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Challenges & Choices

Chapter 1:
Concepts & Intentions

Quality of Life

he 2000 Master Plan for the Future of Carroll County represents the first review and

revison of the direction set forth by the origind 1964 Carroll County Master Plan.
While no one would argue that much has changed in Carroll County since 1964, the
fundamenta dements of quaity communities that were present then continue to invite
new residents to the County today. People move to the County because they believeit
offers the qudity of life for which they are looking. They find safe neighborhoods, good
schools, and relatively uncongested streets. Many people a'so move to Carroll County
because they can afford anicer home due to comparatively lower housing and living
cods. Unlike 1964, however, it is becoming increasingly difficult to baance the
community desire to maintain and increase the qudity of life resdents have come to
expect without increasing the cost to the generd citizen.

Challenges & Choices

The planning process used to develop this Plan focused on identifying the challenges that
the County is facing and making choices of how to address these chalenges. The Gods
for how those challenges were and are addressed are contained in Chapter 5 “Vison
Statement and Gods’. Poalicies and recommendations for implementation chosen by the
citizens and officias of the County are dso presented.  They are not Smple choices,
basaed solely on the cost of implementing the Plan or what would be nicein anided

world. Rather, the Sgnificance of the quality of life enjoyed by residents of Carroll

County was recognized as amgjor factor in development of the Plan. Thus, the Plan was
titled “ Challenges & Choices’ to reflect the process undertaken and the importance of the
decisons that were made in developing and adopting this Master Plan.

Recognizing the traditiona chalenges posed by resdentid and commerciad development
and their respective demands on a variety of public services, the 2000 edition of the
Carroll County Master Plan contained herein essentidly reaffirms support for the basic
premises, concepts and development patterns charted in the 1964 Plan. Carroll’ s eight
incorporated municipdities and their surrounding planning areas, dong with the
unincorporated communities of Finksburg and Eldersburg, will continue to accommodate




the mgjority of the new growth projected to take place in the County. The locdly
successful and nationdly-recognized Agriculturd Land Preservation Program will be
maintained to continue to encourage farmland preservation, thereby preserving the rurd,
scenic and cultura character of the County.

Among the principa concerns raised by County citizens during an open and inclusve
planning process, and subsequently addressed by the Plan, was the timely provision of
facilitiesthat serve new development. In March of 1998, the Board of Commissioners
adopted an innovative facility management program named Concurrency Managemen.
Capital improvement projects are now prioritized and gppropriately programmed to
reflect the public improvements that are necessary to maintain minimum levels of service
for communities. These minimum sarvice leves, goply to most public fadilities, such as.
roads, schools; fire, police and emergency services, and water and sewer services.
Because Concurrency ties development approva to the County’s ability to fund
infragtructure improvements and services, the CIP will have an impact on the amount and
rate of growth in different aress of the County.

In addition to the demands development places on facilities, the impacts of development
on environmenta resources can vary gregtly in terms of physical and financid effect.
This Plan recognizes the far- reaching impacts of development on the environment and
presents methods for maintaining the quality and quantity of those resources present.

The 2000 Plan addresses the types of chdlengestypica of acommunity at a crossroads
inits higtory. After severd years in the making, the Plan reflects the choices of the
citizensto reaffirm support for the direction dictated by the origind Carroll County
Master Plan. The core planning principas of facilitating and encouraging higher dengity
growth in designated planning aress, the vigorous pursuit of agriculturd land
preservation, protection of naturd resources, and the timing and phasing of devel opment
and at arate the County can afford to fund the new and improved facilities are dl
contained in this Plan. Specific methods to improve on the leve of success achieved by
the 1964 Plan are dso included in the 2000 revison.

Through the successful implementation of the recommendations contained herein, this
Pan will asss Carrall County in achieving its vison and goas developed during the
drafting of the Plan and as set forth in the following chapters. While it is the role of
Carroll County Government to adopt and implement the Plan, the citizens of the County
have aresponsbility to monitor the commitment to, and continued support for, the
directions contained in the 2000 Carroll County Master Plan.

Fiscal Analysis

As one component in the decision-making process, Carroll County contracted with a
consultant, Tischler and Associates (TA), to conduct afisca impact analysis of four
different development scenarios. The Planning Process had identified timing of
development as a primary concern. Therefore, three of the scenarios evauated different




rates of growth. The fourth conssted of the same growth rate as current trends, but
increased economic development and agriculturd land preservation. The following table
summarizes some of the data and projections for each scenario.

DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS FOR SCENARIO ZONING CAPACITY - NET INCREASE

Scenario 3
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Development Scenario 4
Current Trends Slowed Growth Corridor Low Growth
1997 2012 2020 2012 2020
Population 143,547 59,985 59,881 59,708 39,832
School 25,484 11,121 11,108 11,017 7,341
Enrollment
Employment 41,858 17,890 17,864 23,233 1,140
NEW UNITS
Large-Lot 14,768 30% 9,664 48% 8,467 42% 7,659 3B% 5,990 45%
R-40 5,015 10% 1,890 % 1,890 % 1,890 0] 907 %
Single-Family 20,196 40% 6,496 32% 7,567 38% 8,158 41% 4870 36%
Townhouse 4,273 D% 1,802 % 1817 % 1,888 0] 1,248 0]
Apartment 5,448 11% 256 1% 367 2% 513 3% 1] 3%
Total 49,700 100% 20,108 100% 20,108 100% 20,108 100% 13,456 100%
Residential Distribution 60% CPA 75% CPA 68% CPA 67% CPA
NEW SQUARE FEET
Retail 6,442,000 45%  3,005520 46% 3,001,152 46% Retail 46% 1,915,200 46%
Office 2,910,315 21% 1,368,585 21% 1,366,596 21% 1,777,325 21% 872,100 21%
Industrial 4,665,142 3% 2168934 3% 2165831 3% 2,816,769 3% 1,382,136 3%
Total 14,017,457 100% 6,543,089 100% 6,533,579 100% 8,497,238 100% 4,169,436 100%
Agricultura 2,000 AClyr 2,000 AClyr 2,000 AClyr 3,750 AClyr 2,000 AClyr
Land 25,000 Ttl AC 37,000 Ttl AC 73,000 Ttl AC 85,000 Tt AC 73,000 Ttl AC
Preservation
Source: Carroll County Department of Planningand Tischler & Associates, Inc.

The andysis projected the fiscal impacts to County government of new growth based on
continuing to provide the current level of service. Projections were made utilizing a
computer model. Data inputs included: 1) demographic/economic projections, 2) taxes
which would be paid by new residentid and non-residential development aswell as
income tax revenue from new residents, and 3) the cost for government to provide
facilities and services a the current level.

Thetotd fiscd results for the General Fund arein the first section below. These results
are given over two time periods: 1) 1998 to 2005, and 2) 1998 to 2020, in order to gain
perspective on what to expect in the short term, which is useful when evauating potentia
levd of service changes. Thefisca impacts are discussed in terms of both average annud
and annud results. The average annua results are discussed firgt. All results are those
accruing for new growth only and do not include costs and revenues from the existing
population and employment base of the County.




