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CECIL

Percent of New Households
Outside Priority Fundingreas 49.7%

Acres Deeloped Outside
Priority FundindAreas 5,849 aces

KENT

Percent of New Households
Outside Priority Fundingreas 54.4%

Acres Deeloped Outside
Priority Fundingireas 648 aces

QUEEN ANNE'S

Percent of New Households
Outside Priority Fundingreas 74.2%

Acres Deeloped Outside
Priority FundincAreas 3,451 aa@s

CAROLINE

Percent of New Households
Outside Priority Fundingreas 71.5%

Acres Deeloped Outside
Priority FundingAreas 2,270 aces

TALBOT

Percent of New Households
Outside Priority Fundingreas 25.5%

Acres Deeloped Outside
Priority FundincAreas 1,449 aas

LEGEND
10 Households ly 2020
[ Priority Funding Area

@ County Sea THE CONSER/ATION FUND




Intr oduction

he Upper EastarShoe is home to mgnof Marylands most pecious esouces The

counties ofCecil,Kent,QueenAnnes, Caoline andlalbot alone hold merthan 27% of
Marylands actve famland,and moe than 60% othe famland on the EasteiShoe as a twle
In fact,the Upper Sheralone contains nethan 400,000 asrof Marylands best gricultural
soils In adition, the Upper Sharis f&mous dér its dtractive historic comomitiesand of
course one cannotdrget the beautiful andafile Chegzeale Bg, the tritutaries ofwhich ae
woven into the dbric of the Shoe

Yet all ofthis is &risk. Mounting gowth pressues age putting a sain on local inastuc
ture, destoying quality ofife, and huting the emironment. County gvemments a placed in
the dificult situion of preseving wha their citizns loe dout their tovns and rtaral
resouceswhile stuggling to mange e/erincreasing kels ofgrowth. Compaed toWesten
Shoe countieghey often hae moe land to prtect and considdaly fewer resouces to do it
with.

This eport is the second in a serigstitled “SmarGrowth: How Is Your County Doing?”
The first looled & the policies used to mgeayowth in the Baltima Region. This one gan:
ines hav county-leel policies arafecting deelopment péems on the Upper EasteShoe
We hae pullished thiseport for three easons¥irst, to identify and cabeste county policies
tha have been successftilstopping wsteful and pobyr planned deelopment.Secondto iden
tify policies thiahave hut healtly comnunities damaed the emronment.and/or wasted taxpa
er dollas Third, to identify sowes ofdaa thad can tell us merdout county gpwth stietegies

This eport also angkes futue gowth trends on the Upper Skepusing the methodaly
originaly developed lp the Baltima Regional Ritnership in the gport “Planning ér Spaw!”.
We were suprised toind thd if present tends contine up to 13,500 aes ofland will be lost
to residential delopment  2020.However, this does not hva to hppen ifthe citizns
developes and localayemments ofthe Upper Shercan wrk together andihd innovative
ways to accomodia the uniquergwth pressues thathey face Neverthelessthe gim pictue
may become eenlity ifthe Upper Sherjurisdictions arnot &le to lean from the mistads tha
have alea¢ been made on thigesten Shoe

Due to the signifcantdels of growth expected wer the ngt twenty eas it is dear tha
county planning sfaére ging to be hal pressed to accomddahis gowth while peseving
the wral damacter ofthe region. If county leel policies & not up to the task then the Upper
Shoe mg also loose one itk gedest assetis distinctre comnanities Today every citizn
can eagilrecaniz tovns lile EastonChestetiown, Elkton, Centeville and Dentorut if the
choices w malk tody dorit adhee to the tenents afmat-growth then i also gry possite
that the citizns ofMaryland will no longyr be &le to distinguish these unique camities fom
one anotherThese & losses avsimpy cannot dbrd.

We were ggain suprised ly hawv difficult it was to ind dda on some othe most fundamental
indicaors of growth mangementlt should be notedowever, tha county lndgets and stéafare
extremey constained on the Upper Skepmaking it dificult for the county planning
depatments to acquerand maintain the same detail¢al tha mary other jurisdictions ernyjo
Neverthelessthere ae serious consequences inestiothe counties othe Upper Shercannot
find ways to tak mary of the tends thaother jurisdictions incporate into their planning
processes

Finall, it is our hope thahis ieport can sere as a guide andessouce br a moe
informed,efficient and healyhgowth stetegy on the Upper EasteiShoe
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Caroline County

Priority Funding Areas Priority FundingAreas (PRs) in Canline County takup
only 3.5% oftotal county landnaking them the most tightirawvn of ary on the Upper
Shoe Between 1990-199%5.7% ofall residential delopment occued outside het are
now PFAs Furthemore, in 1999iwo yeas after Mayland adopted its Srh&rowth legisla
tion, which creded the PRs the county still magad to issue onl11% ofits pemits for
constuction inside otheir boundariesProjections ér the n&t two decades sgest thalittle
will dhangg, with 71.5% ofnew residential delopment epected to hapen outside othe
Priority FundingAreas One reasondr this is a lacof effectve coodinaion betveen nunick
pal and countyrgwth mangement dorts. Since the P&S ae primary made up omunick
palitiesjurisdictionalesponsibilitieof manging gowth can often bet@dds Cawline
County nust ind a moe efectve mebanism to pgmote n& development in)asting com
munities wvhile better mamggng hev much growth ends up outside theatos

New Growth  New gowth inside the % is still domirtad by lon-density
development in an aa thais supposed to gvide moe compactpedestrian friengihoices
in the housing mket. The county is also oratk to leae just @er 78 parent ofhousehold
cgpacity unsed inside their RBE by 2020.It should be mentionetipwever, tha maket
demanddr deselopment within the tens is not pdiculaty high,and Caoline County has
tried,albeit with modete successo prevent excessie derelopment outside theixisting
comnunities In 1991 the county took mactve st@s to ofset the gploitaion of its subdri-
sion eguldions and adied povisions to pavent excessie minor lot subglisions The povi-
sions wrked and alang was gident ly 1993 Wwen the nmber ofsubdvision lots deerased
to a moe mangable leel. Alsg in an efort to minimiz the impact ofrowth outside the
towns the county is making arfat to steer ne gowth into aleay developed pdions of
the county thizare not curently pat of the PAs Combined with the courdyalead stong
impact eesthis efort may hare some success irofacting the mer ural aeaswhile in some
smaller dgree helping to ensuthe vitality ofts tovns However, it still gppeas tha the
county is ging to hae to bétle uphill to encoage moe nav gowth in its &isting commnk
ties

Revitalization and Presewation  On the Upper Sherrevitalizaion and historic
presevation ae heswily delgated to the ranicipalities None of the counties pacipae in the
Live Nearovr Vdrk pegramor theMaryland Main &program. Tight budgets and limited
staf male it xtremey difficult for counties li& Caoline to bcus its dbrts tovard revitaliza
tion and ederelopment. Still the lak of coordinged eforts betveen the county andumick
palities povide ample opptunities br ineficieny and cossed pyoses to hindeweryones
common objectes On a moe pomising notgthe county has made a nbteacommitment
to better historic gisevation by dioosing to pdicipde in thePreseation Incerds for Local
Govemment®ILG) program in Fisca¥ear '03.



