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CECIL
Percent ofNew Households 
Outside Priority Funding Areas 49.7%

Acres Developed Outside
Priority Funding Areas 5,849 acres

QUEEN ANNE’S
Percent ofNew Households 
Outside Priority Funding Areas  74.2%

Acres Developed Outside
Priority Funding Areas        3,451 acres

CAROLINE
Percent ofNew Households 
Outside Priority Funding Areas 71.5%

Acres Developed Outside
Priority Funding Areas 2,270 acres

TALBOT
Percent ofNew Households 
Outside Priority Funding Areas 25.5%

Acres Developed Outside
Priority Funding Areas 1,449 acres
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KENT
Percent ofNew Households 
Outside Priority Funding Areas 54.4%

Acres Developed Outside
Priority Funding Areas 648 acres
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he Upper Eastern Shore is home to many of Maryland’s most precious resources. The
counties ofCecil,Kent,Queen Anne’s, Caroline and Talbot alone hold more than 27% of

Maryland’s active farmland,and more than 60% ofthe farmland on the Eastern Shore as a whole.
In fact,the Upper Shore alone contains more than 400,000 acres ofMaryland’s best agricultural
soils. In addition,the Upper Shore is famous for its attractive historic communities, and of
course, one cannot forget the beautiful and fragile Chesapeake Bay, the tributaries ofwhich are
woven into the fabric of the Shore.

Yet all ofthis is at risk. Mounting growth pressures are putting a strain on local infrastruc-
ture, destroying quality oflife, and hurting the environment. County governments are placed in
the difficult situation of preserving what their citizens love about their towns and natural
resources, while struggling to manage ever-increasing levels ofgrowth.Compared to Western
Shore counties, they often have more land to protect and considerably fewer resources to do it
with.

This report is the second in a series, entitled “Smart Growth:How Is Your County Doing?”
The first looked at the policies used to manage growth in the Baltimore Region. This one exam-
ines how county-level policies are affecting development patterns on the Upper Eastern Shore.
We have published this report for three reasons:First, to identify and celebrate county policies
that have been successful at stopping wasteful and poorly planned development.Second,to iden-
tify policies that have hurt healthy communities, damaged the environment,and/or wasted taxpay-
er dollars. Third, to identify sources ofdata that can tell us more about county growth strategies.

This report also analyzes future growth trends on the Upper Shore, using the methodology
originally developed by the Baltimore Regional Partnership in the report “Planning for Sprawl”.
We were surprised to find that if present trends continue, up to 13,500 acres of land will be lost
to residential development by 2020.However, this does not have to happen if the citizens,
developers and local governments ofthe Upper Shore can work together and find innovative
ways to accomodate the unique growth pressures that they face. Nevertheless, the grim picture
may become a reality if the Upper Shore jurisdictions are not able to learn from the mistakes that
have already been made on the Western Shore.

Due to the signifcant levels ofgrowth expected over the next twenty years, it is clear that
county planning staff are going to be hard pressed to accomodate this growth while preserving
the rural character ofthe region. If county level policies are not up to the task then the Upper
Shore may also loose one ofits greatest assets, its distinctive communities. Today every citizen
can easily recognize towns like Easton,Chestertown,Elkton,Centerville and Denton,but if the
choices we make today don’t adhere to the tenents ofsmart-growth then it’s also very possible
that the citizens ofMaryland will no longer be able to distinguish these unique communities from
one another. These are losses we simply cannot afford.

We were again surprised by how difficult it was to find data on some ofthe most fundamental
indicators of growth management.It should be noted,however, that county budgets and staff are
extremely constrained on the Upper Shore, making it difficult for the county planning 
departments to acquire and maintain the same detailed data that many other jurisdictions enjoy.
Nevertheless, there are serious consequences in store if the counties ofthe Upper Shore cannot
find ways to track many of the trends that other jurisdictions incorporate into their planning
processes.

Finally, it is our hope that this report can serve as a guide and a resource for a more
informed,efficient and healthy growth strategy on the Upper Eastern Shore.

T

Intr oduction

1



Caroline County

Priority Funding Areas Priority Funding Areas (PFAs) in Caroline County take up
only 3.5% oftotal county land,making them the most tightly drawn of any on the Upper
Shore. Between 1990-1999,75.7% ofall residential development occurred outside what are
now PFAs. Furthermore, in 1999,two years after Maryland adopted its Smart Growth legisla-
tion, which created the PFAs, the county still managed to issue only 11% ofits permits for
construction inside oftheir boundaries. Projections for the next two decades suggest that little
will change, with 71.5% ofnew residential development expected to happen outside ofthe
Priority Funding Areas. One reason for this is a lack of effective coordination between munici-
pal and county growth management efforts. Since the PFAs are primarily made up ofmunici-
palities, jurisdictional responsibilities for managing growth can often be at odds. Caroline
County must find a more effective mechanism to promote new development in existing com-
munities while better managing how much growth ends up outside the towns.

New Growth New growth inside the PFAs is still dominated by low-density 
development in an area that is supposed to provide more compact,pedestrian friendly choices
in the housing market. The county is also on track to leave just over 78 percent ofhousehold
capacity unused inside their PFAs by 2020.It should be mentioned,however, that market
demand for development within the towns is not particularly high,and Caroline County has
tried,albeit with moderate success, to prevent excessive development outside their existing
communities. In 1991,the county took proactive steps to offset the exploitation of its subdivi-
sion regulations and added provisions to prevent excessive minor lot subdivisions. The provi-
sions worked and a change was evident by 1993 when the number ofsubdivision lots decreased
to a more managable level. Also, in an effort to minimize the impact ofgrowth outside the
towns, the county is making an effort to steer new growth into already developed portions of
the county that are not currently part of the PFAs. Combined with the county’s already strong
impact fees, this effort may have some success in protecting the more rural areas, while in some
smaller degree helping to ensure the vitality ofits towns. However, it still appears that the
county is going to have to battle uphill to encourage more new growth in its existing communi-
ties.