The chart below summarizes the average annua net revenues for dl Genera Fund costs

and revenues for the two time periods. The results for dl four scenarios are shown and
include revenues, expenditures, and capital costs as defined in the Level of Service, Cost
and Revenue Assumptions for Fiscal Impact Analysis of Land Use Alternatives [Tischler

& Associates, May 30, 1997] document.

For al four scenarios, in both
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revenues peak in 2012 in the Current Trends and Development Corridor scenarios and
then begin adownward trend until 2017, as revenue growth fails to keep pace with
increasing debt payments from capitd facilities. As bonded debt incurred from 1998 to
2000 isretired, revenues begin to increase again by 2018.

Under the Slowed Growth and Low Growth scenarios, revenues increase a a steady pace
until about 2016. As bond payments decrease between 2017 and 2020, revenues begin
increasing at afagter rate than expenditures.

Selected highlights from the fiscd andysis are listed below.

Because higher resdentid vaues trandate into higher property tax and income
tax revenues (comprising 85 percent of dl revenues), growth generates net revenuesin al
scenarios.

Because of higher resdential market vaues, the County benefits from reaching
zoning capacity in 2012, asin Current Trends and Development Corridor, as opposed to
2020 in Slowed Growth and Low Growth. The faster growth rate allows the County to
maximize use of revenues over the 8-year period from 2012 to 2020.

The $6.0 million average annua net revenues for the Development Corridor
scenario from 1998 to 2005 is only 3.8 percent of the FY 97 Operating Budget. The
Current Trends scenario isonly 2.9 percent. This could be considered, within the margin
of error, asfiscaly neutrd.

The fisca impact of 15 percent versus the current 12 percent non-residentia
asessed tax base is reflected in the Development Corridor scenario. The cumulative non
residential assessed base is $241 million, $55 million higher than Current Trends.

Growth does alow some room for level of service increases to serve new growth.
However, aleve of service increase for Police and Fire/EM S protection would iminate
any surplus. In addition, the County would need to find other revenues to pay for
providing the higher level of service to the existing population.

It can be speculated that the reason net revenues are positive in each time period
is because of the approach taken regarding capita facilities. Because most County
departments did not have a specific policy on thresholds for capitd facilities, TA utilized
aone-time cost per person, dwelling, or pupil, depending on the facility. This approach
digtributes capitd cogts evenly throughout the andyss timeframe, rather than the County
incurring a Sgnificant short-term cost for “lumpy” capita facilities once an established
threshold is reached. “Lumpy” capitd facilities refer to incurring the cost of a capitd
fedlity a one time, ather as pay-as-you go or debt financed.

Education operating cogts done make up more than haf the cumulative total costs
due to new development. When capital costs are included, education costs comprise 68
percent of cumulative costs for the four scenarios.



Factors that could sgnificantly dter the fiscd andyssresultsare an
increase/decrease in levels of service, creation of a new operating department,
congructing atype of capitd facility not factored in the andysis (i.e., airport building),
and/or an increase/decrease of atax rate for amajor revenue source (i.e., property tax,
income tax, or impact fee).

Net revenues are only part of the information consdered in determining the amount of
development the County will plan to serve in a pecific time period. While net revenues
occur in each scenario, the cumulative expenditures and timing and provison of capita
facilities are dso considered in making choices for this Magter Plan. The table below
shows cumulative expenditures by scenario. Expenditures are broken down into mgjor
categories.



COUNTYWIDE CUMULATIVE EXPENDITURES

1998-2020
(X $1,000)

Expenditure Current Trends | Slowed Growth| Difference| Dev. Corridor [Difference] Low Growth | Difference
Gen. Gov. $32,789 3.0% $24,772 30%  ($8017)] $33570 31% $781 $16440 2.9% ($16,349
Public Works $33245 31% $24,781 30%  ($8464) $33,110 3.0% ($135) $16642 3.0% ($16,603
Permit & ($11) 0.0% $0 0.0% $11 $0 0.0% $11 ($7) 0.0% 4
Devel Agency
Natural $2979 03% $2252 03% ($727) $2,989 0.3% $10 $1498 0.3% ($1,481
Resources
Public Safety $39124 82% $70923 85% ($18201) $93239 85% $4,115 $51,980 9.3% ($37,143
Culture and $32,846 3.0% $24830 30%  ($8016] $32959 3.0% $113 $16520 2.9% $16,326
Rec.
Education $566,737 52.3%| $426,406 50.9% ($140,331) $567,350 52.0% $611 $282551 50.4%  ($284,186
Citizen $28329 26% $21415 26%  ($6914) $28427 2.6% $98 $14,248 25% ($14,081
Services
Non- $0405 37% $30480 36%  ($9,925] $43432 4.0% $3027 $20,102 3.6% ($20,303
Departmental

Subtotal| $826,443 $625,859 ($200,584) $835,076 $8,633/$419,974 ($406,468)

Operating
Parks $9,164 45% $31,712 38% ($17452) $49675 45% $511 $15602 2.8% ($33,562
(Debt
Financed)
Parks $19417 18% $24,.837 3.0% $5420 $19374 18% ($43) $21,765 3.9% $2,349
(Pay-As-Y ou-
Go)
Education $91455 84% $64552 7.7%  ($26,903] $92,224 8.4% $769 $42854 7.6% ($48,601
(Debt
Financed)
Education $78315 7.29% $78016 9.3% ($299] $77,568 7.1% ($747) $51675 9.2% ($26,640
(Pay-As-You-
Go)
Library $6,081 06% $4584 05%  ($1,497) $6,090 0.6% $9 $3050 05% ($3,031
(Debt
Financed)
Roads $40 0.0% $29 0.0% (%11 $46 0.0% %6 $17 0.0% ($23)
(Debt
Financed)
Cit Serv & Gen $11,947 11% $3786 1.0%  ($3161] $11,963 1.1% $1§ $5844 10% ($6,103
Gov (Debt
Fin.)

Subtotal| $256,419 $212,516 ($43,903) $256,940 $521($140,807 ($115,612)

Capital
Total 1$1,082,862100% [$838,375100% | ($244,487)$1,092,016 100%]|  $9,154/$560,781100%| ($522,080

The Current Trends and Development Corridor scenarios project alarge increase in
County expenditures over a comparatively short time frame. The need for school
facilities by 2008 doneis dmost twice that currently planned to be congtructed in the
Capital Improvement Program. The County’ s ability to fund and manage congtruction of
the many facilities needed to just maintain the existing level of service is questioned.



After consdering the fiscal impact aswell as qudity of lifeissuesrelated to

development, the citizens decided to recommend to plan for adower growth than
projected in the Current Trends scenario. However, rather than to choose one scenario, a
combination of eements from the different scenarios is combined. Growth will be dowed
with the County reaching approximately 200,000 people by 2020, economic development
will be maintained at 12 percent of the vaue of new condruction, and the rate of
agricultural land preservation will be increased to 3,750 acres ayedr.

An anayss of the fiscal impact of theindividud key thresholds is presented in the
associated chapter of this Plan.