CAROLINE

INDICA TORS RESULTS
Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas C-

1. % of County Land in the PF 3.5%

2. % of Residential Units Conatited Outside the RH1990-99) 75.7%
3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RF2000-2020) 71.5%
4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 2,270 a@s
5. % of PFA Household Qaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 21.8%
Planning New Growth C-

6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARF

1.4 units per aer

7. How Effectie is the Countyt #romotingWalkale, Bikeadle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood®Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? Poor
8. How Effectie is the Countyt éncomporating Commerial Derelopment Into
Walkale, Bikeale, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poor
9. How Mud Parkland isTher in the PR? 336317 acr

10.Wha is the Pojected Rtio of Jobs to Housing?

1.07 jobs per household

Revitalization and Presewation C+

11. Are There Tamgeted Rvitalizaion Areas? No

12. Are There Effective Incentres br Redevelopment in Ruitalizdion Areas? NA

13. Does the Countjctively Pomote Ryvitalizéion? No

14. Is Ther Effective Administetion of the Countg Historic Pesevation Ordinance? adix

15. Does the Countydricipae in Live NearYour Work? No

16. Does the Countydricipae in the Marland Main S¢éet Pogram? No
Agricultural Presewation A-

17. BestAgricultural Zoning (On Bper) 1 unit pes20 acr
18. Allowable Density in thégricultural Zones A N

19. % of Agriculture in Easement 22%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) 8,252
21. % of County inAgriculture (1997) 53%
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use C

22. Effectveness in Rriding Transpotation Options? Poor

23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Comgtion oMorsen it? Worsen

24. Does the Countydticipae in Commter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B

25. Is There an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No

26. How Well is the Inlusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA

27. Estimaed Monthy Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665

28. Median Monthl Mottgage Cost ér the Entie Upper Shar (2001) $845

29. Percent ofthe Median &nhtes Income Bquied to Ry Fair Maket Rent (2000) 1 Br.36% 2 Br45%
Land Use Coodinated Environmental Protection C-

30. How Well Are Sensie Areas Rotected? Mixed

31. Judicious Use ofriticalArea Gowth Allocaions? 96% emaining
32. % of Residential Units on Rate Setic 7%

33. % of New Residential Units on Rate Setic? 90%
Quiality of the Comprehensive Plan Pocess C

34. How Well is the Comghensie Plan Drien ty Measuble Goals andimelines? Poorly

35. How Well Does the Plan Inquoorate Effectve Pultic Participgion? Mixed

* Critical Aea Gowth Allocations fool®er Countyyided by the Criticeh&\Commission.



CAROLINE

Agricultural Presewnation The county has the highestqesitae of aceae oned
for ayriculture and 54% ofotal county aeaje is eported to be indms Capline is onf one
of two counties to set aagl br aces offarmland potected though easement and has-pr
tected ger 22% ofits land in &ms via this methodn adlition, the county has 9.6% w$
agricultural land with prime pductie soils prtected though easements; far the best on
the Upper Sher Still,the level of fragmentéion of agricultural lands in Caline County as
second ol to Cecil among Upper Sharounties and the small scale sidiin ofrural lots
which the county has tried toggent,is thredaening lage contiguous acts ofrural land.
Although Caoline County haskeellent gricultual ning setial unit per 20 aes the lage
tacts ofrural land thiapeople see togae still thedened and could oneyddie ly the‘one
thousand cutsif small lot subdgision .

Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use The dualizion of route
404,a major summer bdatraffic coridor, intuitavely gppeas to be an &ctve stetegy to
reduce corgstion. However, it has been sk time andgain on theMesten Shoe (and
throughout the couny) thd policies lik this almostahys induce demand ooads and
increase tffic poblems The county mst efectiely integrate its land use with itsatrspote-
tion netvork. There ae two ways thathis can be aeved. Ong is to allev for more com
pact deelopment (steeringagvth in and ayund its tevns) and secornygby encousging
pedestrian frienglcomnunities (eectively mixing uses)lf the county does not imjete its
land use policinto its tanspotation planning picess then thedffic problems tharesult will
effect moe than esidents offawoline Countythey could easilspill bak as &r as kent Island
and een theWesten Shoe

Ability to Provide Low and Modefate Income Housing The estimd
monthly motgage cost in Caline County is thewest br the Upper Sherand considduly
lower than the median monthhotgage cost ér the fve jurisdictionsHowever, rental costs
in Capline County a&rhigher than in grother Upper Sherjurisdiction with 36% dhe
median entes incomeaquied to pg a fir maket rent or a one-bedom gaitment.
Canpline County also hdwy far, the least amount ahulti-family zoning which encouages the
the constuction of a geder pecentge of sinde-family units than the other jurisdictions
Before it becomes agilem,the county should talst@s to adress dbrdeble housing
through the adoption cdin indusionay zoning odinance andybencousging a mag dverse
housing stdc

Land Use Coodinated with Environmental Piotection Caoline County
has used upew little of its CriticalAreas Gowth Allocdion, and contined judicious use of
this tool will be essential to the fethiealth othe Chegaeale By. Although the county
conforms to stee and édeal reguldions br wetlands and stamsthere ae no aditional local
protections ér these sensié aeas The county has adoptedostger floodplain eguldions
than the minimm requied ky the N@éional Food Insuance Rogram,but would do vell to
follow up on theecommendans made in the congdrensie plan and adopt local
reguldions to incease bffers along pennial and intemittent steams

Quality of the Comprehensie Plan Pocess As with the other counties on
the Upper Sher Capline Countg’ curent compehensie plan contains no meaahle gals
and no spedai timeline ér progressmaking the plan vulrabie to shifting politicalyshamics
However, the nev compehensie plan pocess is undeawand initial im@ssions ar\ery
favorable. Still,we cannot s&ss enough the neent & mebanism within the plan ta@gue its
effectveness and a timeline to epdind its gpals ag& met.



Cecil County

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas Cecil County is pjected to doa ~ Ced

better job ofsteering wth into its &isting commnities in the ne two decades than it has CO““;(VS
in the past.During the 199060.2% ofdevelopment occued outside ofvha are naw the za
PFAs. However, this rumber is xpected to dp to 49.7% ¥ 2020.The ieason Wy this sgricarty
number is not kver has to do with Cecil Coustgtetegy to steer itsrgwth into the more
[-95/Route 40 caidor as a Wwole gther than into the Priority Fundidgeas themsedg gonhino
In fact,the county comphensie plan maés no mention ofhe PFAS which indude all of  tis

the local manicipalities InsteadCecil County guidesweyowth using its County pity

Development Districtsvhich ae considebly lager than the P&s and inlude signitant funding
portions of land vell outside theery municipalities thahe Priority Fundingreas a
designed to ptect.

