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Execu ive .ummary

Whether it 1s considering public local laws or altering
State aid formulas, the General Assembly deliberates numerous
issues affecting local governments and their finances each
legislative session. Understanding the existing political and
financial structure of local governments enables thorough
consideration of the impact of such legislation.

Structure of Local Governments

In terms of types and number of local governments,
Maryland’s structure is relatively simple. The U.S. Census
Bureau identifies 265 local governments in Maryland,
including 23 counties, Baltimore City, 156 municipalities, and
85 special taxing districts. Counties are the principal unit of
local government in Maryland, responsible for most basic
services. Municipalities typically provide a limited array of
public services that in many instances complement county
government services. Municipalities in rural counties on the
Eastern Shore and in Western Maryland provide services that
may not be offered by the respective county government.

Demographic Indicators

Maryland is among the most diverse states in the
nation. Racial mmorities comprise 41.6 percent of the State’s
population compared to 33.6 percent nationally.  Racial
minorities accounted for 100 percent of the State’s population

ix

growth since 2000. The Hispanic/Latino and Asian
communities are the two fastest growing ethnic groups. During
this period, the State’s minority population increased by
16.9 percent; whereas, the white population decreased by
0.6 percent. The State’s Hispanic population increased by
48.0 percent, with the Asian population increasing by
28.3 percent and African Americans by 10.3 percent.

Maryland is also one of the most affluent states in the
nation with the highest median household income and the
lowest poverty rate as of 2006. Marylanders are highly
educated with a high concentration of college-educated
residents. Maryland enjoys a below-average unemployment
rate and a large concentration of high-tech jobs. An indicator
that is consistently negative, however, is the State’s high
violent crime rate.

Local Government Finances

County and municipal governments in Maryland spend
approximately $20 billion annually on public serv: s.
Counties are the principal unit of local government responsible
for most basic services such as police, fire, local corrections,
sanitation, local highways, health, and parks and recreation.
Counties also are responsible for funding public schools,
libraries, local community colleges, and the circuit courts. In
fiscal 2004, expenditures at the county government level
totaled $18.8 billion, which accounted for 95.6 percent of total
local government expenditures.



Municipal governments spent approximately
$860.6 million, which accounted for 4.4 percent of total local
government expenditures in fiscal 2004.  The services
delivered by municipalities are less uniform than those
provided by the counties. The most comprehensive array of
services is provided by Annapolis, Cumberland, Frederick,
Gaithersburg, . 1 Rockville.

Tax Rates for Local Governments _

Eight counties changed various local tax rates in fiscal
2008, with five decreasing rates and three increasing rates.
One county increased its property tax rate while five
jurisdictions reduced their rates in fiscal 2008, primarily the
result of the significant growth in property tax assessments in
recent years that have pushed local revenues upward. Local
income tax rates remained relatively constant for tax year 2007,
with only one county increasing its rate. Recordation tax rates
were increased in two counties.

Individuals and businesses residing in incorporated
areas ¢ subject to municipal property taxes in addition to
county property taxes. To compensate municipal corporations
for providmg services in lieu of similar county services or
programs and to address the effect of double taxation in
municipalities (when residents pay both county and municipal
property taxes), 17 counties provided property tax set-offs
totaling $67.0 million in fiscal 2007, through either a tax rate
differential or tax rebate.

Sixteen counttes impose either a development impact
fee or excise tax, which generated approximately
$123.4 million in revenues in fiscal 2007. The primary
services funded by these charges include public school
construction, transportation, public safety, parks and recreation,
and water/sewer utilities.

Local Revenue Growth

Local revenue growth remains positive in fiscal 2008
due to continued strong increases in property assessments and
moderate increases in net taxable income. County assessable
base increased by 19.7 percent in fiscal 2008, the highest
annual percentage increase over the last 10 years. Likewise,
net taxable income also increased but at a lower rate than the
prior year. Net taxable mcome increased by 5.8 percent in tax
year 2006. On the downside, recordation and transfer taxes are
projected to decline in fiscal 2008.

The increase in property assessments throughout
Maryland has led the State, and in some instances the voters, to
take action to curtail the rise in property taxes. The Homestead
Tax Credit Prr~~am (assessment caps) provides tax credits
against State, county, and municipal real property tax  for
owner-occupied residential properties for the amount of real
property taxes resulting from an annual assessment increase
that exceeds a certain percentage or “cap” in any given year.
The Homestead Tax Credit Program has provided significant
local property tax relief in recent years. This foregone revenue
is estimated at $1.0 billion in fiscal 2008, $1.4 billion in fiscal
2009, and $1.8 billion in fiscal 2010.



County Salary Actions

Almost all Maryland jurisdictions are providing salary
enhancements to their employees.  Twenty-three county
governments provided their employees with a cost-of-living
adjustment {COLA), while 20 counties provided step increases.
Moreover, all 24 boards of education provided COLAs and
step increases for their teachers. Most counties (14) provided
their employees with a COLA of at least 3 percent, while the
majority of local boards of education (13) provided teachers
with at least 5 percent.

Public School Funding

Public schools are funded from federal, State, and local
sources. Approximately 48 percent of public school funding in
Maryland comes from local sources, and 47 percent comes
from the State. The federal govemment provides only
5 percent of public school funding. Public schools in Maryland
received over $13,300 in total funding for each pupil in fiscal
2008. Baltimore City had the highest per pupil revenues at
$15,508, while Montgomery County had the second highest at
$15,080. C :zen 2’s County, high-performing sch
**-trict, had the lov,v.. per pupil revenues at $11,135.

State education aid increased from $2.9 billion in fiscal
2002, the year before the Bridge to Excellence Act, to
B2 - Eomt 708, e 1 - rease of
79.1 percent 1n State support for public education and an
average annual increase of 10.2 percent over the six years. The
average annual increases will outpace the rate of general fund
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revenue growth, which is expected to average 6.2 percent over
the same six-year period. In comparison, local appropriations
to the boards of education have increased by 5.1 percent
annually since fiscal 2002.

Local General Fund Balances

Local governments ended fisca® ~07 with general fund
balances, including “rainy day” accounts, totaling $2.0 billion.
These balances increased by $16.0 million from the prior year.
The general fund/“rainy day” balances as a percentage of
general fund revenues decreased from 18.0 to 17.2 percent.
Thirteen counties reported an increase in their general
fund/“rainy day” balances between fiscal 2006 and 2007.
Eleven counties experienced decreases in their general fund
balances between fiscal 2006 and 2007.

Local Debt Measures

As of June 30, 2006, Maryland counties and Baltimore
City had $12.4 billion in outstanding debt. Between fiscal
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increased by $1.9 billion or 1¥.1 percent. 1his represents a
4.3 percent average annual increase over the five-year period.
As expected, a majority of the debt was located in areas having
greater infrastructure needs and greater populations. One
reason certain counties hayv le debt than other larger counties
is the interrelationship between a county and its municipalities.
Some municipalities bear the burden of maintaining a large



portion of the infrastructure needs, such as water and sewer
systems.

Balance of State Payments

The Balance Sheer provides a comparison of State
revenues collected to State financial assistance received for
each county. In fiscal 2005, State aid (direct grants and
payments-on-behalf) represented about 37 percent of the State
revenue collections {including property taxes) allocated on a
county-by-county basis in this analysis. The remaining
revenues funded State programs. Worcester, Talbot, and
Montgomery counties had the lowest ratios in fiscal 2005
(received the least amount of State aid in relation to the
collection of Star tax revenues); while Somerset County,
Baltimore City, and Caroline County had the highest ratios
(received the greatest amount of State aid in relation to the
collection of State tax revenues). Historically, the relative
rankings of these jurisdictions have remained constant.

x11

Tax Capacity and Effort

The tax capacity index is highly influenced by the
property tax and income tax, the two largest taxes at the loc ~
level. Those jurisdictions with high property valuations and
income wealth, therefore, tend to be among those with the
highest capacity. Worcester County has the highest capacity
due to the large property assessable base and hotel/motel room
rentals in the resort town of Ocean City. In confrast, Somerset
County has the lowest capacity due to its low income levels
and property assessable base.

The State takes into account a jurisdiction’s revenue
capacity when allocating State funding. Over 65 percent of
State assistance is distributed inversely to local wealth.
Utilizing local wealth measures to distribute State assistance
attempts to offset the inequalities in the revenue capacity
among local jurisdictions.



Chapter 1. St1 icture of Local Governments

When Lord Calvert and his group of English settlers
landed on St. Clement’s Island in 1634, they brought with them
the familiar forms of English government, which mcluded
governance on the local level in counties and villages. The
settlers immediately set about establishing civil boundaries as
they had known them in England with the establishment of
St. Mary’s City. Just three years later, in 1637, the settlers
established St. Mary’s County. Since that time, local
government has evolved, changing as the times and needs of
local communities have changed. Likewise, the law governing
local government has developed to address such change. The
differences among local governments and the relationship
amo-~ different levels of government may be best understood
in this historical context.

There is no mention of local government in the
U.S. Constitution, and local governments are generally
considered creatures of the state. Yet often it is with their local
government that citizens most closely identify. In terms of
1 s 1 n ofloc ™ n " Maryland’s struc’ e
is rel ety simple. ‘lhe L... <...wus Bureau identifies
265 local governments in Maryland, including 23 counties,
Baltimore City, 156 municipalities, and 85 special taxing
districts. There are 87,525 local governmenis throughout the
Umited States. Maryland ranks forty-sixth - ng the states in
terms of the number of local govemments. Appendix 1
summarizes the number of local governments in each state. A
map of Maryland showing each county and county seat 1s
depicted in Exhibit 1.1.

A brief summary of the various forms and authority of
local governments follows. A more detailed explanation of the
structure and powers of each type of local government is
provided in a companion publication, Maryland Local
Government — Volume VI of the Legislativ Har »ook Series.

Counties

Counties are the principal unit of local govemment in
Maryland, responsible for most basic services such as police,
fire, local corrections, sanitation, highways, health, and parks
and recreation. In addition, counties are responsible for
funding public schools, libraries, local community colleges,
and the circuit courts. This arrangement is similar to other
states south of the Mason-Dixon Line. Northem states
traditionally rely more on town " "1s to provide local services;
counties, where they exist, play a secondary role. In addition,
unlike most states, the local school districts in Maryland are
fiscally de; 1dent on the county governn 1t for fundi

Unlike Maryland’s municipalities, which were
established exclusively to meet local needs, count : have
traditionally served two roles simultaneously — a provider of
local services and an administrative arm of the State. In the
first role, the form and extent of county govemment throughout
the State developed based on local 1 ds and on economic,
geographic, and population differences. When - these
differences are considered collectively, they contribute to



Maryland’s reputation as “America in miniature.” In the
second role, counties have served as a mechanism to provide
services of statewide concern throughout each region of the
State.

Maryland counties operate under three forms of
government: commission, charter home rule, and code home
rule.  Until the mid-twentieth century, every county in
Maryland had a commission form of government. Although
Article XI-A of the Maryland Constitution was ratified in 1915
granting Baltimore City and any county the authority to adopt
charter home rule, the first time a county exercised this option
was in 1948 when Montgomery County became the first
charter home rule county. Until the mid-1960s, only three
more counties had adopted charter home rule. Article XI-F of
the Maryland Constitution was ratified in 1966 giving counties
the option to adopt code home rule. Over the next few
decades, several more counties adopted some form of home
rule authority. To date, only eight counties continue to operate
under the commission, or nonhome rule, form of government,
while nine counties operate under charter home rule, and six
counties 0 rate under code home rule. Table 1.1 shows the
form of government for each Maryland county.

Baltimore City

Baltimore City is unique among Maryland’s local
governments. The city is a niwunicipal corporation, but it 1s
generally treated as a county for purposes of State law.
Originally, Baltimore City was established as a municipal
corporation within the confines of Baltimore County, and the

city govemment performed exclusively municipal functions.
However, in 1851, Baltimore City was separated from
Baltimore County and has since functioned as an independent
unit. Today, Baltimore City operates under the charter home
rule form of govemment.

Table 1.1
Form of County Government

Charter Commission Caode
Anne Arundel Calvert Allegany
Baltimore Carroll Caroline
Dorchester Cecil Charles
Harford Frederick Kent
Howard Garrett Queen Anne’s
Meontgomery St. Mary’s ‘Worcester
Prince George’s Somerset
Talbot Washington
Wicomico

Source: Department of Legislative Services

Municipalities

Maryland has 156 municipal corporations, commonly
referred to as municipalities, with home mle powers under
Article XI-E of the Maryland Constitution. The dimensions of
the municipalities vary widely, as does the number of county
residents who live in them. Public works and public safety are



the two largest functions for most municipalities in Maryland.

Common public services perforrmed by municipalities include Table 1.2
street lighting, trash/refuse collection, snow removal, and street 10 Largest Municipalities in I..aryland
maintenance. Police protection, planning/zoning, leaf
collection, and water services are provided by at least one-half Municipality County Population
of municipalities.
Rockville Montgomery 59,114
Rockville is the largest municipality in Maryland Frederick Frederick 58,882
followed by Frederick and Gaithersburg. Port Tobacco in Gaithersburg Montgomery 57,934
Charles County, with 19 residents, is the State’s smallest Bowie Prince George’s 53,325
municipality. Of 156 municipalities, 94 have fewer than Hagerstown Washington 39,008
2,500 residents, while only 8 have more than 235,000 residents. Annapolis Anne Arundel, 36,408
. AT . . College Park Prince George’s 27 10
The 10 largest municipalities are listed in Table 1.2, and the Salish Wicomi 27172
e . . alisbury icomico ;
number of n.lummpahtles-l:fy size s shown in Table 1.3. Greenbelt Prince George’s 21.972
Appendix 2 lists each municipality by county. Laurel Prince George’s 21,945
The number of municipalities in each county and the Source: U.S. Census Bureau
percentage of residents in each county who reside within a
municipality vary considerably. Prince George’s County, with
27 municipalities, has the greatest number among the
"7 counties. Although Prince George’s County has the highest Table 1.3
number of residents who reside within a municipality Maryland Municipalities by Size
(224,124), nuunicipal residents account for only 26.6 percent of
the co 'y pop ' i ™7 0 Coty has the “ghest Population Range Number of Municipalities
percentage of residents who reside within a municipality
{47.3 percent). In contrast, in St. Mary’s County, 2.2 percent 25,001-60,060 8
of residents reside within a municipality. Baltimore and ;Odg?_l[_ﬁs(;ggo ig
' )j.vard count}es have no municipality lqcated entirely within 2’ 501.5 600 25
their boundaries, a.lthoqgh a small portion of the Town of 2:500 and less 04
Hampstead does extend into Baltimore County. The number of
idents in each county who reside within a municipality is Source: U.S. Census Bureau
provided in Appendix 3.




Municipalities in Maryland operate under home rule
authority. With limited exceptions, the authority granted to
municipalities under the State constitution and public general
laws is uniform throughout the State. The express grant of
authority to the municipalities is found in Article 23A,
Section2 of the Annotated Code of Maryland. One
noteworthy exception is the right to exercise urban renewal
powers. Under Article III, Section 61 of the Maryland
Constitution, the General Assembly may grant urban renewal
powers for slum clearance to a county or municipality only by
public local law.

Special Taxing Districts

While the term local government usually refers to
counties and municipalities, other local government entities
known as special districts have been created by State or local
law to address specific goals or needs within a small
geographic area, or to deal with issues and problems that cross
county boundaries. Despite sharing some features similar to
counties and municipalities, these entities lack home rule
authority and must come to the legislative body that created
thern 1n order to change the scope of their powers.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2002 Census of
Govermments, Maryland has &5 special districts. The Census
Bureau defines special districts as independent, special purpose
governmental units, excluding school district governments, that
exist as separate entities with substantial administrative and
fiscal independence from general purpose governments.
Special districts provide specific services that are not being
supplied by existing general purpose governments. Although
most special districts perform a single -~ -tion, in some cases
the enabling legislation for a special district allows for the
provision of multiple services.

This category of local government is quite broad.
Special taxing districts inchude entities created by e General
Assembly and entities created by a county or municipality.
Some special taxing districts resemble municipalities because
they provide a range of municipal services. Other districts
exist for a limited purpose, such as the financing of public
drainage associations within a limited area or the creation and
maintenance of street lighting in a particular neighborhood.
Despite this variety in origin and powers, each district has
some sort of tax-setting or fee-charging power.









Chapter 2. Jemographic In

A.JI'S

Maryland is a diverse State encompassing the
mountainous regions of Western Maryland, waterfront
communities along the Chesapeake Bay, historic towns, rolling
hills and horse farms in the north-central region of the State,
a the urban center along the Baltimore-Washington corridor.
This diversity is also reflected in the State’s people and
families. Maryland is today a dynamic and culturally enriched
State comprising people from approximately 180 different
cour les speaking over 80 languages.

Land Area and Population

Maryland, consisting of 9,774 square miles, ranks as
the forty-second state in terms of land mass. Maryland’s
counties range in size from Calvert County with 215 square
miles to Frederick County with 663 square miles. Baltimore
City comprises 81 square miles.

Approximately 5.6 million people live in Maryland.
Montgomery County is the State’s largest jurisdiction with
932,000 residents, and Kent County is the smallest with
20,000 residents.  Baltimore City, although fourth in total
population, has the highest population density in the State.
Montgomery County is second in terms of population density.
Garrett County has the lowest population density. Exhibit 2,1
shows the land area, population, and population density for all
Maryland jurisdictions.

Racial Composition

Maryland is among the most diverse states in the
nation. Racial minorities comprise 41.6 percent of the State’s
population compared to 33.6 percent nationally as shown in
Table 2.1. African Americans are the largest racial minority in
Maryland comprising 29.0 percent of the State”s population;
whereas Hispanics/Latinos account for 6.0 percent, followed
by Asians at 4.9 percent. Montgomery County is one of the
most affluent and diverse junsdictions in Maryland, with
Hispanics/Latinos, African Americans, and Asians each
comprising between 13 and 16 percent of the county’s
population. Exbibit 2.2 shows the racial composition for each
jurisdiction in Maryland. Appendix 4 shows the racial
composition for each state.

Table 2.1
Maryland Racial Composition — 2006
) L lviarylana Unii
white 58.4% 60.470
African American 29.0% 12.2%
Hispanic/Latino 6.0% 14.8%
Asian 4.9% 4.3%
American Indian 0.3% 0.8%
Native Hawaiian 0.0% 0.1%
Multi-r ial 1.4% 1.4%

Source: 1.5. Census Bureau




Over the last six years (2000-2006), gains in the State’s
population have been comprised entirely from growth in
minority groups. During this period, the State’s muinority
popu ion increased by 16.9 percent; whereas, the white
population decreased by 0.6 percent. The State’s Hispanic
population increased by 48.0 percent during this period, with
the Asian population increasing by 28.3 percent and African
Americans by 10.3 percent.

Population Growth

Managing growth remains a key issue as Maryland’s
population continues to expand. Since April 2000, the State’s
population has increased by nearly 320,000 people (Table 2.2).
This represents a 6.0 percent increase over the six-year period,
giving Maryland the twenty-first highest growth rate in the
nation. For comparison purposes, the United States’
population increased by 6.4 percent during this same period.

Table 2.2

o0 1 Growth
A TTHO U1~ J
5,296,506 5,589,599 5,615,727

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Between 2000 and 2006, approximately 59 percent of
the State’s population growth was due to natural increases and
4] percent was due to international immigration (Table 2.3}
Maryland continues to experience population losses from net
internal migration, movement among the states, for the third
consecutive year. This decline was offset by a high level of
international immigration. Over the last six years, nearly
130,000 foreign-born individuals have entered the State,
residing prmarily in Montgomery 1 F e George’s
counties.

International immigration has helped to offset the
sizable decreases 1in internal migration within both
jurisdictions. From 2000 through 2006, Montgomery County
realized a net loss of 50,872 residents due to internal migration,
and Prince George’s County realized a net loss of 30,567
residents. The only other jurisdictions in Maryland with a net
decrease in internal migration are Baltimore City (net loss of
64,108 residents), Allegany County (net loss of 626 residents),
and Anne Arundel County (net loss of 1,679 residents).
Exhibit 2.3 shows the growth in population for each
jurisdiction since 2000, and Exhibit 2.4 shows components of
population change since 2000.



Table 2.3
Components of Maryland’s Population Change
2000-2006
Net Natural Increase 189,158 59.3%
Net Migration
Domestic Migration -13,017 -4.1%
[nternational Immigration 129,730 40.6%
Subtotal 116,713 36.6%
Residual 13,350 42%
Total Increase 319,221 100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Population growth throughout Maryland has not been
uniform. The largest growth occurred in Southem Maryland,
the Eastern Shore, and the north-central region of the State.

wre City and many economically distressed rural
counties realized either marginal growth or continued

luctions in population.

Calvert Cc—ty led - State in population growth
between 2000 and 2006 with a growth rate of 19 percent.
Charles, Cecil, and St. Mary’s counties had growth rates above
or around 15 percent. Baltimore City and Allegany County
were the only jurisdictions that lost population since 2000.
From 2005 to 2006, Caroline County led the State in

population growth, followed by Cecil, St. Mary’s, and
Wicomico counties. Baltimore City and Allegany County
continue to experience population losses, with Anne Arundel,
Garrett, and Prince George’s counties realizing slight decreases
in their population.