The Definitions

Vision or Vison Statement > A vision isa statement that definesa community’s
preferred future. To choose adirection, a community first must have developed a
menta image of a possible and desirable future state. This vison should articulate a
feadble, achievable, redidtic, and atractive future for the community, which should be a
future that is better than that of existing conditions. The process of developing avision
not only helps to define the community’ s preferences and desires for the future but also
helps to empower members of the community. A shared vison builds community
between the public and private, the leaders and the residents. It encourages cooperation
and coordination among the stakeholders. It is also easier to establish priorities when
community leaders know toward what end they are working. The defined vison must
become an integrd part of the management and operation of the County and the activities
in which residents participate. The purpose of thisvison satement isto serve asaguide
that community leaders and decision makers use as a bass for the decisons made and
activities undertaken.

Goals 2> A goal identifies the purpose toward which an endeavor isdirected. Goas
are broad statements of intended accomplishments which, if accomplished asawhole,
would bring the community closer to meeting its overdl vison of the future. They do not
identify specific activities that will be undertaken. Rather, a set of objectives or
recommendations that are more specific actions are developed to guide the community
toward meeting its gods.

Policies=> A policy identifiesthe cour se of action to be taken when presented with a
decision to be made on a given issue. To fulfill itsrole as a guidance tool, policy
gatements are included in the plan. These policy statements express the community's

desires for future decisions and help to guide the achievement of the gods they have
developed. The paliciesindicate the direction that decision-makers would take when
decisons are to be made regarding County services and land use development. The

policy statements are based on an overdl set of goas for the community and its future.



Thresholds 2 A Threshold isthe minimum or maximum acceptable level allowed
for a service, facility, or quality of life variable.

Concurrency Management Standard Threshold = Thistype of threshold
represents the maximum or minimum acceptable leve for afacility. Theleved of
sarvice for the facility developed through community consensusis based on 1)
cos, 2) current laws and regulations, and 3) community desires. The threshold,
specified in numericad terms, represents the most a community iswilling to
commit in dollars beyond what is required by law. These thresholds provide a
gtandard to determine adequiacy of a public facility and yearly funding levels
needed to move closer toward that numericd figure. Facility Concurrency
Thresholds apply to such items as schools, roads, water and sewer (where
goplicable), fire, and police.

Community Viability Threshold 2> Thistype of threshold applies to factors or
variables that affect the quality of lifein Carroll County. They aso represent the
maximum or minimum quantities or percentages of a factor that the community is
willing to pay for beyond what is required by law. They serve as anumerica goa
toward which to strive. These thresholds could include factors such asthe total
amount of agricultural land to be preserved, the percentage of County tax base
represented by industrial and/or commercid uses, or the amount of park land that
should be available in the County per 1,000 residents.

Recommendations <> Optional cour ses of action which assist in the achievement of
goals. Gods and thresholds help to identify where a community wants to be and toward
what they are striving. However, they do not identify specific things that can be done to
help the community get there. Recommendations are planning, land use, and genera
government-related activities that can be pursued, idedly as awhole, to help the
community meet its goas and thresholds. Recommendations can also be described as
implementation measures.

Maryland Planning Legislation & Authority

Article 66B

Article 66B, added to the Maryland Code in 1927 and now entitled Zoning and Planning,
delegates basic planning and land use regulatory powers to the State's municipdities,
Bdtimore City, and non-charter counties. Important sections of Article 66B apply to
charter counties as well.

Under Article 66B, it is the function and duty of the Planning Commission to develop,
with help of gaff, and approve a plan which will be recommended to the local legidative
body for adoption. This required plan serves as aguide to al public and private actions
and decisons to ensure that development of public and private property occursin




gppropriate relation to each other. This Plan document satisfies the requirement to
provide a statement of goas and objectives, principles, policies, and standards which
shdl serve as aguide for the development and economic and socia well-being of the
juridiction.

Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992

On October 1, 1992, the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning
Act of 1992 (the Planning Act) was passed with the intent of encouraging economic
growth, limiting sprawl development, and protecting the State's natura resources. The
Panning Act amends Article 66B. Most locd jurisdictionsin the State have established
priority areas for resources protection. The Planning Act encourages these jurisdictions to
build on that base with consstent development regulations and targeted infrastructure
investment by the State.

A premise of the Act is that the comprehensive plans prepared by counties and towns are
the best place for loca governments to establish priorities for growth and resource
conservation, and that once those priorities are established, it is the State's responsibility
to back them up.

The Planning Act is based on eight "Visions." County and municipd plans are required to
be amended so that the plans implement an established set of policies, which should be
based on the Visons. The Visons are stated in the Act as follows:

1. Deveopment is concentrated in suitable aress,

2.  Sengtive aress are protected;

3. Inrurd aress, growth isdirected to existing population centers and resources

areas are protected;

Stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and the land is a universa ethic;

Conservation of resources, including a reduction in resource consumption, is

practiced,

6. To assurethe achievement of 1 through 5 above, economic growth is encouraged
and regulatory mechanisms are streamlined;

7. Adeguate public facilities and infrastiructure are available or planned in aress
where growth is to occur; and

8.  Funding mechanisms are addressed to achieve these visions.

o &

Making the Visons part of Maryland's planning and zoning enabling legidation gives
local jurisdictions a succinct satement of Maryland's priorities for their plans.

Locd Planning Commissions must now review, and if necessary, amend their plans a
regular Sx-year intervals. Until the adoption of the Planning Act, there had been no State-
wide requirement thet locd jurisdictions review ther planson aregular basis. This
provision ensures that plans are frequently reconsidered in light of new needs.



Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Act of 1997

The 1997 Generd Assembly adopted severd specific programs, which together form the
Smart Growth initiatives. Under these initiatives, counties may designate aress as Priority
Funding Aressiif they meet guidelines for intended use, availability of plans for sawer

and water systems, and permitted residentid dengity. The State will not put their funds
where development islow in dengity; there must be an average density of 3.5 dwelling
units per acre to quaify for State funds. In addition, areas digible for county designation
are existing communities and areas where industria or other economic development are
desired. Counties may aso designate areas planned for new resdentid communities
which will be served by water and sewer systems and meet density slandards. As of
October 1, 1998, the State will be prohibited from funding growth-related projects not
located in a Priority Funding Area.

Smart Growth aso establishes a Rurd Legacy program to preserve senditive rural aress
and to help jurisdictions purchase agriculturad land easements, a brown fields program to
encourage redevelopment, a Job Creation Tax Credit to promote revitdization, and aLive
Near Y our Work program to promote settling in older urban aress.

Meeting the Eight Visions

The 2000 Carroll County Master Plan implements the Eight Visons st forth in the

Panning Act. Development is concentrated in suitable areas, and, in rural areas, growth
isdirected to existing population centers and resources areas are protected. The suitable
areas for development are the Community Planning Aress, or CPAs. The CPAs are aress
designated to accept new growth. Public water and sewer service are generdly provided
here, dong with other services. Mot of the CPAs also are centered around an

incorporated municipdity, which has been in existence since the turn of the century or

longer, where densities are higher than in the rural areas, and which boasts historic

qualities. The County actively pursues the preservation of agriculturd land asabasic

premise on which other planning efforts are focused. Preservation of agriculturd land

helps to protect the resource lands as well as encourage growth to locate where services
areavalable.