Revitalization and Preservation On the Upper Shore, revitalization and historic
preservation are heavily delegated to the municipalities. None of the counties participate in the
Live Near Your Work program, or the Maryland Main Streetprogram. Tight budgets and limited
staff make it extremely difficult for counties like Caroline to focus its efforts toward revitaliza-
tion and redevelopment.Still the lack of coordinated efforts between the county and munici-
palities provide ample opportunities for inefficiency and crossed purposes to hinder everyones
common objectives. On a more promising note, the county has made a noteable commitment
to better historic preservation by choosing to participate in the Preservation Incentives for Local
Governments(PILG) program in Fiscal Year ’03.

Caroline
County has
protected
22% of it s
land in
farms via 

71% of new 
residential 
develop -
ment is 
projected to
occur out -
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INDICA TORS RESULTS

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas C-
1. % of County Land in the PFA 3.5%
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 75.7%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 71.5%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 2,270 acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 21.8%

Planning New Growth C-
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? 1.4 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas? Poor
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development Into 

Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poor 
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                                                    33(317 acres)
10.What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?                                                                                1.07 jobs per household

Revitalization and Preservation C+
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                                           No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?                                         Mixed
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                                                      No
16. Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                                                   No 

Agricultural Preservation A-
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                                                    1 unit per 20 acres
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                                                   NA 
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                                                       22%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                                                           8,252
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                                                 53%

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use C
22. Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options? Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen it? Worsen
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Upper Shore (2001) $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Required to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000) 1 Br: 36%  2 Br: 45%

Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection C-
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations?  96% remaining             
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 77%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 90%

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process C
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed

* Critical Area Growth Allocations for Caroline County provided by the Critical Areas Commission.

CAROLINE
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Agricultural Preservation The county has the highest percentage of acreage zoned
for agriculture and 54% oftotal county acreage is reported to be in farms. Caroline is only one
of two counties to set a goal for acres of farmland protected through easement and has pro-
tected over 22% ofits land in farms via this method.In addition,the county has 9.6% ofits
agricultural land with prime productive soils protected through easements;by far the best on
the Upper Shore. Still,the level of fragmentation of agricultural lands in Caroline County was
second only to Cecil among Upper Shore counties and the small scale subdivision of rural lots,
which the county has tried to prevent,is threatening large contiguous tracts ofrural land.
Although Caroline County has excellent agricultural zoning set at 1 unit per 20 acres, the large
tacts ofrural land that people see today are still threatened  and could one day die by the ‘one
thousand cuts’of small lot subdivision .

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use The dualization of route
404,a major summer beach traffic corridor, intuitavely appears to be an effective strategy to
reduce congestion. However, it has been shown time and again on the Western Shore (and
throughout the country) that policies like this almost always induce demand on roads and
increase traffic problems. The county must effectively integrate its land use with its transporta-
tion network. There are two ways that this can be achieved. One, is to allow for more com-
pact development (steering growth in and around its towns) and secondly, by encouraging
pedestrian friendly communities (effectively mixing uses).If the county does not integrate its
land use policy into its transportation planning process then the traffic problems that result will
effect more than residents ofCaroline County, they could easily spill back as far as Kent Island
and even the Western Shore.

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing    The estimated
monthly mortgage cost in Caroline County is the lowest for the Upper Shore and considerably
lower than the median monthly mortgage cost for the five jurisdictions. However, rental costs
in Caroline County are higher than in any other Upper Shore jurisdiction with 36% ofthe
median renters income required to pay a fair market rent for a one-bedroom apartment.
Caroline County also has, by far, the least amount ofmulti-family zoning, which encourages the
the construction of a greater percentage of single-family units than the other jurisdictions.
Before it becomes a problem,the county should take steps to address affordable housing,
through the adoption ofan inclusionary zoning ordinance and by encouraging a more diverse
housing stock.

Land Use Coordinated with Environmental Protection Caroline County
has used up very little of its Critical Areas Growth Allocation, and continued judicious use of
this tool will be essential to the future health ofthe Chesapeake Bay. Although the county 
conforms to state and federal regulations for wetlands and streams, there are no additional local
protections for these sensitive areas. The county has adopted stronger floodplain regulations
than the minimum required by the National Flood Insurance Program,but would do well to
follow up on the recommendations made in the comprehensive plan and adopt local 
regulations to increase buffers along perennial and intermittent streams.

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process As with the other counties on
the Upper Shore, Caroline County’s current comprehensive plan contains no measurable goals
and no specific timeline for progress, making the plan vulnerable to shifting political dynamics.
However, the new comprehensive plan process is underway and initial impressions are very
favorable. Still,we cannot stress enough the need for a mechanism within the plan to gague its
effectiveness and a timeline to ensure that its goals are met.

CAROLINE
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Cecil County

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas Cecil County is projected to do a 
better job ofsteering growth into its existing communities in the next two decades than it has
in the past.During the 1990s, 60.2% ofdevelopment occurred outside ofwhat are now the
PFAs. However, this number is expected to drop to 49.7% by 2020.The reason why this 
number is not lower has to do with Cecil County’s strategy to steer its growth into the 
I-95/Route 40 corridor as a whole rather than into the Priority Funding Areas themselves.
In fact,the county comprehensive plan makes no mention ofthe PFAs, which include all of
the local municipalities. Instead,Cecil County guides new growth using its County
Development Districts, which are considerably larger than the PFAs and include significant 
portions of land well outside the very municipalities that the Priority Funding Areas are
designed to protect.

Planning New Growth Cecil County has made a clear effort toward directing growth
into the I-95/Route 40 corridor in order to protect the rural northern and southern portions of
the county. Our projections suggest that they will be somewhat but not entirely, successful at
this. Meanwhile, as growth encroaches on the northern county from southern Pennslyvania,the
corridor strategy runs the risk ofcreating a continuous strip ofdevelopment,with no distinct
boundaries seperating towns like Elkton and Northeast.Cecil County has recently adopted an
Urban Growth Boundary project which the county hopes will alleviate growth pressure on the
rural portions of the county by expanding the availability of sewer service to more developed
areas.