Washington and Baltimore Metropolitan A as

A metropolitan area is defined by the U.S. Census
Bureau as an area with a large population nucleus and adjacent
communities that have a high degree of social and economic
integration between them. In some instances, two large
metropolitan areas adjacent to each other have strong economic
and social links between them. In these instances, the two
metropolitan areas may be designated a consolidated
metropolitan statistical area, as is the case with the
Washington-Baltimore consolidated metropolitan statistical
area.

When compared to metropolitan areas nationwide, the
Washington metropolitan statistical area ranks eighth with
approximately 5.3 million residents, while the Baltimore
metropolitan  statistical area ranl nineteenth  with
approximately 2.7 million residents. Combined, these two
metropolitan statistical areas hold apprc—ately 8.0 million
residents.

Approximately 87 percent of the State’s population
resides in a county within one of these metropolitan areas. The
Washington metropolitan statistical area stretches from the
Chesapeake Bay in the east to the Appalachians in the west,



consisting of the District of Columbia; five Maryland counties
(Calvert, Charles, Frederick, Montgomery, and Prince
George’s), in Virginia, nine counties and six independent
cities; and one county in West Virginia. The most populous
county in the Washington metropolitan statistical area 1is
Fairfax County, Virginia, with a population of over 1 million;
Montgomery County, Maryland is the second most populous
with 932,000 residents.

The Baltimore metropolitan statistical area is composed
of Baltimore City and six Maryland counties — Anne Arundel,
Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, Howard, and Queen Anne’s.
Baltimore County is the most populous jurisdiction within the
Baltimore metropolitan statistical area with a population of
787,000 residents; Baltimore City is the second most populous
area with 631,000 residents.

Since the 1960s, in both the Washington and Baltimore
r tropolitan statistical areas, the population of the central city
has been declining while the population of the surrounding
counties has increased dramatically. Appendix 5 compares the
population of each jurisdiction within the Washington and
Baltimore metropolitan statistical areas.

ternational In  igration

Approximately 1.2 million immigrants enter the United
States each year. California remains the top destination for
tmmigrants with °7 5 p-----* - =y “-"—ants calli- - the
state home. Other leading states include New York, lexas,

Florida, Illinois, and New Jersey. Together, these six states are
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home to 62.1 percent of new immigrants and historically have
been traditional destinations for immigrants.

Maryland continues to be a major destination for
immigrants ranking fifteenth among the U.S. states. In 2006,
over 21,000 legal immigrants entered the state from over
180 different countries. Of those legal immigrants,
31.9 percent came from Asia, 29.2 percent from Africa,
28.3 percent from Latin America, 9.3 percent from Europe, and
1.0 percent came from Northem America. The leading
countries of orgin for the legal immigrants were El Salvador,
Ethiopia, China, Nigeria, the Philippines, and India. Of those
who became legal permanent residents, 40 percent were
immediate relatives of U.S. citiz« 3, 19 percent received
employment-based preferences, 17 percent were granted
refugee and asylum status, and 13 percent received
family-sponsored preferences. Table 2. shows the number of
individuals who immigrated legally to Maryland in 2006 by the
top 10 sending countries.






Social and Economic Indicators

Maryland is one of the most affluent states in the nation
with the highest median household income and the lowest
poverty rate as of 2006. Marylanders are highly educated with
a high concentration of college-educated residents. Maryland
enjoys a below-average unemployment rate and a large
concentration of high-tech jobs. A confinuing negative
indicator is the State’s high wviolent crime rate. In 2006,
Maryland had the nation®s ninth highest violent crime rate, the
fourth highest murder rate, and the third highest robbery rate.
Infor - -tion on poverty rates, single-parent households, high
school dropout rates, and crime rates is provided In
Exhibit 2.6. Information on average weekly wage,
unemployment, median household income, and median home
prices is provided in ™~hibit 2.7. A comparison of the growth
in household income and home prices is provided in
Exhibit 2.8. Exhibit 2.9 provides information on employment
growth since 2000.

Poverty Rates
* 7 ~'--d continues to have one of the lowest pove
rates nation. In 2006, the poverty rate in Maryland was
7.8 percent, the lowest rate in the nation. Other states with low
poverty rates included New Hampshire, Connecticut, and New
Jersey. Nationally, 13 _ percent of the U.S. population had
income below the poverty threshold in the past 12 months
(2006). The poverty threshold for a family of three was
$16,009 in 2006.
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Based on the 2000 census, 8.5 percent of Marylanders
lived in poverty compared to 12.4 percent at the national level.
Across the State, the poverty rate in 2000 ranged from
3.8 percent in Carroll Co1 'y to 22.9 percent in Baltimore City.
Seven counties had poverty rates exceeding the national
average. Poverty rate statistics are taken from the 2000 census.
More recent data on a county-by-county basis is not yet
available from the U.S. Census Bureau.

Single-parent Households

The effects of poverty are compounded by the fact that
many children in Maryland do not live in a two-parent
household. Statewide, more than 30 percent of houscholds
with children are headed by a single parent, up from
12.8 percent in 1970. Single-parent families with children
range from a high of 61 percent in Baltimore City to a low of
17 percent in Carroll County. Counties with a high level of
single-parent households also tend to have a high child poverty
rate,

High School Dropout Rate

Maryland’s high school dropout ra ¢ :lin . in 2007.
According to the 2007 Maryland Report Card produced by the
Maryland State Department of Education, Maryland’s high
school dropout rate averaged 3.5 percent in 2007. ..is
compares to 5.4 percent in 1993 and 3.6 percent in 2006. The
high school dropout rate ranges from 0.9 percent in Worcester
County to 9.6 percent in Baltimore City. Compared to 20006,
high school dropout rates declined in 13 local school systems
but increased in 11 local school systems.



Crime Rate

Maryland’s crime rates are among the highest in the
nation. According to the FBI’s Uniform Crime Repori, when
including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, in 2006,
Maryland had the ninth “*-hest violent crime rate, the fourth
highest murder rate, and the third highest robbery rate. The
FBI recorded 546 murders in Maryland compared to 399 in
Virginia, even though Virginia has over 2.0 million more
residents.  The District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
Louisiana had the nation’s highest murder rates while North
Dakota, South Dakota, and New Hampshire had the lowest.
Table 2.5 compares the crime rates in Maryland with
neighboring Virginia for calendar 2006.

Table 2.5
Comparison of Crimes Rates in 2006
Maryland Yirginia
Violent Crime 678.6 g 2822 35
Murder 9.7 4t 52 25"
Rape 210 47" 234 44"
Robbery 256.0 3 101.4 29"
Assault 3920 11" 152.1 b
Vehicle Theft 543.5 7% 193.8  42™

'Rate is per 100,000 inhabitants. *Aggravated assaults.
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 2006

Baltimore City had the highest crime rate in Maryland
in 2006, followed closely by Prince George’s County. Calvert,
Carroll, Frederick, and Garrett counties had the lowest crime
rates. Crime rate statistics are from the Uniform Crime Report
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for 2006. The overall crime rate increased in 17 counties in
2006.

Baltimore City and Prince George’s County continue to
be plagued with a high murder rate. The two jurisdictions
accounted for 74.2 percent of the State’s murders. In addition,
Prince George’s County continues to be inundated with motor
vehicle thefls, despite a 25 percent reduction in 2006. Nearly
one-half of the motor vehicle thefts in the State occur in Prince
George’s County. In 2006, 12,944 vehicles were reported
stolen in Prince George’s County compared to 2,640 in
neighboring Montgomery County. Baltimore City had the
second highest number of vehicle thefis at 6,276.

Average Weekly Wage

The average weekly wage calculation is based on an
individual’s place of employment rather than residence. In
calendar 2006, the average weekly wage was $887 statewide,
ranging from $502 in Worcester County to $1,084 in
Montgomery County. Baltimore City had the second highest
average weekly wage at $945, followed by Howard County at
$938. The Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing, and
Regulation calculates the average weekly wage statistic.

Unemployment R: »

The unemployment rate measures the percent of a
county’s total civilian labor force that is out of work. TI
statewide unemployment rate averaged 4.2 perc t° calendar
2005, 3.9 percent in calendar 2006, and 3.8 percent in calendar
2007. Howard and Momtgomery counties had the lowest



unemployment rate at 2.8 percent in 2007, while Baltimore
City and Dorchester County had the highest at 6.2 percent.
The unemployment rate in Maryland continues to be below the
national average. The national unemployment rate averaged
5.1 percent in calendar 2005 and 4.6 percent in calendar 2006
and 2007.

Median 1 »usehold Income

Maryland had the highest median income in the nation
in 2006. Table 2.6 lists the 10 states with the highest median
household income. The median household income in 2006 for
Maryland jurisdictions ranged from $35,250 in Somerset
County to $93,050 in Howard County. Montgomery County
had the second highest median income - $87,500, and Calvert
County had the third highest at $..,400. Four counties
(Allegany, Dorchester, Garrett, and Somerset) and Baitimore
City had income levels below 70 percent of the statewide
average.

Median Sale Price for Homes

The median sale price for owner-occupied rea! ~w~merty
was $315,000 statewide in fiscal 2007, down $3,000 wrom ik
previous year, representing a 0.9 percent decrease. The median
sale price ranged from $109,875 in Allegany County to
$ 7,750 in Montgomery County. Median sale price statistics
are from the Maryland State Department of Assessments and
Taxation.

14

Table 2.6

Median Household Income in 20:06
1. Maryland $65,144
2. New Jersey $64,470
3. Connecticut $63,422
4. Hawaii $61,160
5. Massachusetts $59,963
6. New Hampshire $59,683
7. Alaska $59,393
8. Califomnia $56,645
9. Virginia $56,277
10. Minnesota $54,023
National Average $48.,451

Source: 1.8, Census Bureau

Since fiscal 2001, the median home price has increased
by 109 percent; whereas, median household mcome increased
by only 18 percent. Western Maryland is the most affordable
location in the State to purchase al 1e; wl  eas, Montgomery
County and parts of the Eastern Shore are the least affordab
The housing affordability index compares the median home
pri  in a jurisdiction with the median household "~~~ 2. In
Allegany County, the median home price is 2.9 times higher
than the median household income; whereas, in Talbot County,
the median home price is 6.6 times higher than the median
household income.



Employment Growth

Employment growth is one indicator of an economy’s
overall health. The total number and the percent change in new
jobs created are widely used performance measures.
Maryland’s employment growth rate from 2000 through 2006
was 5.2 percent. This represents a net increase of 126,033 jobs
over the six-year period. On a per capita basis, Anne Arundel,
Cecil, and Garrett counties realized the highest employment
growth during this period, while seven counties and Baltimore
City realized a decline in per capita employment.
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The employment growth rate was calculated by using
average annual employment data as reported by the Maryland
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. Employment
growth statistics represent the available jobs wi"'1 a
jurisdiction but not the employment status for residents ot the
jurisdiction. The employment status of residents within a
jurisdiction is indicated by the unempleyment ra



Maryiand Population and Density

Population Land Area  Population
County July 200§ 5q. Miles Density
Allegany 72,831 4254 171.2
Anne Arundel 509,300 415.9 1,224.6
Baltimore City 631,366 g0.8 7,813.9
Baliimore 787,384 558.8 1,315.4
Calverl 88,804 215.2 4127
Caroline 32617 320.1 101.9
Carroll 170,260 449.1 379.1
Cecil 99,508 348.14 285.9
Charles 140,416 461.0 304.6
Dorchester 31,631 557.5 56.7
Frederick 222,938 662.9 336.3
Garrett 29,859 648.0 46.1
Harford 241,402 440.3 548.3
Howard 272,452 252.0 1,081.2
Kent 19,983 279.4 71.5
Montgomery 932,131 495.5 1.881.2
Prince George's 841,315 485.4 1,733.2

A " 4 3r2.2

St. Mary's 938,854 381.2 273.7
Somerset 25,. .. 327.2 78.8
« uibot 36,062 269.1 134.0
Washingtion 143,748 458.1 313.8
Wicamico 91,987 772 2439
Worcester 438,86¢€ 473.2 103.3
Maryiand 5.615,727 9,773.4 574.86

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Maryland Department of Planning
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Exhibit 2.2
Racial Composition in Maryland Counties as of July 2006

African Hispanic/
County Whita American Latino Asian Other
Allegany 91.5% 5.9% 0.9% 0.7% 1.0%
Anne Arundel 76.6% 14.8% A7% 3.0% 1.9%
Baltimore City 30.0% 64.4% 2.4% 1.9% 1.3%
Baltimore 67.4% 24.4% 2.7% 4.0% 1.5%
Calvert 81.8% 13.1% 2.1% 1.1% 1.9%
Caroline 80.1% 13.7% 4.1% 0.7% 1.4%
Carrali 92.7% 3.1% 1.6% 1.5% 1.1%
Cecil 90.4% 5.1% 2.1% 1.0% 1.4%
Charles 55.1% 36.5% 3.3% 2.4% 2.7%
Dorchester 69.0% 27.2% 1.9% 0.9% 1.0%
Frederick 81.5% 8.2% 5.2% 3.5% 1.6%
Garrett 98.2% 0.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4%
Harford 82.0% 11.9% 2.4% 2.0% 1.7%
Howard 65.6% 16.4% 4.3% 11.6% 2.1%
Kent 79.2% 15.5% 3.5% 0.8% 1.0%
Montgomery 55.1% 16.0% 13.8% 13.3% 1.8%
Prince George's 18.0% 64.7% 11.7% 3.7% 1.9%
ToonAr 88.6% 7.6% 1 0 1.7
St. Mary's 79.2% 14.3% 2.4% 2.1% 2.0%
Somerset 556% 40.3% 1.9% ~ 9% 1.3%
Talbat 81.6% 13.9% 2.7% 0.8% 1.0%
Washington 86.1% 9.2% 2.1% 1.3% 1.3%
Wicomico 70.2% 23.5% 3.1% 1.9% 1.3%
Worcester 81.6% 14.3% 2.0% [ 1.2%
Maryland 58.4% 29.0% 6.0% 4.9% 1.7%
United States 66.4% 12.2% 14.8% 4.3% 2.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Maryland Depariment of Planning
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Exhibit 2.3

Population Growth in Maryland by County

Percent Change
County 2000 2005 2006 2005-2006 2000-2006
Allegany 74,930 73,245 72,831 -0.6% -2.8%
Anng Arundel 489,856 509,397 509,300 0.0% 4.0%
Baltimore City 651,154 636,377 631,366 -0.8% -3.0%
Baltimore 754,292 783,405 787,384 0,5% 4.4%
Calvert 74,563 87,622 88,804 1.3% 19.1%
Caroline 29,772 31,805 32,617 2.6% 9.6%
Carroll 150,897 168,397 170,260 1.1% 12.8%
Ceril ar aj 97,474 99,506 21 15.8%
Chanes 120,046 138,106 140,416 1.7% 16.5%
Dorchester 30,674 31,351 31,631 0.9% 31%
Frederick 195,276 220,409 222,938 1.1% 14.2%
Garrett 29 846 29,863 29,859 0.0% 0.0%
Harford 218,590 238,850 241,402 1.1% 10.4%
Howard 247 842 269,174 272,452 1.2% 9.9%
Kent 19,197 19,908 19,983 0.4% 4.1%
Montgemery 874,165 927,405 932,131 0.5% 6.6%
Prince George's 800,691 842,764 841,315 -0.2% 51%
Anm 40,563 | 1777 1« 7
5t. Mary's 86,232 96,868 98,854 21% 14.6%
Someresf 24,748 25,666 25,77 iiehd A%
Talbot 3asMz 35,630 36,062 1.2% 6.7%
Washington 131,923 141,563 143,748 1.5% 9.0%
Wicomico 84,644 90,252 91,987 1.9% 6.7%
Worcester 46,542 48,599 48,866 0.5% 5.0%
Maryland 5,296,506 5,589,599 5,615,727 0.5% 6.0%

Saurce: WS Census Bureau
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Exhibit 2.4

Components of Maryland Population Change — April 2000 to July 2006

Net Natural [International Internal

County Increase Migration Migration Residual Total
Allegany 1,367 137 -526 -243 -2,099
Anne Arundel 20,282 2,644 -1,.679 -1,603 19,644
Baltimore City 8,609 7,943 -64,168 27,828 -19,788
Baltimore 10,595 12,782 12,086 -2,381 23,092
Calvert 2,898 243 11,195 -95 14,241
Caroline 723 343 1,882 -83 2,845
Carroll 4,473 474 14,757 -341 19,363
Cedil 2916 328 10,540 -229 13,855
Chatles 6,013 200 13,867 -210 19,870
Dorchester -264 60 1,269 -108 957
Frederick 9,913 1,832 16,404 -487 27,662
Garrett 38 239 I -85 13
Harford 8,079 876 14,415 -558 22,812
Howard 13,934 6,892 4,632 -B48 24610
Kent -403 180 1,066 -57 786
Montgomery 49.07¢ 652,627 -50,872 -2.865 57,966
Prince Gearae's 44 601 29,602 -30,567 -3,012 40,624
Q ’ 846 280 4, - 578
St. Mary's 4,747 -8 8,051 ~168 12,622
Somerset -51 222 927 -72 1,026
Talbot -309 204 2,487 -132 2,250
Washington 2,110 487 9,628 -400 11,825
Wicomico 2,212 983 4,427 -279 7,343
Worcester T 370 2,613 -146 2,324
Maryland 189,158 129,730 13,017 13,350 319,221

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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. Talbot 2,487
. Caroline 1,862
. Dorchester 1,269
. Kent 1,066
ymer 7

. Garrett kY|
. Allegany -626
_ Anne Arundel -1.679
. Prince George's -30,567
. Montgomery -50,872
. Baltfmore City -64,168




Limited English Proficient Individuals

Demographics - Limited English Proficient Individuals

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

County 1990 2000 %%
Allegany 435 585 34.5%
Anne Arundel 7315 11,416 56.1%
Baltimore City 15616 18,113 16.0%
Baltimore 16,158 25,526 5F nox_
Calvert a7 774 108.6%
Cardline 213 614 188.3%
Carroll 937 1737 85.4%
emil 652 862 32.2%
Charles 972 1,928 88.4%
Dorchester 403 419 4.0%
Frederick 1,378 2,939 113.3%
Garrett _&ne 276 -15.9%
Harford 2,426 3,443 40.7%
Howard 4510 11,063 145.3%
Kent 462 367 -20.6%
Montgomer-- 60,308 105,001 74.1%
Prince George's 31,081 53,743 72.8%
Queen Anne's 307 562 83.1%
St. Mary's 1,381 1,625 10.4%
Somers: * 288 333 15.6%
Talbot 303 591 95.0%
Washington 1217 1,318 8.3%
Wicomico 924 2,324 151.5%
Worcester 4ne ocg 72.3%
Maryland 148,433 £44,247 65.9%
United States 13,082 502 21,320,407 52.5%
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Ranking by

Number of Individuals

County

. Montgomery
. Prince George's
. Baltimore

. Baftimore City
. Anne Arundel
. Howard

. Harlord

. Frederick

. Wicomico

. Charles

. Carroll

. 5t. Mary's

. Washington

. Cecll

. Worcester

. Calvert

. Caroline

. Talbot

. Allegany

. Queen Anne's
. Dorchester

. Kent

. Somerset

. Garrett

2000

105,001

53,743
25,526
18,113
11,416
11,063
3,413
2,939
2,324
1,928
1,737
1,525
1,318
862
858
774
614
591
585
562
419
367
333
276
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Ranking by

Percent of Population

County

. Montgomery
. Prince George's
. Howard

. Ballimore

. Baltimore City
. Wicomico

. Anne Arundei

. Caroline

. Kent

. 3t Mary's

. Worcester

. Talbot

. Charles

- Harford

. Frederick

. Queen Anne's
. Dorchester

. Somerset

. Camoll

. Calvert

. Cecil

. Washington

. Garretl

. Allegany

Maryland
United States




Exhibit 2.6
Social Indicators for Maryland Counties

Poverty Single-parent High School Crime Rate
Rate Households Dropout Rate % of State Average Murder Count Vehicle Theft Count