The Plan adso demondtrates that sensitive areas are protected and stewardship of the
Chesapeake Bay and the land is a universal ethic. In addition to making good use of the
land through preserving agriculture and concentrating growth in designated aress, the

Plan suggests recommendations that can be taken to achieve the goa of preserving
environmenta resources. The County has dready adopted the Environmental Resources
Element, which acts as the sensitive areas ement of the Master Plan. Innovative and
resourceful community design, reduced vehicle miles traveled, and support of exigting
environmentd regulations are among the many recommendations the County congdersin
usng the land efficiently and reduce and mitigate the impacts of development on




environmental resources. These activities show that conservation of resources, including
a reduction in resource consumption, is practiced in Carroll County.

Economic development isavita part of Carroll’s economy and tax base. Therefore, the
Pan also addresses measures to ensure that economic growth is encouraged and
regulatory mechanisms are streamlined. The Plan identifies a threshold for the County to
maintain the industrial and commercid tax base. The god isfor commercid and

industria uses to represent aminimum of 12 percent of the tax base as new development
occurs, asit will help the County provide needed services and the economic development
will bring jobs to the County. The Plan suggests that the commercid and indudtrid land
available be assessed to determine what is needed to attain the Economic Development
God. The County has been implementing numerous streamlining measures to make the
regulatory process more efficient, more user friendly, and more effective.

The Carroll County Master Plan addresses the seventh vison, “ funding mechanisms have
been addressed to achieve the visions’ . A fiscd impact analyss was conducted to
determine the codt to the County of implementing some of the key thresholds that are
included in the Plan. In addition, an evauation of costs to increase leves of service and
identify new funding sources was al'so a part of the process of developing this Plan. One
of the key conceptsin this Plan is the redization by the public thet if they want increases
in the current levels of service provided they must be willing to pay for it. The seventh
visgon is achieved through the cregtive use of the annua Capita Improvement Program,
the Town-County Agreement, and other local Master Planimplementation
recommendations. Allocating adequate funding for land acquisition and preservation,
economic development opportunities, and revenue sharing with Carroll’ s eight
incorporated municipdlities further assures the attainment of the saventh vison.

The Plan provides measures to ensure that adequate public facilities and infrastructure
are available or planned in areas where growth isto occur. The Concurrency
Management Program has been implemented through the adoption of a Concurrency
Management Ordinance and preparation of an annua Concurrency Management Report.
This program, dong with the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, is designed to phase
and time growth and public facilities through the County’ s Capital |mprovement

Program. Planned residentia growth is permitted to proceed at arate that will not unduly
grain public facilities, epecidly schoals, roads, water and sewer facilities, and police,
fire, and emergency medica services.



= '; ‘Chapter\

Past, Present,
& Future
Trends




Chapter 2:
Past, Present, & Future Trends

rom the time of its founding in 1837 until the late 1950s, Carroll County was

bascdly arurd farming community interspersed with smal towns and villages
where trade, civic, and cultura activities took place. In 1959, redlizing that growth was
inevitable given the County’ s geographic location, the County Commissioners gppointed
the County’ s first Planning Commission. By 1964, the first master plan had been
formulated and adopted for Carroll County.

The first Water and Sewer Master Plan for Carroll County was also completed in 1964
and contained a 30-year planned service areafor water and sewer. The Community
Planning Areas (CPA) were firg defined in 1978 at the time of the Agricultura
comprehengive rezoning. At that time, the CPAs were defined as dl land insde the limits

of the 30-year planned water and sewer service area. In 1978, the land inside this service
areathat had been zoned as Agricultural was rezoned to Trangtiond. Detailed
comprehensive plans were subsequently prepared for each CPA. (The Freedom CPA was
defined in 1977 when that small area plan was adopted.) Land in the Trangtiond zone
was then changed to one of the standard zoning categories. Since 1978, the Water and
Sewer Master Plans have included only a 10-year planned service area.

During the past 36 years, smal area amendments to the origina plan have been made,
and new eements have been added. However, the basic premises and visons of the
origind plan have not changed. A periodic assessment needs to be made of the Master
Pan to determine how well it isworking. Considerable changes have taken place since
the firgt plan was adopted in 1964. A review of some of these changes help identify the
key trends and issues that are addressed in this 2000 Plan update.

While the Plan has been the guiding factor over the years, some facets of the Plan have
developed more rapidly than others. Residentia growth has been very strong; commercid
and industrid development has lagged behind; and road construction and school
construction has not aways kept pace with demand. While the perceived problems seem
quite evident, the solutions are much less clear.

Population

Changes in population result from two factors. The firgt is naturd change, whichis
caused by births and deeths of the existing population. The second factor is migration of
people to and from an area.

Carroll County was created in 1837. The 1840 census was the firgt officia tabulation of
the County’ s population, which was set at that time at 17,241. The County has
experienced growth during every decade since then. However, the rate of growth was
very dow in the early years. Beginning in 1940, the rate of growth in Carroll County



increased to pardld the rate of growth experienced by the State of Maryland and the

United States as awhole.

By 1960, when the first County Master Plan was being developed, the County had grown
to a population of 52,785. Since then, the County has grown at afaster rate than both the

State of Maryland and the United States.
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population grew by 27,350, a 40 percent increase. Since 1980, the growth rate has
remained steady at an annud average rate of 2.5 percent. The population in 2000 is

estimated to be 155,300.

Between the adoption of thefirst Planin
1964 and 2000, Carroll County has added
about 99,300 people, a 177 percent
increase. Despite this immense growth,
some of the demographic characteristics
have remained the same. In 1960, the
population was 95.8 percent white and 4.2
percent non-white. The 1990 Census
reported the County’ s population was 96.7
percent white and 3.3 percent non-white.
The gender of the population has dso
remained the same at 49 percent male and
51 percent femae. The percentage of the
population thet is of school age remained
constant at 19 percent between 1960 and
1990. However, the actual number has

Projected Age Distribution for 1980
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grown from 10,000 in 1960 to 23,145 in 1990. The median age increased from 32.2 in
1960 to 30.7 in 1980 to 33.3in 1990. The percentage of people faling within the
primary income earning years has increased since 1960. In 1990, more than 60 percent of




the County’ s popul ation was between 20 and 64 years of age, compared to 53 percent in
1960. The percentage of the population 65 and over fell from 11.5 percent in 1960 to 10.2
percent in 1990; however, the actual number doubled from 6,071 to 12,557.

Projected Age Distribution for 1990
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Finaly, the population density of Carroll County in 1960 was 116 persons per square
mile. As of 2000, that figure increased to 343 per square mile.

Population growth is expected into the future. Natural increase is expected to continue at
afairly steady rate, but less than the 1990- 1995 rate. Between 1990 and 1995, 30 percent
of theincrease in population was attributed to natura increase. Growth resulting from net
inmigration is more difficult to project. Based on the growth trend experienced from 1986
through 1995, it is estimated that zoning capacity would be reached by 2012, with a
projected population of 201,321. The 1986-1995 growth trend is not expected to
continue. Birth rates are down, and new housing starts have dowed. Population growth
will more likely reach the 200,000 mark around the year 2020. At that time, the
characterigtics of the population will have changed. It is estimated that 17 percent of the
population in 2020, or 35,000 people, will be 65 years of age and over. There will be
approximately 30,000 school age children comprising only 15 percent of the population.
While Carroll County will continue to be an attractive area for young familiesin the near
future, in the long range there will be an aging of the population.