Ced
Planning New Growth Cecil County has madeleac efort toward directing gowth  Couny’ s
into the 1-95/Poute 40 caidor in oder to potect the ural nothem and souther pottions of Agouural

the county Our projections sugest thathey will be someha but not entiely, successfuta brosare
this Meanvhile as gowth encoates on the ndihem county fom southem Pennsyvaniathe fr;?;emed

corridor stetegy runs the risk otreding a continous strip ofdevelopmentwith no distinct byresden -
boundaries gerting tavns lile Elkton and Ndheast.Cecil County hagcenty adopted an 4

Urban Gowth Bounday project vhich the county hopes will alige gowth pressue on the  gevelop -
rural potions of the county H expanding thewaildility of sewver sevice to moe developed  mentthan
areas any other

Revitalization and Presewation As with the other counties tife Upper Sher

Cecil County leas the ranicipalities primayilresponsile for revitalizéion eforts Cecil

County has thergdest cpacity or in-fill development Wwich sugests themore can be done
However, the county does fx& a historic @sevation ordinance and commission and has also
conducted a countywide @y of historic sitegalthough its last upganas 17 gas ao).

The county also paripaes in thePreseation Inceres for Local Guwerprogram,which will
increase fundingof historic pesevation and hopefull provide enough incemé to updee the
countywide swey of sites

Agricultural Presewnation The allevable densities in Cecil Coustgricultural
zones a \ery high,and Cecil County has the highast of agricultural frgmentéon by rest
dential deelopmentdr the Upper Sher The County also has the least amouacefge in
easemenprotecting justwer 6% ofits total aaaye via this methodConsidering thaCecil
County is ging to eperience some dfie gedest gowth pressue in the comingeas it nmust
do moe to stengthen itsgricultual potection. Two simple methods to bettewopect its
rural aeas wuld be to sengthen its ®ak gricultural 2ning and bak up this potection ly
increasing itsate of easement pdnases



CECIL

INDICA TORS RESULTS
Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B-

1. % of County Land in the PF 11.5%
2. % of Residential Units Conatited Outside the RH1990-99) 60.2%
3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RF2000-2020) 49.7%
4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 5,849 a@s
5. % of PFA Household Gaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 18.7%
Planning New Growth D+

6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARF

1.23 units per a&r

7. How Effective is the Countyt #romotingWalkale, Bikedle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood#Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? Poor
8. How Effectie is the Countyt éncomporating Commaezial Derelopment Into
Walkdle, Bikedle, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poor
9. How Mud Pakland isThere in the PK? k6 PES aes)

10. Wh4 is the Pojected Rio of Jobs to Housing?

.95 jobs per household

Revitalization and Presewation B-

11. Are Thee Targeted Rvitalizéion Areas? No

12. Are There Effective Incentres br Rederelopment in Bvitalizéion Areas? NA

13. Does the Countictively Pomote Ryvitalizaion? No

14. Is Ther Effective Administetion of the Countyg Historic Pesevation Ordinance? Yes

15. Does the Countydticipae in Live NearYour Work? No

16. Does the Countydticipae in the Mayland Main S¢et Pogram? No
Agricultural Presewation D

17. BestAgricultural Zoning (On Bper) 1 unit per 5 acr
18. Allowable Density in thégricultural Zones 1 unit per 1 &5 10 acr
19. % of Agriculture in Easement 15%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) 20,476
21. % of County inAgricultule (1997) 39%
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use C

22. Effectveness in Priding Transpotation Options? Poor

23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Corgtion oMorsen it? Worsen

24. Does the Countydicipae in Commter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Modetate Income Housing B+

25. Is Ther an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No

26. How Well is the Inlusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA

27. Estimaed Monthy Moitgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665

28. Median Monthi Mortgage Cost ér the Entie Uppe Sher (2001) $845

29. Percent ofthe Median Bntes Income Bquied to Ry Fair Maket Rent (2000)

1 Br.34% 2 Brd0%

Land Use Coodinated Environmental Piotection C

30. How Well Are Sensite Areas Ritected? Mixed

31. Jdicious Use of€riticalArea Gowth Allocgions? 80% emaining
32. % of Residential Units on Rae Setic 68%

33. % of New Residential Units on Rae Setic? 69%
Quiality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess C

34. How Well is the Comphensie Plan Dren ky Measwable Goals an@imelines? Poory

35. How Well Does the Plan Inqoorate Effective Pullic Participaion? Mixed



CECIL

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use It is essential th&ecil
County effiectively integrate their land use andtispotation planning within the 1-95 and
Rt- 40 coridor. If the county allws br spawling lav-density esidential delopments tha
only incease theumber ofcar tripsthen &en higher affic vwolumes in an a&ag stained
corridor will be theesult. There nust also be a @&ul int@ration of transit oppaunities and
transit oriented delopments thiacan help ease thaftic burden within this ceidor. If the
county does not inease itsale in the design afew de/elopmentthen this ne gowth will
only further lurden the system andvee atieve the dicient ¢ustering ofresidential and
commecial deelopment thiawill lower traffic volumesprovide a suppdive basedr future
transit initiives and edtish moe walkdle comnanities Since Cecil County is ddyc
becomming the conduitiftravel betveen the BaltimerandWilmington mewpolitan agas it
is especigllimpotant tha they sige upon oppdunities na in older to maximiz
transpotation eficieny in the futue

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing In its curent
compehensie planCecil County outlines in detail thdicliities thalow-income &milies and
citizens @er 65 pas of age hae in afording the costs diomeavneship Its suprising then
tha the plan onyl calls ér an inceased iel of paticipdion in «isting stee piograms and not
for ary direct action or policchanges to be tadn ty the county itselfThe estimizd monthy
mortgage for a median priced house in Cecil County is %8ith, is the median cosirfthe
Upper Shae Cecil county also had thevést pecentge of sinde family housing units
authoried Pr constuction in the 1990However, similar to the other counties on the Upper
Shog, Cecil County l&s an inlusionay zoning odinance and could do neaio povide
affordable housing opptunities within successful coonmties

Land Use Coodinated with Environmental Potections Cecil County
conforms to both st and édeal reguldions in its potection ofwetlands seamsflood-
plainssensitie haditas and stgeslopes Buffers for peennial seams a stong and &
expandale up to 160det to intude contiguous sengitiaeasThe county has been mader
in its use ofCriticalArea Gowth Allocdions which should be commended and willydmlp
reduce thegaly damge the Bg incurs

Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess The Cecil County
Compehensie Plan does amxezllent job ofoutlining the countyfutue needdt also @es a
long vay in identifying and makingaddle resouces and mgrams thacan povide funding
and assistancéleverthelessthe plan contains no pafitools or timelines tofett eal
changg, and the bsence ofary reference to thd 997 State Sin@rowth and Neighborhoods
Consetion Aanust be adressed.As the comprhensie plan is due to be uped soonit
would be a posite st@ if the county ingrated the priority funding eas into its planning
process In adlition, Cecil County needs to adopt a plahrésponsiely incoporaes the
concens of its citizns fostes futue coopedtion betveen the puix and countygencies and
contains the tools necegstr potect it flom shifting politcalyshamics
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Kent County

Priority Funding Areas The Kent County Priority Fundiryeas (PRs) tale up
about 6% oftotal county land @a and consist almost esliof municipalities During the
1990sfifty-one pecent ofresidential delopment occued outside ofthe PFAs Our projec
tions sugest thalittle will dang over the ngt two decades with 54% dévelopment
expected to occur outside thiese aas i 2020The county is onak to use oyl 7.6% of
the household pacity inside the RE by 2020put is expected toxgerience the least
development pessue on the Upper Sheit is theefore had to imaine thaKent County
can not do a better job efeering gwth into its &isting tevns If the county is not success
ful a redirecting n& gowth over the ngt two decades then theasacter and vitality of
atractve and uniqgue comunities like Chesteown will be seerely thredened.