County 2000 Census 2000 Census 2006 2007 CY 2005 C¥ 2006 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2005 CY 2006
Allegany 14.8% 28.6% 3.4% 3.5% 73.0% 81.2% 1 1 57 83
Anne Arundel 5.1% 24.2% 2.0% 2.0% 92.4% 96.0% 16 23 1,524 1,654
Baltimore City 22.9% 60.9% 10.5% 9.6% 165.5% 164.6% 269 2786 6,232 6,276
Baltimore B.5% 30.4% 4.1% 3.4% 92.6% 98.6% 40 35 3,048 3,463
Caivert 4.4% 20.0% 2.2% 2.0% 49.9% 50.0% 2 1 86 102
Caroline 11.7% 32.6% 2.8% 3.2% 72.3% 82.4% 1 0 51 a4
Carroll 3.8% 17.1% 1.4% 1.5% 44 7% 43.8% 2 1 170 127
Cecil 7.2% 26.8% 4.3% 4.4% 83.4% 86.8% 4 4 278 310
Charles 5.5% 29.0% 3.4% 2.7% 86.5% 86.3% 4 4 627 435
Dorchester 13.8% 39.7% 57% 4.8% 99.8% 1152% 0 1 77 a9
Frederick 4.5% 20.0% 0.8% 1.0% 45.7% 51.4% 1 9 197 224
Garrett 13.3% 21.2% 2.1% 2.4% 41 0% 47 1% 0 2 19 22
Harford 4.9% 21.5% 3.2% 3.2% 57.1% 56.0% 2 9 3559 437
Howard 3.9% 18.9% 1.4% 1.2% 68.3% 69.3% 4 5 544 B56
Kent 13.0% 34.2% 2.9% 6.2% 47 0% 56.3% 1 0 24 17
Montgomery 5.4% 20.9% 2.0% 2.7% R 70L 68.1% 21 19 2,671 2,640

ince Gec*~'s 7.7% 39.4% 4.0% 3.8% 173.7% 154.4% 164 130 17,242 12,944
Queen Anne's 6.3% 22.4% 3.3% 2.9% 51.9% 58.7% 1 0 48 46
St. Mary's 7.2% 24.4% 4.0% 2.7% 57.1% 67.5% 1 5 142 177
Somerset 20.1% 37.2% 7.3% 5.3% 78 Qo 53.8% 1 2 _27 37
Talbet 8.3% 27.5% 1.3% 3.8% 66.8% 70.8% 3 0 26 35
Washington 9.5% 29.2% 2.2% 2.5% 63.4% 67.9% 4 4 261 300
Wicomico 12.8% 34.7% 3.3% 5.0% 133.0% 141.8% 4 8 205 258
Waorcester 9.6% 32.1% 1.3% 0.9% 1MN.8%  131.4% ? 7 107 _ 1R
Maryland 8.5% 30.3% 3.6% 3.5% 100.0% 100.0% 552 547 34,070 3,

Source: U.5. Census Bureau, Maryland State Depariment of Education, Maryland State Police, Maryland Depariment of Planning
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Exhibit 2.7
Economic Indicators for Maryland Counties

Unemployment Rate

Median Household Income

Median Home Price

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Coun’ CY 2006 Slate Average CY2005 CY20ne £V 2007 CY 2006 State Average FY 2007 State Aver
Allegany 575 64.8% 6.1% 5.7% 5.5% $38,400 57.7% $109,875 34.9%
Anne Arundel 856 96.5% 3.5% 3.3% 3.3% 79,950 120.0% 339,900 107.5%
Baltimore City 945 106.5% 8.9% 6.4% 6.2% 37,850 56.8% 159,625 50.7%
Baltimore 848 95.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.9% 63,150 94.8% 262,850 83.4%
Calvert 728 82.1% 3.4% 3.2% 31% 87,400 131.2% 324,900 103.1%
Caroline 581 65.5% 4.4% 4.3% 4.5% 47,200 70.9% 275,000 87.3%
Carrall 639 72.0% 3.3% 3.2% 3.2% 75,050 1M2.7% 340,000 107.5%
Ceqcil 782 88.2% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2% 62,100 93.2% 260,000 82.5%
Charles 691 77.9% 34% 3.2% 3.2% 78,450 117.8% 348,475 110.6%
Dorchester 606 68.3% 55% 57% 6.2% 42,500 63.8% 214,000 67.5%
Frederick 774 87.3% 3.2% 3% 1% 80,650 121.1% 329,900 104.7%
Garrett 504 56.8°% 4.8% 5.0% 4.7% 40,850 61.3% 145,500 46.2%
Harford 753 84.9% 4.0% 3.6% 3.6% 74,600 112.0% 269,900 85.7%
Howard 938 105.7% 31% 2.9% 2.8% 93,050 139.7% 392,0c0 124.4%
Kent 610 68.8% 4.2% 4.0% 4.0% 48750 T47% 264 000 83.8%
Montgomery 1,084 122.2% 3.1% 2.9% 2.8% 87,500 131.4% 437 750 139.0%
Prince George's 880 99.2% 4. 5% 41% 4.0% 70,250 105.5% 325,000 103.2%
Queen Anne's 597 67.3% 35% 3.4% 3.4% 73,800 110.8% 378,911 120.3%
5t Mary's 930 104.8% 1.6% 3.4% 3.2% 63,200 94.9% 315,000 100.0%
Somerset 528 70.8% 6.1% 5.5% 5.6% 35,250 52.9% 158,500 50.8%
. aibot 635 71.6% 3.9% 36% 7% 54,350 81.6% 380,000 114.3%
Washington 673 75.9% 4.4% 4.4% 4.6% 51,650 77.6% 239,450 76.0%
Wicomico 641 72.3% 4.3% 4.1% 4.1% 47,350 71.1% 200,000 63.5%
Worcester 502 56.6% 5.9% 6.4% 6.1% 53,100 79.7% 265,000 84.1%
Maryland $887 100.0% 4.2% 3.9% A.8% $66,600 100.0% $315,000 100.0%

Source: Degariment of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation; Maryland Depariment of Planning, State Depariment of Assessments and Taxation
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Median Household Income

Median Home Price

Exhibit 2.8
Comparison of Income Growth and Housing Cost by County

County CY 2000 CY 2006 oL rhng, FY 2001 FY 2007 % Chng.

Allegany $32,200 $38,400 19.3% $65,000 $109,875 69.0%
Anne Arundel 66,400 79,950 20.4% 156,800 339,900 116.8%
Baltimore City 30,600 37.850 23.7% 68,500 159,625 133.0%
Baltimore 53,200 63,150 18.7% 130,000 262,850 102.2%
Calvert 70,150 87,400 24 6% 169,900 324,900 91.2%
Caroline 40,450 47,200 16.7% 109,000 275,000 152.3%
Carraoll 64,450 75,050 16.4% 173,900 340,000 95.5%
Cecil 53,050 62,100 17.1% 134,000 260,000 94.0%
Charles 66,750 78,450 17.5% 169,000 348,475 106.2%
Dorchester 36,200 42,500 17.4% 87,500 214,000 144.6%
Frederick 64,800 80,650 24.5% 161,000 329,900 104.9%
Garrett 34,150 40,850 19.6% 82,000 145,500 77.4%
Harford 60,600 74,600 23.1% 148,000 269,900 B2.4%
Howard 79,800 93,050 16.6% 198,000 392,000 98.0%
Kent 41,300 49,750 20.5% 124,000 264,000 112.9%
Montgomery 77,400 87,500 13.0% 200,000 437,750 118.9%
Prince George's 58,550 70,250 20.0% 144,894 325,000 124.3%
Queen? =2's [ ' 18.7% 168 =71 37 It A%
St. Mary's 56,750 63,200 11.4% 147,000 315,000 114.3%
Somerset 30,900 35,250 14.1% 72,750 159,900 119.8%
Talbot 45,500 54,350 19.5% 165,625 360,000 117.4%
Washington 43,150 51,650 19.7% 117,950 239,450 103.0%
Wicomico 40,600 47,350 16.6% 108,000 200,000 83.5%
Worcester 42 450 53,100 25.1% 128,000 7.nes
Maryland $56,250 $66,600 18.4% $151,000 $315,000 108.68%

Ranking by
Increase in Home Price

. Caroline 152.3%
. Dorchester 144.6%
. Baltimore City 133.0%
. Prince George's 124.3%
. Queen Anne's 124.1%
. Somerset 119.8%
. Mentgomery 118.9%
. Talbot 117.4%
. Anpe Arundel 116.8%
. 5t. Mary's 114.3%
. Kent 112.5%
. Worcester 107.0%
. Charles 1068.2%
. Frederick 104.9%
. Washington 103.0%
. Baltimare 102.2%
. Howard 98.0%

= roll 95.5%
. Cecil 94.0%
. Calvert 91.2%
. Wicomico 83.5%
. Harford 82.4%
. Garrett 77.4%
. Allegany 69.0%
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Ranking by
Housing Affordability

. Allegany

. Garrett

. Harford

. Calvert

. Frederick

. Baltimore

. Cecil

. Howard

. Baltimore City
. Wicomico

. Anne Arundel
. Charles

. Carroll

. Samerset

. Prince George's
. Washington

. St. Mary's

. Worcester

. Monigomery

. Dorchester

. Queen Anne's
. Kent

. Caroline

. Talbot
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29
3.6
36
3.7
4.1
4.2
4.2
4.2
42
42
4.3
4.4
4.5
45
46
4.6
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.1
5.3
58
6.6



Exhibit 2.9
Employment Growth in Maryland Counties

Annual Average Emplaoyment Within Jurisdiction Jobs Per 1.000 Residents

County CY 2000 ~V anne Difference % Difference CY 2000 CY 2006 % Difference
Allegany 30,100 29,961 -139 -0.5% 4017 411.4 2.4%
Anne Arundel 193,411 225,691 32,280 16.7% 395.0 4431 122%
Baitimore City 387,602 349,146 -38,456 -9.9% 5953 553.0 -71%
Baltimore 358,013 375,368 17,355 4.8% 474.6 4767 0.4%
Calvert 16,909 21,434 4525 25.8% 226.8 241.4 6.4%
Caroline 8,853 5,688 -1865 -1.9% 297 4 266.4 -10.4%
Carroll 46,716 55,755 9,039 19.3% 309.6 327.5 5.8%
Cecil 23,014 30,033 7,019 30.5% 267.8 301.8 12.7%
Charles 36,155 41,970 5815 16.1% 295.9 2989 -0.3%
Dorchester 11,189 11,783 594 5.3% 364.8 3725 2.1%
Frederick 77,120 92,024 14,904 19.3% 3949 412.8 4.5%
Garreft 10,140 11,765 1625 16.0% 338.7 354.0 16.0%
Rarford 68,724 81,946 13,222 19.2% 314.4 339.5 8.0%
Howard 128,582 143,487 14,505 11.6% 518.8 528.7 1.5%
Kent 7,730 8,394 664 8.6% 402.7 420.1 4.3%
Montgomery 447,744 464 833 17,089 3.8% 512.2 498.7 -2.6%
Prince George's 303,060 312,943 9,883 3.3% 378.5 3720 -1.7%
Queen Anne's 10,742 13,584 2,852 26.5% 264.8 2584.0 11.0%
St. Mary's 33,338 38,331 4,993 15.0% 386.6 3B87.8 0.3%

ymerset 6,979 7,221 242 3.5% 282.0 280.2 -0.7%
Talbot 18,227 19,295 1,068 5.8% 5391 5351 -0.7%
Washington 62,915 66,855 3,940 6.3% 476.9 4651 -2.5%
Wicomico 41,286 46,709 5,423 13.1% 487.8 507.8 4.1%
*Morcestor 23437 25022 1,59% A.8% 503.8 512 ¢ 1.7%
unailocated 52,109 47,880 -4.229 -B.1%
Maryland 2,404,095 2,530,128 126,033 5.2% 453.9 450.5 -0.7%

Source. Employment and Payrolf Annual Report, Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation
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Chapter 3. Local Government Finances

County and municipal governments in Maryland spend
approximately $20 billion annually on public services.
Counties are the primary unit of local government responsible
for most basic services such as police, fire, local corrections,
sanitation, local highways, health, and parks and recreation.
Counties also are responsible for funding public schools,
libraries, local community colleges, and the circuit courts. In
fiscal 2004, expenditures at the county government level
totaled $18.8 billion, which accounted for 95.6 percent of total
local government expenditures.

Compared to counties, municipal corporations in
Maryland provide a more limited array of public services.
Public works and public safety are the two largest functions of
municipal governments, comprising 63 percent of municipal
expenditures in fiscal 2004. In addition, municipal
corporations do not fund local school systems and community
colleges, which account for over 50 percent of local
government expenditures. In fiscal 2004, expenditures at the

L, wol
accounted for only 4.4 percent of total local government
expenditures. However, in five counties, municipal
governments account for over 15 percent of local government

expenditures.

M

Table 3.1 shows the amount of local government
expenditures in fiscal 2004 by level of government.
Exhibit 3.1 shows local expenditures by county.
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County Level

In fiscal 2004, county governments and Baltimore City
spent $18.8 billion on public services. Local boards of
education accounted for almost one-half of county
expenditures, with $8.8 billion going to the public schools
systems. County government agencies accounted for almost
42 percent of expenditures or $7.4 billion. Libraries,
community colleges, and local health departments accounted
for the remaining 9 percent of local expenditures.

Table 3.1
Local Government Expenditures
Fiscal 2004
($ in Millions)

Expenditures Percent of Total

“n 790 7 %
860.6 4.4%
$19,655.2 100.0%

County Level
Mumcipal Level
Total

Source: De f T T e vices

County governments and Baltimore City collected
$19.6 billion in revenues in fiscal 2004. County govemments
receive revenue from two basic sources: Own-source reventes,



which include locally generated revenues such as property
taxes and income taxes; and intergovernmental revenues,
which include federal and State funding. Statewide,
own-source rtevenues account for 65 percent of county

revenues, and intergovernmental revenues account for
35 percent (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2
Sources of Revenue — Counties and Baltimore City
Fiscal 2004
Other
[1)
Service Charges 5.2% Property Taxes

11.5% 24.6%

State Grants

26.5%
Income Taxes
17.3%
Federal Other Local
Grants Taxes 7.4%
7.6%

Source; Department of Legisiative Services

Many of the State’s less affluent jurisdictions receive a
lower percentage of their funding from local sources and a
higher percentage from the State and federal government. For
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example, Somerset County, one of the least affluent counties in
the State, receives 38 percent of its revenue from local sources,
48 percent from the State, and 14 percent from the federal
government. In comparison, Montgomery County, one of the
most affluent counties in the State, receives 78 percent of its
revenue from local sources, 16 percent from the State, and
6 percent from the federal government. Exbibit 3.2 shows
county revenues by source for fiscal 2004. Exhibit 3.3 shows
county revenues on a per capita basis, and Exhibit 3.4 ranks
the counties according to per capita property tax revenues,
income tax revenues, State grants, and total revenues.

Property Tax Revenues

The property tax is the primary local revenue source for
county governments, accounting for 24.6 percent of total local
revenues in fiscal 2004, excluding debt proceeds. The reliance
on property tax revenues ranges from 13.1 percent in Allegany
County to 34.9 percent in Worcester County. Property tax
collections are affected by each county’s property tax base and
tax rate. Counties with a larger assessable base can collect
relatively more tax revenues than jurisdictions with a smaller
tax base. For example, Worcester County, with its ocean resort
property, has the highest per capita assessable base in { :al
2007 at $297,104, which i1s 304 percent of the statewide
average. Somerset County has the third lowest per capita
assessable base at $45,669, or 47 percent, of the statewide
average. Due to its larger tax base, Worcester County is able to
collect over three times more revenue per capita than
neighboring Somerset County, even though Somerset County
has a much higher property tax rate.



Income Tax Revenues

The income tax is the third largest revenue source for
county governments, accounting for 17.3 percent of total local
revenues in fiscal 2004, excluding debt proceeds. The reliance
on income tax revenues ranges from 5.9 percent in Worcester
County to 23.0 percent in Montgomery County.

Local income tax revenues are a function of a county’s
income tax rate and net taxable income. Per capita net taxable
iIncome in Maryland totaled $21,278 in t— year 2005,
Montgomery County had the highest per capita net taxable
income at $34,759, followed by Howard County at $29,857.
Somerset County had the lowest per capita net taxable income
at$7,791.

State Aid

State aid is the largest revenue source for most county
governments in Maryland. However, in five counties
(Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Queen Anne’s, Talbot, and
Worcester), State aid is the second largest revenue source after

serty taxes. In Howard and Montgomery counties, State aid
is the third largest revenue source after both property and
income taxes. The growth in State aid continues to exceed that
of most other local revenue sources. Between fiscal 1994 and
2004, State aid to county governments increased at an average
annual rate of 7.1 percent compared to 5.1 percent for local
OWTI-SOUTICE Tevenues.

assistance
libraries,

aid includes direct
local school systems,

State
governments,

to county
community
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colleges, and local health departments. Local school systems
receive about 77 percent of total State aid. County and
municipal governments receive 17 percent, with most of the
funds targeted for transportation, public safety, d park land
acquisition and development. Community colleges, librartes,
and local health departments account for the remaining
6 percent. Over 65 percent of State aid is distributed inversely
to local wealth. Utilizing local wealth measures to distribute
State aid attempts to offset the inequalities in the revenue
capacity among local jurisdictions.

Federal Grants

Federal grants account for a small percentage of local
government revenues, representing 7.6 percent of county
revenues in fiscal 2004. The reliance on federal grants ranged
from 3.2 percent in Howard County to 14.1 percent in
Somerset County. The major areas in which local governments
receive federal funds include primary and secondary education,
community colleges, health and human services, housing and
community development, public safety, and transportation.

Expenditure Categories

County governments and Baltimore City spent
$18.8 billion on public services in fiscal 2004. On a per capita
basis, county expenditures averaged $3,331. Baltimore City
led the State with per capita expenditures totaling $4,520,
followed by Montgomery County with per capita expenditures
totaling $4,194. Washington County had the lowest per capita
expenditures at $2,263. Exhibit 3.5 shows county
expenditures by category. xhibit 3.6 shows county



expenditures on a per capita basis. Exhibit 3.7 ranks the
counties according to per capita expenditures for
education/libraries, public works, public safety, and total
expenditures.

Educational services (public schools, libraries, and
community colleges) continue to be the largest function of
county government, accounting for 52.0 percent of total county
spending in fiscal 2004. Education spending ranged from
36. percent of total spending in Baltimore City to 69.2 percent
in Cecil County. Every jurisdiction, except for Baltimore City
and Montgomery, Somerset, and Worcester counties, devoted
at least 50 percent of its expenditures to education purposes.
T' small percentage of spending targeted to education in
Baltimore City was, in part, a result of the greater need for
public safety and public works services. Baltimore City
devoted a higher percentage of funds to public safety than any
county, accounting for 15.6 percent of its total spending. In
addition, public works functions accounted for 16.2 percent of
total spending in the city, the third highest in the State. Also,
Baltimore City 1s not responsible for funding the local
community college since the Baltimore City Community
College 1s a State agency.

Public works is the second largest function of county
governments, accounting for 11.8 percent of total spending.
Garrett County, which spends a considerable amount of money
for snow removal, led the State in the percentage of
expenditures targeted to public works (21.3 percent}, followed
by Somerset County (20.0 percent).

Public safety is the third largest function of county
governments, accounting for 10.7 percent of total spending. As
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noted earlier, Baltimore City led the State in public safety
spending, followed by Anne Arundel and Baltimore counties.

The composition of county expenditures has ¢
changed slightly since fiscal 1994. Funding for educational
services 1s now accounting for a higher percentage of county
spending, whereas public works functions and debt service are
accounting for a lower percentage. There has been relatively
no change in the overall funding for public safety, health and
social services, and general government. Table 3.3 shows the
change in the composition of county expenditures over a
10-year period.

Table 3.3
County Expenditure Trends
Catepory FY 1994 FY 1999 FY 2004
Education 49 8% 51.2% 52.0%
Public Works 14.2% 12.6% 11.8%
Public Safety 10.7% 10.7% 10.7%
Health/Social Services 5.2% 4.9% 5.0%
General Government 6.1% 6.2% 6.2%
Debt Service 6.8% 6.0% 5.5%

Source: Department of Legiskative Services

Municipal Level

Municipalities in Maryland, excluding Baltimore City,
collected $887.2 million in revenues in fiscal 2004. This






State aid represented 8.5 percent of total revenues. The
reliance on State aid varies across the State, ranging from
2.1 percent of total revenues for municipalities in Talbot
County to 27.9 percent for municipalities in Garrett and Kent
counties, where State aid is the second largest revenue source
for municipalities.

Income Taxes

Inconie taxes are the next largest revenue source for
municipalities, accounting for 7.9 percent of total revenues in
fiscal 2004. The reliance on inconie taxes ranges from
1.1 percent for municipalities in Worcester County to
16.9 percent for municipalities in Montgomery County.
Municipal income taxes are calculated as 0.37 percent of
Maryland taxable income or 17 percent of the county income
tax liability for their residents, whichever is higher.

County Grants

County grants account for 4.6 percent of total revenues
in fiscal 2004. The percentage of county funding ranges from
less than 1 percent in Caroline, Somerset, and Talbot counties
to 11.7 percent in Worcester County. County funding results
primarily from the sharing of county hotel/inotel taxes and tax
rebates. Tax rebates enable county governments to compensate
municipalities for governmental services or programs that
municipalities provide in lieu of similar county services or
programs.
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Expenditure Categories

Municipal expenditures totaled $860.6 million in fiscal
2004, representing an 8.3 percent increase over the prior year.
The two largest expenditures for municipalities are public
works and public safety. Public works account for 42.7 percent
of municipal spending in fiscal 2004. Exhibit 3.9 shows
municipal expenditures by category for fiscal 2004.

The composition of municipal expenditures has
changed since fiscal 1994 (Table 3.5). Funding for public
works and debt service accounts for a lower percentage of
municipal spending, whereas public safety services account for
a higher percentage. General government and parks and
recreation services are also accounting for a larger portion of
municipal expenditures.