Housing

In 1960, there were 14,957 dwelling unitsin Carroll, of which 14,186 were occupied
representing a household. Of the occupied units, 9,702 or 68 percent were owner-
occupied, and 4,484 or 32 percent were renter-occupied. The vacancy rate was 5 percent.
By 1990, the number of occupied units had increased to 42,248, of which 78 percent were
owner-occupied. Presently, the number of occupied unitsis estimated to be 53,887, or a
21.6 percent increase since 1990. In 1990, only 3 percent of the housing stock was




vacant. In 1960, 76.9 percent of al units were single-family detached, or 11,491 units. By
1990, the number of single-family detached units had increased to 32,895, representing
75.5 percent of dl units. The number of County households paying more than 30 percent
of their gross income for housing expenses (contract rent and utilities for tenants,

principle, interest, taxes, insurance and utilities for owners) is estimated to have grown
from 5,201 to 6,700 from 1980 to 1990, a 29 percent increase. About half of these
households are paying more than 50 percent of their income for housing. The median
vaue of owner-occupied unitsin 1960 was $11,100. By 1990, the median value of
owner-occupied unitsin the County was $126,700. The condition of the housing stock is
generdly very good. In 1990, only 1 percent of dl units lacked complete plumbing
fadlities

Each of the eight incorporated towns has a planned growth area surrounding it. The town
and surrounding growth area are consdered to be a Community Planning Areaor CPA.
The Finksburg areais a ninth CPA not associated with any incorporated town. Presently,
there are 33,145 households in the CPAs or 62 percent of al households. For the period
1992 through 1996, 71 percent of new residentia units added were located in the 9 CPAs.

In 1960, the number of persons per household in Carroll County was 3.32. This figure
declined steadily to 2.85 in 1990. This declining trend is expected to continue, which will
result in agreater growth in units than in population. In 1960, 4,444 units, or 30 percent
of dl units, were located in an incorporated town. By 1990, 11,309 households, or 27
percent of al households, were located in an incorporated town. Presently, 14,674
households (27%) are within amunicipdity.

New residentia units are planned to be constructed in the future and will add

sgnificantly to population growth in the County even though the average household size
is expected to continue to decline. During the 10-year period 1986 through 1995, an
average of 1,279 dwelling units were completed every year. Based on 1996 County and
town zoning, it has been estimated that an additiona 20,108 potentid residentia units

can be created. At the rate of 1,279 units added per year, zoning capacity would be
reached in 2012. Aswas mentioned in the Population section, the 1986- 1995 growth
trend is not expected to continue. It will more likely take 23 years to add gpproximately
20,000 units, or an average of 870 units per year. Based on current zoning and the dower
growth rate, by the year 2020, the southeast section of the County (Election Digtricts 4, 5
and 14) will contain 22,327 units, or 32 percent of al unitsin the County. The second
largest areawill be Westmingter (Election Didtrict 7) with 15,519 units. The northeast
(Election Digtricts 6 and 8) and northwest (Election Digtricts 1, 2, 3, 10, 11 and 12) will
be close in 9ze with 13,357 and 12,399 units, respectively. The smalest areain terms of
units will be the southwest (Election Didtricts 9 and 13) with 6,206 units.

Assuming the Agricultural Land Preservation Program continues to purchase easements
at the present rate, 42 percent of dl the unitsthat will be added by 2020 will be on large
lots (Agricultural and Conservation zones).



Agriculture

Higtoricdly, agriculture has been the largest industry in Carroll County. However, the
acreage devoted to farming hes steadily declined. In 1960, 224,805 acres were in farms.
By 1997, this acreage had decreased to 160,000 acres. The number of farmsin Carroll
County has been declining since 1910 when there were 3,884 farms. The 2,035 farmsin
1960 declined to 1,080 in 1992, a 47 percent decrease in 32 years. One noted increase is
the average size of farms going from 110.5 acresin 1960 to 146 acresin 1992.

While the nature of farming may change in the future, the industry will not surviveif land
is developed for other uses. Recognizing the importance of land for agriculture to remain
aviableindustry, Carroll County began participating in an agricultural land preservation
program in 1980. Through July of 2000, 33,758 acres of agricultural land have been
preserved through a deed of permanent easement, 721 acres of which were donated
through land trusts and 1,236 through the Carroll County Little Pipe Creek Rurd Legacy
Program. At the present average annual rate of 2,000 acres preserved, by the year 2020
only 73,000 acreswill be permanently preserved.

Schools

Growth in the number of students enrolled in Carroll County Public Schools reflects the
overal growth in population in the County. In 1883, there were 113 schoolsin Carroll
County (mostly one-room schoolhouses) with an enrollment of 6,150 pupils. By 1960,
the public school system had grown to 10,661 students housed in 18 buildings. In
September 1999, Carroll County Public Schools had an enrollment of 26,2506 studentsin
34 facilities. The 34 facilities condsted of 21 dementary schools, 8 middle schools, and 5
high schoals. A new middle school opened in August of 2000. Countywide, 117 portable
classrooms accommodated the pupil population that exceeded the buildings' capacity.
Presently, two new high schools are funded and under congtruction. Century High
Schooal, located in the south Carroll area, is expected to be occupied for the 2001-2002
school year, while the occupancy of the new Westmingter area high schoal is expected
for the 2002-2003 school year. In the capita improvement program FY 2001-2006,
funding is planned for the modernization of a middle schoal, the congiruction of an
dternative education program facility, renovation and addition to the career and
technology education program facilities, and an addition to a high school.

There are anumber of private schoolsin Carroll County serving asmal number of
sudents. The Maryland Department of Planning estimates that in 1995 and 1996 over 95
percent of al pupilsin the County were served by Carroll County Public Schools.

It is estimated that enrollment in Carroll County Public Schools will continue to increase
to 30,545 students by 2006, for a 13 percent increase in the next Six years.



Employment

In 1960, Carroll’ s labor force was
20,300. With population growth, the
labor force has dso grown, reaching
67,000 in 1990 and an estimated
77,389 1n 1996. The 1999 labor force
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included 79,420 employed persons and
1,597 unemployed persons. Carroll’s
1999 average unemployment rate was
2.5 percent, one of the lowest in the
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In 1960, amost 30 percent of the labor

force was employed in manufacturing. By 1990, manufacturing employed only 15
percent of the labor force. The primary industry of employed personsin 1999 was retail
trade and professiona-related services.

In 1990, an estimated 10,422 people traveled into Carroll County for employment, while
35,458 Carroll resdents left the County for employment elsewhere.

In 1969, there were an estimated 27,414 jobs (full and part-time) in Carroll County.
Employment in the County grew to 53,109 jobs in 1990 and an estimated 64,400 jobsin
1998. Employment in the County is projected to reach 72,400 jobs (full and part-time) by
2020, of which 56,156 will be full-time jobs.

County Services Financing

County services are financed through the use of income tax, state and federa funds,
license and permit fees, and other sources, with the mgority of funds coming from
property tax. In FY 97, for every dollar collected as revenue from residential properties,
$1.10 worth of services was required. By contrast, for every dollar collected as revenue
for commercia/indugtria properties, $0.56 was required for services. For every dollar
collected in revenue from agriculturaly-assessed land, $0.48 was spent in services.

