


P Do a better job of integrating housing that is affordable with housing for people of high incomes and

making sure that much of that workforce housing is near where people work

} Do more to encourage infill development and re-use of existing structures and housing stock

As the most populous region in the state, the
pressures faced by the Central Marvland juris-
dictions differ from those in the other three
regions of the state, Mr. Hall said in his growth
trends overview. Traffic congestion, transit
issues and the proximity of jobs o residences
were priorily issues for a region that is oflen
identified with the major north-south corri-
dor on the Eastern Seaboard, Interstate 95.

(ther issues facing the region, he said, include
the location, maintenance and cost of infra-
struciure needed to support more devel-
opment; the willingness of jurisdictions to
invest in redevelopment and re-use of existing
structures; and the constant fight against local
groups that oppose almost all new develop-

ment in their arcas. While suburban counties

Approximately 300 people participated in the Central Maryland Reality Check event
incdluding Baltimore Mayor Martin O'Malley, Montgomery County Executive Doug

Duncan, and Maryland Planning Secretary Audrey Scott

Pl Conriae. Weistarriirand, b, 0

throughout the region have experienced substantial growth, population in the city of Baltimore is only now

beginning to level off after a half century of dedine. Much of the discussion at the event revolved around what

can be done to target some of the growth coming to the region back into the city of Baltimore.

FIGURE 18: Population, Job and Household Growth in Central Maryland (Actual and Predicted)
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Since 1970, Cantral Maryland has experenced a steady increasa in all three growth categaries: people, hauseholds and jobs,

These trends are predicted to continue through 2030,
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| FIGURE 19 Number of Households in Central Maryland by County (1970-2030)
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This bar chart shows the change in the number of households in Baltimare City and in each of the savan
Central Maryland counties from 1970 to 20400 and the projected increase in households fram 2000 to 2030
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FIGURE 20: Land Use Analysis for the Central Maryland Region (1973-2002)
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This simple graph shows the sharp increase in developed acras in Cantral Maryland between 1973 and 2002
and the corresponding decling in forest and farm land. S Marsand D) of Plincing
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The Central Marvland partici-
pants were asked o distribute a
greater number of households
and jobs on their regional maps
than their counterparts in any of
the ather three regions: 409,469
houwseholds and 582,305 new
jobs projected to come to the
Baltimore-Washington  corvidor
by 2030, Those tatals represented
nearly twice as many households
and more than twice as many
jobs as the other three regions of
the state are projected to receive

over the same period combined.

“The state of Maryland can
grow without destroying what
wi lowve, sald Fd MeMahon, a
national expert on sustainable
development and senior fellow
with the Urban Land Institute in
Washington. “The real question

is ‘hose'?"

“The truth is, development in the
Baltimore region is inevitahle,
but the destruction of communi-
Ly character and natural resoure-
es that ton often accompanies
growlh s nol” Mr Mchahon
said. “Progress does not demand
degraded  surroundings. Mary-
land can grow without destroy-
ing the things that people love”

At the day’s end, implementation
issues were raised during a panel

discussion  that included Dru

Schmidt-Perkins of 1000 Friends of Maryland, Caroline Moore of Struever Bros, Eccles & Rouse, Michael
Sarbanes of the Citizens Planning and Housing Association, and Universily of Maryland architect Ralph Ben-

netl. | Kirby Fowler of the Downtown Partnership of Baltimore moderated the discussion,

C.INDICATOR ANALYSIS

The Central Maryland Reality Check exercise produced results similar 1o those in other regions, But because

the region is already highly developed and the percent of growth forecast for the next 25 vears is much lower
than in the other regions, the differences in percentages between alternative scenarios is much smaller, The



share of jobs and households inside Priority Funding Areas in the Reality Check scenario, for example, was
higher than in 2000 and higher than either the forecast by the regional planning councils or the “build-out™
scenario, though the percentage dilference was not as large as other regions. The share of jobs and house-
holds inside the Baltimore and Washington beltways in the Reality Check scenario is lower than in 2000, but
higher than the planning commissions” forecast or “build-out” scenarios. Similarly, total lane miles increase
under the Reality Check scenario over the current conditions, but are lower than the planning council fore-
casts or “build-out” scenarios. Acres of land in census tracts with more than 10 percent impervious surface
also increased under the Reality Check scenario over conditions in 2000 but would increase more than in the
“build-out” scenario.