New Growth As we just mentionedent County could use its Priority Fundingas
much mote eficienty as the county ig@ected to use under eightqest ofits PFA
household geacity ly 2020As with the other counties tife Upper Sheythe PFAs ae also
not providing aditional bile and pedestrian friepdieighborhoodsThele is no adeqte
pubic facilities attinance in Knt Countythe county does not assess impagdnd a pder
propottion of new growth is &pected to be on gic than in the pasthe county is pjected
to have the second best jobs to household balgn2z@2®put the county economic
development dice is not optimistic théhis is aaievable.

Revitalization and Presewation  The county is ne a paticipant in the
Preseation Incerds for Local Guwen(PILG) program,which shavs a posite dange in their
commitment to prsevation of historic esoucesand will @ a long &y towards the
estdlishment ofa nuch-needed historic @sevation ordinance and commissioHowever,

the county Economic elopment dice is highyl skeptical of mary revitalizaion programs
and their pplicaility to the jurisdictions dhe Upper Sher It is dear thasignifcanty dif-
ferent commarial and esidential mket conditionsyast in these jurisdictigrnait the counties
overall la& of patticipdion in &isting pogramsand a ldcof ary identifable stetegies or
revitalizaion reveal vina can ony be bamlacteried as an inadedadhands df’ strategy.

Agricultural Presewnation On paer, Kent County has the strgest aricultural
zoning on the Upper SterThe 2001 Bport of the MaylandAgricultural Land Resevation
Foundaion Task erce alsodund tha Kent Countg land mned br ayricultuile was among
the least ABgmented in the d@evidence thiathe county is doing @gd job of protecting
their @ricultural lands tlough pning Kent County also has arvadtaye because
development pessues ae pedicted to be consid@bly less than in other countiés adlition,
the county aning odinance placesh limits on the mmber ofnon-ayricultural uses aeed
in Kent County Agricultuial Zoning DistrictsAs for presevation, the county eerages aound
1,300 a@s peseved though easements peraywhich is among the best on the Upper

Shoe



KENT

INDICA TORS RESULTS
Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B

1. % of County Land in the PF 5.8%

2. % of Residential Units Conatited Outside the RH1990-99) 51.3%

3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RR2000-2020) 54.4%

4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 648aces
5. % of PFA Household Gaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 7.8%
Planning New Growth C

6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARF

.9 units per aer

7. How Effective is the Countyt #romotingWalkale, Bikedle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood#Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? Poor
8. How Effectie is the Countyt &ncomporating Commaezial Development IntdValkdle,
Bikedle, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly
9. How Mud Pakland isThere in the PK? K85 REB aes)

10.Wha is the Pojected Rio of Jbbs to Housing?

1.45 jobs per household

Revitalization and Presewation C+

11. Are There Targeted Rvitalizéion Areas? No

12. Are There Effective Incentres br Rederelopment in Bvitalizéion Areas? NA

13. Does the Countictively Pomote Ryvitalizaion? No
14. Is Ther Effective Administetion of the Countyg Historic Pesevation Ordinance? edix
15. Does the Countydticipae in Live NearYour Work? No
16. Does the Countydticipae in the Mayland Main S¢et Pogram? No
Agricultural Presewation A

17. BestAgricultural Zoning (On Bper)

1 unit pes30 acr

18. Allowable Density in thégricultural Zones

1 unit per %20 acr

19. % of Agriculture in Easement 17%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) 3,690
21. % of County inAgricultule (1997) 66%
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use C

22. Effectveness in Priding Transpotetion Options? Poor

23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Corgtion oMorsen it? Worsen

24. Does the Countydricipae in Commter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Modetate Income Housing B

25. Is Ther an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No

26. How Well is the Inlusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA

27. Estimaed Monthy Moitgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $845

28. Median Monthi Mortgage Cost ér the Entie Upper Shar (2001) $845

29. Percent ofthe Median Bntes Income Bquied to Ry Fair Maket Rent (2000)

1Br32% 2 Brd3%

Land Use Coodinated Environmental Piotection B

30. How Well Are Sensite Areas Ratected? Mixed

31. Jdicious Use of€riticalArea Gowth Allocdions? 100% emaining
32. % of Residential Units on Rae Setic 59%

33. % of New Residential Units on Rae Setic? 69%
Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess C

34. How Well is the Comphensie Plan Dren ky Measwble Goals an@imelines? Poorly

35. How Well Does the Plan Inqoorate Effective Pullic Participaion? Mixed
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KENT

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use Kent County is not
experiencing the samatftic demands tha@ounties lie QueerAnne§ Talbot,Cecil and
Caoline ae curently forced to ecaniz However, if development is not cefully designed
and intgrated into the geder transpotation netvork the county couldate may of the same
difficulties vhile inducing ineased &ffic wlumes elsehere Being nesteled beten the
high-gowth counties ofCecil and Queefinne§ Kent mg still éperience ineased @ssues
on their tanspotation netvork over the ngt two decadesThe county mst be caaful not to
fall into the @p of inducing demand on thegads viadr lung esidential delopment and
road wideningsf outside theirxésting commanities

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing  Although the
current compehensie plan encoages the deslopment ofhousing ér all @es and income
levels the plan diers no @als or tools to makthis hppen. The impotance ofaccessgr
gpaitments isecanizd,but thee is little to suggst thathe county is near to implementing
arything ¢ose to a modetely priced delling unit ppgram.Kent County ishowever, one of
only two counties to he anAffordable Housing District IBating Zone and the montlyl
mortgage cost ér a median priced housetishe mediandr the Upper Sher

The pecentge of the medianantes incomeequied to pg a &ir maket rent is modete for
both 1 bedvom and 2 bedom unitsand nedy 3,000 aess or 41% othe Priority Funding
Area allev for multi family housing

Land Use Coodinated with Environmental Piotections Kent County
has been the most judicious in their usbefyowth alloction allaved ly the Chegmeale
Bay CriticalAreasAct, and other jurisdictions should look terk as anxample ofhow to
limit growth in sensite critical a&as Kent County comirms to all ste and édeal
reguldions egarding the potection ofwetlandsstreamsfloodplains sensié hditas and
slopes The countg compehensie plan also callsrfa vetland banking pgram,which, if
enactedwould be a god adiition to some othe Upper Shas better esironmental potec
tions

Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess Similar to the other
jurisdictionsKent Countyg curent compehensie plan laks aly metanisms to enselitha
the poliy goals and sttegies within it @& abieved. Therefore, the plan holds littleeight as a
tool the county can use to guide and erguard derelopment paictice Furthemore, the plan
laks the spedd goals and timelines needed &deraccountality. However, the piocess to
updde the plan is undeawand iseceving \ery positve emaks With effective puldic patic-
paion alead undenay, hopefuly this time the county carede a functional plan tha
indudes the tools to ensuits @als ae met.



