi-family housing units. 
3) No Action Needed- Comment noted. 
4) No Action Needed- The City can propose  
Zoning Code changes at any time.  Further 
research and input are recommended for 
consideration of these items as they were not 
addressed during the Comprehensive Plan. 
5) No Action Needed- Comment noted. 
6) No Action Needed- Consideration has been 
granted for a variety of incentives with the city 
and additional program partners. Some of these 
are listed in Table 4-13 (Housing Programs).  
These are reviewed by the city for consideration. 
 7) No Action Needed- The city is restricted by the 
State to not exceed 85 acres in the Downtown 
Development District.  An expansion from the 
original District was approve and this included 
additional residential properties. 
8) No Action Needed- The items mentioned are 
considered part of Goal 4-3 and well as continued 
support for program partners. 
 

CR9 
CH 2 / TABLES 

1 & 2 

RECOMMENDATION- There was no option to discuss or rate concerns for housing 
in the community survey even though housing was a community concern.  The 
Sussex Housing Group recommends housing be included on all future stakeholder 
surveys. 

No Action Needed- Comment noted for future 
stakeholder surveys and support for additional 
studies by housing organizations. 

CR10 
CH 4 / 

PARAGRAPH 
1 

RECOMMENDATION- Single family units are more expensive to build and to buy.  
The comprehensive plan should not disincentivise the creation of multifamily units 
and solely focus on single family units. 

No Action Needed- The City doesn’t disincentivize 
for multi-family housing unit.   

CR11 CH 4 / GOALS 
RECOMMENDATION- The Sussex Housing Group suggests additional goals that 
encourage market rate rental housing in key locations to support the local 

No Action Needed- The position on Housing 
Growth stated in the Plan addressed the same 
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economy; improve all housing conditions to make Seaford an attractive place to 
live; and increase new housing development. 

items.   They are further identified in Goals 4-1, 4-
2 & 4-3. 

CR12 
CH 10 / GOAL 

10-3 

RECOMMENDATION- We support the expansion of broadband in the City of 
Seaford.  We also recommend ensuring low-income residents have access to 
services and potential subsidy. 

No Action Needed- Comment noted and 
broadband services are provided others, some 
with low-income assistance programs. 

CR13 
CH 11 / MAP 

1 

RECOMMENDATION- The map listed in the land use chapter shows only current 
zoning with no mention of future land use plans. The Sussex Housing Group 
recommends adding  a goal around future zoning and land use, and where future 
development is likely to occur.  This addition may include the identification of 
areas of opportunity. 

No Action Needed- Chapter 11 Land Use 
references Map 12 Annexation Plan.  This Map 
provides the suggest land use for future growth 
outside of the city limits. 

CR14 
11-9 / CH 11 / 

TABLE 11-4 
RECOMMENDATION- Parcel north of Old Furnace Road is R-2 not R-1. 

No Action Needed- Chapter 11 Land Use shows 
the image of the August 2015 City Zoning and 
references the Map 11 Zoning Map that was 
updated to be parcel based.   

CR15 MAP 2 
RECOMMENDATION- Shows Dolby Farm North & South of Clear Brook Branch and 
North & South of Old Furnace Road as Level 2.  Should be Level 1-Have approved 
Sketch Plan and will develop. 

No Action Needed- This GIS mapping data layer is 
maintained and provided by the State of 
Delaware-Office of State Planning Coordination.  
As of yesterday, the online mapping layer was not 
updated.  This is a state task to complete. 

# 
PAGE 

CHAPTER 
PARAGRAPH 

STATE OF DELAWARE RECEIVED COMMENTS ACTION FOR CONSIDERATION 

SR1  

CERTIFICATION-The final plan submitted must include copies of your 
transmittal correspondence to the Town of Blades, the Town of Bridgeville, 
and the Sussex County Planning Office. In addition, the town must provide 
copies of any comments received, even if they were not included in the final 
plan. These documents can be added to the intergovernmental coordination 
or as an appendix. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Notification request email sent on 6/9/2021.  Sent 
with read/receipt notices and all parties opened 
the email request. Only Sussex County provided 
review comments (see below in this matrix). 