TABLE 6: Central Maryland Indicator Comparisons

Build-Out

Existing RCP CoG
{2000) (2030) (2030)
In GreenPrint Hauseholds 1294 12% 1294
Households 840 B6% 80%
Placed Inside PFAs
Jobs 87% 88% 79%
Households 42%, 41% 37%
Inside
scen Jobs 45% 44% 39%
Households 33% 37% 34%
Within 1 Mile of Rail Transit
Jobs 45% 46% 39%
Total Lane Miles 38,704 47426 49,028
Impervious Surface 2 Census Tracts (977 total) 824 872 832
Greater Than 10% Total Tract Area 652,881 824062 820,483

13%
82%
B4%
3%%
40%
33%
39%
48,399
860
819,690

This table shows the effect of households on green infrastructure lands and the percentage of households and jobs in Priority Funding Areas,
inside the Baltimore and Washington beltways, and within ane mile of rail transit when the Reality Check scenario for 2030, the cooperative
forecasts from Baltimaore and Washington regional planning commissions, and the “build-out” scenario are each compared with canditions in
2000, 1t also shows the estimate of lane miles that would be needed under the Reality Check scenario, the regienal planning council forecasts, and
the amount generated by development permissible under axisting zoning (e, “build-out”). Finally, it compares the number of cansus tracts with
mare than 10% impervious surface and the tatal area of those tracts under the Reality Check and "bulld-out” scenarios with figures fram 2000,

Suvaret Teality Chock M dera and daa suppliad by the UE Capsus Burean, the Mersapalitan Weshiegien Courcil ol Guovenents, 1he Halimars Merrapalitan Counel azil the Maryland Depuanment

uf Planning,

D. REACTIONS TO FORECAST

Reaction to the level of growth projected for the Central Maryland corridor ranged from “it's overwhelming™
to “it’s substantial and challenging, yet realistic™ Some participants even speculated that the projections for
the Baltimore-Washington corridor may actually be low,

Some complained that specific counties are encouraging job growth to generate taxes, but do not support
the associated housing, which costs the counties more [or services and infrastructure. As a result, workers are
forced to live in other counties far from their work.

Like their counterparts on the Eastern Shore, a number of Central Maryland participants expressed concern
about the etfect on housing, traffic and services from the thousands of new residents who are expected to
move Lo the Fort Meade area of Anne Arundel County or the Aberdeen Proving Grounds area of Harford
County, or elsewhere in Marvland, as a result of the federal government’s Base Realignment and Closure
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Many Central Maryland

as a sign of the region’s

program (BRAC). An estimated 28,00H) househaolds and some 45,000 high salary jobs
are expected to be created in Maryland as a result of this shifl,

Faota couresy el Baillagen. 4 number of participants also expressed concern over the impact the projected growth

will have on natural areas in general and on the Chesapeale Bay in particular, “Tt is not sustainable to grow at

this rate for the long-term,” said one, “It will push our resources o the limil”

Many Central Maryland participants, however, chose to loak at the projected growth as a sign of the region’s
economic strenglh and an opportunity “to do it right” Many said the level of growth means the region will
need many mare transit options than are available today and a greater supply ol allordable “workforee hous-
ing” The new prowth could also be used as a stimulus for revitalization in Baltimaore and older areas of the

region, many said. *Tt is not completely detrimental if we do it smart,” said one.

E. IMPLEMENTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE IDEAS

Capitalizing on existing and [uture transit investments turned out to be a central theme at the Central Mary-
land event. Reality Check participants placed a higher percentage of housing and jobs near transit and more
housing and jobs inside the region’s Priorily Funding Arceas than is currently the case. This result appeared to
be a reflection on the worsening traffic congestion problems throughout the region and a desire by partici-

pants to put jabs closer to their homes or at least make them more accessible via lransit.

Many ol the implementation and infrastructure ideas also reflected this call

for more transit options. “We need a signiﬁcnm increase in public transpar-

; participants chose to look tation investment,” said one participant, “Fund lransil projects at least at the
i at the pr{;ﬁgcfﬁd g‘!’ﬂﬂ"ﬂi same level as highway projects” Other ideas included the suggestion of mov-

ing mare freight by rail instead of by trucks of connecting Ballimore, Wash-
ington, BWT and Annapolis with transit netwaorks; for implementing the Bal-

cconomic STI‘E'T?Igfh and an timore Regional Transit System plan; for adding a transit line from Baltimore
ﬂpportmiir}«' “to do it ]"I.gh.f.ﬂ north to Bel Air; for increased transit between Baltimore and Columbia; for

extending Metro to Gaithersburg; for providing more MARC stalions and a
new East Baltimore train station; developing a high speed (MAGLEY) corri-
dor hetween Raltimare and Washington; and moving MARC trains off of CSX-owned tracks. To pay for transit,
a dedicated source of revenue should be identified, one Central Maryland table agreed, while others suggested
a stronger etfort to secure tederal transit grants, In addition to the many transit proposals, Central Maryland

participants also said the number of pedestrian and bicyele paths should be expanded.