Carroll County has imposed an impact
fee on new development for schools
snce 1976. Initidly, the fee was used

Impact Feea Coliected - FY 1993
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for parks has been collected since 1989. All single-family units dso pay an impact fee of
$547 for parks when gpplying for a building permit.

According to the 1990 Census, the median vaue of al owner-occupied unitsin the
County was $126,700. In 1998, the average value of new single-family detached
dwellings ranged from $144,000 in the northwest to $209,500 in the southeast area of the
County. The tax revenues generated by new congtruction are well above those generated
by the average existing sngle-family dweling.

Transportation

The trangportation system serving Carroll County and its residents and businesses
congstsof anetwork of tralls, roads, railways, public and private arfidds, and a regiona
arport. Asdefrom afew notable exceptions, the County-wide transportation network
we know today has remained virtualy unchanged since MD 140, the origina
Westmingter Bypass, was built in 1952.

The first mgor trangportation system to serve Carroll Countians was arailway built in
1831 as part of the Batimore and Ohio raillroad. The B & O was extended to Sykesville
as part of a connection to the Washington, D.C. area. A second railway system, the
Western Maryland Railroad, origindly chartered in 1852 as the “Bdtimore, Carroll and
Frederick Railroad Company,” was built to Westmingter in 1861, Union Bridge in 1862,
and Detour in 1868. Today, the Maryland Midland Railroad operates afreight service
aong the origind Western Maryland Railroad rights-of-way.

The recent expansion of the runway to 5,100 linear feet a the Carroll County Regiond
Airport is among the more notable recent expansions of Carroll’ s transportation network.
While the expansion dlows small planes and corporate jetsto utilize this public facility
today, it operated asasmdl private facility with two turf landing strips until 1976, when
Carroll County acquired the airport. In the late 1970s, the first paved runway was
congructed dong with the main hangar/adminigiration building and runway lighting. The
“Jack Poage Field,” asit isknown, is one of eight airportd/arfields currently operating in
Carroll.

In 1962, with the adoption of the original County-wide Mgor Street Plan, Carroll County
began the process of planning for the long-term traffic needs of its citizens and

businesses. A principa focus of the 1962 Mgor Street Plan was the construction of
bypass roads around severa of Carroll’sincorporated towns, particularly those whose
Main Streets were sate highways. These bypasses, in conjunction with loca collector
road congtruction, were expected to divert heavy traffic awvay from the historic towns and
cregte economic development opportunities for the County. The vison st forth by the
1962 Mgjor Street Plan has remained the focus of Carroll’ s transportation planning
efforts ever ance.

Today, as aresult of the decentrdization of the Batimore metropolitan area and the
congtruction of the Northwest Expressway (1-795), Carroll County’ s traffic volumes



continue to escalate. The Northwest Expressway, in particular, has accel erated the need
for improvements to the state roadway system. In 1999, the most current traffic data
available, the State Highway Adminidration reports that MD 140 in the Westmingter area
is accommodating roughly 48,000 vehicles per day. Traffic dong MD 140 near the
Bdtimore County line decreases to approximately 42,000 vehicles per day. Other
congested corridors in the County include MD 26 in the Eldersburg area (33,000 vehicles
per day), MD 30 in the Hampstead area (18,000 vehicles per day), and MD 97 North
(16,875 vehicles per day). These steadily increasing traffic volumes continue to indicate a
need for capacity improvements along Carroll’ s more congested State road corridors.



Planning
Process

[ — . —
] .‘

| | P [

| |3 : -

i

o 1

N —

[ | [ ]




Chapter 3:

Planning Process

| PIanning Commission |

nder Article 66B of the

Annotated Code of Maryland,
the Planning Commission hasthe
authority and respongibility to
develop and approve a
comprehensive plan for the
jurisdiction. At the request of the
Carroll County Commissioners, the
Panning Commission agreed it was
time to update the County Master
Plan. The Commission gpproved a
work program and directed staff to
begin the process of this update on
December 19, 1995. Throughout the
process, the Planning Commisson
reviewed and approved any
proposed changes to the work
program. The members atended
mestings periodicaly and were kept
abreast of the progress of the project
by staff and Work Team members.
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| Charrette I

On Saturday, April 20, 1996, close to 100 people gathered at Westminster High School to
participate in a day-long planning charrette to lay the initia groundwork to sart the

Master Plan Update process. Participants worked in small groups to focus on certain
issues. They were asked to identify what they like about Carroll County, what their vison
for the future is, some of the problems the County is facing, options for managing

growth, and the pros and cons of some of those options.

The responses from the Charrette were combined with responses from the Carroll 2000
effort and the Carrall Visions for the Future report to develop a vision statement that
would drive the planning process. A Citizen Charrette Committee organized, advertised,

and planned the event.




| Work Teams I

Based on the most common issues of concern to
citizens who attended the Charrette, the Planning p » ¢ Fiee
Commission created four citizen advisory focus CBtatrent) | lmpa
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recommendations to the Planning Commission on e sk Teapray
these issues. The Work Teams — Agriculture e
Preservation, Concurrency Management, Economic | Managertent) B, -
Development, and Land Use — tackled the issues TRESE Y thresholds: 7
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desired vison for the future of the County. When
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wide range and balance of interests. These interests

included farmers, bankers, redtors, generd citizens, police, education, developers, and
many others. Each work team met on aregular basis for an entire year to develop
recommendations to be consdered by the Planning Commission in putting together the
find plan. Minutes of each work team meeting were prepared and distributed to dl other
work teams, to the Planning Commission, and the Board of County Commissioners. As
the Work Teams went through the process, the number of regular participants dropped to
about 1/3 to 1/2 the origind members. In totd, the following amount of estimated hours
were put in by Work Team members.

Work Team Hours #of Citizens
Agriculture Preservation Work Team 386 22
Concurrency Management Work Team 584 26
Economic Development Work Team 429 24
Land Use Work Team 746 31

TOTAL 2,145 103

Scenario Analysis

A “Scenario Report” was developed prior to analyzing the costs of implementing the
proposed thresholds. The purpose of the report was to build on the existing conditions
report, help identify whether or not the proposed thresholds could be achieved, alow
comparison of implications of implementing various thresholds, provide data for the
conaultant’ sfisca analysis, and dlow evauation of the cumulative effects of
implementing some of the proposed thresholds. Potentid available units and the
corresponding population projections, based on existing zoning capacity, were caculated




for four different development scenarios. The consultant hired by the County provided
employment and economic data for the report.

Once this report was completed, an andysis of this information was provided to the
Planning Commission and Work Teams regarding the ability to achieve the proposed
thresholds, regardless of cost. The report and its analysis were presented to the Planning
Commission, Board of County Commissioners, Work Teams, and each municipdity.

Fiscal Analysis

The County Commissioners hired afinancid consultant, Tischler & Associates (TA) of
Bethesda, Maryland, to look at the cost to County government of implementing some of
the key thresholds. The Commissioners recognized the need to identify the costs
associated with the proposed thresholds. The cost information prepared by TA was meant
to help the Planning Commission make better decisions regarding the recommended
thresholds.

TA was a0 asked to identify additiona funding sources that would help pay for services
at theleve desired by County resdents. This research included are-evaudtion of the
County’ simpact fee structure. TA aso provided cogs for the increased levels of service
proposed by the Concurrency Management Work Team.

