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Growth Scenario Explanation 

 

 



 
 
 
THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING’S ANALYSIS 
 
The Maryland Department of Planning’s (MDP) 2002 Land Use/Land Cover data set 
estimates that 80% of the land developed between 1973 and 2002 was devoted to 
housing.  This set of data does not target specifically different housing types, but is 
based off of the lot size reported by Assessment and Taxation.  In 2002 there were 
three categories identifying residential uses: low density residential, medium density 
residential and high density residential.  Multi-family residential lots typically fall in the 
high density residential category.   Using the same data set MDP also estimates that 
58% of the land developed between 1973 and 2002 was devoted to low density 
residential development.   This category represents residential development on parcels 
.5 to 5 acres in size (i.e. density of 2 dwelling units/acre to 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres).   
 
MDP works with local jurisdictions to exclude legacy lots from the Growth Simulation 
Model (GSM) (further detailed below) when the jurisdiction requests the exclusion and 
can provide the proper data on these lots.  In fact, MDP has worked with several 
counties to develop and incorporate specific rules into the GSM to address these types 
of concerns. The reason that more counties legacy lots have not been excluded is that 
most jurisdictions do not have the data on the number and location of these legacy lots.  
MDP continues to be willing to work with any local jurisdiction to exclude these legacy 
lots if the jurisdiction can provide the needed data to do so. 
 
 
MDP works with local jurisdictions to exclude legacy lots from the Growth Simulation 
Model (GSM) (further detailed below) when the jurisdiction requests the exclusion and 
can provide the proper data on these lots.  In fact, MDP has worked with several 
counties to develop and incorporate specific rules into the GSM to address these types 
of concerns. The reason that more counties legacy lots have not been excluded is that 
most jurisdictions do not have the data on the number and location of these legacy lots.  
MDP continues to be willing to work with any local jurisdiction to exclude these legacy 
lots if the jurisdiction can provide the needed data to do so. 
 
The Growth Management Simulation Model 
 
The Growth Simulation Model is highly customized with local data and knowledge and is 
based on the Maryland development process. The model focuses on residential 
development. 
 
The model projects the existing landscape into a series of possible “future landscapes”, 
each a function of different land management scenarios.  The model estimates land use 
change using population, household, and employment projections along with other 
inputs that are part of the growth scenarios.  New development is calculated as a 
function of household demand, existing or hypothetical management choices (e.g., 



clustering, transfer of development rights, growth areas, and agricultural land 
preservation), and other factors that simulate local concerns and policies that may 
influence the type and locations of future development. 
 
The model uses data from geographic information system (GIS) overlays.  The GIS 
database includes information on land use, watershed and county boundaries, zoning, 
sewer service, and protected lands (e.g., agricultural easements, parks, etc.).  This 
database also includes Department of Assessments and Taxation parcel information in 
the form of point data.  
 
All of this information is combined into a master parcel database.  Once complete, this 
database includes the following data for every piece of land (i.e., parcel) in the study 
area. 

 Zoning; 

 Protected Lands; 

 Corrected acreage; 

 Sewer service category; 

 Existing land use; 

 12 digit sub-watershed; 

 Wetlands; 

 Indication of other parcels that may not be developable (HOA, Stormwater 
Mgt areas, cemeteries, right-of-ways, utility easements…) 

 Number and date of improvement(s) (i.e., major structures); 

 Value of parcel and improvement(s); 

 Address and owner; 

 Capacity for development; and 

 New land use per each scenario. 
 
Small-Area forecasts are used for population, household, and employment projections 
for counties with Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs).  For non-TAZ counties, recent 
(10 years) growth patterns using parcel data were analyzed for trends.  Future growth 
was assumed to follow a similar pattern (within constraints) unless otherwise altered by 
a scenario. 
 
Traditionally, 2002 is the base year and the year 2030 is the planning horizon. 
Household and employment projections for each watershed are allocated to categories 
of developable land (parcels) within each sub-watershed.  Allocations of household and 
employment demand are based on the projections and relative capacity of developable 
land in each category of developable land, unless otherwise altered by a scenario.  The 
capacity of each parcel of developable land in each watershed is based on its size 
(number of acres), current land use/cover type, zoning, and sewer service category.  
Simulated land management options are unique to each scenario. 
 
This analysis results in information that includes the following: 
 

 Projected land use change by sub-watershed; 



 Projected growth allocated per parcel; 

 New household capacity per parcel; and 

 Estimates for acreage, source of wastewater disposal, and existing and projected 
units for each parcel. 

 
In order to determine where future growth may go, one must first determine the existing 
capacity to accommodate future growth.  Therefore the first process in the GSM is to 
compute the available residential capacity based on zoning, land use, parcel data, 
sewer service, and information about un-buildable lands. These inputs can be modified 
based on the scenario, for example the Current Trends scenario uses all existing layers 
or inputs while the Smart Growth scenario alters zoning densities outside Priority 
Funding Areas and assumes a minimum density of 4 dwelling units/acre inside Priority 
Funding Areas. Within these scenarios the allocation of future growth may also be 
altered.  For example, MDP’s Smart Growth scenario attempts to locate 80 percent of 
projected household growth within Priority Funding Areas, where capacity exists.  If 
there is not sufficient residential capacity within Priority Funding Areas to accommodate 
80 percent of the projected future growth the remaining households must be 
accommodated for, so they are then allocated outside the Priority Funding Area.     