Table 3.5
Municipal Expendifure Trends
“ategory FY 1994 FY 1999 FY 2004
Public Works 45.4% 43.5% 42 . 7%
Public Safety 19.4% 20.7% 20.2%
General Government 11.0% 13.0% 12.6%
Parks and Recreation 8.1% 8.7% 10.0%
Debt Service 7.5% 7.2% 5.6%

Source: Department of Legislative Services




Exhibit 3.1
Local Government Expenditures

Fiscal 2004

County Municipal Total Percent Percent

County $ In Milllons $ in Millions $ in Millions County Municipal
Allegany Tttt $13.4 $216.0 93.8% 6 %
Anne Arundel 1,477.3 56.5 1,533.8 96.3% 3.7%
Baltimore City 28109 0.0 2,8109 100.0% 0.0%
Baltimore 2,209.6 0.0 2,209.6 100.0% 0.0%
Calver 286.2 8.5 2047 97.1% 2.9%
Caroline 84.0 1.1 95.1 88.3% 11.7%
Carroll 449.9 38.1 . 488.0 92.2% 7.8%
Cecil 231.1 20.2 251.2 92.0% 8.0%
Charles 469.8 3.5 483.3 97.2% 2.8%
Dorchester 95,1 18.1 113.1 84.0% 16.0%
Frederick 650.2 90.3 740.6 87.8% 12.2%
Gamett 101.5 5.8 107.2 94.6% 5.4%
arford 675.3 37.7 7129 94.7% 5.3%
Haoward 1,035.0 0.0 1,035.0 100.0% 0.0%
Kent 57.2 6.5 B3.7 89.9% 10.1%
Monigomery 3,955.6 154.0 4 149.6 96.3% 3.7%
Prince George's 2,683.2 103.5 2.786.7 96.3% 3.7%
~Jeen Anne's 1.-.¢ 1.4 99.1% 0.9%
St. Mary's 269.4 1.9 271.4 99.3% 0.7%
Samerset 64.1 68.7 93.3% 6.7%
Talbot 85.8 59.1 144.9 59.2% 40.8%
Washington 3100 78.7 3Bs.7 79.7% 20.3%
Wicomico 2328 433 276.0 84.3% 15.7%
Warcester 168.7 94.5 T2 B64.1% 35.9%
Statewide $18,794.6 $860.6 $19,655.2 95.6% 4.4%

Source: Local Government Finanices Fiscal 2004, Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 3.2
County Revenues by Source — Fiscal 2004

Property Income Other Service Federal State
County Taxes Taxes Taxes Charges Grants Grants Other
Allegany 13.1% 10.0% 1.5% 18.2% 12.0% 40.1% 5.1%
Anne Arundel 26.5% 20.0% 9.4% 12.2% 4.8% 22.3% 4.8%
Baltimore City 19.9% 6.8% 4.0% 12.9% 13.6% 37.5% 5.3%
Baltimore 26.7% 21.9% 6.5% 10.1% 7.5% 23.6% 3.7%
Calvert 26.0% 17.1% 4.5% 10.5% 50% 32.7% 4.2%
Caraline 17.0% 11.1% 3.6% 4.1% 9.6% 49.5% 5.1%
Carroll 27.4% 20.4% 4.9% 6.8% 6.3% 30.4% 3.9%
Cecll 25.7% 16.8% 3.4% 5.8% 8.1% 36.1% 4 nes
Charles 22.4% 16.8% 4.9% 9.9% 7.5% 33.4% 51%
Corchester 19.7% 9.5% 51% 7.1% 10.8% 43.6% 4.3%
Frederick 25.1% 19.9% 57% 13.0% 4.8% 29.7% 3.8%
Garrett 24.3% 8.7% 7.4% 5.9% 9.6% 38.3% 57%
Harford 26.3% 20.4% 3.8% 8.7% 5.7% 282% 6.9%
Howard 31.5% 21.5% 9.0% 9.2% 3.2% 20.7% 6.0%
Kent 28.7% 13.6% 4.8% 4.2% 9,2% 322% 7.3%
Montgomery 26.3% 23.0% 10.0% 12.4% B8.0% 15.8% 6.5%
Prince George's 22.5% 13.5% 10.0% 13.4% 7.6% 28.3% 4.7%
~ 1een Anne's - TT.0% T % 5.4% T 7.6% 27.0% 5.7%
St Mary's 20.3% 18.5% 6.8% 9.2% 6.6% 31.6% 7.1%
Somerset 15.0% 10.6% 1.3% 7.2% 14.1% 48.3% 3.3%
Talbot 23.9% 17.4% 13.6% 8.0% 9.3% 22.9% 4.9%
Washington 23.4% 16.4% 3.2% 8.4% 8.7% 34.7% 5.1%
Wicomico 20.9% 15.2% 2.8% 11.4% 9.8% 37.2% 2.7%
Worcester 34.9% 5.9% 18.3% 9.5% 7.4% 19.4% 4.5%
Statewide 24.8% 17.3% 7.4% 11.5% 7.6% 26.5% 5.2%

Source; local Governrnent Finances Fiscal 2004, Depariment of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 3.3
Per Capita County Revenues by Source — Fiscal 2004

Property Income Other Service Federal State Debt
County Taxes Taxes Taxes Charges Grants Grants Other  Proceeds Total
Allegany 3381 $293 345 3531 3351 31,172 $149 38 $2,929
Anne Arundel 757 570 269 349 136 636 138 171 3,028
Baltimore City 855 293 170 553 583 1,609 228 129 4,421
Baltimore 723 582 177 272 203 637 100 nen nnes
Calvert 8as 529 139 326 156 1,015 31 102 3,202
Caroline 4638 305 100 112 265 1,361 139 1 2,750
Carrall 726 541 129 181 167 805 103 46 2,698
il 621 406 61 140 195 872 97 37 2,449
Charles 662 510 150 300 227 1.016 155 602 3,642
Dorchester 578 279 150 209 316 1.281 127 313 3,253
Frederick 742 580 168 384 143 819 113 20 2,978
Garrett 844 303 258 205 333 1,331 198 0 3473
Harford 747 580 108 246 161 801 194 112 2577
Howard 1,075 733 271 315 108 706 204 173 3,585
Kent 813 387 137 119 261 914 206 108 2,944
Montgomery 1.042 913 397 492 239 625 257 442 4,408
Prince George's 709 425 317 423 241 883 149 256 3412
Queen Anne's 878 581 175 299 249 878 186 367 3,622
Sth s 508 5 200 271 165 933 209 378 3,330
Saomerset 344 243 31 166 324 1,108 77 147 2439
Talbot 605 440 344 21 234 579 123 5 2, |
Washington 551 387 77 199 206 816 119 43 2,398
Wicomico 551 399 73 300 257 930 72 101 2,735
Worcester 1,234 210 646 337 2r° 687 160 g 3,535
Statewide $799 $560 $239 5372 $247 5861 $168 231 $3477

Source: Local Govemnment Finances Fiscal 2004, Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 3.4
County Per Capita Rankings by Selected Revenue Sources — Fiscal 2004

Total Revenues

Property Taxes Income Taxes State Grants Excluding Debt Proceeds

1. Worcester $1,234 1. Montgomery 3913 1. Baltimore City $1,609 1. Baltimore City $4,292
2. Howard 1,075 2. Howard 733 2. Caroline 1,367 2. Montgomery 3,965
3. Mentgomery 1,042 3. Baltimore 562 3. Garrett 1,331 3. Worcester 3,535
4, Queen Anne's 878 4. Queen Anne's 591 4. Dorchester 1,284 4. Garrett 3,473
5. Baltimore Cily 855 5. Frederick 590 5. Allegany 1,172 5. Howard 3,412
6. Garrett 844 6. Harford 580 6. Somerset 1,108 6. Queen Anne's 3,256
7. Kent 813 7. Anng Arundel 570 7. Charles 1,016 7. Prince George's 3,156
a Meboe-d enc e 8t Mopny'g 545 8. Calvert 1,015 8. Calvert 3,100
9. Anne Arundel 757 8. Carroll 541 9. Wicomico 980 9. Charles 3,040
10. Harford 747 10. Calvert 529 10. St Mary's 933 10. Frederick 2,958
11. Frederick 742 11. Charles 510 11. Kent 914 11. 5t Mary's 2,952
12. Carroll 726 12. Talbot 440 12. Prince George's 893 12. Dorchester 2,940
13. Baltimore 723 13. Prince George's 425 13. Queen Anng's 878 13. Allegany 2,921
14, Prince George's 709 14, Cecll 406 14. Cecil 872 14. Anne Arunde! 2,856
15. Charles 582 15. Wicomico 399 15. Frederick 818 15. Harford 2,838
16. Cecil 621 16. Washington 387 - 16. Washington 316 16. Kent 2,836
17. Talbot 605 17. Kent 387 17. Carroll 805 17. Caroline 2,750
18. St Mary's 598 18. Caroline T | T 0 2,704
19. Dorchester 578 19. Garrett 303 19. Howard 708 19. Carroll 2,652
20. Wicomico 551 20. Ballimore City 293 20. Worcester 687 20 Wlicamieg 2,633
21. Washington 551 21. Allegany 293 21. Baltimore 637 21. Talbot 2,526
22. Caroline 468 22. Dorchester 279 22. Anne Arundel 636 22. Cecil 2,412
23. A any 381 23. Somerset 243 23. Montgomery 625 23. Washington 2,355
24. Somerset 344 24, Wor~-~*~- 210 24. Talbot 579 24. Somerset aoann
Statewide $799 Statewide $560 Statewide 5861 Statewide $3,247

Source: Local Govemnmen! Finances Fiscal 2004, Depariment of Legislative Services

34



Exhibit 3.5

County Expenditures by Category — Fiscal 2004

General Public Public Health!  Education/ Parks and Detbt
County Government Safety Works Social Serv. Libraries Recreation Service Other
Allegany 3.5% 5.4% 10.6% 11.7% 60.4% 0.3% 3.4% 4.7%
Anne Arundel 6.9% 13.3% 12.4% 4.5% 55.3% 1.5% 4.6% 1.5%
Baltimore City B.1% 15.6% 16.2% 7.7% 36.1% 1.6% 3.0% 11.6%
Baltimore 3.8% 12.3% 11.8% 2.8% 55.7% 1.3% 3.5% 8.8%
Calvert 4.8% 6.6% 8.8% 3.8% 64.0% 2.6% 3.1% 6.4%
Caraline 4,5% 8.4% 4.2% 6.2% 66.6% 1.2% 3.7% 51%
Carroll 7.9% 5.4% 7.7% 4.1% 63.9% 1.5% 5.5% 4.0%
Cecil 3.6% 8.2°~ 7104 5.0% 69.2% 0.1% 4.2% 2.7%
Charles 12.0% 11.7% 7.6% 4.1% 58.9% 1.4% 2.2% 2.0%
Dorchester 3.1% 11.4% 8.4% 6.9% 58.9% 0.6% 4.9% 58%
Frederick 4.7% 8.5% 7.9% 6.5% 63.4% 0.6% 4.4% 4.0%
Garrett 5.1% 4.8% 21.3% 5.3% 57.7% 0.1% 2.4% 3.1%
Harford 8.2% 7.8% . 11.5% 4.9% 58.1% 1.5% 4.6% 3.6%
Howard 10.0% 9.6% 9.8% 3.3% 57.5% 2.5% 56% 1.8%
Kent 5.9% 9.3% 7.9% 12.6% 52.4% 4.1% 3.2% 4.7%
Maontgomery 5.6% 9.3% 11.5% 5.1% 47 .8% 4.3% 10.1% 6.2%
Prince George's 5.1% 10.0% 12.2% 3.0% 52.3% 4.4% 5.5% 7.5%
Queen Anne's 4. 7% 8.4% 10.2% 6.7% 55.3% 5.5% 5.0% 4.2%
St. Mary's 6.5% 8.2% 10.3% 3.5% 60.6% 3.7% 4.3% 1.9%
Somerset 6.6% 7.1% 20.0% 8.5% 48.8% 2.4% 5.0% 1.6%
Talbot 8.7% 8.6% 7.2% 8.2% 58.5% 3.8% 0.9% 4.1%
Washingtan 4.6% 6.2% 9.1% 5.7% 67.2% 1.2% 49% 1.3%
Wicomico 2. 7% 8.6% 5.5% 9.3% 63.4% 2.7% 4.7% 3%
Worcester 4,4% 7.3% 11.4% 9.0% 48.8% 1.3% 4.0% 13.7%
Statewide 6.2% 10.7% 11.8% 5.0% 52.0% 2.6% 5.5% 6.3%

Source: Locaf Government Finances Fiscal 2004, Deparlment of Legislative Services
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Per Capita County Expenditures by Category — Fiscal 2004

Exhibit 3.6

General Public Public Health/ E~ tion/ Parks and Debt

County Government Safety Works Social Serv. Libraries  HRecreation Service Other Total
Allegany 396 $149 $291 $322 $1,663 $8 $93 $130 $2,753
Anne Arundel 196 376 349 128 1,564 43 130 42 2.827
Baltimore City 364 704 734 349 1,633 72 138 525 4,520
Baltimore 108 346 330 78 1,563 36 98 248 2,808
Calvert 155 214 287 123 2,081 84 100 208 3,253
Caroline 123 228 114 167 1,800 31 100 138 2,700
Carroll 213 145 207 110 1,719 41 148 107 2,691

Cecil 87 196 171 121 1,660 2 101 64 2,400
Charles 406 396 260 141 2,002 49 76 67 3,397
Dorchester a7 a54 262 216 1,837 19 152 180 3117
Frederick 135 2486 228 189 1,836 18 128 116 2,894
Garrett 174 165 727 180 1,965 4 83 107 3,408
Harford 234 222 328 135 1,661 42 130 104 2,859
Howard 370 358 363 122 2,133 91 209 66 3,713
Kent 169 268 229 363 1,513 119 93 136 2,889
Montgomery 233 an 484 216 2,005 181 424 260 4,194
Prince George's 158 3N 378 a3 1,621 136 171 232 3,101

T & Anne's 156 7 T 1777 T 164 138 3,298
™ Mary's 186 2682 256 99 1 N 2,860
Tt _ } ‘o e 492 208 1,199 29 122 38 24FF
Talbot 213 210 177 201 1,431 93 21 100 2,446
Washington 104 14D 205 129 1,519 27 110 29 2,263
Wicomico 71 225 143 243 1,653 71 122 81 2,609
Worcester 146 240 375 285 1,606 42 132 451 3,288
Statewide $206 $357 $392 $166 $1,732 %86 $182 $211 $3,331

Source: Local Government Financas Fiscal 2004, Depariment of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 3.8
Municipal Revenues by Source — Fiscal 2004

Property Income Other Service Federal State County
County Tavas Taxes Taxes Charges Grants Grapt= Sources Other
Allegany 19.0% 8.7% 0.4% 53.2% 5.9% 7.8% 1.2% 3.8%
Anne Arundel 35.9% 7.1% 2.0% 29.7% 2.8% 10.9% 4.1% 7.5%
Calvert 27.2% 5.9% 2.6% 30.9% 8.0% 7.1% 2.7% 15.5%
Caroline 28.4% 4.2% 0.4% 32.1% 9.4% 13.7% 0.2% M1.7%
Carroll 22.3% 9.0% 1.0% 35.1% 6.3% 12.9% 56% 8.3%
Cecil 29.5% 6.1% 1.5% 40.4% 0.3% 146" 1.8% 5.8%
Charles 16.7% 6.4% 0.0% 34.1% 0.9% 5.6% 1.0% 35.3%
Dorchester 25.5% 2.9% 0.7% 39.0% 0.1% 21.4% 4.8% 5.6%
Frederick 31.3% 7.2% 0.6%~ 28.4% 10.2% 8.8% 5.1% B.4%
Garrett 21.7% 5.6% 0.6% 31.1% 0.0% 27.9% 1.6% 11.5%
Harford 39.2% 81% 0.6% 30.6% 1.2% 7.7% 4.5% 8.1%
Kent 22.9% 6.1% 1.2% 28.3% 0.2% 27.9% 57% 7%
Montgomery 35.7% 16.9% 1.5% 20.3% 1.4% 6.0% 6.3% 11.8%
Prince George's 52.5% 14.3% 1.9% 9.2% 1.0% 10.7% 21% 8.2%
Queaen Anne's 30.1% 12.9% 0.0% 22.9% 0.0% 15.4% 7.3% 11.5%
St. Mary's 8.6% 8.1% 0.0% 49.1% 0.0% 16.8% P -
Somerset 30.6% 4.2% 0.7% 30.8% 1.4% 20.7% 0.3% 11.3%
Talbot 11.8% 2.4% 0.1% 68.1% 0.1% 2.1% 0.8% 14.7%
Washington 18.3% 32% 2.2% 52.7% 2.3% 5.4% 1.6% 14.3%
Wicomico 35.1% 3.9% 2.5% M.7% 1.2% 8.4% 4.0% 10.2%
Worcester 30.4% 1.1% 3.0% 37.5% 2.9% 5104 11.7% 7.4%
Statewide 31.2% 7.9% 1.5% 33.1% 2.9% 8.5% 4.6% 10.2%

Source: Local Governmant Finances Fiscal 2004, Department of Legislative Services
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Chapter 4. Tax Rates for Local Governments

County Taxes

Eight counties changed various local tax rates in fiscal
2008, with five decreasing rates and three increasing rates. As
illustrated in Table 4.1, one county increased its property tax
rate while five jurisdictions reduced their rates in fiscal 2008,
primarily the result of the significant growth in property tax
assessments in recent years that have pushed local revenues
upward. Local income tax rates remained relatively constant
for tax year 2007, with only cne county increasing its rate.
Recordation tax rates were increased in two counties.

Table 4.1

Number of Counties Changing Tax Rates
Fiscal 2003-2007

FY FY FY FY FY
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

N

bl

Income 6 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0

Recordation 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0
Transfer 1 1 0 0 1 N n O 0 n_|

A&A 2 0 0| 0 0 v u 1 0 J

Hotel/Motel 1 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0

Notes: A represenis tax rate increase; ¥ represents tax rate deerease.
Income tax changes are based on calendar years.
Source: Depantment of Legislative Services

Property Tax Rates

For fiscal 2008, five jurisdictions — Baltimore City and
Anne Arundel, Queen Anne’s, Talbot, and Wicomico counties
— decreased their property tax rates, while one county
{(Howard) increased its rate. Real property tax rates range from
$0.475 per $100 of assessed value in Talbot County to
§2.268 per $100 of assessed value in Baltimore City.
Appendix 6 shows the countywide special property tax rates
for certain counties.

Over the last five years, property tax rates have
decreased in 17 jurisdictions’ with 11 counties’ lowering the
rate multiple times. Property tax rates increased in one
jurisdiction’ and fluctuated in two counties. When comnparing
county property tax rates in fiscal 2008 to 2004, 1 county’ has
higher tax rates, and 19 counties® have lower tax rates.
Property tax rates in four counties’ remained the same.
Table 4.2 lists the counties referenced in this paragraph.

Exhibit 4.1 shows the real property tax rates for each
county for the last five years. These rates are based on
property assessments at 100 percent of market valuation. Prior
to fiscal 2002, real property tax rates were based on 40 percent
of market valuation.



Table 4.2
Property Tax Notes

'Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Baltimore, Caroline, Cecil,
Dorchester, Frederick, G tt, Harford, Kent, Montgomery, Queen
Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico, Worcester

‘Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Caroline, Dorchester, Kent,
Montgomery, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, Talbot,
Wicomico

3Charles

‘Allegany, Howard

5 Charles

6Allega,ny, Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Baltimore, Caroline,
Cecil, Dorchester, Frederick, Garrett, Harford, Howard, Kent,
Montgomery, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, Talbot,

Wicomico, Worcester

Calvert, Carroll, Prince George’s, Washington

Cc=~tr=* Yield Property Tax Rates

In 1977, the General Assembly passed legislation that
requires county governments to hold public hearings regarding
proposals to enact a tax rate that exceeds the constant yield
rate. The constant yield rate is the rate that, when applied to
the current assessable base, yields the same amount of property
tax revenues as in the prior year. New construction and
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annexed land are not included in the calculation of the constant
yield rate.

Due to growth in the assessable base, localities may still
be able to generate additional property tax revenues while
reducing their property tax rates. This may result in an overall
property tax increase for homeowners even though the property
tax rate has been reduced. In most cases the constant yield rate
is usually below the current tax rate. For example, five
counties reduced their property tax rates in fiscal 2008;
however, in comparison to the constant yield tax rate, every
jurisdiction in Maryland had a property tax ra  at or above the
constant yield rate. Exhibit 4.2 shows the property tax rate in
excess of the constant yield rate for each county in fiscal 2008.

Local Income Tax Rates

During the 1999 session, the General Assembly passed
legislation (Chapter 493) that changed the current system of
calculating local income taxes from a percentage of the State
tax liability to a flat county income tax rate applied to net
taxable income. The legislation specified each county’s local
income tax rate for calendar 1999 through 2002; however, the
county tax rate after calendar 1999 could be altered by the
county through an ordinance or . olution. Pursuant to the
legislation, county income tax rates may range between
1.00 and 3.20 percent.