SR2  

CERTIFICATION-Map 12 and text of Land Use chapter - - The annexation areas 
should be clearly depicted on the map by outlining the annexation area separate 
from the town boundaries. In addition, the plan should better describe the 
annexation area vs the 20-year plan. Please expand on the differences between 
these two areas and describe the policies that will guide the city as annexation 
requests are received. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Additional information was provided for 
clarification and updated in Chapter 11 Land Use. 

SR3  

CERTIFICATION-Pages 11-7 to 11-10 Future Land Use - As per the requirements of 
Del. C., the text and maps of municipal plans have the "force of law." The plan text 
of this chapter does not correspond to the land use categories used on Map 12, 
Annexation plan. This will make it difficult to implement the plan in the future, as 
the meanings of the land use categories are open to interpretation, especially the 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Additional information was provided for 
clarification and updated in Chapter 11 Land Use. 
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Mixed-Use Area. Please add at least a brief description of each land use category 
in the text of the chapter. Care should also be taken in the text to refer to the land 
use categories as defined on the map, and not use other terms which could end up 
being mis-interpreted. 

SR4  

CERTIFICATION-Map 12 - Parcel 531-13.00-7.00 lies within Out of Play lands and 
the Chapel Branch Nature Preserve under the Nanticoke River Watershed 
Conservancy. Impacts to these protected areas must be avoided. Parcel 531-
12.00-146.02 (Foskey Tract) and 531- 12.00-128.00 (Moore Farm) lie on Out of 
Play lands and are also legally protected lands. The Foskey Tract is owned by the 
DNREC Division of Fish and Wildlife and managed by the Nanticoke Watershed 
Conservancy. Alternatively, Moore Farm is owned by the Nanticoke River 
Watershed Conservancy and DNREC Division of Fish and Wildlife holds a 
conservation easement. Additional information on these parcels can be found in 
the DNREC section of this letter.  The city should either remove these parcels from 
our annexation area or designate the Future Land Use of these parcels to reflect 
that they have been permanently preserved. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Map 12 was updated by adding a new Land Use 
Category titled “Protected/Preserved Land” with 
the requested parcel inclusions.  Language was 
updated Chapter 11 Land Use, Annexation 
Section. 

SR5  

CERTIFICATION-Several enclaves identified within the city do not indicate a 
Future Land Use category. The plan must include a future land use designation for 
all annexation areas identified in the plan to avoid a comp plan amendment with 
each annexation request. 

Information updated/included as requested.  
Map 12 was updated to include a City suggested 
land use upon comparison to the County’s future 
land use for all enclaves. 

SR6  
RECOMMENDATION- If possible, the city should include information regarding the 
multi-jurisdictional bike plan being completed through Salisbury/Wicomico MPO. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Chapter 8 Transportation, Nonmotorized 
Transportation Section under Bicycle to include 
the most up to date information.  

SR7  

RECOMMENDATION-As a general comment, DelDOT recommends that the 
Transportation Chapter of the Plan be made more specific to the City of Seaford.  
As written, the Plan provides a great deal of information but relatively little of it is 
specific to the city. How would the city like transportation improved? Most of the 
Goals and Actions on page 31 are not specific. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Additional information was provided for 
clarification and updated in Chapter 8 
Transportation.  The city will continue to 
coordinate with land developers and DelDOT on 
new infrastructure and connectivity to existing 
infrastructure. 

SR8 8-5 & 6 / 8 

RECOMMENDATION-The Freight section on pages 8-5 and 8-6 is not specific to the 
City's concerns. The municipality may want to explore developing a Municipal 
Truck Plan for the movement of larger vehicles through and around the municipal 
streets. Other municipalities have identified concerns and are looking to ensure 
freight providers can find their way without ending up on narrow city streets and 
causing damage to City property. 

Information updated/included as requested.  
Chapter 8 Transportation was updated to reflect 
the City Truck Route Ordinance, which established 
the Truck Route in 2013.  

SR9 8-6 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-On page 8-6, DelDOT recommends removing the section on 
Passenger Rail. None exists in Sussex County with the exception of Rail-to-Fair. 