 
It should also be noted that MDP’s methodology for completing Development Capacity 
Analyses was endorsed by the Development Capacity Task Force in 2004.  The GSM 
has been used to assist many local governments in completing Development Capacity 
Analyses, Land Management Scenarios, and Future Land Use Change figures for the 
Water Resources Element.  
 
Growth Scenarios: 2000-2030 
 
Two default scenarios that MDP uses to estimate future land use change are “Current 
Trends” and “Smart Growth.” The Current Trends scenario assumes land will continue 
to develop according to the programs and policies (e.g. zoning, sewer service areas, 
etc.) that are currently in place. A capacity analysis is first conducted using this data to 
identify lands available for development then small area projections are used to allocate 
the growth across the landscape according to where there is capacity.   
 
The second scenario, Smart Growth, projects future land use based on some of the 
basic principles of smart growth. These include concentrating growth around existing 
development and targeted growth areas, particularly Priority Funding Areas (PFA), and 
protecting agricultural and forestlands by assigning more restrictive zoning to these 
lands. In this scenario again the model conducts a development capacity analysis.  
However, the allowable densities are modified to state that anything within a Priority 
Funding Areas achieved a minimum 4 du/acre and for ALL zones outside PFAs the 
zoning become 1 du per 20 acres. This scenario also assumes that 80% of the 
projected new growth between 2005 and 2030 will be located inside PFAs where 
capacity exists.  In some cases jurisdictions are already achieving or exceeding these 
standards.   
 



Jurisdiction Concerns 
 
The growth scenarios through 2030 in this Report are based off of model runs 
performed in early 2008.  MDP is currently working with jurisdictions to revise and 
enhance the input data for the model.  MDP has met with all of the jurisdictions and 
several major municipalities to obtain feedback on the data, model and scenarios used 
here.  MDP is currently working on a comprehensive statewide update to these 
scenarios that will include updated zoning, sewer, and protected lands for many 
jurisdictions.  This update will also include updated allocations or projections. And finally 
the base year will be updated to 2007 with the completion of the 2007 land use/land 
cover (LULC) layer this winter.  This 2007 LULC is also being vetted with jurisdictions 
and MDP is working on incorporating those revisions as well. We hope to have modified 
figures for these scenarios in early winter 2009.   
 
The scenarios used by MDP show the results of two different land management 
scenarios.  This is not to say that all jurisdictions must implement all of the changes 
tomorrow; but it is a way of showing how some basic changes in land use policy can 
change the future landscape.  It provides a way of looking at how changing some basic 
policies can save our rural resource lands.  The model that MDP uses to run its future 
growth scenarios is by its very nature “visionary.”  Modeling what is practically attainable 
is not offering a vision for the future.  If the model just showed current growth trends 
there would be no point in actually having a model, 
 
Many of the criteria used in the Smart Growth scenario are already being used and 
achieved in both rural and urban jurisdictions across the State.  The following 
jurisdictions have achieved or exceeded the assumptions used in the model for 
agricultural or rural zoning of at least 1:20: 
 

  Worcester; 

  Caroline; 

  Calvert; 

  Frederick; 

  Baltimore; and 

  Montgomery Counties  
 
Many jurisdictions in the State are already achieving the 4 du/acre used in the smart 
growth scenario. In 2006, the average lot size for new residentially developed parcels 
inside the PFA was .25 acres or less in all the following jurisdictions:   
 

 Anne Arundel; 

 Baltimore; 

 Charles; 

 Dorchester; 

 Frederick; 

 Harford; 

 Howard; 



 Montgomery; 

 St. Mary’s; 

 Washington; and  

 Worcester.  
 
These achievements indicate that jurisdictions throughout the State have the ability to 
achieve the agricultural zoning densities and the PFA densities used in the Smart 
Growth Scenario.  
 
The Maryland Department of Planning has created a consistent geospatial database of 
improved single-family residential parcels from 1940 to 2006.  Single-family residential 
development in Maryland is defined as a lot of 20 acres or less, an improvement value 
of $10,000 or more and includes detached and attached units such as townhouses, 
condominiums. The analysis does not include residential parcels developed on 
agriculture parcels great than 20 acres or apartment units.   This database allows for the 
analysis of residential development patterns inside and outside of Priority Funding 
Areas (PFAs) for the entire 67-year time span. 
 