Public Information

Growth Management Seminar

Dr. Robert H. Freilich, a nationdly-known land use lawyer, was brought in to conduct a
one-day educationd seminar on growth management, land use law, and the benefits of
various courses of action for the County. Thiswas considered a “kick-off” to the
planning process for updating the Master Plan.

Newsletters

As part of the effort to create a citizen-intensive planning process for this project, a
newdetter was created to help keep the people of Carroll County informed of the
progress on the update. Each issue tried to update citizens on the progress regarding the
process and the development of goals, thresholds, recommendations, and other related
information. In addition, dates for upcoming community meetings and other related
events were included. Some informative material on some aspect of planning was
spotlighted in each issue. The newdetter was digtributed through community
organizations, homeowners associations, local governments, libraries, senior centers,
and various meetings.




Plan Executive Summaries

Once the Planning Commission completed a draft plan, the proposed draft was
summarized and printed. These “Executive Summaries’ were didtributed county-wide
through insertion in the Carroll County Times and The Sun’s Carroll County edition.
Summaries were aso available through the libraries, senior centers, town halls, a the
County Office Building, and various other locations.

Community Meetings

The Executive Summary included an invitation to the generd public to attend a series of
community meetings held in October and November of 1997. The community mestings
were held for the purpose of dlowing citizens to ask questions and give comments on the
draft plan that would help provide a fuller understanding of the proposed plan. Three
mestings were held in various County locations.

Municipal Coordination

The Interjurisdictional Steering Committee was origindly formed to provide a
coordinated effort on the Environmental Resources Element of the Master Plan. Upon
completion of that effort, the group decided it would be beneficid to continue to servein
an advisory role to coordinate the devel opment of County plans with the municipdlities.
Asthe Work Teams included representatives from the municipdities, the Committee
decided not to meet until there was something to look at that could be taken back to the
towns and discussed.

After completion of the scenario report anays's, the Committee was brought together for
a presentation of the results. Given the complexity and volume of information that

resulted, the presentation was aso given to the mayor, council, and planning commission
of each town. A survey was then sent to each town to solicit feedback on the presentation
and some of the genera proposals and concepts. The fina surveys and asummary of the
results were consdered by the Planning Commission during their work sessonsto
develop the find components of the draft plan.

Final Plan Development

The Planning Commission, joined by the County Commissioners, met in severa work
sessions to review the recommendations of the Work Teams, as well as additional
suggestions from Planning gaff. The Planning Commission used these sessonsto
determine which recommendations they wanted to include in the find draft plan. A draft




plan based on the results of the work sessions, was subsequently prepared by the
Aanning Commisson.

Adoption Process

Once afind draft plan is complete, it goes through a state-mandated, 60-day review
process. During thistime, dl adjoining jurisdictions and those state agencies having some
financid tiesto the County are given 60 days to review the proposed plan and make
comment. During this period, resdents and other interested individuals and groups are
aso given the opportunity to provide written comments on the proposa. The community
information meetings are dso held during this time to ensure that those who want to
make comments on the Plan have a firm understanding of the proposa before doing so.
The Planning Commission schedules a public hearing on the draft plan to occur after the
60-day review period is complete. Thisis a public hearing required under Article 66B of
the Annotated Code of Maryland. The hearing provides an opportunity for members of
the public to provide oral comment in addition to written comment.

After the public hearing is hdd, the Planning Commission reviews dl of the comments
and determines how it would like to address them. The Commission may make additions
or revisonsto the draft plan based on these comments. Once they arrive & arevised find
draft with which they are comfortable and happy, the Planning Commission officidly
gpproves the draft and sendsiit to the Board of County Commissoners with a
recommendation for adoption. Under State law, the Commissioners may either adopt or
not adopt the Plan, but they may not make any changesto it. For changes to be made,
they mugt refer it back to the Planning Commission again for their review and gpprova.
The Plan is effective after the Commissioners adopt it.

(_)Planning Commission WMl Board of County Commissioners
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Chapter 4
Concurrency Management

Concurrency Management = Concur rency management isa processfor regulating
resdential development in accor dance with the Capital |mprovement Program of
the County, for the purpose of managing growth concurrently with county revenues
availablefor providing infrastructure.

v¢Note: The goals, thresholds, policies, and recommendations for concurrency
management are incor porated into the “ Facilities and Services’ chapter, which can be
found in Chapter 11.

I nadequate public facilities was identified in the Charrette/VVisoning Sesson asamgor
problem in Carroll County. Schools were the primary concern, with 12 of the 34 public
schools exceeding 100 percent of capacity. Crowded roads and concerns for water and
sewer capacity were aso expressed. The adequate public facilities program stopped
development when public facilities became inadequate, cresting other problems. The
County was put in the position of being reactive and trying to catch up. Rather, the
County would like to be proactive, managing growth while providing for public facilities.
The chalenge addressed through the planning process was to develop a system where
development would not occur faster than the County could afford to fund and congtruct
public facilities

Through comprehensive planning, the location and intensity of various land uses are
designated, and the public facilities needed to serve the planned land uses are identified.
This Concurrency Management Element of the Plan addresses the present and future
effects of the planned land uses on public infrastructure and services. By commiitting to
the long-term needs of public facilities, planning the costs of improvements can be shared
equitably over time between the public and private sectors. The County will be ableto
budget for the achievement or maintenance of an established level of service, and it can
identify that portion of the cost for improvements which is aresult of new developmen.

Concurrency Management Program

Available Threshold Capacity = The number arrived at annually aspart of the
Budget Resolution by balancing the County’ s ability to pay for infrastructure and
police, fire, and emergency medical services with housing allocation requirements
and timing.

The Capitd Improvements Program (CIP) planning processis used under a concurrency
management system to phase and time development so that it occurs concurrently with




the provision of public
fadlities The CIPisasix-
year schedule of public
improvements which shows
when necessary fadilities will
be available and how the
fadilities are financed. By
adopting the Concurrency
Management Program, the
CIP review is expanded to
include recommendations for
phasing and timing

devel opment based on
Available Threshold
Capacity (ATC) in public
facilities, the County’s

ability to fund infrastructure,
and the timing of the
improvementsin the
County’s CIP. The six-year
time frame of the CIP will be
the bads of phasing
development o that facilities
will not exceed the threshold
capacity before anew facility
isavalable.

Fecility Concurrency Thresholds, which were developed through an intengve public
planning process, can be found in Chapter 11: “Facilities & Services” The threshold
level isapolicy decison which baances the demands of new development with the
community’ s willingness and ability to fund the improvements to maintain thet leve of
service.

Note: The Threshold for policeis higher in the Master Plan, 1.1 police per 1,000
population, than the adopted ordinance, which is 1.0 police per 1,000 population.

Adequate Public Facilities and
Concurrency Management Ordinance

In response to this planning process, the Board of County Commissioners adopted the
Adequate Public Fecilities and Concurrency Management Ordinance of Carroll County
on March 5, 1998. The Ordinance is designed to phase and time growth and public
facilities through the Capita Improvement Program. Planned residentid growth is




permitted to proceed at arate that will not unduly strain public facilities, epecidly
schools, roads, water and sewer facilities, and police, fire, and emergency medica
sarvices. Annualy, Available Threshold Capacity (ATC) is determined by the County
Commissioners for each facility/service based on the information contained in the annud
Concurrency Report. The Concurrency Report tracks development moving through
various stages of the gpprova process, evaluates the fiscal outlook, and provides capacity
information for each fadility.