QueenAnne’s County

Effectiveness Priority FundingAreas The Priority Fundingreas (PRs) in ~ Queen
QueenAnnes County takup ony 4% ofthe county land ea,making them some tlfie Anne” s
most consained in the sta In the 1990showever, the county \as ony maginaly successfulcounty has
a contolling gowth and alleed 45% ofresidential delopment to occur outside theseaar ;?é:g;g ace
Unless sigrifant ©ianges to the couns/gowth policies tak placeour piojections indide .
that a shoking 74% ofdevelopment will occur outside thfe PFAs by 2020.0f coursethe  ments
county has desiged its evn gowth aeasby which it guides deelopmentput these & EPHfr
mudh lager than the priority fundingeas and allofor a signitant amount otlevelopment develop -

in sensitie aeas thaare outside the boundariestbé PIAs The county needs teagniz

and better implement thisogrth mangement tooland &en intgrate it into their cuent

growth aea plansThe PRAs could povide the county the opganity to‘phase intheir Projectons

growth aea dgelopment and easidentify the pdions of their ovn gowth aeas thiacan indcetat

receve derelopmentifst. 74% of
Queen

Planning New Growth New deelopmentpaticulaty on Kent Islanddoes not Anne’ s
allow for pedestrian friendcomnunities If there were ony one place kere walkdle and ek i
bikedle comnanities a& needed iteuld be on the IslandVith summer beadraffic develop -
increasing gaty, the county historic sategy of steering deslopment tward the island is dis mertwd
turbing enoughut if this nev development érces localesidents to &el onl by car then

the efects on both the island and thg Bl be damaic. If it is to be deeloped futher &

all, Kent Island needs the highest statslfar nev development.Low-qualitypooily

mana@ed gowth on the island will gntesult in meoe failing sptic system®ver inceasing

impewious suidce pollutants hitting theyBand deaasing air quality via higaffic volumes

These esults will fuher dgrade the health dhe Chegaeale By theeby thredening a

resouce thaall Maylandes enjq.

Revitalization and Presewation Although the manicipalities ypand lage handle
revitalizaion and pesevation eforts, the Centerille and Queensto comnunity plans both
mention the Countyintent to be merinvolved in peseving and evitalizing the mnicipah
ties The questionamainswill stgs be ta&n to tun these gals into eality?One sugestion
is for the county to inease its wmlvement ly entering into thBreseation Incerds for Local
Govemmerprogram (PILG) and/or theCetified Local Gaweent Byran{CLG). Cumrentl,
QueenAnnes county is shwing the lavest leel of involvement among the Upper Séor
counties in the ana ofhistoric pesevation. Patticipdion in both these pgrams wuld help
to further the County’commitment to historic ggevetion.

Agricultural Presewnation In 2001 the MaylandAgricultural Land Resevetion

Task ferce eported tha QueenAnnes County had the leasigmentéion of land nned br

agriculture in the sta of Maryland. QueenAnne$ County also has the highest@etge of

acege in aiims among the Upper Skdurisdictionsin 1994 the County denzoning

placed its@uicultural nes &1 unit per 8 aes with 85%a@aseved open space upornvd®dp

ment. Although,the davnzoning vas a posite st@, the County isx@eriencing the stngest

growth pressues on the Upper Stepand is likly to discwer tha this level of protection will

not protect lage contiguous stces ofagriculture in the futue Included in these

insuficient potections a the countg’duster nning odinancewhich (continued on papge 13 11
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QUEEMNNE’S

INDICA TORS RESULTS
Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas D-

1. % of County Land in the PF 4.1%

2. % of Residential Units Conatited Outside the RH1990-99) 45.3%
3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RF2000-2020) 74.2%
4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 3,451la@s
5. % of PFA Household Gaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 25.6%
Planning New Growth D-

6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARF

1.53 units per a&r

7. How Effective is the Countyt #romotingWalkale, Bikedle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood#Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? Poorly
8. How Effectie is the Countyt é&ncomporating Commaezial Development intdNValkéole,
Bikedle, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly
9. How Mud Pakland isTher in the PK? 206395 acr

10.Wha is the Pojected Rio of Jbbs to Housing?

1.04 jobs per household

Revitalization and Presewation C

11. Are There Targeted Rvitalizéion Areas? No

12. Are There Effective Incentres br Redevelopment in Bvitalizéion Areas? NA

13. Does the Countictively Pomote Ryvitalizaion? No
14. Is Ther Effective Administetion of the Countg Historic Pesevation Ordinance? No
15. Does the Countydticipae in Lve NearYour Work? No
16.Does the Countydricipae in the Mayland Main S¢iet Pogram? No
Agricultural Presewation B-

17. BestAgricultural Zoning (On Bper)

1 unit pes §8&e6 open space)

18. Allowable Density in thégricultural Zones

1 unit pes20 acr

19. % of Agriculture in Easement 18%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) 6,950
21. % of County inAgricultule (1997) 71%
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use D
22.Effectiveness in Rwiding Transpotation Options? Poor

23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Corgtion oMorsen it? Worsen

24. Does the Countydicipae in Commter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B-

25. Is Ther an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No

26. How Well is the Inlusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA

27. Estimaed Monthy Moitgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $1,110

28. Median Monthi Mortgage Cost ér the Entie Uppe She(2001) $845

29. Percent ofthe Median Bntes Income Bquieed to By Fair Maket Rent (2000)

1Br.35% 2 Brd3%

Land Use Coodinated Environmental Piotection D+

30. How Well Are Sensiie Areas Rotected? Poorly

31. Jdicious Use ofriticalArea Gowth Allocdions? 61% emaining
32. % of Residential Units on Raie Setic 63%

33. % of New Residential Units on Rae Setic? 51%
Quiality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess B