The number of acres developed reported in Figure 16 is based on assessment and 
taxation information. For example, a house on a ¼ acre lot may not take up the entire 
lot but the entire ¼ acre is considered developed and is included in the assessment. If a 
house is on a 20 acre lot, and it is recorded as a 20 acre lot by assessments and 
taxation, the 20 acres are counted. This data set is based on lots already developed 
and the recorded lot size by assessment and taxation. Lots ranging from 15 to 20 acres 
only account for approximately 1% of the total.  
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Task Force on the Future for Growth and Development in Maryland 
January 28th, 2008 / 12:00 PM – 3:00PM 

Banneker-Douglass Museum 
Annapolis, Maryland 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
Attendance 
 
 

Members:   Jon Laria (Chair), David Beall, Derick Berlage, Jerry Boden (for Asuntha 
Chiang-Smith), Karl Brendle, David Carey, Virginia Clagett, Sandy 
Coyman, Jan Gardner, Carol Gilbert, Teena Green, Richard Hall, Frank 
Hertsch, Brigid Kenney, Gerrit Knaap, Caitlin Rayman, Dru Schmidt-
Perkins 

 

Attendees:  Marty Baker (MDOT), Michelle Cyprese (Office of Hon. Joan Carter), 
Candace Donoho (MML), Jen Haley (Office of Delegate Lafferty), Katie 
Maloney (MD State Builders), Marsha Tracy (Office of Delegate 
Lafferty), Tim Wheeler (Baltimore Sun) 

 

MDP Staff:  Amanda Conn, John Coleman, David Costello, Nicole Diehlmann, Mark 
Goldstein, Don Halligan, Jocelyn Harris, Jenny King, Linda Janey, Nery 
Morales, Eric Schmitt 

 

Welcome & Introductions  
 
Mr. Laria welcomed Task Force members, attendees, and staff, and introductions were 
made by all.  Mr. Laria thanked Task Force members for their participation and 
anticipated commitment to the Task Force’s effort and made opening comments. 
 
Initial Goals  
 
As requested by the Chair, each Task Force Member briefly described what they hoped 
the Task Force would achieve.  Answers included the following: 
 

• Encourage and target BRAC growth as smart growth within Priority Funding 
Areas along with areas that need to be revitalized.   

• Help Maryland “grow green” by using the latest energy efficiency. 
• Develop a strategy to educate planners, builders, developers and local officials on 

the principals and foundation of smart growth, and create the political will to 
pursue smart growth. 

• Create a break-through mechanism that would allow all of Maryland’s 
stakeholders with self interest to give up some of their particular interest and 
support the greater goal of Maryland. 

• Develop some meaningful incentives for the redevelopment of Maryland’s urban 
areas.  

• Craft proposals that would foster regional planning and ensure implementation.  
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• Work on the reuse of Maryland’s lands and forge a working relationship between 
municipalities and counties.  

• Focus on the importance of farms and agricultural land, so that necessary growth 
is balanced with preservation. 

• Develop intentional and specific strategies for workforce housing and the 
revitalization of older communities. 

• Provide a balanced opinion to accommodating growth and preserving land that 
people will view not as giving up, but gaining. 

• Concentrate on the problem of water and water resources and quantity and quality 
and using water resources as a “carrot” to affect behavior. 

• Resolve conflicts among smart growth, density, and preservation. 
• Address problems of a master planning process that provides a map, but no 

infrastructure to properly support development. 
• Address failure to commit sufficient funds to improve school capacity. 
• Identify funding mechanisms for infrastructure and for agriculture.  
• Avoid talking merely as representatives of interests. 
• Better integrate transportation with land use and environmental planning.  
• Make a better Maryland and develop better utilized comprehensive plans. 
• Incentivize integration of state transportation planning with local priorities. 
• Look for win-win opportunities and flexible approaches. 
• We must not only agree on a plan, but also move to implement it. 
• Identify sustainable processes and best practices that can withstand political 

changes or the next election. 
• Identify better coordination/collaboration practices within and outside of 

government. 
• Identify ongoing technical resources to assist government agencies and educate 

the public about the benefits and need for sustainable growth? 
 
Designees 
 
Mr. Laria advised that the Task Force’s enabling statute does not contemplate designees 
or substitutes for members other than as specifically provided for in the statute.  
Accordingly, designees or substitutes are welcome to attend meetings, but will not be 
able to participate as full members.  Moreover, in view of limited time and a broad 
charge, it is important for Task Force members to participate as actively as possible.  
 
Public Forum  
 
The Task Force is subject to the State’s open meetings laws and related rules.  Each 
agenda will provide an opportunity for public comment and members of the public are 
always encouraged to submit comments in writing to the Chair, c/o the Maryland 
Department of Planning. 
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Review of Agenda & Statutory Charge  
 
A draft Work Plan outlining all the meetings for this year was distributed and discussed.  
 
Logistics 
 
During the Legislative Session, meetings will be held at the Banneker-Douglass Museum, 
and thereafter at the MDP offices in Baltimore. 
 
The discussion of local planning issues scheduled for February will be moved to March, 
and the initial discussion of the State Development Plan parameters will be in February 
instead. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Task Force discussed how best to handle each statutory charge, including the 
possibility of using smaller work groups. 
 
Presentations 
 
Don Halligan , MDP Assistant Secretary, gave a presentation titled “Planning 101”. 
 
MDP Secretary Hall gave a presentation titled “Maryland Land Use: Growth and 
Trends”. 
 
Mark Goldstein, MDP Staff Economist, gave a presentation titled “Maryland 
Demographics 101”. 
 
These presentations are on the Future Growth and Development website: 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/future_growth.html.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:10 PM. 
 