Available Threshold Capacity for a specific project is assessed when a developer submits
aconcept plan. If the capacity is projected to remain adequate for the upcoming six-year
capitd improvement cycle, the devel oper receives a concurrency management certificate
and housing dlocation and may proceed with recording and congtruction, aslong as
gpecified “milestones’” are met. Milestones are time frames within which certain stages of
the development process must be compl eted.

Where ATC does not exist or is projected to be less than adequate at the concept plan
stage, the project will be assigned a place in aqueue. If some capacity exigtsin the Six-
year capitd cycle, the County will offer the developer aphasing plan and housing
dlocation. A maximum of 25 Housing Allocations per year may be assgned to any one
project. If no ATC is projected in the Sx-year capita cycle, aproject will be deferred
from further processing beyond the concept plan stage until such time as ardief facility
is scheduled for completion within two years in the Capital Improvement Program.

Residentid development projects which have received preliminary plan gpprova from

the Carroll County Planning Commission prior to the effective date of the Ordinance will
be reviewed for ATC at thefind plat/plan review stage. If ATC is established, the project
will be subject to the housing alocation provisions of the Ordinance.

The Ordinance establishes two types of housing alocation; one as a short-term remedy
for serious overcrowding and the other to ensure that the long-term rate of new
congtruction does not outstrip the County’ s ability to provide adequate facilities and
sarvices. Both forms of housing alocation are closdly tied to the County Capitd
Improvement Program and play arolein the ATC determination for a project. In the short
term, ahousing dlocation will beissued for projects with preliminary plan goprova and
new concept plans for which ATC isavailable. In areas of the County where ATC is not
avallable, the Commissoners may establish annudly, as part of the Budget Resolution,
an ATC and housing alocation prescribing the number of resdentia building permitsto
beissued in that locd areafor the year. In the long term, the number of resdentid
building permitsissued will not exceed Six thousand during any Sx-year period.



Concurrency Management Monitoring & Reporting

The success of the Concurrency Management Program is dependent on having a
compl ete database and devel opment projections which can be used to make decisons on
development phasing and infragructure timing.

Under a Concurrency
Management Program,
monitoring data
concerning the location,
intengity, and probable
timing of new
development is
correlated with
capacitiesin public
facilities. Where the
need for capital
improvements to
provide additiona
capacity isidentified, a
fiscd andydsis
performed to determine
when infrastructure and
facilities can be
programmed in the
County sx-year CIP.

The Department of
Panning will prepare
an Annud Concurrency
Management Report by
September fifteenth of
each year for use by the
Panning Commission
and the Board of
County Commissoners
in reviewing the Capita
Improvement Program
(CIP) andiin
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adminigtering the Concurrency Management Ordinance. The Planning Commission will
forward its comments on the report to the Board of County Commissioners by December
fifteenth with recommendations for phasing of development by specific geographic aress,
capital improvements required for concurrency; and amendments to the Ordinance.
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Chapter 2:
Vision Statement & Goals

hrough this planning process, the community and County officias faced a number of

choices to make. They chose to pursue the achievement of the Vision and gods
outlined in this chapter. The choice was also made to implement a set of
recommendations and policies that will bring the County closer to achieving this Vison
and goals.

A “Vision Statement” defines a community’s preferred future. Itis
broad and somewhat idealistic, but it is attainable.

Carroll County Resdents Vison for the Future is asfollows:

Carroll County offer sa safeenvironment in which all
itscitizensmay reside, work, shop, learn, and play. The
rural character of our county ispreserved through
measuresthat protect our natural and cultural

resour ces, minimizer esidential sprawl, and save
farmland. Carroll County isenriched by sustainable
agricultureand agribusinessaswdll asretention and

recr uitment of responsble, productivebusnessand
industry that offer family-wagejobsand employ the
existing skilled wor kfor cein the County. Adequate
publicfacilitieswill beprovided asCapital

| mprovement Program fundingisavailableand
concurrent with timed and phased development
demand.




A “goal” identifies what a community intends to accomplish.
A goal should be broad, not identifying specific activities.
It is oriented to achieving the Vision..

The following gods will help the County achieve the vison for the future.

Goa 1 o Pursue policies and capita improvement expenditures that facilitate growth in
the designated growth areas, thereby protecting and conserving agricultural and
environmenta resource areas, preserving open space, and providing public facilities and
savices efficiently and codt effectively.

Goa 2 0 Preserve 100,000 acres of tillable agricultural land for the production of
agricultura products and promotion of related agribusiness.

God 3 o Protect, maintain, and restore, where practical, the environmenta resources and

natural ecosystems in the county by promoting land use practices that are in balance with,
and minimize the effects on, the naturd environmen.

Goa 4 o Promote a hedlthy economy and additiona employment opportunities by:
supporting the retention and expansion of existing businesses including agribusiness
through sensible land use palicies; providing land gppropriately located and zoned for a
variety of types and intensities of new economic development activities, and maintaining
a baance between economic development and population growth through diversified
indugtria expangon that offers job opportunities and steedy employment for skilled
workers.

God 5 0 Phase and time development at a rate consistent with the county’ s ability to fund
and expand community services and facilities through public and private resources.

Goa 6 0 Ensure adequate and appropriate Capital Improvement Program and operating
budgets to implement the Master Plan and provide public facilities and services.

Goa 7 o Provide asafe and functiona trangportation system which implements the land
use plan while promoting access and mobility for people and goods through a network of
roads, rail, trangt, and non-motorized opportunities.

Goa 8 o Promote development design that isin harmony with the surrounding built and
natura environments, encourages community interaction, and in rurd aress, preservesthe
county’srural character.

God 9 o0 Preserve the county’ s historic, cultural, scenic, and architecturd heritage.



God 10 o Provide for awide range of housing types, dendity, and affordability thet is
well maintained and will meet the needs of the entire community.

God 11 o Provide a coordinated and comprehensive system of public and private parks,
recregtiona facilities and programs, and open space that will meet the active and passive
recregtiona needs of dl citizens of the county and enhance community design, identity,
and vitdity.

Goa 12 o Provide community educationd opportunities, facilities, and resources,
particularly libraries and schoals, to meet the needs of a diverse population.

Goa 13 0 Ensure communication and coordination between the county and the
municipaities on projects and issues of mutua concern and promote interjurisdictiona
cooperation in planning and land use decisons.

God 14 o Involve the community in implementing the Master Plan.

This Plan is organized as athresholds, policies, and recommendations document. The
remainder of the Plan is divided into chapters based on topic. Each chapter identifies the
related goals and describes the significance of that topic to Carroll County and the Master
Pan. This“Significance’” explains why the choices — through the thresholds, policies,

and recommendations — were made. The “Chalenges’ facing the County regarding these
issues are al'so described. Thresholds, policies, and recommendations related to
implementing and achieving each god are outlined in the applicable chapter for its
topic(s). Potentia fiscal impacts to County Government are included at the end of each
chapter.