Revitalization and Preservation As with the other counties ofthe Upper Shore,
Cecil County leaves the municipalities primarily responsible for revitalization efforts. Cecil
County has the greatest capacity for in-fill development which suggests that more can be done.
However, the county does have a historic preservation ordinance and commission and has also
conducted a countywide survey of historic sites, (although its last update was 17 years ago).
The county also participates in the Preservation Incentives for Local Governmentprogram,which will
increase funding for historic preservation and hopefully provide enough incentive to update the
countywide survey of sites.

Agricultural Preservation The allowable densities in Cecil County’s agricultural
zones are very high,and Cecil County has the highest rate of agricultural fragmentation by resi-
dential development for the Upper Shore. The County also has the least amount ofacreage in
easement,protecting just over 6% ofits total acreage via this method.Considering that Cecil
County is going to experience some ofthe greatest growth pressure in the coming years it must
do more to strengthen its agricultural protection. Two simple methods to better protect its
rural areas would be to strengthen its weak agricultural zoning, and back up this protection by
increasing its rate of easement purchases.

Cecil
County is
on track to
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INDICA TORS RESULTS

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B-
1. % of County Land in the PFA 11.5%
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 60.2%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 49.7%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 5,849 acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 18.7%

Planning New Growth D+
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? 1.23 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas? Poor
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development Into 

Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poor 
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                                               46 parks (719 acres)
10. What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?                                                                                   .95 jobs per household

Revitalization and Preservation B-
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                                            No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?                                            Yes
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                                                       No
16. Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                                                    No 

Agricultural Preservation D
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                                                    1 unit per 5 acres
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                                       1 unit per 1 to 10 acres
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                                                       15%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                                                          20,476
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                                                39%

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use C
22. Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options? Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen it? Worsen
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B+
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Uppe Shore (2001) $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Required to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000) 1 Br: 34%  2 Br: 40%

Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection C
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations?  80% remaining           
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 68%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 69%

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process C
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed

CECIL
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CECIL

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use It is essential that Cecil
County effectively integrate their land use and transportation planning within the I-95 and 
Rt- 40 corridor. If the county allows for sprawling low-density residential developments that
only increase the number ofcar trips, then even higher traffic volumes in an already strained
corridor will be the result. There must also be a careful integration of transit opportunities and
transit oriented developments that can help ease the traffic burden within this corridor. If the
county does not increase its role in the design ofnew development,then this new growth will
only further burden the system and never achieve the efficient clustering ofresidential and
commercial development that will lower traffic volumes, provide a supportive base for future
transit initiatives and establish more walkable communities. Since Cecil County is quickly
becomming the conduit for travel between the Baltimore and Wilmington metropolitan areas it
is especially important that they sieze upon opportunities now in order to maximize 
transportation efficiency in the future.

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing In its current
comprehensive plan,Cecil County outlines in detail the difficulties that low-income families and
citizens over 65 years of age have in affording the costs ofhomeownership. Its surprising then
that the plan only calls for an increased level of participation in existing state programs and not
for any direct action or policy changes to be taken by the county itself. The estimated monthly
mortgage for a median priced house in Cecil County is $845,which is the median cost for the
Upper Shore. Cecil county also had the lowest percentage of single family housing units
authorized for construction in the 1990s. However, similar to the other counties on the Upper
Shore, Cecil County lacks an inclusionary zoning ordinance and could do more to provide
affordable housing opportunities within successful communities.

Land Use Coordinated with Environmental Protections Cecil County
conforms to both state and federal regulations in its protection ofwetlands streams, flood-
plains, sensitive habitats and steep slopes. Buffers for perennial streams are strong and are
expandable up to 160 feet to include contiguous sensitive areas. The county has been moderate
in its use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations which should be commended and will only help
reduce the yearly damage the Bay incurrs.

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process The Cecil County
Comprehensive Plan does an excellent job ofoutlining the county’s future needs. It also goes a
long way in identifying and making available resources and programs that can provide funding
and assistance. Nevertheless, the plan contains no policy tools or timelines to effect real
change, and the absence ofany reference to the 1997 State Smart Growth and Neighborhoods
Conservation Act must be addressed.As the comprehensive plan is due to be updated soon,it
would be a positive step if the county integrated the priority funding areas into its planning
process. In addition,Cecil County needs to adopt a plan that responsively incorporates the
concerns of its citizens, fosters future cooperation between the public and county agencies and
contains the tools necessary to protect it from shifting politcal dynamics.
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Kent County

Priority Funding Areas The Kent County Priority Funding Areas (PFAs) take up
about 6% oftotal county land area and consist almost entirely of municipalities. During the
1990s, fifty-one percent of residential development occurred outside ofthe PFAs. Our projec-
tions suggest that little will change over the next two decades with 54% ofdevelopment
expected to occur outside ofthese areas by 2020.The county is on track to use only 7.6% of
the household capacity inside the PFAs by 2020,but is expected to experience the least 
development pressure on the Upper Shore. It is therefore hard to imagine that Kent County
can not do a better job ofsteering growth into its existing towns. If the county is not success-
ful at redirecting new growth over the next two decades then the character and vitality of
attractive and unique communities like Chestertown will be severely threatened.

New Growth As we just mentioned,Kent County could use its Priority Funding Areas
much more efficiently as the county is expected to use under eight percent of its PFA 
household capacity by 2020.As with the other counties ofthe Upper Shore, the PFAs are also
not providing additional bike and pedestrian friendly neighborhoods. There is no adequate
public facilities ordinance in Kent County, the county does not assess impact fees, and a greater
proportion of new growth is expected to be on septic than in the past.The county is projected
to have the second best jobs to household balance by 2020,but the county economic 
development office is not optimistic that this is achievable.