Six counties (Calvert, Carroll, Howard, Montgomery,
Prince George’s, and Talbot) increased their local income tax
rates for calendar 2004. In calendar 2005, one county
increased its local income tax rate (Kent), while one county



(St. Mary’s) decreased its local income tax rate. In 2006,
St. Mary’s County again decreased its local income tax rate
from 3.05 to 3.00 percent. In 2007, Prince George’s County
decreased its rate from 3.20 to 3.10 percent.

Allegany County was the enly jurisdiction to alter its
local income tax rate for calendar 2008, increasing it from
2.93 to 3.05 percent. Two counties, Howard and Montgomery,
are now implementing an income tax rate of 3.20 percent,
which is the max’ um rate allowed by State law. Worcester
County continues to have the lowest local income tax rate at
1.25 percent.

Exhibit 4.3 shows the rates for mcome taxes for
calendar 2004 through 2008. In summary, over the last five
years, two counties increased their income tax rates while two,
counties lowered their rates.

Recordation Tax Rates

Two counties increased recordation tax rates for fiscal
2008 — Allegany County increased its rate from $3.00 te $3.25
per $500 of transaction, and Frederick County increased its rate
from $5.00 to $6.00 per $500 of transaction. The ranee for
recordation tax rates is $2.20 per $500 of transaction in . .ince
George’s County to $6.00 per $500 of transaction Frederick
County.  Exhibit 4.4 shows the recordation, transfer,
admissions and amusement, and hotel/motel tax rates by
county for fiscal 2007 and 2008.
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Transfer Tax Rates

No county changed its transfer tax rate for fiscal 2008.
Local transfer tax rates range from 0.5 percent in six
jurisdictions (Allegany, Caroline, Kent, Queen Anne’s,
Washington, and Worcester counties) to 1.5 percent in
Baltimore City and Baltimore County. Seven counties
(Calvert, Carroll, Cecil, Charles, Frederick, Somerset, and
Wicomico) do not impose a transfer tax on property transfers.

Admissions and Amusement Tax Rates

No county changed its admissions and amusement tax
rate for fiscal 2008. Admissions and amusement tax rates
range from 0.5 percent in Derchester County to 10.0 percent in
six jurisdictions — Baltimore City and Anne Arundel,
Baltimore, Carroll, Charles, and Prince George’s counties.
Caroline County is the only jurisdiction that does not impose
an admissions and amusement tax.

Hotel and Motel Tax Rates

M - I Taxre for
2008. Hote! and motel 1ax rates range rom 3.0 percent in
Frederick County to 8.0 percent in Allegany and Baltimore
counties. Harford County is the only jurisdiction that does not
impose a hotel and motel tax.



Property Tax Limitation Measures

Five charter counties (Anne Arundel, Montgomery,
Prince George’s, Talbot, and Wicomico) have amended their
charters to limit property tax rates or revenues. In Anne
Ar del County, the total annual increase in property tax
revenues is limited to the lesser of 4.5 percent or the increase in
the consumer price index. In Montgomery County, the growth
in property tax revenues is limited to the increase in the
consumer price index; however, this limitation does not apply
to new construction. In addition, the limitation can be
overridden by an affirmative vote of seven of the nine county
council members. In Prince George’s County, the general
property tax rate is capped at 30.96 per $100 of assessed value.
Special taxing districts, such as the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning Commission, are not includéd under the tax
cap. In Talbot and Wicomico counties, the total annual
increase in property tax revenues is limited to the lesser of
2 percent or the increase in the consumer price index.

Municipal Property Tax Rates

Individuals and businesses residing in incorporated
areas are subject to municipal property taxes in addition to
county property taxes. Municipal real property tax rates range
from $0.008 in Martin’s Additions (Montgomery County) to
$0.948 in Cumberland (Allegany County). Chevy Chase,
Section 5 (Montgomery County) did not impose a local
property tax in fiscal 2008. While only 15 percent of the
State’s population resides in incorporated areas (excluding
Baltimore City), there are nine counties where over 30 percent
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of residents live in municipalities. Exhibit 5 shows the
mumcipal property tax rates for the 26 largest municipalities,
ranked by the combined county and municipal property tax
rates. Appendix 7 shows the real property tax rates for each
municipality.

Property Tax Differentials and Rebates

To compensate municipal corporations for providing
services in lieu of similar county services or programs and to
address the effect of double taxation in municipalities (when
residents pay both county and municipal property taxes),
17 counties provided property tax set-offs m fiscal 2007,
through either a tax rate differential or tax rebate. A municipal
tax rate differential takes the form of a reduced county property
tax rate within the boundaries of a municipal corporation. A
tax rebate 1s a direct grant to municipalities for providing
services that are similar to county services. These services
include police protection, highway and street maintenance,
sanitation and waste collection, planning and zoning, and
recreation and parks. In fiscal 2007, municipal tax differentials
and rebates totaled approximately $67.0 million, a 12.6 percent
oottt over U T year. hibit 4.6 shows the: ount -
tax set-offs provided 1n fiscal 2007 by county.

Even with such tax set-off programs, many municipal
residents face relatively high property tax rates. For example,
residents in Cumberland are subject to a $1.857 combined
county/municipal property tax rate, which is over twice the
amount of the Allegany County rate. Table 4.3 lists the



municipalities with the highest combined county/municipal

-operty tax rates for fiscal 2008.

Municipalities with the Highest Combined Local

Table 4.3

Property Tax Rates in Maryland

Municipality

Baltimore City
Colmar Manor
Morningside
Mt. Rainier
Bladensburg
Cumberland
Cottage City
Riverdale Park
Princess Anne
Hyattsville
Brentwood

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Department of
Legislative Services

Fiscal 2008

County

Prince George’s
Prince George’s
Prince George’s
Prince George’s
Allegany

Prince George’s
Prince George’s
Somerset

Prince George’s
Prince George’s

Combined
Tax Rate

52.268
2.171
1.978
1.948
1.896
1.857
1.817
1.794
1.794
1.786
1.773

)evelopment Impact Fees and Excise Taxes

Development impact fees and excise taxes enable local
governments to collect revenue from builders for public
facilities required by new residential

or

commercial
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development. As a result of these development charges, local
governments are able to shift the costs of new public facilities
from existing taxpayers to individuals responsible for the
development. In many situations, the use of development
charges may elimtnate the need for countywide tax increases.
Another benefit of development charges is that local officials
can collect the needed revenue for the expansion or
construction of new public facilities prior to the construction of
any new residential development. In this 1~~~ ~er, payment of
an impact fee or excise tax may be required by local officials
prior to the issuance of a building permit or approval of a
subdivision plat.

Local governments in Maryland must obtain explicit
authority from the General Assembly before imposing a
development impact fee or excise tax. One exception to this
restriction applies to code home rule counties, which have
already received authority from the General Assembly to
impose such charges. Sixteen counties impose either a
development impact fee or excise tax, which generated
approximately $123.4 million in revenues in fiscal 2007. The
primary services funded by these charges include public school
construction, transportation, public safety, parks and recreation,
and water/sewer utilities. Exhibit 4 shows the counties that
impose either a development impact fee or excise tax and the
revenues generated by such charges.

£ Xcise tax is a straightforward approach in financing
capital projects resulting from new development. A
jurisdiction can set the tax amount at any reasonable level, and
there does not have to be a geographic nexus between where
the fee is collected and where it is spent. The excise tax can be



imposed on activities and in amounts authorized by the General
Assembly.

An impact fee involves a more complex process that
requires a jurisdiction to justify the fee amount in relation to
the potential impact that the new development would have on
the jurisdiction. Before imposing an impact fee, a jurisdiction
must conduct a study that measures the impact that the new
development will have on various public services. In addition,
there must be a nexus between the impact of the new
development and the fee amount; there also must be a
geographic nexus between where the fee is collected and where
the funds are spent. A jurisdiction cannot collect the impact
fee in one part of the county a ' spend the funds elsewhere.

Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances

Adequa  public facilities ordinances (APFOs) are
another tool that a local government may uti'’ e to help control
the development in its jurisdiction in relation to the ability of
the jurisdiction to provide public facilities adequate to serve the
development, such as schools and roads. APFOs have been
adopted in 13 counties, with over 20 municipalities adopting
their own ordinances. Table 4.4 lists the counties that have
adopted APFQOs.

Ideally, APFOs offer the provision of public facilities
consistent with a local comprehensive plan. In practice,
APFOs tie the development approval process under zoning and
subdivision ordinances to specifically defined public facility
standards. They are intended to slow the pace of development
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or, in extreme cases, to delay development approvals until
adequate service levels are in place or are reasonably assured.
However, APFOs are not intended to stop growth that is
otherwise consistent with local zoming. Accordingly, the
application of an APFO is usually associated with a funding
source to address whatever the constraint on growth approval
might be. That funding source is usually either the local
government or the developer.

APFOs are often confused with impact fees. While
similar, they have fundamental differences. Generally, impact
fees do provide a means to raise additional funds for capital
projects; however, they do not guarantee that sufficient funds
will be available, and they have no effect on the pace of
development. Unlike APFOs, impact fees are simply revenue
raising mechanisms that operate outside of any comprehensive
plan for facilitating, or curbing, growth. Both tools tie
development approvals to infrastructure, and each tool is
appropriate for different circumstances. But while impact fees
provide funds to help provide public facilities in a given
instance, APFOs look at the bigger picture and determine what
-1, how much, and when.

Table 4.4
Counties with Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances
Anne Arundel Frederick Queen Anne’s
Baltimore Harford St. Mary’s
Calvert Howard Washington
Carroll Montgomery
Charles Prin George’s

Source: Maryland Department of Planning




Exhibit 4.1
County Real Property Tax Rates in Fiscal 2004-2008

{per $100 of assessed value}

County FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Allegany $1.000 $1.001 $1.001 $0.983 $0.983
Anne Arundel 0.855 0.941 0.931 0.918 0.891
Baltimare City 2.328 2.328 2.308 2.288 2.268
Baltimore 1.115 1.115 1.115 1.100 1.100
Calven 0.892 0.892 0.892 0.892 0.892
Caroline 0.952 0.952 0.910 0.870 0.870
Carroll 1.048 1.048 1.048 1.048 1.048
Cecil 3.980 N agQ 0.980 0.960 0.960
Charles 1.016 1.026 1.026 1.026 1.026
Dorchester 0.930 0.930 0.920 0.896 0.896
Frederick 1.135 1.135 1.135 1.064 1.064
Garrelt 1.036 1.036 1.000 1.000 1.000
Harford 1.092 1.092 1.082 1.082 1.082
Howard 1.470 1.170 1.470 1.140 1.1580
Kent 1.012 1.012 0.992 0.972 0.972
Montgomery 1.019 1.009 0.967 p.o1e 0.916
Prince George's 1.319 1.319 1.319 1.319 1.319
Queen Anne's 0.976 0.926 0.870 0.800 0.770
St. Mary's t 8 0.878 0.872 0.857 0.857
Somerset 1.010 1.010 ~ 990 0.940 0.540
Tathot 0.553 0.540 0.520 0.500 0.475
Washington 0.948 0.948 0.948 0.948 0.548
Wicomico 1.041 1.025 0.953 0.942 0.881
Worcester 0.730 0.730 0.730 0.700 0.700

Note: The rate in Charles, Frederick, Howard, Montgomery, and Prince George's counties reflect

special rates for services not funded from the general county property tax rate.

Source: Depariment of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 4.£
Property Tax Rates Exceed Constant Yield Rate in Fiscal 2008

Actual Actual Constant

County FY 2007 FY 2008 Difference Yield Rate Difference

Allegany $0.983 $0.983 $0.000 $0.906 $0.077
Anne Arundel 0.018 0.891 -0.027 0.869 0.022
Baltimore Ciy 2.288 2.268 -0.020 2.138 0.130
Baltimore 1.100 1.100 0.000 1.036 0.064
Calvert 0.892 0.892 0.000 0.793 0.089
Caroline 0.870 0.870 0.000 0.804 0.066
Carroll 1.048 1.048 0.000 0.967 0.081
Ce~ 0.960 0.960 nngQ 0.870 0.080
Charles* 1.026 1.026 0.000 0.934 0.092
Dorchester 0.896 0.896 0.000 0.820 0.076
Frederick* 1.064 1.084 0.000 0.984 0.080
Garrett 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.858 0.102
Harford 1.082 1.082 0.000 0.984 0.098
Howard* 1.140 1.150 0.010 1.075 0.075
Kent 0.972 0.972 0.000 0.882 0.090
Montgomery™* 0.916 0.916 0.000 0.823 0.083
Prince George's™ 1.319 1.319 0.000 1.228 0.091
QL nAnrne 0.770 -0 0.~
StMarys —  _.__. 0.857 0.000 0.791 0.066
Somerset 0.940 0.940 0.000 0.825 0.115
Talbot 0.500 0.475 -0.025 0.460 0.015
Washington 0.948 0.948 0.000 0.873 0.075
Wicomico 0.942 0.881 -0.061 0.883 0.018
Worcester 0.700 0.700 0.000 0.605 0.085

*Includes Special Property Tax Rates

So'+==" Sitate Deperimant ~f Aceacsments and Tax
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Amount in Excess of Consiant Yield
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Baltimore City
Somerset
Garrett
Calvert
Harford
Worcester
Montgomery
Charles
Prince George's
Cedil
Kent
Carroll
Frederick
Allegany
Dorchester
Washington
Howard
~arcline
St Mary's
Baltimore
ueen Anne's
Anne Arundel
Wicomico
Talbot

Ranking by Highest fo Lowest
$0.130

0.115
0.102
0.099
0.098
0.095
0.093
0.092
0.091
0.090
0.090
0.081
0.080
0.077
0.076
0.075
0.075
0.066
0.064
0.036
0.022
0.018
0.015




Exhibit 4.3
County Income Tax Rates in Calendar 2004-2008

County CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2007 CY 2008
Allegany 2.93% 2.93% 2.93% 2.93% 3.05%
Anne Arundel 2.56% 2.56% 2.56% 2.56% 2.56%
Baltimore City 3.05% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05%
Baltimore 2.83% 2.83% 2.83% 2.83% 2.83

Calvert 2.80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80%
Caroline 2.63% 2.63% 2.63% 2.63% 2.63%
Carroll 3.05% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05%
Cecil 2.80% 2 80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80%
Charles 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90%
Dorchester 2.62% 2.62% 2.62% 2.62% 2.62%
Frederick 2.96% 2.96% 2.96% 2.96% 2.96%
Garrett 7 RROL 2.65% 2.65% ? RR% 2.65%
Harford 3.06% 3.06% 3.06% 3.06% 3.06%
Howard 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20%
Kent 2.58% 2.85% 2.85% 2.85% 2.85%
Montgomery 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20%
Prince George's 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.10% 3.10%
Queen Anne's 2.85% 2 % ~ % 2.4 28_ .
St. Mary's 3.10% 3.05% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%
Somerset 3.15% 3.15% 3.15% 3,1R0L 3.15%
Talbot 2.25% 2.25% 2.25% 2.25% 2.25%
Washington 2.80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80%
Wicomico 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10%
Worcester 1.25% 1.""% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25%

Source: Comptroller's Cffice

49



Other Local Tax Rates in Fiscal 2007 and 2008

Exhibit 4.4

Recordation Transfer Admissions & Amusement Hotel/Motel

County FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008
Allegany 3.00 3.25 0.5% 0.5% 7.5% 7.5% 8.0% 8.0%
Anne Arundel 3.50 3.50 1.0% 1.0% 10.0% 10.0% 7.0% 7.0%
Baltimare City 5.00 5.00 1.5% 1.5% 10.0% 10.0% 7.5% 7.5%
Baltimare 2.50 2.50 1.5% 1.5% 10.0% 10.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Calvert 5.00 5.00 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 50% 5.0%
Caraline 5.00 5.00 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Carroll 5.00 5.00 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Cecil 4.10 4.10 0.0% 0.0% 6.0% 6.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Charles 5.00 5.00 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Darchester 5.00 5.00 0.75% 0.75% 0.5% 0.5% 5.0% 5.0%
Frederick 5.00 6.00 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Garrett 3.50 3.50 1.0% 1.0% 4.5% 4.5% 5.0% 5.0%
Harford 37" 3.30 1.0% 1.0% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Howard 2.50 2.50 1.0% 1.0% 7.5% 7.5% 5.0% 5.0%
Kent 3.30 3.30 0.5% 0.5% 4.5% 4.5% 5.0% 5.0%
Montgamery 3.45 3.45 1.0% 1.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0%
Prince George's 220 2.20 1.4% 1.4% 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0%

en Anne's 3.30 7 0.5% 0.5% 5.0% -.0% 5.0% 5.0%
St. Mary's 4.00 4.00 1.0% 1.0% 2.0% 2.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Somerset =230 3.30 nones n no/ 4.0% 4 ot 5.0% 5.0%
Talbot 3.30 3.30 1.0% 1.0% 5.0% 5.0% 4.0% 4.0%
Washingtan 3.80 3.80° 0.5% 0.5% 5.0% 5.0% 6.0% 8.0%
Wicomico 3.50 3.50 0.0% 0.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
Worcester 3.30 3.30 0.5% 0.5% 3.0% 3.0% 4.0% 4.0%

Source: Department of Legislative Services

50



Exhibit 4.5

Combined County and Municipal Real Property Tax Rates in Fiscal 2008

26 Largest Municipalities — Ranked by Total Tax Rate

Population County Municipal County Total

Rank Municipality County July 2006 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
1. Mt. Rainier Prince George's B,627 $0.759 $0.790 $0.355 $1.948
2, Bladensburg Prince George's 7,813 0.797 0.740 0.359 1.896
3 Cumberland Allegany 20,758 0.909 0.948 - 1.857
4. Hyattsvilie Prince George's 15,091 0.797 0.630 0.359 1.786
9. Greenbelt Prince George's 21,972 0.792 0.786 0.187 1.765
B. Hagerstown Washington 35,008 0.948 0.798 - 1.746
7. Frederick Frederick 58,882 0.936 0.670 0.128 1.734
8. New Carmrollton Prince George's 12,651 0.897 0.450 0.359 1.706
Q. Salisbury Wicomico 27,172 0.881 0.819 - 1.700
10.  Aberdeen Harford 14,130 0.926 0.715 - 1.641
11. Laurel Prince Getiye 21,945 0.764 0.720 0.144 1.625
i2. Bowie Prince George's 53,325 0.946 0.. 0.306 1.604
13.  College Park Prince George's 27410 0.944 0.299 0.359 1.602
14.  Havre de Grace Harford 12,498 0.926 0.650 - 1.576
15.  Cambridge Dorchester 11,468 0.871 0.678 - 1.647
16. Takoma Park Montgomery 18,497 0.627 0.610 0.286 1.523
17.  Elkton Cecil 14,753 0.860 0.544 - 1.504
18.  Westminster Carrall 17,870 1.048 0.440 - 1.488
19.  Frostbury Allegany 7,865 0.914 0.554 - 1.468
20.  BeiAir Harford 10,7 0.926 0.500 - ekl
21. La Plata Char B,ray 0.885 0.. 0.064 209
22, Rockyilie Montgomery 59,114 0.627 0.302 0.185 1.114
23. Qcean City Worcester 7.031 0.700 0.410 - 1.110
24, inapolis Anne Arundel 36,408 0.5314 0.530 - 1.061
25, Gaithersburg Montonmary 57,934 0.627 0.212 N 1RR 1n24
26. E Talbou 13,954 0.349 0.520 - v.uf9
Baltimore City 631,366 2.268 0.0000 0.0000 2.268

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 4.6

Tax Differentials and Tax Rebates

Fiscal 2007

County Tax Differential Tax Rebate Total
Allegany $931,935 $0 $931,935
Anne Arunde! 19,614,189 0 19,614,189
Baltimore City N/A N/A N/A
Baltimore N/A NIA N/A
Calvert 2,365,852 0 2,365,852
Caroline 727,333 0 727,333
Carroll 0 2,048,180 2,048,180
Cecil 0 550,898 550
Charles 472,399 0 472, a9y
Dorchester 0 69,000 69,000
Frederick 0 6,012,915 6,012,915
Garrett 136,012 0 136,017
Harford 4,930,535 1,510,762 6,441,25,
Howard N/A N/A N/A
Kent §] 148,245 148,245
Montgomer- 0 7,438,235 7,438,235
Prince George’s 15,416,163 669,672 16,085,835
Queen Anne's 0 0 0
St. Mary's 0 53,796 53,796
- arset B - n

t - B - , e
Washington 0] 1,561,700 1,561,700
Wicomico 0 0 0
Worcester 0 0 0
Total $46,896,374 $20,063,403 $66,959,0 7

N/A: indicates the jurisdiction has ne municipalities
Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 4.7

Maryland Counties with Development Impact Fees or Excise Taxes

* The fiscal 2008 rate shown re
700 square feet not taxed.