Information deleted, as recommended.  
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SR10 8-9 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-On page 8-9, DART Connect micro-transit is mentioned. This 
service is in the pilot phase. If it must be mentioned, it should be mentioned in 
that context. 

Information updated/included as requested.  

SR11 8-9 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION- On page 8-9, there is a statement that "Seaford is home to 
Bus Route 212…”. Consider a more modest statement such as "Bus Route 212 
serves Seaford…”. 

Information updated/included as requested.  

SR12 8-10 / 8 

RECOMMENDATION- On page 8-10, Seaford is described as "one of the three 
designated Flex bus service locations in Sussex County ... " This information is 
outdated; Bus Routes 901 and 902, which served Georgetown and Millsboro, are 
not operating. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR13  

RECOMMENDATION-the section could be strengthened by providing data on 
transit ridership in the city if that is available. By looking at how many people are 
using the various stops, when they are doing so and what their demographic 
information is, the city could make recommendations as to how service to those 
riders could be improved. 

Information updated/included as requested. The 
city provided a reference and limited information 
on the survey provided by others. 

SR14 8-12 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION- Paratransit section on page 8-12 should be written from the 
City's perspective, addressing the residents' needs in this regard. 

Information updated/included as requested. The 
city doesn’t provide these services. Information 
was updated to relay program support for these 
services.  

SR15 8-12  /8 
RECOMMENDATION- Paratransit section on page 8-12 should distinguish more 
clearly between distinguish between Demand Responsive Transit and Paratransit. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR16 8-13 / 8 

RECOMMENDATION-In the Nonmotorized Transportation section, on pages 8-13 
and 8-14, there are very limited references to improved bicycle and pedestrian 
connections and the ability of those types of improvements and infrastructure to 
remove cars from the roads. 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Information was added with initiatives and 
studies.   

SR17 8-13 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-In addition to the Pedestrian section on page 8-13, DelDOT 
recommends that the city add discussions of walkability to the Economic 
Development and Land Use chapters, Chapters 5 and 11 respectively. 

Information updated/included.  Chapter 8 was 
updated to include reference to the value and 
need of walkability with several Plan Chapter 
topics. 

SR18 8-24 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-The Transportation Improvement District section on page 8-
24, should be updated to reflect that the Henlopen TID is in operation. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR19 8-30 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-A Glow Ride is mentioned on page 8-30, but not a Glow Walk. 
Walk Wicomico's website (https://watkwicomico.co m/) provides ideas on how to 
improve and encourage more bike/ped programming. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR20 8-29 / 8 
RECOMMENDATION-The discussion of the FAST Act on page 8-29 should be 
updated or perhaps deleted. The Act was only reauthorized for one year. A new 
transportation/infrastructure bill will replace the existing policy. 

 Information deleted, as recommended. 

SR21  
RECOMMENDATION- Annexation of certain areas proposed for development 
purposes is inconsistent with the Delaware Strategies for State Policies and 

See Comment SR4 (Duplicate) 
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Spending. Parcel 531-13.00-7.00 lies within Out of Play lands and the Chapel 
Branch Nature Preserve under the Nanticoke River Watershed Conservancy. 
Impacts to these protected areas must be avoided. On Map 12, designate Nature 
Preserves as preserved lands. Parcel 531-12.00-146.02 (Foskey Tract) and 531-
12.00-128.00 (Moore Farm) lie on Out of Play lands and are also legally protected 
lands. The Foskey Tract is owned by the DNREC Division of Fish and Wildlife and 
managed by the Nanticoke Watershed Conservancy. Alternatively, Moore Farm is 
owned by the Nanticoke Rive r Watershed Conservancy and DNREC Division of 
Fish and Wildlife holds a conservation easement. Impacts to these protected areas 
must be avoided ; therefore, label these areas as preserved lands on Map 
12. 

SR22  

RECOMMENDATION- Lands designated as Natural Areas lie within proposed 
annexation areas. These lands are also as Out of Play and/or Level 4 in the 
Delaware Strategies for Policies and Spending. The Nanticoke River Natural Area 
lies within most of parcel 531-13.00-7.00, and much of parcels 531-12.00- 143.00, 
531-12.00-143.01, 531-12.00-140.00, 531-12.00-123.00, 531-12.00-101.00, 531-
12.00-124.00, and 531-12.00-126.00, as well as numerous smaller parcels in the 
vicinity. Natural Areas contain lands of statewide significance identified by the 
Natural Areas Advisory Council as the highest quality and most important natural 
lands remaining in Delaware. On Map 12, set aside Natural Areas as lands to be 
preserved. 