Revitalization and Preservation The county is now a participant in the
Preservation Incentives for Local Government(PILG) program,which shows a positive change in their
commitment to preservation of historic resources, and will go a long way towards the 
establishment ofa much-needed historic preservation ordinance and commission.However,
the county Economic Development office is highly skeptical ofmany revitalization programs
and their applicability to the jurisdictions ofthe Upper Shore. It is clear that significantly dif-
ferent commercial and residential market conditions exist in these jurisdictions, but the counties
overall lack of participation in existing programs, and a lack of any identifiable strategies for
revitalization reveal what can only be characterized as an inadequate “hands off ” strategy.

Agricultural Preservation On paper, Kent County has the strongest agricultural 
zoning on the Upper Shore. The 2001 Report of the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation Task Force also found that Kent County’s land zoned for agriculture was among
the least fragmented in the state, evidence that the county is doing a good job ofprotecting
their agricultural lands through zoning. Kent County also has an advantage because 
development pressures are predicted to be considerably less than in other counties. In addition,
the county zoning ordinance places firm limits on the number ofnon-agricultural uses allowed
in Kent County’s Agricultural Zoning Districts. As for preservation, the county averages around
1,300 acres preserved through easements per year, which is among the best on the Upper
Shore.
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INDICA TORS RESULTS

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B
1. % of County Land in the PFA 5.8% 
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 51.3%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 54.4%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 648acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 7.8%

Planning New Growth C
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? .9 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas? Poor
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development Into Walkable,

Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly 
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                                                25 parks (313 acres)
10.What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?        1.45 jobs per household               

Revitalization and Preservation C+
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                                           No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?                                         Mixed
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                                                      No
16. Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                                                   No 

Agricultural Preservation A
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                                                    1 unit per 30 acres
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                                        1 unit per 10-20 acres 
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                                                       17%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                                                           3,690
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                                                 66%

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use C
22. Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options? Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen it? Worsen
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $845
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Upper Shore (2001) $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Required to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000) 1 Br: 32%  2 Br: 43%

Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection B
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations?  100% remaining                
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 59%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 69%

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process C
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed             

KENT
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Coordination of Transportation and Land Use Kent County is not 
experiencing the same traffic demands that counties like Queen Anne’s, Talbot,Cecil and
Caroline are currently forced to recognize. However, if development is not carefully designed
and integrated into the greater transportation network the county could face many of the same
difficulties while inducing increased traffic volumes elsewhere. Being nesteled between the
high-growth counties ofCecil and Queen Anne’s, Kent may still experience increased pressures
on their transportation network over the next two decades. The county must be careful not to
fall into the trap of inducing demand on their roads via far flung residential development and
road widenings far outside their existing communities.

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing    Although the
current comprehensive plan encourages the development ofhousing for all ages and income
levels, the plan offers no goals or tools to make this happen. The importance ofaccessory
apartments is recognized,but there is little to suggest that the county is near to implementing
anything close to a moderately priced dwelling unit program.Kent County is, however, one of
only two counties to have an Affordable Housing District Floating Zone, and the monthly
mortgage cost for a median priced house is at the median for the Upper Shore.
The percentage of the median renters income required to pay a fair market rent is moderate for
both 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom units, and nearly 3,000 acres or 41% ofthe Priority Funding
Area allow for multi family housing.

Land Use Coordinated with Environmental Protections Kent County
has been the most judicious in their use ofthe growth allocation allowed by the Chesapeake
Bay Critical Areas Act, and other jurisdictions should look to Kent as an example ofhow to
limit growth in sensitive critical areas. Kent County conforms to all state and federal 
regulations regarding the protection ofwetlands, streams, floodplains sensitive habitats and
slopes. The county’s comprehensive plan also calls for a wetland banking program,which, if
enacted,would be a good addition to some ofthe Upper Shores better environmental protec-
tions.

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process Similar to the other 
jurisdictions, Kent County’s current comprehensive plan lacks any mechanisms to ensure that
the policy goals and strategies within it are achieved. Therefore, the plan holds little weight as a
tool the county can use to guide and ensure good development practice. Furthermore, the plan
lacks the specific goals and timelines needed to create accountability. However, the process to
update the plan is underway and is receiving very positive remarks. With effective public partic-
pation already underway, hopefully this time the county can create a functional plan that
includes the tools to ensure its goals are met.

KENT
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Effectiveness Priority Funding Areas The Priority Funding Areas (PFAs) in
Queen Anne’s County take up only 4% of the county land area,making them some ofthe
most constrained in the state. In the 1990s, however, the county was only marginally successful
at controlling growth and allowed 45% ofresidential development to occur outside these areas.
Unless significant changes to the county’s growth policies take place, our projections indicate
that a shocking 74% ofdevelopment will occur outside ofthe PFAs by 2020.Of course, the
county has designated its own growth areas, by which it guides development,but these are
much larger than the priority funding areas and allow for a significant amount ofdevelopment
in sensitive areas that are outside the boundaries ofthe PFAs. The county needs to recognize
and better implement this growth management tool,and even integrate it into their current
growth area plans. The PFAs could provide the county the opportunity to ‘phase in’ their
growth area development and easily identify the portions of their own growth areas that can
receive development first.

Planning New Growth New development,particularly on Kent Island,does not
allow for pedestrian friendly communities. If there were only one place where walkable and
bikeable communities are needed it would be on the Island.With summer beach traffic
increasing yearly, the county’s historic strategy of steering development toward the island is dis-
turbing enough,but if this new development forces local residents to travel only by car then
the effects on both the island and the Bay will be dramatic. If it is to be developed further at
all,Kent Island needs the highest standards for new development.Low-quality, poorly 
managed growth on the island will only result in more failing septic systems, ever increasing 
impervious surface pollutants hitting the Bay, and decreasing air quality via high traffic volumes.
These results will further degrade the health ofthe Chesapeake Bay thereby threatening a
resource that all Marylanders enjoy.