3 Roads tax is $0.88/sq. ft. School surcharge is $1.09/sq. A.

¢ Amount represents $10,649 for transportation and $20,436 for schools. The school excise tax is increased by $2 for each square foot between 3,500 and 8,500 gross square feet.
ent transportation rates apply in the Metro Station and Clarksburg impact tax districts. The rates reflect increases adopted by the county council on November 13, 2007, that
took <ffect December 1, 2007,
7 Amount represents $13,493 for school facilitics and $6,371 for public safety. A lower school facilities rate ($7.870) applies inside the beltway and a lower public safcty rate
{$2,124) applies inside the “developed tier” as defined in the 2002 Prince George’s County Approved General Plan.

% A lower rate ($4,764) applies to “in-town™ developmen.

* Revenue figure identified by county as recorded revenues prior to being audited for that Fiscal year.
Note: Due to the timing of the survey from which the fiscal 2007 revenuc numbers were collected, revenues reporied by counties other than those specifically identified may also
be unaudited.

Source: Department of Legislative Services

FY 2008 FY 2007
County Type Rate Per Dwelling’ Revenues
Anne Arundel Impact Fee $4,904 $9.235.359
Calvert Excise Tax 12,950 3,990,000
Caroline? Excise Tax 5,000 351,178
Carroll Impact Fee 6,836 1,547,977
Charles Excise Tax 11,400 2,469,035*
Dorchester’ Excise Tax 3,671 1,007,908
Frederick® Both 13,121 11,159,465
Harford Imnart Fee 8,269 4,700,428
Howard’ Excise Tax See note 13,107,941
Montgomery® Excise Tax 31,105 20,718,825
Prince George’s’ Excise Tax 19,864 41,994 549*
Queen Anne’s Impact Fee $3.93/sq. fi. 1,599,957
St. Mary’s Impact Fee 4,500 3,794,27:
Talbot® Impact Fee 5,513 1,919,972
Washington Excise Tax 13,000 4,817,695
Wicomico Impact Fee 5,231 1,017,662
Total $123,432.226

' Rates listed are generally those applicable to single-family detached dwellings.
* A $750 development excise tax for agricultural land preservation is also imposed on single-family residential lots created by subdivision in a “rural districL”
? A slightly higher rate, $3,765 per dweiling, applies outside of the Cambridge and Hurlock areas.

ts the public school and library impact fee total. The roads 5

Taigon
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Chapter 5. Local Revenue Growth

Local revenue growth remains positive in fiscal 2008
due to continued strong increases in property assessments and
moderate increases in net taxable income. County assessable
base increased by 19.7 percent in fiscal 2008, continuing a
five-year period of strong assessment growth. Likewise, net
taxable income also increased but at a lower rate than the prior
year. Net taxable income “~ reased by 5.8 percent in tax year
2006 compared to 6.0 percent in tax year 2005 and 8.4 percent
in tax year 2004. Table 5.1 compares the relative growth in
county isessable base and net taxable income.

On the downside, recordation and transfer tax revenues
are projected to decline in fiscal 2008. County governments
collected $482.4 million in local recordation taxes in fiscal
2007. This amount is significantly lower than the amounts
collected in fiscal 2005 and 2006 when the soaring real estate
market yielded recordation taxes totaling $525.4 million in
fiscal 2005 and $619.0 million in fiscal 2006. If the current
downward trend in the real estate market continues, local
recordation taxes could reach a fiv ir low in fiscal 2008.
Table 5.2 shows local recordation tax collections since fiscal
2002.

533

Table 5.1
Comparison of Local Revenue Measures
Annual Percent Growth

County Assessable Base 't Tax le ncome
FY 2003 5.4% TY 2002 -0.9%
FY 2004 7.0% TY 2003 4.1%
FY 2005 9.4% TY 2004 8.4%
FY 2006 13.1% TY 2005 6.0%
FY 2007 15.7% TY 2006 5.8%
FY 2008 19.7% TY 2007 N/A

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Comiptroller’s Office

Table 5.2

Local Recordation Tax Revenues
Fisecal 2002-2007

FY 2002 $245.9 million
FY 2003 $295.2 million
FY 2004 $417.1 million
FY 2005 $525.4 million
FY 2006 $619.0 million
FY 2007 $482.4 million

Source: Maryland Association of Counties




Property Taxation

The property tax is one of the three major revenue
sources for county governments, accounting for 24.6 percent of
total revenues, excluding debt proceeds, and the second largest
revenue source for - 'pal govemments, accounting for
31.2 percent of total revenues, excluding debt proceeds. In
fiscal 2004, local governments collected $4.8 billion in
property taxes. The property tax is a relatively stable and
predictable revenue source for local governments, and due to
the sizeable growth in property assessments, local property tax
collections should remain strong for the near future.

County assessable base in fiscal 2008 totaled
$655.1 billion or $116,656 per State resident. Per capita
assessable base ranges from 343,896 in Allegany County to
$354,824 in Worcester County. Statewide, real property
accounts for 96.5 percent of the assessable base and personal
property accounts for 3.5 percent. Exhibit 5.1 shows the per
capita assessable base and assessable base growth for each
jurisdiction for fiscal 2008.

Exhibit 5.2 shows the real, personal, and total county
ass sable base for each county for fiscal 2008. Exhibit 5.3
shows the percentage change in total county assessable base
(real and personal property) since fiscal 2000. Exhibit 5.4
shows total county assessable base (real and personal property)
since fiscal 2003.
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Assessable Base Growth

County assessable base increased by 19.7 percent in
fiscal 2008, the highest annual percentage increase over the last
10 years (fiscal 1999 through 2008). Real property increased
by 20.5 percent statewide in fisc:® 708, w i sonal
property increased by 1.3 percent.

As shown in Table 5.3, the State Department of
Assessments and Taxation projects that total county assessable
base will grow by 10.5 percent in fiscal 2009 and 8.9 percent in
fiscal 2010. This indicates that local property tax collections
should continue to remain strong in the near future.

Table 5.3
County Assessable Base srowth Forecast

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
19.7% 10.5% 8.9%
Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
Since 2000, property assessments in 1 yland have

“-arer -1 s ificantly. Nationwide, real estate values have
risen at a rate of more than five times the rate of inflation. In
Maryland, the rate of inc ¢  has surpassed the national
average. The average three-year increase in the full cash value
of property undergoing reassessment totaled 10.1 percent in
2001 and 60.2 percent in 2006.



Properties reassessed for 2007 realized an increase of
56.1 percent statewide; whereas, reassessments for 2008
realized an increase of 33.2 percent. Under the State’s triennial
assessment process, the increase in the full cash value of
property is phased in over a three-year period. Exhibit 5.5
shows the average increase in the full cash value of property
reassessed for 2008 for each jurisdiction, the average annual
increases, and the county assessment cap.

One-cent Yield on the Property Tax Rate

The larger the assessable property tax base in a county,
the more revenues that can be derived with an increase in the
property tax rate. For example, a one-cent increase in the
property tax rate in Talbot County generates approximately
$788.,000 in revenues, whereas it generates only $133,000 in
Somerset County, even though beth jurnisdictions have nearly
the same number of residents. The fiscal impact of a one-cent
increase in real property tax rates for fiscal 2003 through 2008
is depicted in Exhihit 5.6. In addition, since personal property
tax rates are set at 2.5 times the real property tax rate, a
one-cent increase in the real property tax rate equals 2.5 cents
in the personal property tax rate.

Property Tax Relief Measures

The increase in property assessments throughout
Maryland has led the State, and in some instances the voters, to
take action to curtail the rise in property taxes. Three primary
approaches are used in Maryland to provide property tax relief
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to homeowners: (1) the Homestead Tax Credit Program that
limits annual assessment increases to all homeowners
regardless of income; (2) the Homeowners’ (circuit breaker)
Tax Credit Program and the Renters’ Tax Credit Program that
provide credits for certain individuals who qualify based on a
sliding scale of property tax liability and income; and
(3) property tax limitation measures that either limit the
property tax rate that can be imposed by the county council or
the property tax revenue that can be collected. All three
approaches have significantly impacted either State or local
revenues, and members of the General Assembly have
repeatedly introduced legislation addressing these property tax
relief measures.

Homestead Ta Credit Program

The Homestead Tax Credit Program {assessment caps)
provides tax credits against State, county, and municipal
corporation real property taxes for owner-occupied residential
properties for the amount of real property taxes resulting from
an annual assessment increase that exceeds a certain percentage
or “cap” in any given year. The State requires the cap on
assessment increases to be set at 10 percent for State property
tax purposes; however, local governments have the authority to
lower the cap.

A majority of local subdivisions have assessment caps
below 10 percent: 15 counties in fiscal 2007, 18 counties in
fiscal 2008, and 19 counties in fiscal 2009. Table 5.4 lists the
counties with assessment caps below 10 percent in fiscal 2007
through 2009. Due to the continuing rise in property



assessments, two counties {Harford and Prince George’s)
lowered their assessment cap in fiscal 2009. Table 5.4

] ) o Counties with Assessment Caps Below 10%
The Homestead Tax Credit Program is administered as

follows: County FY 2007  FY ™ne Y 2009

Anne Arundel 2% 2% 2%

* Increases in property assessments are equally spread Baltimore City 4% 4% 4%

out over three years. For example, if a property’s Baltimore 4% aesn A0/

assessment increased by $60,000, from $80,000 to Caroline 10% 3% Jve

$140,000, the increase would be phased in through Carroll 7% 7% 7%

increments of $20,000 annually for the next three years. Cecil 8% 8% 8%

Charles 10% 7% 7%

¢ If the assessment cap were set at 10 percent, however, Dorchf_:ster S% 5% >%
the amount of assessment subject to taxes would Frederick 3% ¥ _ %

increase by only $8,000 in the first year, $8,800 in the Garrett 3% 570 >%

following year, and $9,680 in the third year. Harford 10% 10% 9%

Howard 5% 5% 5%

* Since the assessment ca 1 han th Kent 2% o7 5%

! p was set lower than the actual Prince George’s 304 4% 304,

market increase, the ’homeowner does not have to pay Queen Anne’s 504 50, 504,

taxes on the property’s full assessed value. St. Mary’s 5% 50, A

Talbot 0% 0% 0%

W 10% 5% 5%

Worcester 0% 3% 20~

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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The omestead Tax Credit Program has provided
significant local property tax relief in recent years. This
foregone revenue is estimated at $1.0 billion in fiscal 2008,
$1.4 biilion in fiscal 2009, and $1.8 billion in fiscal 2010.
While the State has set the assessment cap at 10 percent, a
majority of jurisdictions have an assessment cap below
10 percent. The tax relief associated with an assessment cap
below 10 percent is estimated at $112.9 million in fiscal 2008,
$130.8 million in fiscal 2009, and $278.1 million in fiscal
2010. Exbibit 5.7 shows the estimated county property tax
revenue foregone for fiscal 2008 through 2010 and the percent
of the county assessable that is not taxable due to the
assessment caps. Exhibit 5.8 shows the estimated county
property tax relief for fiscal 2008, Exhibit 5.9 shows the
associated relief for fiscal 2009, and Exhibit 5.10 shows
associated relief for fiscal 2010.

The extent to which the Homestead Tax Credit Program
may actually res’ "t the ability of a county to raise property tax
revenues depends on the county’s need for revenues from the
property tax and other legal and practical limitations. For
example, a county impacted by a charter-imposed property tax
limitatinn maaenre would presumably reduce tax rates to offset
- assessments in the of the
homestead credit.

Net Taxable Income

Income tax revenue is the third largest revenue source
for county govemments, accounting for 17.3 percent of total
revenue in fiscal 2004, excluding debt proceeds. The reliance
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on income tax revenue rang . __om 5.9 perc . of total
revenues in Worcester County to 23.0 percent in Montgomery
County. Local income tax revenues are a function of a
county’s income tax rate a ° the net taxable income base. Net
taxable income represents taxable income after exemptions and
deductions have been subtracted from gross salary and
benefits. Exhibit 5.11 shows the trends in net taxable income
by county for the last seven years, and Exhibit 5.12 shows the
growth in net taxable income since tax year 2000.

Net taxable income for Maryland jurisdictions totaled
$126.1 billion in tax year 2006, ranging from $219.5 million in
Somerset County to $34.1 billion in Montgomery County. For
all counties, net taxable income increased by 5.8 percent in tax
vear 2006, with Talbot County experiencing the greatest
increase at 14.8 percent. All jurisdictions, except Worcester
County, experienced an increase in net taxable income in tax
year 2006.

Montgomery County has the highest per capita net
taxable income at $36,571 followed by Talbot County at
$33,227 and Howard County at $31,551. Somerset County has
the lowest per capita net ° able income at $8,515.
ExL.oit . __ram Lk 7 7 7 ic  according to [ capita
net taxable income and net taxable income growth.



County Assessable Base Measures for Fiscal 2008

L o I & 1 B O I

Per Capita Assessable

County Assessable Base Base Growth

Allegany $423,896 9.3%
Anne Arunc 140,953 18.0%
Baltimore City 45,983 14.9%
Baltimore 91,606 15.7%
Calvert 131,379 19.8%
Caroline 75,617 18.1%
Carroll 105,341 16.1%
Cenil 92,518 1R.1%
Charles 114,068 20.4%
Dorchester 89,401 17.8%
Frederick 119,217 19.2%
Garrett 129,465 14 6%
Harford 95,170 15.3%
Howard 154,362 16.1%
Kent 126,908 16.3%
Montgomery 197,668 26.4%
Prince George's 88,472 18.7%
Queen Anne's 159,160 19.2%
St. Mary's 99,104 19.1%
Somerset 54,249 18.5%
Talbot 219,878 17.5%
Washington 83,070 18.1%
Wicomico 69,415 13.7%
Worcester 354,824 19.7%
Statewide $116,656 19.7%
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Exhibit 5.1

County

. Worcester

. Talbot

. Montgomery

. Queen Anne's
. Howard

. Anne Arundel
. Calvert

. Garrett

. Kent

. Frederick

. Charles

. Carroll

. St. Mary's

. Harford

. Cecil

. Baltimore

. Dorchester

. Prince George's
. Washington

. Caroline

. Wicomico

. Somerset

. Baltimore City
. Allegany

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Depariment of Legislative Services
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$354,824
219,878
197,668
159,160
154,362
140,953
131,379
129,465
126,908
119,217
114,068
105,341
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County

. Montgomery
. Charles

. Calvert

. Worcester

. Frederick

Queen Anne's

. St. Mary's

. Prince George's
. Somerset

. Caroline

. Washington

. Anne Arundel
. Dorchester

. Talbot

. Kent

. Howard

. Cecil

. Carroll

. Baltimore

. Harford

. Baltimaore City
. Garrett

. Wicomico

. Allegany

Assessable

Base Growth

26.4%
20.4%
19.8%
19.7%
19.2%
19.2%
19.1%
18.7%
18.5%
18.1%
18.1%
18.0%
17.8%
17.5%
16.3%
16.1%
16.1%
16.1%
15.7%
15.3%
14.9%
14.6%
13.7%

9.3%
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Exhibit 5.2

County Assessable Base for Fiscal 2008
(% in Thousands)

Subject to Percent Subject to Percent Total Percent
County Real Property Change  Personal Property Change Property ChamE
Allegany $2,846,452 10.0% $350,514 3.4% $3,197,006 9.3%
Anne Arundel 69,284,375 18.9% 2,503,115 -1.4% 71,787,450 18.0%
Baltimore City 27,026,288 16.1% 2,006,017 1.0% 29,032,308 14.9%
Baltimore 69,109,693 15.4% 3,019,787 1.4% 72,129,480 15.7%
Calvert 10,627,594 23.2% 1,039,409 -6.8% 11,667,003 19.8%
Caroline 2,370,861 18.6% 95,539 5.6% 2,466,400 18.1%
Carroll 17,379,874 16.4% 555,404 5.8% 17,935,278 16.1%
Cecil 8,813,334 16.9% 392,753 -0.3% 9,206,087 16.1%
Charles 15,121,431 21.8% 895,566 0.4% 16,016,997 20.4%
Dorchester 2,695,155 18.9% 132,675 -1.0% 2,827,830 17.8%
Frederick 26,254,477 19.6% 323,476 -3.7% 26,577,953 19.2%
Garrett 3,764,637 15.1% 101,066 1.1% 3,865,703 14.6%
Harford 21,990,003 15.8% 984,304 5.6% 22,974,307 1 5.3%
Howard 40,562,971 16.5% 1,493,252 5.2% 42,056,223 16.1%
Kent 2,499,547 16.6% 36,447 4.1% 2,535,994 16.3%
Montgomery 180,291 RN 27.1% 3,860,935 1.1% 184,252,315 26.4%
i : 71,8 19.5% 2,864,385 1.8% 74,432,899 7%
Queen Anne's 7,299,651 19.4% 60,080 4.1% 7,359,731 19.2%
St. Mary's 9,530,468 19.6% 266,373 2.2% 9,796,841 19.1%
Somerset 1,333,556 19.5% 64,667 1.0% 1,398,223 18.5%
Talbot 7,875,276 17.6% 53,975 1.1% 7,929,251 17.5%
VWashington 11,348,229 18.6% 592,974 9.1% 11,941,203 18.1%
Wicomico 5,873,614 14.2% 511,639 7.4% 6,385,253 13.7%
VWorcester 17,038,234 20.1% 300,614 0.7% 17,338,848 19.7%
Statewide $632,505,653 20.5% $22,604,966 1.3% $655,110,619 19.7%

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.3

Growth in County Assessable Base — Real and Personal Property

Fiscal 2000-2010

County FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009E FY 2010E
Allegany 11.4% -0.2% -4.4% -2.1% 1.5% 3.3% 4.3% 4.2% 9.3% 9.0% 10.0%
Anne Arundel 3.6% 3.6% 5.6% 6.7% 8.3% 11.5% 14.2% 15.7% 18.0% 13.8% 59%
Baltimore City 0.4% 2.0% 2.5% 2.8% 28% B.8% 7.7% 8.6% 14.9% 14.7% 9.5%
Baltimore 3.0% 3.1% 2.9% 3.5% 4.0% 55% 9.9% 12.4% 15.7% 14.0% 13.0%
Calvert 3.9% 1.0% 2.1% 5.7% 7.6% 9.9% 12.2% 15.9% 19.8% 14.4% 9.8%
Caroline 5.4% 5.3% 4.3% 50% 5.1% 9.3% 12.6% 16.9% 18.1% 5.3% 52%
Carroll 4.7% 5.3% 5.1% 6.9% 6.5% B8.7% 13.0% 15.0% 16.1% 11.6% 11.6%
Ceail 1.1% 4.8% 5.0% 6.6% 7.6% 10.9% 11.4% 14.2% 16.1% 12.6% 11.5%
Charles 4.7% 2.7% 8.2% 5.8% 7.4% 8.2% 12.2% 17.7% 20.4% 15.1% 13.6%
Dorchester 1.5% 4.5% 2.9% 5.6% 10.2% B.7% 11.1% 11.5% 17.8% 14.6% 14.4%
Frederick 4.3% 5.3% 5.8% 6.5% 6.7% 9.4% 16.0% 17.5% 19.2% 19.4% 19.4%
Garrett 4.6% B6.7% 4.7% 7.4% 8.8% 8.5% 14.3% 17.3% 14.6% 10.2% 5.8%
Harford 5.1% 4.6% 5.0% 6.1% 5.8% 8.1% 11.2% 14.9% 15.3% 11.3% 10.7%
Howard 5.7% 5.4% 8.5% 4.2% 7.8% 11.2% 14.2% 17.4% 16.1% 3.8% 4.6%
Kent 1.4% 2.6% 3.8% 5.0% 7.0% 8.7% 13.0% 14.2% 16.3% 0.5% 0.6%
Montgomery 2.4% 3.5% 4.6% 6.4% 9.3% 11.8% 16.2% 17.8% 26.4% 4.9% 4.4%
Prince George's 1.4% 1.8% 3.0% 4.7% 46% 7.2% 11.1% 15.1% 18.7% 17.5% 5%
Queen Anne's 4.9% 5.7% 6.6% 8.9% 11.4% 13.3% 14.3% 18.2% 19.2% 1.0% 1.0%
St. Mary's 5.6% 4.9% 4.2% 5.9% 54% 6.5% 10.7% 19.6% 19.1% 9.6% 9.4%
Snmerset 2.8% 2.6% 1.8% 3.8% 5.3% 5.9% 17 204 77 NoL 14.5% 16.5% 11 4
Talbat 4.4% 0.5% 11.3% 8.8% 11.1% 13.6% 14.6% 14.7% 17.5% 15.1% 9.9%
1"" shington 6.0% 4.4% 6.1% 2.3% 9.4% o 11.6% 14.4% 18.1% 11.1% 12.1%
Wicomico 4.1% 6.5% 2.4% 3.9% 5.6% 5.9% 9.1% 122% 13.7% 10.5% 8.5%
Worcester 3.6% 4.0% 6.3% 8.5% 16.0% 19.2% 17.6% 23.0% 19.7% 1 3.2%
Statewide 3.2% 31.5% 4.5% 5.4% 7.0% 94% 13.1% 15.7% 19.7% 10.5% 8.9%