No Action Needed- The City will continue to work 
with land developers and State agencies in regard 
to properties near and around the preserved and 
protected areas.  These are maintained and 
updated by State agencies (State Strategies) and 
mapping tools are provided to identity these 
areas. 

SR23  

RECOMMENDATION- It is recommended that the city work with the Office of 
Nature Preserves to identify the Nanticoke River Natural Area boundaries and it is 
encouraged that these areas be marked on Seaford's Future Land Use Map as 
Future Preserved Land or Open Space in an effort to keep the Natural Areas intact. 

No Action Needed- The City will continue to work 
with state agencies and land developers for 
development around the Nanticoke River Natural 
Area. 

SR23 10-13 / 10 
RECOMMENDATION- On page 10-13, the following text addition is recommended: 
"The City of Seaford has been notified by DNREC that an MS4 Phase II Tier 2 
permit will be required." 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR25 CH 11 

RECOMMENDATION- Parcels within the identified Annexation Areas contain tax 
ditches, which require special consideration during land recordation and 
development processes. When the town begins the annexation process on a 
parcel, please contact the DNREC Drainage Program at 302-855-1930 to ensure 
adequate Tax Ditch Rights-of-Way are retained for maintenance access and the 
future placement of spoil. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR26 CH 9 

RECOMMENDATION- The City of Seaford has located and mapped stormwater 
infrastructure. The DNREC Drainage Program recommends that the following 
strategy be included in the comprehensive plan as the next step in stormwater 
and drainage planning: 
1) Evaluate the need for an Operation and Maintenance Plan for all streams, tax 

1) Information updated/included as requested. 
2) Information updated/included as requested. 
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ditches, private ditches, swales, and storm drains in existing, new, and potentially 
annexed properties. The purpose of the Operations and Maintenance Plan would 
be to establish an access plan for removal of debris/blockages, sedimentation, and 
to restore the drainage features to their original design grade.  
2)  Existing drainage patterns within future annexation areas should be evaluated 
to ensure adequate drainage for the cumulative stormwater impacts from full 
build-out of the annexation area. Maintenance access for drainage features, 
especially those slated for future development, should have a dedicated Tax Ditch 
Rights-of-Way of sufficient width to allow for maintenance. 

SR27  

RECOMMENDATION-DNREC reviewers recommend that the following strategies 
are included in the comprehensive plan: 
1) Develop an ordinance requiring a 100-foot vegetated buffer zone (not a 
setback) from all wetlands, waterbodies and waterways, including drainage 
ditches and tax ditches, for new development where practicable. 
2) Designate all vegetated buffers as un-subdivided open space. Signage should be 
installed at the edge and within the buffer zones to deter residents from 
encroaching into these common areas. No portion of any building lot should be 
within the buffer. 
3) Buffer zones should be planted exclusively with native trees and plants. Native 
plants are well-suited to our climate and require limited maintenance. They also 
provide an increasingly important role in the survival of native birds and beneficial 
insects whose habitat is shrinking due to development and climate change. 
4) For tax ditches and private drainage ditches, planting of riparian buffers should 
consider drainage maintenance. 
5) Within the riparian buffer, implement an easement of 25 feet from the edge of 
the natural feature (wetland, waterbody, or top of stream bank) to allow for 
access. 

No Action Needed- This are policy and regulation 
items with very specific recommendations.  
Further research and input are recommended 
before consideration as well as identifying the 
parcels that may be impacted by such decision.  
These can be considered by the city at any time. 
  