----- 
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Task Force on the Future for Growth and Development in Maryland 

March 24, 2008 / 12:00 PM – 3:00PM 

Banneker-Douglass Museum 

Annapolis, Maryland 

 

Meeting Summary 

 

Attendance 

 
 

Members:   Jon Laria (Chair), David Beall, Derick Berlage, Karl Brendle, David 

Carey, Asuntha Chiang-Smith, Sandy Coyman, Jan Gardner, Carol 

Gilbert, Teena Green, Richard Hall, Frank Hertsch, David Jenkins, Brigid 

Kenney, Gerrit Knaap, Caitlin Rayman, Dru Schmidt-Perkins 
 

Attendees:  Marty Baker (MDOT), Peter Bouxsein (Office of Delegate McIntosh), 

Michele Dinkel (MACo), Devon Dodson (DBED), Roger Fink (Charles 

Co. County Attorney), Jen Haley (Office of Delegate Lafferty), 

Christopher Jakubiak (Jakubiak & Associates), Leslie Knaap (MACo), 

Rick Johnson (MDOT), Marsha McLaughlin (Howard Co. P&Z), Tom 

Reynolds (MML), Brian Turnbaugh (DBM), Caroline Varney- Alvarado 

(DHCD), Barbara Zektick (MDOT) 
 

MDP Staff:  John Coleman, Amanda Conn, David Costello, Nicole Diehlmann, Pat 

Goucher, Don Halligan, Jocelyn Harris, Linda Janey, Jenny King, 

Stephanie Martins, Nery Morales, Matt Power, Eric Schmitt, Shelley 

Wasserman 

 

Welcome & Administrative Matters  

 

The Chair, Jon Laria, clarified that the meeting summaries are not minutes. Accordingly 

members should review and suggest any changes that they feel are necessary.  

 

Mr. Laria noted that a copy of HB366 was included in the Task Force packet as   

requested at the February 25, 2008 meeting. Ms. Amanda Conn, Policy Advisor,   

Maryland Department of Planning, briefly discussed HB366 (BRAC Zone bill), noting 

that the bill was still in its original committees and is expected to move to the Senate 

tomorrow.  

 

Mr. Laria reminded the Task Force that the May 7
th

 meeting will be held at MDP’s Office 

at 301 W. Preston Street, Baltimore. Please note the time change to 1:00 P.M.  – 4:00 

P.M. 

 

Ms. Shelley Wasserman, Attorney General, Maryland Department of Planning, briefed 

the Task Force on the Terrapin Run decision. Ms. Wasserman explained that a 4:3 

decision was recently handed down from the Court of Appeals. The issue before the 

Court of Appeals was whether the Board of Appeals of Allegany County used the correct 
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standard when it granted a Special Exception,  allowing a planned residential 

development to be built because it was “in harmony” with the Allegany County 

Comprehensive Plan (2002).The majority of the court decided that the board acted 

correctly. The decision which is being reviewed across the State and nationally could 

have a significant impact on the role of comprehensive plans in local land use decisions.  

 

Mr. Laria noted that a list of 12 questions was distributed to MACo, MML and MDP to 

address. 

 

*Please refer to the Task Force’s web portal on MDP’s website for copies of all 

presentations which were given electronically. 

 

Presentation: Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) Panel – The County 

Perspective 

 

Mr. Les Knaap, Associate Director, MACo, explained that panel members will be giving 

examples of the comprehensive planning process while addressing some of the questions 

requested by Mr. Laria. 

Mr. Sandy Coyman, Director, Worcester County Department of Comprehensive Planning 

Mr. Coyman presented: The Comprehensive Planning Process. Mr. Coyman noted that 

the comprehensive planning process was a real opportunity for the community to come 

together and plan.  He then detailed the comprehensive planning process in Worcester 

County noting that Article 66B lays the groundwork for comprehensive planning. The 

Plan contains a goal statement and focuses on many issues such as: population growth, 

age and income; transportation, critical areas, housing. The Plan also has an emphasis on 

creating communities not subdivisions.  

Ms. Marsha McLaughlin, Director, Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning 

Ms. McLaughlin presented: The Comprehensive Planning Process. Ms. McLaughlin 

discussed the comprehensive planning process under the guide of Article 66B; necessary 

technical research and the coordination with other County agencies, municipalities, 

adjoining counties and regional organizations. The internet and citizen input have also 

become a major part of the comprehensive planning process.   

Dr. Fern Piret, Director of Planning, Prince George's County Department of Planning 

Dr. Piret discussed comprehensive planning implementation and that the comprehensive 

plan should precipitate changes to the zoning code (be reiterative of one another).  

 

Ms. Jan Gardner, President, Frederick County Board of Commissioners 

Ms. Gardner presented: Engaging Stakeholders. Ms. Gardner detailed the process on how 

to get the public involved in the comprehensive planning process. Ms. Gardner also noted 

the agency and government coordination and planning capabilities of the Frederick 

County Department of Planning (Planning Division and Permitting and Development 

Review). 
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Mr. Roger Fink, County Attorney, Charles County  

Mr. Fink briefed the Task Force on the history of zoning at the national level and in 

Maryland.    