Revitalization and Preservation Although the municipalities by and large handle
revitalization and preservation efforts, the Centerville and Queenstown community plans both
mention the County’s intent to be more involved in preserving and revitalizing the municipali-
ties. The question remains:will steps be taken to turn these goals into reality?.One suggestion
is for the county to increase its involvement by entering into the Preservation Incentives for Local
Government program (PILG) and/or the Certified Local Government Program(CLG). Currently,
Queen Anne’s county is showing the lowest level of involvement among the Upper Shore
counties in the arena ofhistoric preservation. Participation in both these programs would help
to further the County’s commitment to historic preservation.

Agricultural Preservation In 2001,the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Task Force reported that Queen Anne’s County had the least fragmentation of land zoned for
agriculture in the state of Maryland. Queen Anne’s County also has the highest percentage of
acreage in farms among the Upper Shore jurisdictions. In 1994,the County downzoning
placed its agricultural zones at 1 unit per 8 acres with 85% reserved open space upon develop-
ment. Although,the downzoning was a positive step, the County is experiencing the strongest
growth pressures on the Upper Shore, and is likely to discover that this level of protection will
not protect large contiguous stretches ofagriculture in the future. Included in these 
insufficient protections are the county’s cluster zoning ordinance, which (continued on page 13)
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INDICA TORS RESULTS

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas D-
1. % of County Land in the PFA 4.1%
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 45.3%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 74.2%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 3,451acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 25.6%

Planning New Growth D-
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? 1.53 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas? Poorly
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development into Walkable,

Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly 
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                                                   20(325 acres)
10.What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?                                                                                 1.04 jobs per household

Revitalization and Preservation C
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                                           No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?                                           No
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                                                      No
16.Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                                                    No 

Agricultural Preservation B-
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                                       1 unit per 8 acres (85% open space)
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                                           1 unit per 20 acres
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                                                        18%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                                                           6,950
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                                                  71%

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use D
22.Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options? Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen it? Worsen
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B-
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $1,110
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Uppe Shore(2001) $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Requireed to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000) 1 Br: 35%  2 Br: 43%

Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection D+
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Poorly
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations?  61% remaining            
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 63%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 51%

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process B
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed

Q U E E NANNE’S
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QUEEN ANNE’S

allows for ‘pods’of development in rural areas, and the county’s flawed Transfer of
Development Rights Program and Noncontiguous Transfer Provisions, which do not transfer
development rights to growth areas but simply allow development rights to relocate to other
rural areas. The county could better protect agriculture and open space by coordinating the
latter two programs with designated sending and receiving zones.

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use Queen Anne’s County
already shoulders the burden ofbeach traffic during the summer months. If the county allows
auto-dependent residential subdivisions and commercial highway strip development to 
proliferate along the 50/301 corridors, then there will be tremendous consequences. This kind
of development will generate more traffic in an area that is already a regional bottleneck. In
particular, Queen Anne’s must consider whether Kent Island,with its thin peninsulas and 
limited access, is the appropriate place for new growth. Any new development on the Kent
Island must allow residents more choices in how they access commercial establishments, com-
mute to their place ofwork, and travel from town to town. If not, the already monotonous
and noxious traffic jams that are a staple of weekends and summertime will only get worse.
These are not just problems for Kent Island or Queenstown either, since they effect the entire
transportation network for the Eastern and Western Shores.

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing It is becoming
more difficult for working people to find affordable housing in Queen Anne’s county, especially
on Kent Island.The median renter must spend 43% ofhis or her income to pay rent, and the
monthly mortgage cost ofa median priced home is $1,100;both figures are the second highest
on the Upper Shore. The county has responded by adding an inclusionary housing  program in
the 2002 land use and development code. This is a big step towards ensuring that long time 
residents ofQueen Anne’s county can still afford to live and work there and the county should
be praised for its responsiveness to this issue. However, as Title 18 is revised,the county must
be sure that progressive ideas like the inclusionary housing program are not abandoned.

Land Use Coordinated with Environmental Protections Although
Kent Island is perhaps the County’s most environmentally sensitive area,it will accommodate
the majority offuture development ifsignificant changes are not made. Serious concerns still
remain as to the future impacts that such an intensive development strategy will have on the
character and health ofboth the island and the Chesapeake Bay. Also, the recently overturned
Queen Anne’s County Land Use and Development Code (Title 18) allows for a 200 ft 
reduction in stream buffers and a 10% reduction in on-site forest retention. These reductions
are a step backwards. The county has also proven more eager than others to use the bulk of its
Critical Areas Growth Allocation, already consuming almost halfof its reserves.

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process    The county was very successful
in fostering public involvement during the last comprehensive plan update. However, in spite
of the countys praiseworthy efforts, there remains a great deal ofdissatisfaction among citizen
groups, many of whom feel that they were not listened to. The County will now have to work
even harder to establish a constructive relationship with local citizens. While good policy goals
are present in the plan,(eg adoption ofsmart codes and allowances for accessory apartments),
stronger language, deadlines, and measurable goals would insure that these ideas would become
a reality.
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Talbot County

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas In the 1990s, nearly 40% of
residential growth in Talbot County occurred outside ofPriority Funding Area (PFA) 
boundaries. By 2020,only 25.5% ofresidential development is projected to occur outside
these areas. This growth is expected to consume 1449 acres. This is a positive trend that 
suggests that Talbot County is successfully steering more of its growth into its existing towns.
However, the county must not continue to permit sprawling auto-dependent development to
predominate on the outskirts of these communities, even if these developments are still inside
of its PFAs.