SR28  

RECOMMENDATION- The Seaford Comprehensive Plan should highlight the Hearns 
Pond Dam rehabilitation project. The Hearns Pond Darn flows onto lands within 
City limits and was rehabilitated in 2017 after damage due to heavy rains in 2001, 
2006, 2011 and 2016. The rehabilitation project brought the dam into 
conformance with the State Dam Safety Regulations. The project consisted of 
replacing the previous 11-foot culvert/spillway with a 102-foot semi-circular 
concrete spillway and two 20-foot box culverts at the dam, leveling the top of the 
dam and providing embankment overtopping protection to safely pass flow during 
the 100-year storm event. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR29  

RECOMMENDATION- There is an Emergency Action Plan in place for Hearns Pond 
and it is part of the State and County Emergency Operations Plans. The updated 
draft comprehensive plan should provide a reference to the Emergency Action 
Plan, or EAP (https://www.damsafety.org/dam owners/emergency-action-

Information updated/included as requested. 
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planning). 

SR30  

RECOMMENDATION- Trash and recycling are not addressed in the draft 
comprehensive plan. According to Delaware Code [7 Del. C §6053(l)(a)], the waste 
hauler must provide recycling as well as disposal 
(https://delcode.delaware.gov/ttil 7/c060/sc03/index.html). 
1) Include reference to Universal Recycling Regulations 
(https://regulations.dela ware.gov/AdminCode/title7 /I 000/1300/1305.shtrnl). 
Per the regulations, the commercial sector is required to participate in a recycling 
program. 
2) Provide information about the provider of trash and recycling services for the 
city. 
3) Include information on current capacity, and if current needs are being met for 
both recycling and trash services. 
4) Address future capacity needs. 

Information updated/included as requested.  The 
City does not provide nor contracts for these 
services.  All trash and recycling services are 
provided by the customers preferred contractor 
with no relation to the city. 

SR31 CH 9 

RECOMMENDATION-Based on DNREC records, remediation projects, either past or 
current (including Brownfields) exist within the city limits of Seaford. The draft 
plan references potential contamination sources within the Sourcewater 
Protection section (Page 10-3); however, DNREC reviewers recommend including a 
section Brownfields and remediation projects (listed below). 
A Brownfield is a property for which the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse may 
be complicated or hindered by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, or contaminant. Productive use of these idle properties 
provides "new" areas for  economic development, primarily in former 
industrial/urban areas with existing utilities, roads and other infrastructure. 
 
The following list includes remediation sites (including Brownfields) that are in 
various stages of remediation within the City of Seaford, some of which may be 
completed. 
•  Seaford Power Plant (ID# DE-1031) 
•  Conaway Miller Prop (ID# DE-1533) 
•  Seaford Arbutus (ID# DE-0268) 
•  Seaford Hall St. Well (ID# DE-0272) 
•  Moore Dump (ID#DE-0202) 
•  Krewatch GW Invest. (ID# DE-1077) 
•  Lebanon Chemical (ID# DE-1027) 
•  Seaford Town Gas (ID# DE-0061) 

Information updated/included as requested.   

SR32  
RECOMMENDATION-Update State Reference and Resources for Brownsfield 
Information, State Historic Preservation Office, and State Housing Authority. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SR33  RECOMMENDATION-The following proposed steps provides municipal  No Action Needed- The City will continue to work 
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governments with directives that can be implemented to maximize the 
preservation and longevity of agriculture in your surrounding areas: 
AGRICULTURE 
1)  Identify areas within the municipality where agriculture is considered the 
highest priority land use 
2)  Encourage the protection of prime agricultural land 
3)  Discourage development activities and capital projects incompatible with 
modem agriculture 
4)  Encourage separation of residential and agricultural areas through the zoning 
and subdivision process (this includes significant buffering and setback 
requirements for lands adjacent to agricultural operations) 
5)  Encourage, support, and maintain existing and proposed agricultural support 
enterprises and ag-related businesses 
6)  Encourage the development of local markets for locally grown foods 
7)  Encourage agricultural use protections and strong right-to-farm policies in 
agricultural areas 
8)  Establish and support financial incentives that encourage and allow landowners 
to remain in agriculture 
9)  Promote policies that maintain and foster economic viability within the 
agricultural sector 
DENSITY AND EFFICIENT LAND DEVELOPMENT 
1)  Encourage maximum use of existing and planned infrastructure 
2)  Designate infill areas & project number of units to be constructed in those 
areas 
3)  Discourage development patterns that promote inefficient use of land (i.e., 
discourage developments where lots frequently exceed minimum lot size 
requirements). 
4)  In conjunction with population projections, project acres of residential land 
needed for a given time period and discourage consumption of land in excess of 
that need with allowance for reasonable market competition 
5)  Direct growth toward existing population centers. 

with the State on new land development and 
annexations.  These recommendations mimic the 
State Strategies, and the City will consider each 
application with careful consideration prior to 
granting approval for all annexations and new 
land development.   