Mr. Leslie Knapp, Associate Director, MACo 

Mr. Les Knaap concluded the MACo presentations by addressing the Smart Growth 

Survey his office conducted of Maryland counties. Mr. Knaap listed the major 

impediments to growth from the county perspective: lack of sewer capacity, education of 

citizens, education of developers, education of elected officials, lack of water capacity 

and citizen opposition. Many respondents expressed the desire for increased 

infrastructure funding. Mr. Knaap stated that a full copy of the survey results will be 

available by the end of April. 

Presentation: Maryland Municipal League (MML) Panel – The Municipal Perspective 

Mr. Tom Reynolds, Manager, Research & Information Management, MML 

 

Mr. Reynolds presented the summary findings of the MML Smart Growth Survey.  

Please view the PowerPoint presentation in its entirety for more detail on MDP’s Task 

Force portal.   

 

Mr. Christopher Jakubiak, Jakubiak & Associates, Inc.  

Mr. Jakubiak informed the Task Force that his firm works across Maryland assisting with 

comprehensive plan updates including the new requirements under HB1141- municipal 

growth and water resources elements.  Mr. Jakubiak discussed the dichotomy of 

infrastructure adequacy and the relations between the municipalities, county and State.   

 

Mr. David Carey, Board of Town Commissioners, Town of Bel Air 

Mr. Carey briefed the Task Force on the Town of Bel Air’s Comprehensive Plan process 

which includes a visioning retreat, consideration of Article 66B and interjurisdictional 

coordination.   

 

Mr. Karl Brendle, Director, Planning & Zoning Division, City of Laurel 

Mr. Brendle presented: Growth Element, Annexation and Smart Growth Practices, 

highlighting the City of Laurel’s urban growth boundary, annexation element and public 

facilities.  The Hawthorne development was focused on as a planning/development 

example. 

 

Presentation by the Maryland Department of Planning – The State Perspective 

Mr. Richard E.  Hall, Secretary, Maryland Department of Planning 

Mr. Hall presented: Maryland Planning – Which Path? 

Mr. Hall stated that citizens in Maryland call for more sustainable growth. He also noted 

that the purpose of PFAs is to concentrate and designate growth.  MDP has conducted a 

series of models and guidelines to assist local governments with the requirements of 

HB1141. Mr. Hall thanked MACo and MML for their efforts on their surveys and 

addressed comprehensive plans which were designated as the number one tool for 

municipalities and counties.   
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Discussion 

 

Mr. Laria asked if there were any general questions regarding the presentations.  

 

Mr. Knaap asked about the actual requirements for planning and whether zoning is one of 

those requirements. Ms. Wasserman replied that technically these requirements are 

optional. Counties such as, Garrett do not have county-wide zoning.   

 

Mr. Knaap commented that the National Center for Smart Growth and MDP offered to 

review the survey questions. He stated that the State Development Plan is not a negative 

action instead it is very positive to look at local comprehensive plans and build up local 

statewide plans and maps.  

 

Mr. Berlage acknowledged the importance of comprehensive plans and that traditionally 

in government there are local government controls such as zoning.  Most planners would 

say that the best comprehensive plan is one that considers a large area. The Task Force 

has to determine parameters for a State Development Plan which must be more than a 

compilation of local plans. It could be a plan of “what if”; a visual map of what it could 

be which may be very effective.      

 

 

Ms. McLaughlin commented that she started to look at the local assembly of plans and 

the State should be involved to resolve conflicts. She added that the level of 

communication between counties and municipalities has been high at Planning Directors’ 

meetings. The Planning Directors’ meetings are held quarterly by MDP. Something to 

consider is the fact that growth rates are slowing, but growth is spilling out of Central 

Maryland to rural areas. We need to get our elected officials on board so that we can get 

growth back to older urban areas. 

 

Mr. Coyman suggested perhaps that the group to consider the questions the following 

questions:  

What does the State want to become?   

How does the State address those issues?   

Maybe this group should focus on problems that really need to be solved rather than 

discussing the abstract.  

 

Mr. Beall suggested that one of the duties for this Task Force is to educate elected 

officials and developers on the incentives for growth management and building in PFAs. 

It is valuable to sell the product of growth management to those who resist change.    

 

Ms. Schmidt-Perkins summarized the Smart Growth survey that planning should be local, 

but the job is not always done well and perhaps the State should have more involvement.   

 

Mr. Hall, in response to a question from Mr. Carey, explained that MDP reviews and 

comments on plans and provides helpful suggestions. These comments are usually taken 
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into consideration but there are a significant number of jurisdictions who disregard or fail 

to communicate their response with MDP. 

 

Ms. Greene commented that she agreed that education is important and suggested 

improving communication on the progress of a plan before the comprehensive plan 

arrives at MDP. This communication with MDP and the municipalities and counties 

could help improve the process and the ability to accomplish goals more effectively.  

 

Ms. Gilbert noted there has been a trend that infrastructure issues are increasingly 

becoming more important. She suggested that a certain amount of focus and support be 

directed towards infrastructure programs, evaluating what the State is supporting and 

coordinating this effort with the needs of the locals. Mr. Laria agreed and suggested this 

view coincides with the Task Force’s charge.  