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.4

County Assessable Base - Real and Personal Property
{$ in Thousands}

County FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2008 E FY 2010 E
Allegany $2,565,195 32,604,327 $2,621.053 $2,808,112 $2,926,109 $3,197,006 $3,484,353 33,831,848
Anne Arundel 38,118,944 41,297,866 46,036,555 52,554,858 60,826,688 71,787,480 81,678,020 86,506,872
Baltimore City 19,674,089 20,218,875 21,597.384 23,249,753 25,256,648 29,032,305 33,288,883 36,458,576
Baltimore 46,023,150 47,861,367 50,489.382 55,476,797 62,365,607 72,129,480 @=.228,608 52,899,378
Caivert 6,326,952 6,819,523 7,456,323 8,408,145 9,742,417 11,667,003 13,348,853 14,662,187
Camline 1,380,313 1,451,362 1,586.476 1,786,819 2,089,016 2,468,400 2,596,158 2,730,417
Carmoll 10,278,303 10,941,349 11,891,468 13,438,532 15,453 866 17,935,278 20,017,495 22,345,558
Cecil 5,222,682 5,620,734 6,235,694 5,945,277 7,932,003 9,208,087 10.357.856 11,559,325
Charles 8,672,489 9,310,426 10,075,543 11,308,138 13,304,605 16,016,967 18,428,125 20,936,845
Dorchester 1,648,597 1,817,529 1,839,327 2,154,025 2,400,917 2,827,830 3,240,151 3,705,381
Frederick 14,007,191 14,851,629 16,353,215 18,975,905 22,292 911 26,577 953 31,720,809 37,875,308
Garmrett 2,129,052 2,315,500 2,513,158 2,873,593 3,371,967 3.865,703 4,258,522 4,505,211
Harford 13,640,671 14,428,277 15,597,527 17,245,762 19,926,361 22,974,307 25,562,592 28,310,318
Howard 22,543,862 24,297 361 27,014,393 30,847 706 36,224,837 42,056,223 43,670,405 45,683.888
Kent 1,454,105 1,555,850 1,690,504 1,910,531 2,181,116 2,535,994 2,540,689 2,564,110
Moentgomerny 87,193,587 95,287,118 106,559,595 123,784,098 145,815,228 reansnnah 183,327,350 201,763,166
Prince Geoarge's 43,740,098 45,736,798 49,033,034 54,495,057 62,726,164 74,432,899 87,441,303 100,087,024
Queen Anne's 3.620,689 4,032,277 4,564,035 5,221,808 6,174,441 7,350,731 7,435,849 7,506,565
5t Mary's 5,533,506 5,830,082 6,211,701 6,877,275 8,227,294 9,796,841 10,733,090 11,741,088
Somerset 758,573 799,003 846,503 959,352 1,180,315 1,398,223 1,628,446 1.853.641
Talbot 4,068,200 4,517,967 5,134,081 5,882,773 6,749,460 7,829,251 9,127,374 10,032,368
Washington 7.015,202 7673262 7,922,077 8,842,655 10,114,171 11,941,203 13,270,122 14,876,483
Wicomica 4,104,142 4,335,777 4,591,232 5,008,492 5,617,482 6,385,253 7.053,064 7,655,946
Worcester 7.239.037 8,400,551 10,010,931 11,777,360 14,483,821 17,338,848 17,676,191 18.241.504
Statewide $356,968,969 $382,105,908 $418,085,602 $472,932,923 $547,383,444 $655,110,619 $724,133,208 $788,336.407

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.5
Assessment Increases Will Push Local Revenues Upward in Fiscal 2009

Group 2 of 3
Fuli Cash
Value Increase Average County
Before Cap Annual Assessment

County {Over 3 Years) ___ Increase Cap
Allegany 34.5% 11.5% 10%
Anne Arundel 34.9% 11.6% 2%
Baltimere City 75.0% 250% 4%
Baitimore 32.6% 10.9% 4%
Calvert 38.3% 12.8% 10%
Caroline 40.6% 13.5% 5%
Carroll 37.4% 12.5% 7%
Cecll 331.3% 11.1% 8%
Charles 41.4% 13.8% 7%
Dorchester 34.5% 11.5% 5%
Frederick 27.4% 9.1% 5%
Garrett 28.0% 9.7% 5%
Harford 38.6% 12.9% 9%
Howard 24.2% 8.1% 5%
Kent 37.3% 12.4% 5%
Montgomery 16.2% 5.4% 10%
Prince George's _ 6% 2% I%
Queen Anne's 36.8% 12.3% 5%
St. Mary's 49.0% 16.3% 5%
Somerset 45.5% 15.2% 10%
Talbot 42.7% 14.2% 0%
Washington 40.2% 13.4% 5%
Wicomico 40.6% 13.5% 10%
Worcester 33.3% 11.1% 3%
Statewide 33.2% 11.1%

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.6
One-cent Yield in County Real Property Tax Rates

Fiscal 2003-2008
County FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 EV 2nns
Allegany $216,000 $223,000 5233,000 $245,000 $259,000 %285,000
Anne Arundel 3,566,000 3,892.000 4,368,000 5,010,000 5,829,000 6,928,000
Baitimore City : 3,000 1,821,000 1,986,000 2,131,000 2,327,000 2,703,000
Baltimare 4,319,000 4,506.000 4,771,000 5,261,000 5,939,000 6,911,000
Calvert 552,000 534,000 547,000 732,000 863,000 4,063,000
Caroling 130,000 137.000 151,000 171,000 200,000 237,000
Carrolf 977,000 1,044,000 1,140,000 1,292,000 1,493,000 1,738,000
Cedll 493,000 534,000 588,000 659,000 754,000 851,000
Charles 776,000 840,000 $21,000 1,042,000 1,241,000 1,512,000
Dorchester 150,000 168.000 181,000 203,000 227,000 270,000
Frederick 1,366,000 1,462,000 1,603,000 1,864,000 2,196,000 2,625,000
Garrett 167,000 218.000 242,000 277,000 327,000 376,000
Harlord 1,270,000 1,355,000 1,471,000 1,645,000 1,895,000 2,199,000
Howard 2,124,000 2,301,000 2,572,000 2,955,000 3,481,000 4,056,000
Kent 142,000 152,000 166,000 188,000 214,000 250,000
Montgomery 8,288,000 9,131.000 10,274,000 11,990,000 14,190,000 18,029,000
Prince George's 4,058,000 4,279.000 4,624,000 5,167,000 5,991,000 7.157,000
[ ne's ,000 387,000 000 517,000 511,000 730,000
St Mary's 530,000 560,000 294,000 663,000 797,000 953,000
Somerset 68.000 73,000 78,000 90,000 132,000 133,000
Talbat 401,000 445,000 508,000 583,000 670,000 768,000
Washington 649,000 718,000 744,000 834,000 957,000 1,135,000
Wicomico 364,000 388,000 416,000 455,000 514,000 567,000
Worcester 694,000 g nnn 573,000 1,149,000 1,419,000 1,704,000

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Exhihit 5.7
County Tax Relief Due to Homestead Tax Credits

Source: State Depariment of Assessments and Taxation

Fiscal 2008 Fiscal 2009 Fiscal 2010

County Revenue Foregone Percent of Base Revenue Foregone Percent of Base Revenue Foregone Percent of Base

Allegany $463,968 1.7% $993,867 3.2% 51,450,726 4.3%
Anne Arundel 158,348,338 25.8% 207,606,040 29.5% 264,374,187 35.4%
Baitimore City 73,041,158 12.1% 118,402,581 16.9% 168,976,821 21.9%
_ ltimore 119,234,882 15.8% 171,835,860 19.8% 229,719,993 23.3%
Calvert 9,253,035 9.8% 13,529,968 12.4% 17,630,735 14.6%
Carpline 1,784,584 8.7% 3,206,427 14.8% 4,674,563 20.5%
Carroll 23,376,849 12.9% 34,248,954 16.9% 45,601,216 20.1%
Cecil 5,438,588 6.5% 8,528,343 8.9% 11,590 R=A 10.9%
Charles 16,334,503 10.6% 26,479,287 14.8% 37,003,906 18.1%
Dorchester 2,126,385 8.9% 3,458,005 12.5% 4 878,247 15.4%
Frederick 41,154,269 14.8% 57,227,698 17.2% 74,710,095 18.8%
Garrett 1,001,145 2.7% 1,626,776 3.9% 2,263,013 5.2%
Harford 13,863,345 5.9% 22,433,285 8.5% 30,534,302 10.4%
Howard 92,766,251 20.0% 120,279,329 24.9% 151,477,691 29.9%
Kent 2,479,809 10.2% 3,524,323 14.5% 4,658,930 19.0%
Montgomery 203,070,315 12.3% 222,698,567 12.9% 248 838,535 13.8%
Prince George's 178,779,699 19.1% 268,420,488 24.2% 365,465,597 286%
Que _.. Ann 7+ 363 13. 10,708,219 18.9% 14,225,882 9%
St. Mary's 10,017,885 12.3% 16,443,613 18.4% 23,217,635 23.8%
Knmgreat RRY 545 52% 983,545 6.7% 1,309,397 7.8%
Talbot 9,330,019 25.0% 11,909,116 27.7% 14,959,826 316%
Washington 9,083,510 8.5% 16,714,485 14.0% 24,564,038 18.2%
Wicomico 1,933,914 3.8% 3,323,793 5.8% 4,642,952 7.4%
Warcester 7,418,342 6.3% 10,349,188 8.6% 13,510,656 10 8%,
Statewide $988,422,698 14.9% $1,355,031,737 18.0% $1.760,279,200 21.2%
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Exhibit 5.8
County Assessable Base and Revenue Foregone Due to Homestead Tax Credits — Fiscal 2008

Assessable Base Loss

Homestead GCounty from Homestead Tax Cradit Percent of Revenue Foregane from Homestead Tax Credit

County Tax Cap Tax Rata Assessable Base Mandated 0% Gap Acfual Cap Base Loss Mandated 10% Below 10% Total
Allegany 10% $0.983 $2,828 968,000 $47,204,039 $47,204,030 1.7% $463,5968 $0 $463,968
Anne Arundel 2% 0.891 68,983,929,000 15,420,330,5643 17,771979,576 25.8% 137,395,145 20,953,193 158,348,338
Baitimare City 4% 2.268 26,661,705,000 2,706,602,771 3,220,509,615 12.1% 61,385,751 11,655,407 73,041,158
Baltimore % 1,100 68,799,495,000 5,805,087,508 10,839,534 722 15.8% 56,855,563 22,378,919 119,234 882
Calvert 10% 0.892 10,600,054,000 1,037,335,778 1,037,335,778 9.8% 9,253,035 0 9,253,035
Carpline 5% 0.870 2,359,361,000 154,769,079 205,124 613 8.7% 1,346,491 438,093 1,784,584
Carroll 7% 1.048 17,293,158,000 1,933,528,855 2,230615,322 12.9% 20,263,382 3,113,466 23,376,849
Cecil 8% 0.960 8,753,482,000 488,213,764 566,519,553 6.5% 4,686,852 751,736 5,438,588
Charles 7% 1.026 14,986,453,000 1,365,249,554 1,592,056,776 10.6% 14,007,460 2,327,042 16,334,503
Dorchester 5% D.896 2,663,355,000 190,363,074 237,315,716 8.9% 1,705,653 420,732 2126,385
Frederick 5% 1.064 26,099,175,000 3,192,065,514 3,867,882,384 14.8% 33,963,577 7,190,691 41,154 269
Garretl 5% 1.000 3,743,955,000 75,718 732 100,114,480 2.7% 757,167 243977 1,001
Harford 10% 1.082 21,863,721,000 1,281,270,312 1,281,270,312 © 5.9% 3,863,345 O 13,863,345
Howard 5% 1.150 40,349,744,000 7.,102,396,554 8,070,139,310 20.0% 81,642,049 11,124,203 92,766,251
Kent 5% 0.572 2,493,547 000 214,387,960 255,124,378 10.2% 2,083,851 395,558 2,479,809
Mentgomery 10% D.916 179,735,399,000 22,169,248.319 22 169,248 319 12.3% 203,070,315 0 203,070,315
Prince George's 4% 1.319 71,015,583,000 11,728,372,703  13,554,184,931 19.1%  154,697.236 24,082,463 178,779,699
Queen Anr 5% D0.770 7.258,790,000 79 570,047,094 4% TooTm o 1,368, 3 7,469

St. Mary's 5% 0.857 9,478,568,000 548,832,952 1,168,948,108 12.3% 8,131,498 1,886,387 10,017,885
Somerset 10% 0.940 1,326,300,000 659,419,634 69,419,634 5.2% 652,545 0 652 ra=
Talbet 0% D.475 7,845,496,000 1,725,834,118 1,954,214,505 25.0% B,197,712 1,132,307 9,330,019
Washington 5% 0.548 11,277,628,000 708,055,222 958,176,125 8.5% 6,712,364 2,371,146 9,083,510
Wicomico 10% 0.881 5,835,151,000 219,513,513 219,613,613 3.8% 1,933,914 0 1,933,914
Worcester 3% 0.700 16,948,195,0C0 901,597,380 1,05¢ 105 6.3% 6,311,122 1,107,160 7,418,342
Statewide $629,209,252,000 $83,277,655,548 $93,456,245,912 14.9% $875,480,8 12,941,844 $988,422,698

Source: State Depariment of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.9
County Assessable Base and Revenue Foregone Due to Homestead Tax Credits — Fiscal 2009

Assessahle Base Loss

Homeslead County from Homestead Tax Credit Percent of Revenue Foregone from Homestead Tax Credit
County TaxCap  Tax Rate Assessable Base Mandated 10% Cap Actual Cap Base Loss Mandated 10% Below 10% Total
Allegany 10% $0.983 $3,115,203,000 $101,115,753 $101,115,753 3.2% $993,857 30 $993,867
Anne Arundel 2% 0.891 78,900,000,000 20,792,736,176 23,300,341,176 29.5% 185,263,279 22,342,761 207,606,040
Baltimore City 4% 2268 30,870,090,000 4,612,931,771 5,220,572,338 16.9% 104,621,293 13,781,288 118,402,581
Baltimore 4% 1.100 78,872,127,000 13,423,085,107 15,630,532,737 19.8% 147,653,936 24,281,924 171,935,880
Calvert 10% 0.852 12,271,733,000 1,516,812,581 1,516,812,581 12.4% 13,529,968 0 13,529,868
Caroline 5% 0.870 2,489,400,000 305,117,707 368,554,793 14.8% 2,654,524 551,903 3,206,427
Carroll 7% 1.048 19,368,338,000 2,934,841,969 3,268,029,983 16.9% 30,757,144 3,491,810 34,248,954
LCecl 8% 0.960 9,831,682,000 796,384,421 888,369.085 8.9% 7,645,290 883,053 8,528,343
Charles 7% 1.026 17,400,000,000 2,318,991,343 2,580,827,237 14.8% 23,792,851 2,686,436 26,479,287
Dorchester 5% 0.896 3,081,731,000 330,983,339 385,938,068 12.5% 2,965,611 492 394 3,458,005
Frederick 5% 1.064 31,240,000,000 4,641,040,775 5,378,543,055 17.2% 49,380,674 7,847 024 57,227,698
Garrett 5% 1.000 4,137,000,000 125,060,310 162,677,613 3.9% 1,250,603 376,177 1,626,776
Harford 9% 1.082 24,440,000,000 1,528,153,937 2,073,316,527 B.5% 20,862,626 1,670,659 22,433,285
Howard 5% 1.150 42,000,000,C00 9,399,767 859 10,463,621 456 24.9% 108,050,332 12,228,958 120,279,329
Kent 5% 0.972 2,505,547,000 314,934,998 362,584,637 14.5% 3,081,168 483,154 3,524,323
Montgomery 10% 0.916 188,726,369,000 24.312,070,608 24,312 070,608 12.9% 222 698,567 Y . 698,567
Prince George's 3% 1.319 84,163,143,000 18,000,651,215 20,350,300,843 24.2% 237,428,590 30,091,878 268,420,468
Gueen Anne's 5% 0.770 7.340,096,000 1,194,028,040 1,390,677,828 18.9% 9,194,016 1,514,203 10,708,219
St Mary's 5% 0.857 10,400,000,600 1,667,487,250 1,918,741,363 18.4% 14,290,366 2.153,248 16,443 613
632,462 g~ Ao B8.7% nhn 545 0 983,545
Talbot U 0.4¢0 H,u4/,3317,000 2,£55,582,7594 2.50/,182,402 27.7% 14,714,018 1,185,098 11,909,116
Washington 5% 0.948 12,600,000,000 1,477,041,273 1,763,131,344 14.0% 14,002,351 2,712,134 1t 4,485
Wicomico 10% 0.881 6,505,000,000 377,274,980 377,274,980 5.8% 3,323,793 0 3,323,793
Worcester 3% n 700 17,286,650 000 1,285,231,824 1,478,455,375 B.6% 5,066,623 1,282 5685 10,349,188
Statewide $698,247,790,000 $114,225,858,492 $125,904,304,255 18.0% $1,224,185,033 $130,846,704 $1,355,001,737

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.10
County Assessable Base and Revenue Foregone Due to Homestead Tax Credits — Fiscal 2010

Assessable Base Loss

Homestead County from Homesiead Tax Credit Percent of Revenue Foregone from Homestead Tax Credit

County Tax Cap  Tax Rate Assessable Bage Mandated 10% Cap Actuat Cap Base Loss Mandated 10% Below 10% Totai

Allegany 10% $0.983 $3,459,289,000 $147,596,489 $147,596,469 4.3% $1,450,726 50 $1,450,728
Anne Arundel 2% 0.891 83,700,000,000 24,389,974,171 29,671,625,900 35.4% 217,136,470 47,237,717 264,374,187
Baltimare City 4% 2.268 34,000,000,000 6,168,258,608 7.450,477,116 21.9% 139,896,105 29,080,716 168,976,821
Baitimaora 4% 1.100 89 547,032,000 16,188,685,988 20,883,635,770 23.3% 178,075,546 R4 844,448 229,719,993
Calvert 10% 0.892 13,576,406,000 1,976,539,819 1,976,539,819 14.6% 17,630,735 0 17,630,735
Caraline 5% 0.870 2,624,370,000 403,440,471 537,308,060 20.5% 3,509,932 1,164,631 4,674,563
Carroil 7% 1.048 21,692,538,000 3,634,665,036 4,351,261,057 20.1% 38,091,290 7,509,826 45,601,216
Cecil 8% 0.960 11,123,484,000 1,009,791,164 1,207,381,013 10.9% 9,693,995 1,896 863 “+ 590,858
Charles % 1.026 19,900,000,000 3,042,022,524 3,608,618,526 18.1% 31,211,151 5,792,755 37,003,906
Darchester 5% D.896 3,543,990,000 427,648,302 544 447,188 15.4% 3,831,729 1,046,518 4,878,247
Frederick 5% 1.064 37.394,000,000 5,450,062,691 7,021,625,478 18.8% 57,988,667 16,721,428 74,710,085
Garrett 5% 1.000 4,382,000,000 147,780,783 226.301,273 5.2% 1,477,808 785,205 2263013
Harford 9% 1.082 27,180,000,000 2,5608,706,780 2,822,024 259 10.4% 27,155,027 3,379,275 30,534,302
Howard 5% 1.150 44,000,000,000 10,802,257,246 13,177,702,6526 29.9% 125,321,447 26,156,243 151,477,691
Kent 5% 0.972 2,519,000,000 378,134,961 479,313,761 19.0% 3,675,472 983,458 4,658,530
Mantgomery 10% 0.916 167,103,854,000 27,165 778,931 27,165,778 931 13.8% 248 838,535 0 248,838,535
Prince George's 3% 1.319 98,787,666,000 22,714,291,145 27,707,778, 416 28.6% 299,601,500 65,864,097 365,485,597
Queen Anne's 5% 0770 7.410,096,000 1,428,189,279 1,847,530,111 24.9% 10,997,057 3,228,924 14,225,982
Sth ¥'s 5% r=-v 11 10,600,000 2,172,¢ 09,175, 23.8% 75 23,217,835
Somerset 10% 0.840 1,780,55™ "00 139,287 573 “7N,297 R73 7.8% | R 0 1,309,397
Talbot 0% 0.475 §,952,064,000 2,621,803,997 3,149,437,037 31.6% 12,453,569 2,506,257 14,959,826
Washington 5% 0.948 14,200,000,0C0 1,578,829,488 2,591,143,262 18.2% 18,759,304 5,804,735 24,564,038
Wicomico 10% 0.881 7,105,000,000 527,008,344 527,009,344 7.4% 4,642,952 0 4,642,952
Worcester 3% 0.700 17,846,540,000 1,542,224, 713 1,930,083,713 40 0%, 10,795 573 2715777 13,510,656
Statewide $762,228,279,000 $137,046,551,814 $161,871,100,171 ~i.%  $1,482,162,847 $278,117 vus  $1,760,279,900

Source: State Department of Asgessmants and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.11
Net Taxable Income for Maryland Counties

Source: Comptroller's Office

County TV 2000 (Sept) TY 2001 (Sapt) TY 2002 (Sept) TY 2003 {Sept) TV 2004 {Sept) TY 2004 {Nov) TY 2005 {Nov} TY 2006 {Nov)