SR34 CH 8 

RECOMMENDATION-  
1) Page 8-9. Seaford should not be described as the "home" of Route 212, but as 
being "served by" the Route 212. 
2) Page 8-10 The number of trips needs to be updated and reflect the difference in 
trips traveling toward Laurel/Delmar and Georgetown. 
3) Pages 8-10 It needs to be noted that the 901 and 902 are not operating while 
the DART Connect is in its pilot phase. A decision has not been made about 
whether DART Connect will continue past its one-year pilot period. 
4) Pages 8-12 The paratransit description needs to be written from the Town's 

Information updated/included as requested. 
Chapter 8 was updated the provided information.  
Some comments are duplicates, see previous 
responses. 
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perspective, not DTC's.   A clarification of the difference between paratransit 
service and demand response is needed, which will also help explain the maps. 
5) Qualifying language, like "pleased to provide", needs to be removed. 
6) Describe Seaford's transit riders and their needs. 
7) If the town has goals/strategies/recommendations for improving transit service, 
both non-infrastructure and infrastructure concepts, please explain them within 
the descriptions, as well as within the Goals and Action Items section. 
8) It is suggested to include descriptions of walkable friendly design and concepts 
within the economic development, housing, and land use sections since 
walkability affects and is affected by these topics, and to note that encouraging 
walkability goes beyond simply providing infrastructure. 

# 
PAGE 

CHAPTER 
PARAGRAPH 

SUSSEX COUNTY RECEIVED COMMENTS ACTION FOR CONSIDERATION 

SCR1 MAP 11 

RECOMMENDATION-The proposed corridor to the west of Seaford, to the north 
and south of W Stein Hwy, as shown on the Draft Annexation Plan, is suggested to 
be Commercial in use.   The Sussex County Future Land Use Map designates some 
of the parcels within this corridor as being Industrial.    If adopted, and until the 
next County Comprehensive Plan Update, there would be difference in the 
suggested land uses. 

No Action Needed- The City and County 
Comprehensive Plans are not on the same 
scheduled for adoption; therefore, there could be 
differences, and these will be reviewed on a case-
by-case basis.  They may result in potential 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments for the City. 

SCR2 MAP 11 

RECOMMENDATION-Tax Parcel 531-13.00-7.00 is designated on the Sussex County 
Future Land Use Map as being industrial.  This designation includes the lands to 
the southwest of Woodlands Rd.    Part of that parcel is shown on the Draft 
Annexation Plan as being Agricultural/Residential.  If adopted, and until the next 
County Comprehensive Plan Update, there would be a difference in the suggested 
land uses. 

No Action Needed- The City and County 
Comprehensive Plans are not on the same 
scheduled for adoption; therefore, there could be 
differences, and these will be reviewed on a case-
by-case basis.  They may result in potential 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments for the City. 

SCR3 9 / 11 / 1 
RECOMMENDATION-First Map is provided by the State of Delaware, but uses data 
provided from Sussex County Mapping & Addressing Department. 

Information updated/included as requested. 

SCR4 11 / 11 / 4 

RECOMMENDATION- Third line – “Sussex County Planning & Zoning Department”.   
Sussex County publishes a Municipality Layer on its online map on its website.   It 
would be helpful to identify that potential annexations will be communicated to 
help to ensure map accuracy. 

Information updated/included as requested.  

SCR5 
4 / 8 / 2ND 

BULLET 
RECOMMENDATION-Typo after “(GED)” – space before “is” Information updated/included as requested. 

SCR6 
13 / 8 / 

HEADING 
RECOMMENDATION-Consider hyphenating ‘non-motorized’ in this section Information updated/included as requested. 
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