 

Ms. Gardner reminded the group that the issues of APFOs pushing growth somewhere 

else is because of a lack of money for local governments who have had to add impact 

fees to recoup its losses. This increase in fees cause home pries to rise and in turn people 

are moving out.  Ms. Gardner noted that APFOs are not the problem rather it is the lack 

of funding.  She mentioned that schools are being built without State funding and that 

people have diverse options and local elected officials are trying to balance various 

factors.   In order to have ownership with the State Development Plan then it must be 

developed from the bottom up. 

 

Ms. Chiang-Smith made the Task Force aware of the BRAC Community Enhancement 

Bill (HB366) that was in the process of being passed. This Bill provides funding for local 

jurisdictions to pay for the infrastructure; the benefits are directed towards the locals. The 

Bill is beneficial as this is a great communication tool to getting people to discuss how 

infrastructure affects the localities.   

 

Mr. Laria thanked the Task Force members, professionals, panelists, and audience for 

attending the meeting. He emphasized the value in hearing about the local comprehensive 

plan process and recognized the opportunities to identify issues where things can 

improve.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 3:47 pm.  
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Task Force on the Future for Growth and Development in Maryland 
May 7, 2008 / 1:00 PM – 4:00 PM 

The Maryland Department of Planning 
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Meeting Summary 

Attendance 
 
 

Members:   Jon Laria (Chair), David Beall, Derek Berlage, Karl Brendle, Dave Carey, 
Sandy Coyman, Jan Gardner, Carol Gilbert, Teena Green, Janet Greenip, 
Richard Hall, Frank Hertsch, David Jenkins, Brigid Kenney, Gerrit Knaap, 
Caitlin Rayman, Dru Schmidt-Perkins  

 

Attendees:  Tom Ballentine, Victor Bonaponte, Peter Bouxsein, Leslie Knapp, John 
Kortecamp, Katie Maloney, Susan Mitchell, Sandi Olek, John Papagni, 
Frank Principe, Tom Reynolds, Miranda Spiravack, Brian Turnbaugh 

 
 

MDP Staff:  John Coleman, Amanda Conn, David Costello, Arabia Davis, Pat 
Goucher, Don Halligan, Jocelyn Harris, Linda Janey, Jenny King, 
Stephanie Martins, Marco Merrick, Nery Morales, Mike Nortrup, Eric 
Schmitt, Shelly Wasserman   

  
 
Welcome & Administrative Matters 
 
The Chair, Mr. Jon Laria welcomed and thanked everyone for attending the meeting. Mr. 
Laria explained the agenda and its design to encourage a participatory meeting and also 
to form some smaller work groups.   
 
Mr. Laria reminded the members that within the Task Force’s charge are the requirement 
to serve as an advisory board to the Governor’s Smart Growth Subcabinet, providing 
advice and guidance at least twice annually through December 31, 2010.  Mr. Laria 
attended the April 23, 2008 Smart Growth Subcabinet meeting chaired by the Secretary 
of Planning, Richard E. Hall, and updated the Smart Growth Subcabinet on the status of 
the Task Force.  
 
Questions to MML, MACO and MDP  
 
In March Mr. Laria posed a list of questions for response to MML, MACo and MDP. The 
presentations from MML, MACo and MDP at the March 24, 2008 meeting answered 
some of the questions and in addition these groups have also provided written answers. 
Mr. Laria noted that these written answers will be distributed at the end of the meeting. 
The Task Force was encouraged to review these question and answers, address specific 
topics and themes, and to bring these comments to the June 5th meeting. At which time, 
the agenda will allow an arena for reactions and comments.  Mr. Laria mentioned that the 
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value of these documents is their ability to provide a good basis for conversation. He also 
encouraged anyone who had questions or comments to contact him directly.  
 
Infrastructure Assessment & Terrapin Run Workgroups  
 
Mr. Laria suggested the creation of the Infrastructure Assessment Workgroup and 
appointed MDP to coordinate the logistics of this workgroup.   In addition to examining 
charges 10 and 11, the workgroup will specifically address the following questions:  
 

1. What does Infrastructure Assessment look like?  
2. How can we get Infrastructure Assessment done?  
3. How fast can we get it done?  

 
An Infrastructure Survey was conducted in 2005 and distributed to the Task Force to 
serve as a resource to some of the Infrastructure Assessment questions. Secretary Hall 
commented that although this survey is not without its flaws, MDP is required to conduct 
the survey. Local governments are asked about their infrastructure condition and needs, 
while looking at the capital program.  
 
Mr. Laria suggested that Task Force members such as Brigid Kenney from MDE and the 
MACo and MML representatives evaluate their contributions to this workgroup.  MDP 
will coordinate the workgroup and will send out information to the Task Force soon. A 
preliminary report for this workgroup is scheduled for the June 30th meeting.  The 
members were asked to contact Jenny King or Mr. Laria if you would like to be apart of 
this workgroup.  
 
At the last meeting, Ms. Shelley Wasserman briefed the members on the Court of 
Appeals decision of the Terrapin Run case. Mr. Laria commented that the Terrapin Run 
decision has been given lots of national press and is unsure whether it has been fully 
analyzed. He stressed the importance and meaning of this decision. He commented that it 
would be a responsible action for the Task Force to figure out the following questions:   
 

1. What does the Terrapin Run decision mean?  
2. Do we need to take action?  
3. Can we agree on the action?  
4. Is there is some consensus?   