Planning New Growth Talbot County reported the lowest densities for new 
development inside their PFAs, which reflects the low-quality residential and commercial 
development that proliferates on the outskirts of towns like Easton.New growth will threaten
the vitality ofthe countys municipalities ifit is not held to a standard consistent with the 
historic neighborhoods it surrounds. The County also lacks an adequate public facilities 
ordinance, which would help ensure that growth was not outpacing local capacity. However,
Talbot does have the least amount ofnew growth on septic, which is important for water 
quality. Talbot County also has good open space requirements as part of their cluster and
transfer of development rights cluster subdivisions. The county is also expected to balance
jobs and housing over the next 20 years better than any other County in the Upper Shore.
The greatest threat to the County, however, is the lack of clear cooperation with local 
municupalities on planning issues, a conflict illustrated quite visibly in the proposal to 
dramatically expand the size of Trappe.

Revitalization and Preservation As with the other counties ofthe Upper Shore,
Talbot County delegates most ofthe responsibility for revitalization to the municipalities. The
county has, however, developed a Target Market program in an attempt to draw environmental
technology and environmental science business to the area via 10-year real property tax credits.
Easton is also a participant in the Maryland Main Street Program,only one oftwo 
municipalities on the Upper Shore to do so. The county already has a local historic preserva-
tion ordinance and commission,the largest number ofdesignated historic sites on the Upper
Shore, and plans to begin a countywide survey update. The county is also the only Upper
Shore participant in the Certified Local Government Program, although Talbot could further its 
commitment to historic preservation through participation in the Preservation Incentives for Local
Government Program.

Agricultural Preservation Eighty-nine percent ofTalbot County is zoned for 
agriculture, and nearly 64% oftotal county acreage is in farms. Nonetheless, farms immediately
surrounding Easton are very likely to be developed unless a green belt is created,either through
zoning, a growth boundary, a transfer of development rights program,agricultural easements or
a combination of the above. In addition,the countys cluster zoning ordinance, as in other
jurisdictions, allows for pods ofauto dependant development in rural areas.
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INDICA TORS RESULTS

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B+
1. % of County Land in the PFA 13.1%
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 39.8%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 25.5%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 1,449acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 15.2%

Planning New Growth C+
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? .75 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas? Poorly
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development into Walkable,

Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly 
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                                                  33 parks (356 acres)
10.What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?                                                                                      1.84 jobs per household

Revitalization and Preservation B
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                                              No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?                                              Yes
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                                                         No
16. Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                                                      No 

Agricultural Preservation B+
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                                                    1 unit per 20 acres +3
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                                         1 unit per 10-20+ acres
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                                                           21%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                                                           7,413 acres  
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                                                     64%

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use C
22.Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options? Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen it? Worsen
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B-
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $1,171
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Uppe Shore (2001) $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Requireed to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000) 1 Br: 30%  2 Br: 40%

Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection B
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations?  88% remaining               
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 56%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 51%

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process B
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed

TALBOT
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TALBOT

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use Like Queen Anne’s and
Caroline Counties, Talbot County bears the burden ofbeach traffic. As on Kent Island,Route
50 now forms a “great wall” in what has become the middle of Easton. The County and
towns must manage demand by carefully planning the quantity and style ofany new 
development to reduce the need for automobile trips. A walkable, bikeable, compact style of
development that is better integrated into the existing transportation system can minimize 
traffic problems, save tax dollars, and improve environmental quality. The County must also be
aware of the complicated transportation challenges presented by its fragile peninsulas, and con-
sider whether they have a maximum carrying capacity.

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing Talbot County
is one ofonly two counties to have an affordable housing district floating zone, although it has
never actually been used since its adoption in 1991.The county recognizes this problem,but
has only made recommendations to review possible obstacles to its success. This is a shame,
since affordable housing appears to be an issue ofincreasing importance in Talbot County.
The monthly mortgage cost for a median priced house is well above the affordability threshold
for the Upper Shore and the County lacks an inclusionary zoning ordinance.

Land Use Coordinated with Environmental Protections Talbot County
is distinguished by its fragile peninsulas that run out into the Chesapeake Bay. These peninsulas
deserve special attention and care, particularly with regard to Growth Allocations within Critical
Areas. To date, Talbot County has been judicious in its use ofits Growth Allocation and still
has a large percentage of its original allocation remaining. It remains to be seen,however,
whether the County will use its Growth Allocation as a way to ensure that only the 
highest-quality development gets built along the waterfront. It is also uncertain whether the
County could actually use the entirety of its allocation without undermining its stated policy of
directing growth towards Easton.

Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process The previous Comprehensive
Plan contained no mechanism to ensure that the goals and guidelines within it would be
achieved. Unless the county incorporates some measure of accountability and performance to
the upcoming plan,then the goals and guidelines it sets forth will lack substance and meaning.
The county has, however, made very positive efforts towards fostering public participation in
the current draft comprehensive plan process, and for the first time has even made possible a
genuine integration its planning process with that of Easton.
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n this issue of“Smart Growth,How is Your County Doing”,we have duplicated the             
methodology used in the Baltimore Regional Partnerships report “Planning for Sprawl”.

However, due to the unavailability of certain data we have made a number ofchanges that
should be noted:

In “Planning for Sprawl”, household projections derived by the Baltimore Metropolitan
Council were used to forecast future development outside priority funding areas. Because the
jurisdictions ofthe Upper Shore do not collect these data we instead used household 
projections developed by the Maryland Department of Planning. It should also be noted that
household projections in Planning for Sprawl were tied to geographic units called traffic 
analysis zones (TAZ). On the Upper Shore these geographic units only exist for Cecil and
Queen Anne’s Counties, so for Talbot,Caroline and Kent counties we based our analysis on a
different geographic unit,the sub-watershed.Queen Anne’s county also made a special request
that we use more commonly known census tracts for our analysis in their jurisdiction,as the
traffic analysis zone is a little used unit ofgeography. Please remember that the method remains
the same whether the household projections are tied to traffic analysis zones, sub-watersheds,
or census tracts, and that the procedure remains the same for all three units ofgeography.