34. How Well is the Comphensie Plan Dren ty Measwble Goals an@imelines? Poorly

35. How Well Does the Plan Inqoorate Effective Pullic Participaion? Mixed



QUEENANNE’S

allovs or ‘pods’of development inural aeasand the countyflaved Transér of
Development Rights Bgram and Noncontiguotsansér Povisionswhich do not tansér
development rights torgwth aeas bt simpy allav development rights tcetocde to other
rural aeas The county could bettergiect gricultuire and open spacg boodinding the

latter two programs with desigted sending an@ceving ones

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use QueenAnnes County
alea¢ shouldes the lirden ofbead traffic during the summer month$ the county alles
auto-dpendent esidential subdsions and commaal highwy strip dgelopment to
proliferate along the 50/301 awdors, then thee will be temendous consequencé&kis kind
of development will gneste moe traffic in an aga thais alead a egional bottlendc In
paticular QueenAnnes must consider kether kent Islandith its thin peninsulas and
limited accesis the aproprige placedr nev gowth. Any nev derelopment on the &nt
Island nust allev residents maer doices in ha they access comnuogall estalishmentscom
mute to their place ofiork, and tevel from town to tovn. If not, the aleagy monotonous
and naious taffic jams thiare a stple of weelends and sumntene will ony get worse
These a not just ppblems 6r Kent Island or Queensto eithersince thg efect the ente
transpotation netvork for the Easter andWesten Shoes

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing It is becoming
more dificult for working people toid afordable housing in Queefnnes countyespeciall
on Kent Island.The medianenter nust spend 43% dfis or her income to paent, and the
monthly mottgage cost ofa median priced home is $1,b@h figures ae the second highest
on the Upper Sher The county hasspondedypadling an inlusionay housing pgram in
the 2002 land use andrelepment codd his is a big spetowards ensuring thdong time
residents oQueenAnnes county can stillfatrd to live and wrk thee and the county should
be paiseddr its esponsieness to this issuelowever, asTitle 18 isevisedthe county mst
be sue tha progressie ideas lik the intusionay housing pgram ae not dandoned.

Land Use Coodinated with Environmental Potections  Although
Kent Island is perpa the Countg’most evironmental} sensitie aea,it will accommodea
the majority offuture derelopment ifsignifcant dangs ae not made Serious conces still
remain as to the fuwiimpacts thasud an intense derelopment sttegy will hae on the
chamcter and health dioth the island and the Chesale By. Alsq the iecenty overturned
QueenAnnes County Land Use and\&éopment Code (Title 18) alofr a 200 ft
reduction in selam liffers and a 10%eduction in on-sitefest etention. These eductions
are a stp ba&kwards The county has alsogeen moe eger than other to use theuk of its
CriticalAreas Gowth Allocdion, alleagy consuming almost half its reseves

Quality of the Comprehensie Plan Pocess The county as ery successful
in fostering pulic involvement during the last corepensie plan upda However, in spite

of the countys @isevorthy eforts, there remains argd deal ofdisséisfaction among cigén
groups mary of whom feel thathey were not listened toThe County will no have to vork
even hader to estalish a constrctive reldionship with local citens While good poliy goals
are pesent in the plafeg adoption olsmat codes and aliancesdr accessgrgatments),
stronger languge, deadlinesand measdble goals wuld insue tha these ideasowuld become
a reality
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Talbot County

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas In the 1990:ealy 40% of
residential @wth in Talbot County occued outside oPriority Fundingirea (PR)
boundaries By 20200nly 25.5% ofresidential delopment is mjected to occur outside
these agas This gowth is &pected to consume 1449eaciT his is a posité trend tha
suggests thaTalbot County is successfudteering merof its gowth into its &isting tevns
However, the county mst not contine to pemit spewling auto-deendent deelopment to
predominge on the outskis of these commmitieseven if these deelopments arstill inside
of its PFRAs

Planning New Growth Talbot Countyaported the lavest densitieof nev
development inside their RE which reflects the lv-quality esidential and comnoéd
development thiaproliferates on the outsks of towns lilke Easton.New gowth will thieaen
the vitality ofthe countys omicipalities ift is not held to a standaconsistent with the
historic neighborhoods it saunds The County also ks an adeqtmpubic facilities
ordinancewhich would help ensertha growth was not outpacing locapeity However,
Talbot does ha the least amount aBwv growth on setic, which is impotant for weter
quality Talbot County also hasayl open spacequiements as pof their duster and
transér of development rightslaster subdisions The county is alsxgected to balance
jobs and housingver the ngt 20 yas better than gnother County in the Upper Saor
The gedest thed to the Countyhowever, is the lak of clear coopetion with local
municupalities on planning iss@esonfict illusteted quite visily in the poposal to
dramaically expand the sezof Trappe

Revitalization and Presewation  As with the other counties tife Upper Shey
Talbot County defptes most ofthe lesponsibilitydr revitalizéion to the nunicipalities The
county hashowever, developed aamget Maket piogram in an tiempt to daw ervironmental
tednolagy and emironmental scienceusiness to the eat via 10gar eal popety tax cedits
Easton is also a paipant in the Matand Main S¢éet Pogram,only one oftwo
municipalities on the Upper Sado do so The county adra¢ has a local historicgseva
tion odinance and commissidie lagest mmber ofdesigniged historic sites on the Upper
Shoe, and plans to lggn a countywide stgy updée. The county is also the priiipper
Shoe paticipant in theCetified Local Gowveent ByramalthoughTalbot could fuher its
commitment to historic psevetion through paticipdion in thePreseation Inceres for Local
Goverment Byram

Agricultural Presewation  Eighty-nine peent of Talbot County isaned br
agriculture, and nedy 64% oftotal county aege is in &rms Nonethelesgarms immedigly
surrounding Easton anetry likely to be deeloped unless aegn belt is eded,either though
zoning a gowth bounday, a tansér of development rights pgram,agricultual easements or
a combinton of the dove In adlition,the countyslaster pning odinanceas in other
jurisdictionsallons for pods ofauto dpendant deslopment inural aeas



TALBOT

INDICA TORS RESULTS
Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas B+

1. % of County Land in the PF 13.1%

2. % of Residential Units Constted Outside the RH1990-99) 39.8%

3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RH2000-2020) 25.5%

4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 1,449a@s
5. % of PFA Household Qaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 15.2%
Planning New Growth C+

6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARF

.75 units per aer

7. How Effectie is the Countyt @romotingWalkale, Bikedle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood#Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? Poorly
8. How Effectie is the Countyt éncomporating Commegial Derelopment intdNalkdle,
Bikeale, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly
9. How Mud Pakland isThere in the PA? k3833E6 aes)

10.Wha is the Pojected Rtio of Jobs to Housing?