 
Ms. Kenney agreed to lead a Terrapin Run workgroup. Mr. Laria requested a preliminary 
report at the June 30th meeting.  
 
Mr. Hall attended the American Planning Association (APA) during the last week of 
April in Las Vegas. The majority of people attending this conference are local planners, 
state planners and some private sector planners. Although, APA does not usually get 
involved in court cases, Terrapin Run got a great deal of response at APA. Terrapin Run 
had an entire session devoted to its decision and was presented by the lawyer on the case, 
Mr. Bill Wantz.  



 3

Meeting One Synopsis 
 
Ms. Gardner suggested the group more thoroughly discuss land use issues such as, trends, 
agricultural preservation, housing and job trends, and traffic problems.  
 
Mr. Coyman pointed out that that when the group reviews the surveys from MML and 
MACo to take note of the common themes.   
 
Ms. Gardner emphasized focusing more on the trends considering this is the procedure 
most people take when developing a local comprehensive plan.  She also pointed out the 
usefulness in reviewing the entire State map and observing where population trends are 
shifting. Therefore, when discussing the parameters of a State plan, Ms. Gardner 
wondered if the preparation work had been completed.  
 
Mr. Hall pointed out that MDP had a huge amount of trend data that had not been 
released in an effort to keep the Task Force’s mission more clear rather than get mired in 
vast amounts of trend data. However, if the Task Force would like to have more of this 
type of information then it can be communicated.  
 
Ms. Gardner emphasized that although MDP may have the information it is important 
that everyone understand the information before the Task Force makes their 
recommendations.  She also suggested that the Task Force analyze how Smart Growth 
and its policies are working although this would be an underlying examination in most of 
the Task Force’s statutory charge.    
 
Ms. Dru Schmidt-Perkins consented to reviewing trends and also pointed out that the 
Task Force should focus on shifting growth in appropriate areas.  She also suggested 
focusing more on the trends that should be in place vs. the current trends.  
 
Ms. Gilbert indicated that the data is available it just needs to be presented in an 
appropriate and reasonable manner.   
 
Ms. Gardner posed the question of how can the group demonstrate whether certain 
policies are working? She also asked if it was possible to know the reasons that people 
chose to live and move in certain areas.   
 
Mr. Hall commented that MDP has compelling information with maps demonstrating 
jobs, growth, population and housing balances. This information was presented to the 
Task Force to figure out what looks good and where is Maryland spending money on 
land preservation and its results.   
 
Mr. Coyman suggested the group develop and agree on a definition for Smart Growth.  
 
Mr. Hall pointed out that MDP took a statewide look at concentrating on growth in the 
PFAs which are government focused growth areas and concluded that a trend is that lot 
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sizes are getting bigger which is a harmful trend as presented by MDP at the first Task 
Force meeting.   
 
Mr. Laria suggested that Mr. Hall, Mr. Coyman, and Ms. Gardner hold a conference call 
to further discuss these issues.  Ms. Gardner insisted that the Task Force should also have 
this discussion. The Chair, asked anyone who wanted to join the call to contact one of the 
three organizers to discuss the time and agenda of this call.  
 
The State Development Plan  
 
Mr. Laria asked Mr. Hall whom his Department (MDP) is charged with developing and 
delivering the State Development Plan (SDP) to guide the Task Force through the 
blueprint of the SDP.   
 
Mr. Hall pointed out that the State Development Plan has been required by MDP for over 
30 years and with the help of the Task Force will help solve the question of, what exactly 
is the SDP. Mr. Hall proceeded to discuss the blueprint of the SDP and explained that 
many of the subheadings are directly from the actual statue. Mr. Hall then asked the Task 
Force for their initial reactions, questions and suggestions.  
 
Mr. Jenkins commented that he found it useful to hear the explanation of the sub- 
headings. Mr. Jenkins stated that from a rural perspective agricultural land is discussed 
but suggested expanding and relating this topic to rural land development, economic 
development and sustainability to further define rural Maryland. Mr. Jenkins noted that 
the Rural Development Action Team of which he is a member, developed by the Smart 
Growth Coordination Committee, is examining this blueprint.     
 
Mr. Coyman suggested keeping the order of the legislation and asked about the outreach 
to local government component? This could be contained in the introduction section and 
be labeled “Public Participation”.  Mr. Coyman questioned the land use section and 
whether a segment should be devoted to the assessment of local planning? He also 
wondered if there were any statement of goals, objectives, standards and principals or if 
this was the purpose of each subheading. It was further suggested that implementation be 
added to the blueprint.  
 
Mr. Hall replied that the SDP will have an introduction section that in theory will address 
the goals. Mr. Hall discussed the implementation of the land use section was intended to 
be covered by legislation but agreed that a segment devoted to local planning would be 
useful.  
 
Ms. Gardner seconded many of the Mr. Coyman’s suggestions and the importance of 
implementation and processes. She stressed the need to examine jobs and housing and 
suggested that libraries be included under the community facilities. Ms. Gardner 
questioned how much involvement the Task Force will have in writing the SDP (since it 
is not the Task Force charge) and recommended that the SDP be driven as a bottom up 
process.  
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Mr. Hall replied that there will be a grey area between the parameters born out of this 
Task Force and the actual writing of the SDP.  Mr. Hall commented that as the Plan is 
written a great deal of outside input will be necessary. 
 