We first needed to determine which traffic analysis zones were inside, outside or split by the
boundaries ofthe priority funding areas. We achieved this by overlaying a digital map of the
traffic analysis zones over a digital map of the priority funding areas in a geographic informa-
tion system.This method ofoverlaying traffic analysis zone data over growth areas is also 
similar to approaches taken by the Chesapeake Bay Foundation in their 1997 report Farms for
the Future and their 1998 Southern Maryland Lands at Risk project. Once the overlay was
complete we had compiled a list,for each county, of traffic analysis zones that were entirely
inside, entirely outside, or split by the boundary of the priority funding area.

For those traffic analysis zones that were split by the priority funding area boundary, we
determined the remaining zoned capacity for development inside the priority funding area and
outside the priority funding area using Maryland Property View and the Maryland Department
of Plannings Growth Simulation Model. Each traffic analysis zone then had a certain 
proportion of remaining zoned capacity that was inside or outside the priority funding area.
These proportions were used to assign the projected households to each portion of a split 
traffic analysis zone.

We then determined how much total household growth is projected to occur outside the
PFA boundary by adding the ‘outside’figures from the split geographic units (tract,watershed.
or taz) to the projections ofthose geographic units that were entirely outside boundary of the
priority funding area. This figure was divided into the total projected household growth for the
county to determine what percentage of future growth (2000-2020) is expected to occur out-
side the priority funding area.

For acerage projections we computed data one geographic unit at a time. In each, we took
the total household increase projected for that unit and multiplied it by the average size of all
lots developed for residential use in that same unit during the period from 1990-1999.For 
geographic units that were split by the priority funding area boundary, we used only the 
household projections and average size of residential lots developed 1990-1999 for those areas
outside the priority funding area boundary. The average size of residential lots developed
between 1990-1999 was determined by using Maryland Property View. Lots of twenty acres or
more were excluded.

METHODOLOGYFOR THE PRIORITY
FUNDING A R E A(PFA) ANALYSIS

I
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INDICA TORS CAROLINE CECIL KENT QUEEN ANNE’S TALBOT
COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas C-                        B-                                       B D- B+
1. % of County Land in the PFA 3.5%                            11.5% 5.8% 4.1% 13.1%
2. % of Residential Units Constructed Outside the PFA (1990-99) 75.7%                           60.2% 51.3% 45.3% 39.8%
3. % of Projected Residential Units to be Constructed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 71.5% 49.7% 54.4% 74.2% 25.5%
4. Number ofNew Acres Projected to be Developed Outside the PFA (2000-2020) 2,270 acres 5,849 acres 648 acres 3,451 acres 1,449 acres
5. % of PFA Household Capacity Projected to be Used (2000-2020) 21.8% 18.7% 7.8% 25.6% 15.2%
Planning New Growth C- D+ C D- C+
6. How Efficiently is Land Being Used in the PFA? 1.4 units per acre 1.23 units per acre .9 units per acre 1.53 units per acre .75 units per acre
7. How Effective is the County at Promoting Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use                                                

Neighborhoods Within Priority Funding Areas?                                                                  Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly
8. How Effective is the County at Incorporating Commercial Development Into

Walkable, Bikeable, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly
9. How Much Parkland is There in the PFA?                                                                   33 parks (317 acres)         46 parks (719 acrres)                                     25 parks (313 acres) 20 parks (325 acres) 33 parks (356 acres)
10.What is the Projected Ratio of Jobs to Housing?                                                     1.07 jobs per household     .95 jobs per household 1.45 jobs per household 1.04 jobs per household 1.84 jobs per household
Revitalization and Preservation C+ B- C+ C B
11. Are There Targeted Revitalization Areas?                                No No No No No
12. Are There Effective Incentives for Redevelopment in Revitalization Areas?       NA NA NA NA NA
13. Does the County Actively Promote Revitalization?                                                                 No No No No No
14. Is There Effective Administration of the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance?              Mixed Yes Mixed No Yes
15. Does the County Participate in Live Near Your Work?                                                           No No No No No
16. Does the County Participate in the Maryland Main Street Program?                                        No No No No No
Agricultural Preservation A- D A B- B+
17. Best Agricultural Zoning (On Paper)                                                                          1 unit per 20 acres 1 unit per 5 acres 1 unit per 30 acres 1 unit per 8 acres (85% open space)                 1 unit per 20 acres +3
18. Allowable Density in the Agricultural Zones                                                                        NA 1 unit per 1 to 10 acres 1 unit per 10-20 acres 1 unit per 20 acres 1 unit per 10-20 or more acres
19. % of Agriculture in Easement                                                                                            22% 15% 17% 18% 21%
20. Acres ofAgriculture Lost (1980-2000)                                                                            8,252 acres 20,476 acres 3,690 acres 6,950 acres 7,413 acres
21. % of County in Agriculture (1997)                                                                                     53% 39% 66% 71% 64%
Coordination of Transportation and Land Use C C C D C
22. Effectiveness in Providing Transportation Options Poor Poor Poor Poor Poor
23. Does the Design ofNew Development Help Congestion or Worsen It? Worsen Worsen Worsen Worsen Worsen 
24. Does the County Participate in Commuter Choice? No No No No No
Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B                         B+ B B- B-
25. Is There an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance? No No No No No
26. How Well is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Utilized? NA          NA NA NA NA
27. Estimated Monthly Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665 $665 $845 $1,110 $1,171
28. Median Monthly Mortgage Cost for the Entire Upper Shore (2000) $845 $845 $845 $845 $845
29. Percent of the Median Renters Income Required to Pay Fair Market Rent (2000)        1 Br: 36%  2 Br: 45% 1 Br: 34% 2 Br: 40%                       1 Br: 32%  2 Br: 43% 1 Br: 35% 2 Br: 43% 1 Br: 30%  2 Br: 40%
Land Use Coordinated Environmental Protection C- C B D+ B
30. How Well Are Sensitive Areas Protected? Mixed Mixed Mixed Poorly Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofCritical Area Growth Allocations? 96% remaining              80% remaining 100% remaining 61% remaining 88% remaining
32. % of Residential Units on Private Septic 77% 68% 59% 63% 56%
33. % of New Residential Units on Private Septic? 90% 69% 69% 51% 51%
Quality of the Comprehensive Plan Process C C C B B
34. How Well is the Comprehensive Plan Driven by Measurable Goals and Timelines?  Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Incorporate Effective Public Participation?  Mixed Mixed Mixed Mixed Mixed