Eovironmental issues raised by Central Maryland participants differed from the broader land preservation
zoals that were more comman in the other three regions, focusing instead on ideas such as encouraging the
construclion of “green buildings,” strengthening regulations on sediment control; requiring stronger storm-
water mitigation for all new developments; and tighter environmental requirements for any developmenl
built outside of Priority Funding Arcas, Continuation and expansion of the state’s Rural Legacy program was

also proposed.

Central Marvland participants demanstrated strong support for a variety of measures that would result in
more infill development or rehabilitation and re-use of existing structures, including: improving the tax credit
for historic preservation; providing incentives for demolition and re-building in older neighborhoods; incen-
tives for mixed use development; reinstatement of the “Live Near Your Work” program; and larger public

investments in urban parls and public schools.



Inn the area af zaning, participants called for greater housing densities within Priority Funding Arcas; modi-
fications of the approval process o cncourage more redevelopment; changes that would encourage more
transit-oriented and mixed use development, and implementation of “form-based codes™ and “traditional
neighborhood design” principles as technigues t improve community design,

Echoing a point made in other regions of the state, Central Maryland participants strongly supported more
educational programs to explain the implications of “sprawl, development, growth and density™ to the general

public and Lo increase political support for infill and redevelopment,

A full list of the Central Maryland responses can be found on the website, www.realityvcheckmaryland.org.

Southern Maryland

A. THE EXERCISE

The fourth and final regional Reality Check Plus event
was held at St Mary's College of Marvland an June
150 A diverse proup of approximately 130 clected
officials, government staff and community, civic and
business leaders from Charles, St Marv's and Calvert
counlies participated in the event, in which they were
asked to decide where 77,843 new houses and 70,629
should be located in the three counties of Calvert,
Charles and St. Mary's.

Jane Margaret (¥'Brien, president of 5t Mary’s Col-

lege, welcomed the participants to the Scuthern
5 b ! Whers to place additional jobs and households was a difficult decisian in all

Maryland campus. In other opening remarks, former four regians of the state, Here participants at the Southern Maryland event at
Calvert County Planning Thrector Frank Jaklitsch 5t Mary's Col_lE'gE begin to place LEGOs on the map of Calvert, Charles and St
and former Charles County Administrator Fugene T, Mary's counties, = Peul Coelus, Wazerfoed, Toc, 2006
Lauer, the co-chairs of the Southern Maryland Reality
Checl: organizing committee, emphasized how important it was to members of their committee to develop a

carefully balanced list of invitees in order to give the results of the event credibility,

Measured by population, Southern Maryland is growing faster than any other region of the state, From 2000
to 2003, the populations of Calvert and Charles counties grew 12.8% and 10.4%, respectively, ranking as the
top two counties in Maryland in terms of population growth during that peried. 5L Mary's Counly was nat
far behind, ranking seventh in the slate with 7.6% population growth in the 2000-2003 period,

In an overview of growth trends, Southern Marvland participants were told they must not only address the
location of new development, but also the pace; to look at opportunities for infill and redevelopment in exist-
ing communities; and be aware of the effects that rapidly expanding development is already having on the
region’s supply of drinking water. As the Southern Maryland counties become bedroom communitices for
workers in Ballimore, Annapolis, Columbia and Washington, ILC,, long distance commuting, transportation

costs and traffic congestion have all increased. 31




FIGURE 21: Southern Maryland Households by County (1970-2030)
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This bar chart shows the change in the number of households in each of the three Southern Maryland
counties fram 1970 to 2000 and the projected increase in houscholds from 2000 ta 2030

Suurce: Marehnd Depariment of Flamming.

B. CONSENSUS PRINCIPLES:

During  the afternoon  sessian,
architect and Wiashingion Post col-
umnist Roger K. Lewis deliverad a
keynole address enlitled, “Smart
Growth: Planning, Not Palitics!”

“The reality is that so much of
what the U.5 and Marvland is [ac-
ing is a result of forces that have
nal been controlled or have not
been properly administered,” said
Professor Lewis, whose award-
winning column on architecture
and urban design has appeared in
the Post since 1984, Implementa-
tian of a common vision [or the
future of Southern Maryland will
“require political leadership, citi-
zen action and a commitment to

making change,” he said.