Mr. Hertsch expressed his concern of whether the SDP should be a compilation of local 
plans or a comprehensive look beginning with jobs, population growth and follow it with 
housing needs and then public facilities. He also suggested that an overall SDP should 
begin with the foundation of the demands, such as the needed facilities in order to satisfy 
Maryland’s population. He suggested that the SDP document provide the basis for a 
rational analysis for each County’s comprehensive plans and a rational discussion of 
smart growth and PFAs.   
 
Ms. Schmidt-Perkins thanked MDP for distributing the SDP blueprint and pointed out 
that it was quite useful. She stated her discontent with compiling the county and 
municipals plans. Instead she suggested beginning with a clear State goal and then seeing 
how comprehensive plans measure up to these goals. She stated that the Task Force 
should decide whether Maryland wants to keep up with trends or control the future. She 
recommend the group review issues such as, vehicle miles traveled, global warming both 
on impact and adaptation, drinking water (quality & quantity) and regional cooperation.   
 
Mr. Carey commented on the lack of an implementation process and suggested that each 
section have an implementation portion. He also recommended providing incentives to 
local governments to plan accordingly to the vision of the SDP and for the private sector 
to build in these areas.  
 
Mr. Brendle commented that although there might be lots of commonalities among areas 
in Maryland, the SDP will still need to address individual needs, because not one size fits 
all. He further noted that BRAC transcends in a large part of the State and planning needs 
to be more aligned with BRAC issues.  Also, the reuse of land in brownfields, grayfields 
and general redevelopment should be addressed in the blueprint. 
 
Mr. Knaap pointed out that the major weakness in the SDP blueprint is the lack of a clear 
set vision- does a SDP set State policy for spending? How does the role of the Smart 
Growth Subcabinet play in this process?  What about a State Planning Commission? 
Aside from these questions that should be answered Mr. Knaap also suggested 
emphasizing climate issues and recommended the expansion of the topics of 
transportation and economic development.  
 
Ms. Greene suggested highlighting the economic portion of the Plan and examine how 
much infrastructure will cost. She recommended the inclusion of the Potomac and 
Anacostia watersheds to the watershed section. She questioned whether Maryland will be 
able to sustain future population and what the impacts would be on industry, agriculture, 
and biotech opportunities to name a few. She also questioned that if Maryland had all of 
its development, how would Maryland maintain its public facilities.  
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Ms. Kenney asked whether the SDP would be a collection of policies? A local guide? Or 
outline consequences of decisions to guide State actions specifically in funding, and 
provide a positive step in regional planning issues. She informed the group that she has 
taken the initiative to revise the environmental section, which should cover everything in 
the statue. She also suggested that environmental site design be considered and that some 
input should be from the bottom up. Yet, if the group solely depends on local 
comprehensive plans it would become very difficult to redirect the current trends.  
 
Mr. Beall expressed concern in Maryland upholding a self-sustaining balance. He noted 
the issue with people living in PA or VA but working in MD and how this can have bad 
impacts on Maryland.   
 
Ms. Greenip commented that by identifying the current trends this will provide insight on 
future trends. She also discussed her excitement of reviewing State initiatives, since she 
witnesses many bills being passed but never gets to analyze if these bill are effective.   
 
Mr. Berlage noted that a goal should be to protect the gray and reduce sprawl in non- 
PFA areas by encouraging TOD and redevelopment initiatives. He noted that even 
though zoning decisions will be local the State could provide a list of things the State will 
do versus what the locals can do (per their zoning code). The State has regulatory powers 
to reduce development, for example critical area laws. Also the “power of the purse” can 
be effective through tax incentives or infrastructure funding.  In regards to local zoning 
and TODs the expectation of density around transit areas puts the power to zone 
“properly” in the hands of the locals. Local planning is a must but it should consult more 
with the State and focus on the goals of the SDP.  
 
Ms. Rayman proposed incorporating MDOT’s transportation plans in the SDP sub-
headings, as it might serve of use when further integrating the two plans. There hasn’t 
been a SDP and Maryland has suffered by this lacking component, yet this document is 
trying to achieving a great deals of goals. Therefore, she recommended that the SDP’s 
goals be laid out better in order to get a clear notion of the next steps. Ms. Rayman also 
suggested moving the Critical Areas of Concern to the front of the document in order to 
demonstrate the importance of use vs. the history. 
 
Mr. Coyman put forward the idea of addressing the mismatch between PFAs and rural 
areas.   
 
Ms. Gardner questioned the amount of population existing areas can accommodate and 
suggested reviewing local comprehensive plans. Mr. Coyman agreed that taking a look at 
these local comprehensive plans would be a great first step.  
 
Ms. Rayman commented that reviewing the comprehensive plans may not be as helpful if 
the local growth areas are not consistent with the State goals.  
 
Ms. Greenip recommended reviewing crime statistics as these numbers could be affecting 
people’s choices to move near train stations or similar areas.  