18



KENT QUEEN ANNE’S TALBOT
COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY

B D- B+
5.8% 4.1% 13.1%
51.3% 45.3% 39.8%
54.4% 74.2% 25.5%

648 acres 3,451 acres 1,449 acres
7.8% 25.6% 15.2%
C D- C+

.9 units per acre 1.53 units per acre .75 units per acre

Poorly Poorly Poorly

Poorly Poorly Poorly
25 parks (313 acres) 20 parks (325 acres) 33 parks (356 acres)

1.45 jobs per household 1.04 jobs per household 1.84 jobs per household
C+ C B
No No No
NA NA NA
No No No

Mixed No Yes
No No No
No No No
A B- B+

1 unit per 30 acres 1 unit per 8 acres (85% open space)                 1 unit per 20 acres +3
1 unit per 10-20 acres 1 unit per 20 acres 1 unit per 10-20 or more acres

17% 18% 21%
3,690 acres 6,950 acres 7,413 acres

66% 71% 64%
C D C

Poor Poor Poor
Worsen Worsen Worsen 

No No No
B B- B-
No No No
NA NA NA
$845 $1,110 $1,171
$845 $845 $845

1 Br: 32%  2 Br: 43% 1 Br: 35% 2 Br: 43% 1 Br: 30%  2 Br: 40%
B D+ B

Mixed Poorly Mixed
100% remaining 61% remaining 88% remaining

59% 63% 56%
69% 51% 51%
C B B

Poorly Poorly Poorly
Mixed Mixed Mixed

19



SCORECARD METHOD-

his report began with an exhaustive deliberation between 1000 Friends staff members and
volunteer experts in planning, affordable housing, historic preservation, and environmental

protection. Breaking the complex field of smart growth down into a series ofeight categories,
and from there into a series ofspecific questions is a difficult and imperfect process that could
have been resolved any number ofdifferent ways. The result expressed here represents the
best efforts of a talented team ofindividuals who gave the matter a great deal ofthought over
the course of three years.

Through this deliberation process we developed an initial list of61 questions, on topics
ranging from zoning requirements to specific budget line items. We organized the 61 questions
by category (recognizing that some questions applied to multiple categories) and presented
these questions to each of the five counties by email and through phone interviews via a 
consultant.In cases where it seemed unlikely that the counties would have the necessary 
information, we gave specific questions to ether government agencies, such as the Maryland
Department of Planning, the Maryland Department of Transportation, and the Wilmington
Metropolitan Area Planning Council.We also sought out information for the 2000 Census, the
1997 Census ofAgriculture and reports published by other reputable organizations. The initial
61 questions resulted in twenty to thirty pages of information about each county.

Our next step was to verify the information that the counties provided. First we submitted
the counties responses back to them,asking ifthey agreed with the contents. We then 
consulted with local residents, and experts in relevant fields, to see whether the counties per-
ception was itselfaccurate. Sometimes a counties response was directly contradicted by our
verifiers, while at other times the differences were more a matter of interpretation.

We then synthesized this information into a three page summary for each county, selecting
for each category a small number ofindicators for which data was both illustrative and 
available. Note that sometimes data limitations prevented us from using many of the most
obvious and meaningful indicators.

Our final step was to assign grades to each county based upon an assessment ofthe 
information we had gathered from all sources. The grades were based upon the quantity of
policy instruments in place, and the results that they created on the ground. These were not
based on good intentions, or whether local staff members are working hard at their jobs.
While these grades are inherently subjective, they represent an honest attempt to recognize both
strength and weakness in how each county has performed in its attempts to manage growth.

For a more detailed list ofthe data sources used in this report please contact 1000 Friends
of Maryland,and we will be glad to send one to you. Please contact us at: 1000 Friends of
Maryland  1209 N. Calvert Street  Baltimore, MD 21202

T
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well as filling gaps in our data and double checking our results. Her time, effort and patience
were integral to the completion ofthis endeavor. Thanks also go out to Marie Kulick who
headed up the data collection during the development ofthe scorecard. Marie spent an 
enormous amount oftime tracking down a vast amount ofinformation, organizing it so that it
was useful,and furthermore, providing us with the advice and interpretation that made this
information of value. Her work resulted in the solid foundation upon which the scorecard
rests.

Credit for the design ofthis report goes to Jane Polanka ofPolanka Design,Baltimore,
MD who produced our previous scorecard and who generously allowed the use ofher concept
in this product as well. We would also like to thank Sarah Hilton,who with scarce resources
and little time, excelled in assisting with the layout and digital imaging required during the
design ofthis report 

We would also like to thank the staff members from each of the jurisdictions evaluated in
this report. Each department that participated took valuable time to complete an exhaustive
survey and made themselves available time and again to provide us with the necessary 
information to evaluate planning policy on the Upper Shore. Planning department staff often
receive little thanks for their work, and we would like to convey our appreciation for their 
professionalism,integrity and dedication to public service. We sincerely hope that our pursuit
of better policies will aid them in doing their critical work more effectively. Thank your local 
planner next time you get the chance.

Lastly, this work would not be possible at all without the generous funding from the Town
Creek Foundation, The Conservation Fund and the membership of 1000 Friends ofMaryland.
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1000 Friends of Maryland
1209 N. Calvert S treet

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Tel: 410-385-2910
Fax: 410-385-2913

Email: friends@friend -
sofmd.org
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