The “guiding principles” develaped by the Southern Maryvland Realily Check participants include:

P Preserve environmentally sensitive and protected areas
P Focus development around existing infrastructure

P Encourage a jobs-housing balance

P Protect critical agricultural land

¥ Focus development inside the urban envelope

}  Encourage more housing choices (affordability and types)

C. INDICATOR ANALYSIS

Southern Maryland participants emphatically placed more of the region’s projected complement of jobs

and housing in existing growth areas than in 2000. Under the Reality Check scenario, a much larger share

of jobs and houscholds in Southern Maryland would be lacated within Priority Tunding Areas than under

the regiomal planning council forecast, than under the “build-out” scenario, and than under conditions in

2000, Similarly, the share of households in GreenPrint areas is lower under the Reality Check scenario than

under all ather scenarios. Total lane miles would be higher under the Reality Check scenario than under

conditions in 2000, bul about the same as the planning council forecast and less than the “build-out™ sce-

nario. Similarly, acres of land in census tracts with more than 10% impervious surfaces would be higher

under the Healily Check scenario than under conditions in 2000 but less than what would occur under the

“build-out” scenario.
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TABLE 7: Southern Maryland Growth Indicator Comparisons

Existing RCP COoG

(2000)  (2030)  (2030)
In GreenPrint Households 38% 34% 41% 43%
Households 39% 49% 31% 32%

Placed Inside PFAs

Jobs 45% 55% 36% 41%
Total Lane Miles 8,060 9,106 9084 10,190
Impervious Surface = Census Tracts (56 total) 10 14 16 16
GreaterThan 10%  Total Tract Area 22800 59432 57,181 74,067

This table shows the effect of households on green infrastructure linds and the percentage of households and jobs in Priority
Funding Areas when the Reality Chedk scenario for 2030 and the “build-out” scenario are compared with conditions in 2000. It
abso the estimate of lane miles that would be needed under both the Reality Check scenario and the amount generated by devel
opment permissible under existing zoning (L., "build-out”]. Finally, it compares the number of census tracts with more than 10%
impervious surface and the total area of those tracts under the Reality Check and “build-out” scenarios with figures from 2000,

Souree: Rrality Chrck Mua doi mnsd diia supphad b ke US Cemses Bareaw, the Merepolican Wiahiaghon Uouac | of Cosermments and the Maryland Departmee! of Mannieg,

D. REACTIONS TO FORECAST

Like many of their counterparts on the Eastern Shore, participants at the Southern Maryland event objected
to the growth projections as too large for their region (o sustain. “Too much growth projected,” said one, “A
shockingly high number,” said another. *The projections exceed carrying capacity and infrastructure supply”
sid a third,

Others, however, acknowledged that some level of growth is surely coming to the region and that the three
counties need to be ready. “The growth is coming eventually and it is essential 1o plan and prepare for it,” one
participant said. “Making informed choices is important,” said another. “We need a balance between eco-
nomic development and quality of life”

E.IMPLEMENTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE IDEAS

Zoning and planning changes dominated the discussion of implementation ideas at the Southern Maryland
exercise. Participants expressed strong support for zoning that would encourage new development to locate in
“town centers™ while protecting undeveloped arcas. *We need to create zoning that is conducive to growth in
growth areas and prescrvation in preservation areas,” said one participant. Preservation ideas included stron-
ger “ag zoning,” downzoning, transferable devdlopment rights programs, and purchase of development rights
programs. One participant specifically called for preservation of buffers along Southern Marviand waterways
and wetlands.

To accommodate increased growth within existing communities, some participants recommended increased
incentives for development within town centers and changes in height limils to permit higher density devel-
opments, Other ideas included zoning to permit mixed use commercial development and inclusionary zoning
to encourage mixed-income residential development,

Several participants said more needs to be done to address a potential future shortage of drinking water in
Southern Maryland, including “increased coordination of protection of water resources.” As with the other
three regions that participated in Reality Check Plus, the Southern Maryland participants were supportive
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of stronger regional oversight of land use issues. ldeas included forming a regional park and planning com-
mission and regional infrastructure planning, which would consider roads, water, sewer and an inter-county

tranaportation plan,

Transportation proposals reflected the limited options noew available in the three-county peninsula. Tdeas
included another bridge across the Potomac River to Virginia, another bridge ar ferrv across the Chesapeake
Bay to the Eastern Shore, mare park-and-ride lots, and increased public transportation (possibly rail) con-
necting the region's workers to Washington, DuC

Onee again, the Southern Maryland participants said many of these ideas would be easier to accamplish if the
public could be hetter educated on land use issues, One proposal called on the Tri-County Council of South-
ern Marvland to provide this service,

A full list of the Southern Maryland responses can be found on the website, www.realitvcheckmarvland.org,