1.84 jobs per household

Revitalization and Presewation B

11. Are There Targeted Rvitalizdion Areas? No

12. Are There Effective Incentres br Redevelopment in Buitalizdion Areas? NA

13. Does the Countictively Plomote Rvitalizaion? No
14. Is Ther Effective Administetion of the Countg Historic Pesevation Ordinance? Yes

15. Does the Countydricipae in Live NearYour Work? No
16. Does the Countydticipae in the Mayland Main Séet Pogram? No
Agricultural Presewation B+

17. BestAgricultual Zoning (On Bper)

1 unit pes2€Bacr

18. Allowable Density in thédgricultural Zones

1 unit per 162820+ acr

19. % of Agricultue in Easement 21%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) eg§,413 acr
21. % of County inAgriculture (1997) 64%
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use C

22 Effectveness in Rwiding Transpotation Options? Poor

23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Comgtion oMorsen it? Worsen

24. Does the Countydticipae in Commter Choice? No

Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B-

25. Is There an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No

26. How Well is the Inlusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA

27. Estimaed Monthy Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $1,171

28. Median Monthl Mottgage Cost ér the Entie Uppe Shar (2001) $845

29. Percent ofthe Median Bntes Income Bquieed to By Fair Maket Rent (2000)

1 Br.30% 2 Br40%

Land Use Coodinated Environmental Protection B

30. How Well Are Sensiie Areas Rotected? Mixed

31. Judicious Use ofriticalArea Gowth Allocaions? 88% emaining
32. % of Residential Units on Rate Setic 56%

33. % of New Residential Units on Rate Setic? 51%
Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess B

34. How Well is the Comghensie Plan Drien ty Measuble Goals andimelines? Poorly

35. How Well Does the Plan Inqoorate Effectve Pultic Participgion? Mixed

15
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TALBOT

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use Like QueerAnnes and
Caoline Countiesralbot County bearthe lirden of beab traffic. As on Kent IslandRoute
50 nav forms a “ged wall” in wha has become the ndig¢ of Easton. The County and
towns nust mange demandyocaefully planning the quantity and styleanf nev
development toeduce the needrfautomobile trip#\ walkdle, bikedle, compact style of
development thigis better intgrated into the ¥sting tanspotation system can miningiz
traffic problems save tax dollag and impove ewironmental qualityThe County mst also be
aware of the compliceed tanspotation challengs pesented Wits fiagile peninsulaand conr
sider vihether thg hare a maximm carying cpacity

Ability to Provide Low and Modeiate Income Housing Talbot County
is one ofonly two counties to he an dbrdable housing districtdaing one although it has
never actuayl been used since its adoption in 199k county@écanizs this psblem,but
has onf made @commend#ns to eview possike obstales to its succes$his is a shame
since dbrdable housing@peas to be an issue afcreasing impdance infalbot County
The monthy mottgage cost ér a median priced house &lwbove the dordability threshold
for the Upper Sherand the County kgan inkusionay zoning odinance

Land Use Coodinated with Environmental Piotections Talbot County
is distinguishedyhits fiagile peninsulas thaun out into the Chepaale By. These peninsulas
deseve specialtiention and cay paticulaty with iegard to Growth Allocdions within Critical
Areas To dae, Talbot County has been judicious in its uses @rowth Allocdion and still
has a la@e pecentge of its original allo¢@n remaining It remains to be sedmwever,
whether the County will use itso@th Allocdion as a &y to ensug thd only the
highest-quality g@elopment gts lilt along the aerfront. It is also uncéain whether the
County could actugluse the entty of its allociion without undamining its sti@d poliy of
directing gowth tovards Easton.

Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess The pevious Compehensie
Plan contained no ntemism to ensarthd the gals and guidelines within dukd be
adiieved. Unless the county ingmrates some measuof accounthility and pedrmance to
the upcoming plathen the gals and guidelines it setH will lak substance and meaning
The county hakowever, made ery positve eforts towvards fostering pulic paticipdion in

the curent daft compehensie plan pocessand br the frst time hasven made posdiba
geruine intgration its planning cess with thiaof Easton.



METHODOLOGYOR THE PRIORITY
FUNDING AREA(PFA ANALYSIS

[ n this issue ofSmat Growth, How isYour County Doing"we hae duplicted the
methodolgy used in the BaltimeiRegional Ritnerships eport “Planning ér Spawl”.
However, due to the unaildility of cettain déa we hae made aumber ofchanges tha
should be noted:

In “Planning ér Spawl!”, household mjections deved ly the Baltimar Metopolitan
Council vere used todrecast futur derelopment outside priority fundingas Because the
jurisdictions ofthe Upper Sherdo not collect thesetdane instead used household
projections deeloped i the Mayland Dg@aitment of Planning It should also be noted tha
household @jections in Planningif Spawl were tied to gagraphic units calleddffic
anaysis mnes (RZ). On the Upper Sherthese gographic units onl exist for Cecil and
QueenAnnes Countiesso for Talbot,Capoline and knt counties evbased our ayals on a
different geagraphic unitthe sub-watershed. QueenAnnes county also made a speequest
that we use ma commonyt knavn census @cts or our anajsis in their jurisdictioas the
traffic anafsis bne is a little used unit géography. Pleaseemember thahe methodemains
the same hether the householdgpections ar tied to taffic analsis pnessub-vaersheds
or census &ctsand thathe pocedue remains the samerfall thee units ofgeagraphy.

We first needed to detaine vhich traffic anajsis pnes wre insideoutside or splitypthe
boundaries othe priority funding aas We abieved this |y overdaying a digital npaof the
traffic anafsis mnes oer a digital npof the priority funding aas in aepgraphic inbrma
tion system.This method ofoveraying taffic analsis nne déa o/er gowth aeas is also
similar to pproades takn ty the Chegmeale By Founddion in their 1997eport Farms fr
the Futue and their 1998 Southevlalyland Landstarisk poject. Once the gellay was
complete w had compiled a li$gr eab countyof traffic anajsis nnes thawere entiely
inside entirely outsideor split ty the boundar of the priority funding eaa.

For those taffic analsis mnes thawere split ly the priority funding ea boundar we
detemined the émaining @ned cpacity ér development inside the priority fundingaaand
outside the priority fundingear using Maftand Popety View and the Matand Dg@aitment
of Plannings Giwth Sinulgion Model. Ead traffic ana}sis nne then had a ¢am
propottion of remaining @aned cpacity thawas inside or outside the priority fundirenar
These poportions vere used to assign thejacted households to kaioition of a split
traffic anafsis one

We then detenined hav much total householdrgwth is pojected to occur outside the
PFA bounday by adling the'outsidefigures fom the split gographic units (tact,watershed.
or taz) to the mjections ofthose gagraphic units theawere entiely outside boundgrof the
priority funding aga. This igure was dvided into the total pjected householdayth for the
county to detenine viha percentge of future gowth (2000-2020) is@ected to occur out
side the priority fundinges.

For acegge piojections w computed da one gagraphic unit &a time In ead, we took
the total household irease mjected ér tha unit and raltiplied it ly the aerage siz of all
lots deeloped 6r residential use in theame unit during the periodrir 1990-1999For
geagraphic units thiawere split ly the priority funding ea boundar we used oglthe
household mjections andvarage siz of residential lots geloped 1990-1996rfthose aras
outside the priority fundingear boundgr The aerage sie of residential lots gieloped
between 1990-199%w detanined ly using Marand Popety View. Lots of twenty aces or
more vere ecluded.
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INDICA TORS CAROLINE CECIL

COUNTY COUNTY

Effectiveness ofPriority Funding Areas C- B-
1. % of County Land in the PF 3.5% 11.5%
2. % of Residential Units Conatrited Outside the RH1990-99) 75.7% 60.2%
3. % of Projected Rsidential Units to be Constted Outside the RR2000-2020) 71.5% 49.7%
4. Number of New Acres Pojected to be Deloped Outside the RF2000-2020) 2,270 a@s 5,849 a@s
5. % of PFA Household Qaacity Pojected to be Used (2000-2020) 21.8% 18.7% |
Planning New Growth C- D+
6. How Efficienty is Land Being Used in theARPF 1.4 units per aer 1.23 units per a&r
7. How Effective is the Countyt #romotingWalkale, Bikedle, Mixed-Use

Neighborhood&Vithin Priority Fundind\reas? oonyP Poorly
8. How Effectie is the Countyt éncomporating Commaerial Derelopment Into

Walkdle, Bikedle, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods? Poorly Poorly
9. How Mud Pakland isTher in the PA? 3817 aes) 46 ples (719 aces)
10.Wha is the Pojected Rtio of Jobs to Housing? 1.07 jobs per household .95 jobs per house
Revitalization and Presewvation C+ B-
11. Are There Tageted Rvitalizdion Areas? No No
12. Are There Effective Incenties br Redevelopment in Britalizdion Areas? NA NA
13. Does the Countjctively Plomote Ryvitalizaion? No No
14. Is There Effective Administetion of the Countyg Historic Pesevatiion Ordinance? Mot Yes
15. Does the Countydticipae in Live NearYour Work? No No
16. Does the Countydticipde in the Mayland Main S¢et Pogram? No No
Agricultural Presewation A- D
17. BestAgricultural Zoning (On Boer) 1 unit pere®0 acr 1 unit per 5 aes
18. Allowable Density in thégricultural Zones A N 1 unit per 1 to 10 a=s
19. % of Agriculture in Easement 22% 15%
20. Acres of Agriculture Lost (1980-2000) &852 acr 20,476 aes
21. % of County inAgriculture (1997) 53% 39% |
Coordination of Transpottation and Land Use C C
22. Effectiveness in RridingTranspotation Options Poor Poor
23. Does the Design dflew Development Help Comgtion oMVorsen It? Worsen Worsen
24. Does the Countydficipae in Commter Choice? No No |
Ability to Provide Low and Moderate Income Housing B B+
25. Is There an Intusionay Zoning Odinance? No No
26. How Well is the Inkusionay Zoning Odinance Utilied? NA NA
27. Estimdaed Monthy Mortgage for a Median Priced House in the County (1999) $665 $665
28. Median Monthl Mortgage Cost ér the Entie Upper Shar (2000) $845 $845
29. Percent oftﬂe Median Bites Income Bquied to Ry Fair Maket Rent (2000) 1 B36% 2 Bra5% 1 Br. 34% 2 Br40% |
Land Use Coodinated Environmental Protection C- C
30. How Well Are Sensiie Areas Rotected? Mixed Mixed
31. Judicious Use ofriticalArea Gowth Allocaions? 96% emaining 80%maining
32. % of Residential Units on Rate Setic 7% 68%
33. % of New Residential Units on Raie Setic? 90% 69% |
Quality of the Comprehensve Plan Pocess C C
34. How Well is the Comghensie Plan Dren ty Measuable Goals andimelines? Poorly Poorly
35. How Well Does the Plan Inquorate Effective Pultic Participaion? Mixed Mixed



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 ams 3,451 a@s 1,449 a@s
7.8% 25.6% 15.2%
C D- C+
.9 units per aer 1.53 units per a&r .75 units per aer
Poorly Poorly Poorly
Poorly Poorly Poorly

25 paks (313 aes)

20 paks (325 aes)

33 paks (356 aews)

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 aes

1 unit per 8 aes (85% open space)

1 unit per 89 88r

1 unit per 10-20 a&s

1 unit per 20 aes

1 unit per 10-20 or meraces

17% 18% 21%
3,690 a@s 6,950 a@s 7,413 a®@s
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
1Br.32% 2 Br43% 1 Br. 35% 2 Br43% 1 Br. 30% 2 Br40%
B D+ B
Mixed Poorly Mixed
100% emaining 61% emaining 88% emaining
59% 63% 56%
69% 51% 51%
C B B
Poorly Poorly Poorly
Mixed Mixed Mixed

19



20

SCORECARD METH®D

T his ieport began with anxhaustie delibestion betveen 1000 rkends stdf membes and

volunteer gpetts in planningaffordeble housinghistoric pesevetion, and erironmental
protection. Breaking the compldield of smat growth dowvn into a series aight ctegories
and fom thee into a series @pecifc questions is a fifult and impe#ct pocess thacould
have beeneasoled aly rumber ofdifferent ways The esult &pressed herrepresents the
best efforts of a talented team afidividuals Wo gave the mter a ged deal ofthought aer
the couse ofthree yas

Through this delibetion process & developed an initial list &1 question®n topics
ranging fom oning equiements to speafbudget line itemsWe oganizd the 61 questions
by cdegory (recanizing thasome questionpplied to nultiple céegories) and @sented
these questions to baaf the fve countiesypemail and tlough phone intefews via a
consultant.In cases here it seemed unély thd the counties auld hae the necessar
informdion, we gave specit questions to etheogemment genciessud as the Matand
Depaitment of Planningthe Mayland D@atment of Transpotation, and theWilmington
MetropolitanArea Planning CounciMe also sought out orination for the 2000 Censubke
1997 Census digriculture and eports published ly other eputeble oiganizéions The initial
61 questionsesulted in tenty to thity pages ofinformdion &out eab county

Our net stg was to erify the inbrmdion tha the counties prided. First we submitted
the countiesasponses blato them asking ifthey ayreed with the content¥\e then
consulted with locaésidentsand epets in elevant feldsto see \Wwether the counties per
ception was itselfaccuate. Sometimes a countiesponse as diectly contadicted ¥ our
verifiers while & other times the diérences wre moe a mter of interpretdion.

We then synthesd this inbrmaion into a thee pge summay for eab countyselecting
for eab cdegory a smallumber ofindicaors for which daa was both illus&tive and
availdble. Note thd sometimes da limitdions pevented us fsm using manof the most
obvious and meaningful indioes

Our final stp was to assigrrades to eaiccounty based upon an assessmettieof
informdion we had gthered flom all sowes The gades wre based upon the quantity of
policy instuments in placand the esults thiathey creded on the gound. These wre not
based onapd intentionsor whether local sttimnembes ae working had & their jobs
While thesemgdes a inheently subjectie, they represent an honesttempt to ecaniz both
strength and eakness in moeab county has pexfmed in its iempts to marge gowth.

For a moe detailed list adhe d#éa souces used in thiggort please contact 1000ehds
of Maryland,and ve will be tad to send one t@y. Please contact us 2000 Fiends of
Maryland 1209 NCalert Street Baltimag MD 21202
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