Allegany $706,629,397 $694,141626 $699,622,072 714,313,115 $735,320,223 767,111,391 $817,996,221 $846,969,949
Anne Arundel 9,934.,870.036 9,656,495,287 9,673,586,446 10,041,433,554 16,779.519,350 11,501,866,360 12,358,008,605 12,927,631,498
Baltimore City 5,929,709,302 5,694,124,537 5448422770 5570,278,698 6,033,487 173 6,425,087,925 6,758,559,303 7.503,122,212
Baltimore 14,248,619.609 13.769,282,261 13,474,584.894 14,059,345,233 1E4as a2 gan 17 202 783,631 17981 1 3 19,295.307,277
Calvert 1,301,280,705 1,360,987,191 1,467,3582,720 1,545,445,512 1,680,410,866 1,768,779,243 1,880,505,716 1,993,268,383
Caroline 306,582,638 312,413,038 312,530,709 328,521 985 363,673,678 375,953,402 399,075,675 418,972,056
Carrol! 2,598,772,933 2,661,531,548 2,716,885573 2,881,111.,389 3,138,555,566 3,230,344,663 3,400,310,73% 3,573,320,735
Cecil 1,180,008,000 1,192,786,769 1 7N7,538,025 1,280,368,627 1,398,372,737 1,434,008,843 1,534,810,678 1,602,718,362
Charfes 1,870,752,953 1,945,311,059 2,029,681,155 2,145,512 698 2,328,314,768 2,400,854,250 2,531,403,117 2,604,938,413
Dorchester 345,251,991 316,103,580 314,453,673 323,770,865 377,985,849 384,906,985 384,840,745 415,837,043
Frederick 3,610,255,263 3,767,620,541 3,818,865,960 4,005,748.711 4,368,970,476 4,545,215,5932 4,878,260,752 5,177,675,506
Garrett 283,293,522 287,01 574 289,751,609 310,981,161 330,251,460 339,671,862 368,190,410 384,373,215
Harford 3,785,347 919 3,743,998,602 3,831,536.517 4,020,746,180 4,347 677,298 4,52%,545,447 4,828,388,160 5.021,604,484
Howard 6,561,525,324 6,248,517,539 6,239,538,192 6,573,022,649 7.248,916,131 7,713,414,383 8,045,203,454 8,596,158,945
Kent 273,911,991 273,087,987 258,648,076 270,375,070 302,433,536 327,158,161 354,291,348 379,365,876
Montgomery 24,700,832,605 23,004,089,104 22,251,173.019 22,973,629.590 24,960,121,106 29,800,847.,014 32,241,963,585 34.089,151,444
Prince George's 10,234,488,635 10,284,482,754 10,301,416,434 10,536,123,093 11,160,027,391 11.458,471,491 11,771,266,611 12,208,015,212
Queen Anne's 718,665,595 730,775,443 746,392,286 809,470,813 897,741,815 957,972,482 1,059,535,419 1,098,927 ,654
St Mary's 1,203,657,625 1,281 ,177,391 1,338,227.164 1,479,449 835 1,596,987.871 1,661,246,421 1,731,747,794 1,828,050,567
Son ait 166,302,707 172,250,208 175,812,666 185,207,239 184,782,072 : T oAb 219,458,695
Talbet 756,702,988 680,386,890 649,040,244 696,270,839 817,325,272 989,894,170 1,044,209,152 1,198,242 460
Washington 1.688,739,163 1,709,673,851 1,709,649,397 1,801,230,030 1,991,025,604 2,047,654,514 2,193,160,180 2,330,241,546
Wicomico 1,020,440, 581 1,.015,967,416 1,016,956,001 1,090,241 246 1,261,684,204 1,302,476,258 1,354,077,242 1.418,761,048
Vorcester 736,813,591 724,242,753 722,258,056 784,532,994 895,785.885 1,014,401,378 1,028,181,C°7 1.004,316,908
Total %$94,158,455,077 $91,526,449,260 $90,734,3623,858 $984,431,546,126  $102,365,231,749  $112,450,890,915  $119,166,911,931  5126,136,430,788
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Exhibit 5.12
Growth in Net Taxable Income

County TY 2000 TY 2001 TY 2002 TY 2003 TY 2004 TY 2005 TY 2006
Allegany 3.0% -1.8% 0.8% 2.1% 3.5% 6.6% 3.5%
Anne Arundel 11.3% -2.8% 0.2% 3.8% 7.4% 7.4% 4.6%
Baltimore City 6.3% -4.0% -4.3% 2.2% 8.3% 5.8% 10.4%
Baltimore 6.0% -3.4% -2.1% 4.3% 7.8% 3.9% 7.4%
Calvert 10.6% 4.6% 7.8% 5.3% 8.7% 6.3% 6.0%
Carotine 7.6% 1.9% 0.0% 5.1% 10.7% 8.2% 5.0%
Carroll 10.8% 2.4% 2.1% 6.0% 8.9% 5.3% 5.1%
Cecil 8.5% 1.1% 1.2% 6.0% 9.2% 7.cv 4.4%
Charles 8.9% 4.0% 4.3% 5.9% 8.3% 5.4% 2.9%
Dorchester 13.8% -8.4% -0.5% 3.0% 16.7% 0.0% 8.1%
Frederick 11.5% 4.4% 1.4% 4.9% 9.1% 7.3% 6.1%
Garrett 12.5% 1.3% 1.0% 7.3% 6.2% 8.4% 4.4%
Harford 10.2% -1.1% 2.3% 4.9% 8.1% 6.8% 4.0%
Howard 14.5% -4.8% -0.1% 5.3% 10.3% 4.3% 6.8%
Kent 4.7% -0.3% -5.3% 4.5% 11.9% 8.3% 7.1%
Montgomery 12.4% -6.9% -3.1% 3.1% 8.6% 8.2% 5.7%
Prince George's 6.8% 0.5% 0.2% 2.3% 5.9% 2.7% 3.7%
Queen Anne's B.5% 1.7% 2.1% 8.5% 10.9% 10.6% 3.7%
St. Mary's 8.0% 6.4% 4.5% 10.6% 7.9% 4.2% 5.6%
Somerset 4.9% 3.6% 21% 5.3% -0.2% 7.0% 9.0%
Talbot 6.7% -10.1% 4.6% 7.3% 17.4% 5.5% 14.8%
Washington 7.4% 1.2% 0.0% 5.4% 10.5% 7.1% 6.3%
Wicomico 5.8% -0.4% 0.1% 7.2% 16.7% 4.0% 4.8%
Worcester 10.6% -0.9% «0.3% 8.6% 14.2% 1 4% -2.3%
Total 9.6% -2.8% -0.9% 4.1% 8.4% 6.0% 5.8%

Saurce: Comptroller's Office
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Net Taxable Income Measures for Tax Year 2006

Per Capita Net Net Taxable

County Taxable Income Income Growth

Allegany $11,629 3.5%
Anne Arundel 25,383 4.6%
Baltimore City 11,884 10.4%
Baitimore 24,506 7.4%
Calvert 22,446 6.0%
Caroline 12,845 5.0%
Carroll 20,987 51%
Cecil 16,107 4.4%
Charles 18,552 2.9%
Dorchester 13,147 8.1%
Frederick 23,225 6.1%
Garrett 12 A72 4.4%
Harford 20,802 4.0%
Howard 31,551 6.8%
Kent 18,984 7. 1%
Montgomery 36,571 5.7%
Prince Geo's 14,511 3.7%
Queen Anne's 23,765 3.7%
St. Mary's 18,492 5.6%
Somerset 8,515 9.0%
Talbot 33,227 14 8%
Washington 16,211 6.3%
Wicomico 15,423 4.8%
Waorcester an Ee2 -2.3%
Statewide $22,461 5.8%

Source: Complotler's Office, Department of Legislative Services
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C apter 6. County Salary Actions

Almost all Maryland jurisdictions are providing salary
enhancements to their employees. Twenty-three county
governments provided their employees with a cost-of-living
adjustment (COLA), while 20 counties provided step increases.
Moreover, all 24 boards of education provided COLAs and
step increases for their teachers. Most counties (14) provided
their employees with a COLA of at least 3 percent, while the
majority of local boards of education (13) provided teachers
with at least 5 percent. For comparison purposes, the State
provided its employees with a 2.0 percent COLA. Table 6.1
compares the COLA amounts for county and public school
employees in fiscal 2007 and 2008. Exhibit 6.1 indicates the
number of jurisdictions providing salary enhancement over the
last nine vears. Exhibit 6.2 shows local salary enhancements
in fiscal 2008.

Table 6.2 compares the annual growth in the average
weekly wage for the three levels of govemment and the private
sector in Maryland. The annual growth in State government
salaries trailed the otl tors of 1 Maryland :onomy.
Over the last six years, the average weekly wage for State
government employees increased by 3.6 percent annually
compared to 4.1 percent for local government employees,
6.3 percent for federal employees, and 3.8 percent for private
sector employees.
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- 1ble 6.1
Local Government Cost-of-living Adjustments
County Government Public Schools

COLA Amount FY 2007 FY2008 ™ ~°) FY 2008
No COLA 0 1 0 0
1 t02.9% 5 9 0 0
3 t0 3.9% 8 8 7 3
4 to 4.9% 8 4 9 &
5 t0 5.9% 1 I 3 8
6% and Greater 2 1 5 5
Source: Department of Legislative Services

Table 6.2

~rowthin " verage Veek  ages
Annual
CY 2000 CY 2006 In

Federal Government 51,029 $1.483 tb.3vo
State Government 710 879 3.6%
Local Government 666 848 4.1%
Private Sector 683 856 3.8%

Source: Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation




Exhibit 6.1
Number of Counties Providing Salary Increases

FY 2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY 2008

State Government

COLAs Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Step Increases Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Local Government
COLAs
Co ty Employees 21 21 21 21 14 22 23 24 23
Board of Education 23 24 24 24 23 23 24 24 24
Step Increases
County Employees 21 19 18 18 13 19 19 21 20
Board of Education 24 24 22 24 23 24 24 24 24
Both COLA and Step
County Employees 20 20 17 15 9 17 19 21 19
Board of Education 21 24 22 24 22 23 24 24 24

Source; Department of Legislative Services
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County Government

Exhibit 6.2

Local Government Salary Actions in Fiscal 2008

Board of Education

Generally Teachers
County “OLA Step  COLA Step
Allegany 2.5% Yes 6.5% Yes
Anne Arundef’ 3.0% Yes 0.0% Yes
Baltimore City 4,0% Yes 3.5% Yes
Baltimore 3.0% Yes 4.0% Yes
Calvert 3.8% Yes 4.5% Yes
Caroline 2.0% Yes 5.0% Yes
Carroll 2.0% Yes 7.0% Yes
Cecil’ 0.0% Yes 4.5% Yes
Charles 2.3% Yes 5.0% Yes
Dorchester 1.5% Yes 4.0% Yes
Frederick 2.0% Yes 4.5% Yes
Garrett £ nas No 6.0% Yes
Harford 3.0% Yes 4.0% Yes
Howard* 3.0% Yes 5.0% Yes
Kent’ Varies Varies 5.0% Yes
Montgomety(' 4.0% Yes 4.8% Yes
Prince George's’ 2.5% Yes 5.0% Yes
Q Varies Yes 5.0% Yes
St. Mary's 3.8% Yes 3.8% Yes
Somerset” 2.5% Yes 5.0% Yes
Taiwot'® 3.7% No 3.6% Yes
\J\r’atshington1 ! 3.5% No 7.0% Yes
Wicomico 4.0% No 4.0% Yes
Worcester 5.0% Yes 5.0% Yes
Number Granting 23 20 24 24

Source: Department of Legislalive Services

Comments

! Allegany County roads employees received a 3% COLA, animal control employees and E-
511 emplo r red 5%, and nursing home employees reccived 4.8%,

% Anne Arundel County teaching assistants, and boa " >feducation sec ~ ~ ope s,
maintenance, and food service employees received a 3% COLA.

* While Cecil County employees in general did not receive a COLA in fiscal 2008, county
public safety employees received a 6% COLA.

* In Howard County, police officers received a 5% C  \, fire and rescue employees
received 6%, and corrections employees and dispatchers received 4%.

> In Kent County, grades 1-4 received a salary market adjusiment of $3,000, grade 5
received $2,000, and grades 6-10 received $1,500 on March 28 107, Kent County law
enforcement officers’ salaries were adjusted to the State Police salary scale (an aver  : 5-
6% increase). School administrators and board of education support staff received a 4%
COLA.

€ Montgomery County police officers received a 7.5% COLA while fire and rescue
employees received 5%.

? Salary adjustment shown for county employees is for nonrepresented general schedule
employees only.

% Queen Anne's County employees received the greater of $900 or 1.5% of salary.

® Somerset County school administrators and board of education classified employees
received a 4% COLA.

** Talbot County school administrators and board of education support staff received a
2.3% COLA.

"' Washington County board of education support personnel received a 5% COLA while
school administrators received 4-7%, depending on the position. The county did not
indicate whether county govemment employees received merit or step increases.
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the highest per pupil revenues at $15,508, while Montgomery
County had the second highest at $15,080. Queen Anne’s
County, had the lowest per pupil revenues at §$11,135.
Exhibit 7.2 shows the per pupil revenues for public schools in
fiscal 2008 by revenue source.

Per pupil deral funding in fiscal 2008 averaged
$667 statewide, ranging from $352 in Howard County to
$1,668 in Baltimore City, as shown in Exhibit 7.3. Federal
fun ¥ - is targeted to disadvantaged students through Title 1
grants and students with disabilities through special education
basic s ¢ grants.

Per pupil State funding in fiscal 2008 averaged
$6,312 statewide, ranging from $3,092 in Talbot County to
$11,360 in Baltimore City, as shown in Exhibit 7.4. The
majority of State aid to public schools is distributed inversely
to local wealth, whereby the less affluent school systeins
receive relatively more State aid. In addition, State funding is
targeted to local school systems based on enrollments of at-risk
student groups including students who receive free and
reduced-price meals, students who are limited English
proficient, d students receiving special education services.

Per pupil local funding in fiscal 2008 averaged
36,310 statewide, ranging from $2,288 in Caroline County to
$10,765 in Montgomery County, as shown in Exhibit 7.5.
Worcester, Howard, Kent, a ' Talbot counties had the next
highest per pupil local funding.
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™ ycal Appropriations

Local appropriations to the boards of education totaled
$5.2 billion in fiscal 2008, representing a 4.9 percent increase
from the prior year. Increases in local appropriations range
1 1less than 1.0 percent in B:" " 10re City and Cecil County
to 12.1 percent in St. Mary’s County.

Since fiscal 2002, local appropriations have increased
by 5.1 percent annually. The local appropriation in Somerset
County has increased by less than 1.0 percent annually, while
in Charles and Frederick counties, the local appropriations
have increased by 8.2 percent annually, the highest growth ra
in the State. In Baltimore City, however, the local
appropriation actually decreased during this period.
Exhibit 7.6 shows the local appropriations to the boards of
education for fiscal 2002 through 2008, and Exhibit 7.7 shows
the annual percent increase in the local appropriation.

Public School Construction

State funding for public school con = iction pr :cts
remains a high priority for elec 1 officials. Over the last six
years (fiscal 2003 through 2008), State officials have provided
almost $1.4 billion for local school construction projects. As
shown in Exhibit 7.8, cumulative State funding for school
construction projects over the last six years has ranged from
$6.9 million in Talbot County to $160.4 million in both
Montgomery and Prince George’scc






Exhibit 7.2

Per Pupil Revenues for Public Schools in Fiscal 2008

Source: Local Schoct Budgets, Department of Legislative Services

County E~deral State Local Total
Allegany $953 $9,851 $3,155  $13,958
Anne Arundel 495 4,318 2,133 11,947
Baltimore City 1,470 11,360 2,678 15,508
Baltimore 729 8725 6,143 12,597
Calvert 410 5,600 5781 11,791
Caroline 629 8429 2,288 11,346
Carroll 388 5,636 5,389 11,413
Cecil 519 6,794 4,180 11,493
Charles 463 6,197 5,250 11,910
Dorchester 886 7,405 3,734 12,025
Frederick 449 5,581 5,765 11,796
fagett 815 6,429 £ N13 12,257
Harford 457 6,044 5,212 11,713
Howard 352 4,553 8,792 13,697
Kent 1,156 5,543 7,525 14,223
Montgomery 509 3,807 10,765 15,080
Prince George's 740 7,981 5,002 13,723
ne's 707 4,555 5,874 1,135

St. Mary's 6. 6,144 4713 11,524
~ nerset 1668 9,294 3,24n 14,202
1aloot 621 3,092 7,450 11,208
‘Washington 565 6,965 4,037 11,568
‘Wicomico 705 7,889 3,433 12,026
‘Wore  ter 850 3,477 10,392 14,719
. Jtal $667 $6,312 $6,310  $13,288
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Baltimore City
Montgomery
Worcester
Kent
Somerset
Allegany
Prince George's
Howard
Baltimore
Garrett
Wicomico
Dorchester
Anne Arundel
Charles
Frederick
Calvert
Harford
Washington
St. Mary's
Cecil

Carroll
Caroline
Talbot

Queen Anne's

$15,508

15,080
14,719
14,223
14,202
13,958
13,723
13,697
12,597
12,257
12,026
12,025
11,947
11,910
11,796
11,791
11,713
11,568
11,524
11,493
11,413
11,346
11,208
11,135




Exhibit 7.3

Federal Funding for Public Schools in Fiscal 2008

Per

County Enrollment Total Federal Aid BDupil
Allegany 8,996 $8,569,263 $953
Anne Arundel 71,784 35,637,610 496
Baltimore City 77 641 114,109,089 1,470
Raltimnra 100,559 73,313,137 729
Laven 17,029 6,986,036 410
Caroline 5,353 3,367,120 629
Carroll 28,009 10,862,025 ags
Cecil 15,769 8,184,236 519
Charles 25878 11,974,590 4863
Dorchester 4,438 3,934,020 886
Frederick 39,583 17,781,629 449
Garreft 4. A0N 3,587,857 815
Harford 38,294 17,489,731 457

Howard 48,586 17,095,550 352
Kent 2,155 2,490,300 1,156
Montgomery 134,664 68,546,744 509
Prince George's 123,111 91,155,800 740
Q n Anne's 7,481 5,286,591 707
St. Mary's 16,125 10,757,178 667
Somerset 2,734 4,558,953 1,668
Talbot 4,233 2,626,780 621

Washington 21,195 11,979,454 565
Wicomico 14,403 10,147,686 705
\Worcester 6,382 57274134 950
Total 818,816 $545,865,553 667

L { 1l School Budgets, Deparlment of Legislative Services
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Somerset
Baltimore City
Kent

Allegany
Dorchester
Worcester
Garrett
Prince George's
Baltimore
Clueen Anne's
Wicomico

St. Mary's
Caroline
Talbot
Washington
Cecil
Montgomery
Anne Arundel
Charles
Harford
Frederick
Caivert
Carroll
Howard

$1,668
1,470
1,156
953
886
850
815
740
729
707
705
667
629
621
565
519
509
496
483
457
449
410
388
352




Exhibit 7.4
State Funding for Public Schools in "~ cal " 08

Per
Count Enroliment Total State Aid Pupil
Allegany 8,996 $88,618,443 $9,851
Anne Arundel 71,794 309,976,386 4.318
Baltimore City 77,641 881,987,140 11,360
Baltimore 100,559 575,732,062 5,725
Calvert 17,029 95,366,656 5,600
Caroline 5,353 45,120,585 8,429
Carroll 28,009 157,866,296 5,636
Cecil 15,769 107,131,748 6,794
Charles 25,878 180,368,559 8,197
Dorchester 4,438 32,862,172 7,405
Frederick 39,583 220,918,680 5,581
Garrett 4,400 28,285,875 6,429
Harford 38,298 231,473,327 6,044
Howard 48,586 221,209,002 4,553
Kent 2,155 11,944,305 5,543
Montgomery 134,664 512,617,307 3,807
Prince George's 123,111 982,500,840 7,981
Queen Anne's 7,481 34,075,_.) 4,555
St. Mary's 16,125 99,072,913 6,144
Somerset 2734 25,408,850 9,284
Talbot 4,233 13,087 74 3,082
Washington 21,195 147,633,589 6,965
Wicomico 14,403 113,625,748 7,889
Worcester 6,382 22,191,590 3,477
Unallocated 48,999,783 g0
Total 818,816 $5,168,073,978 $6,312

Source: Local School Budgets, Department of Legislative Services
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Ranking by Per Pupil Aid

Baltimore City $11,360
Allegany 9,851
Somerset 9,294
Carcline 8,429
Prince George's 7,981
Wicomico 7.889
Dorchester 7,405
Washington 6,965
Cecil 6,794
Garrett 6,429
Charles 6,197
St. Mary's 6,144
Harford 6,044
Baltimore 5,725
Carroll 5,636
Calvert 5,600
ederick 5,581
Kent 5,543
Clueen Anne’s 4
Howard 4,553
Anne Arur ' 4,318
Montgomery 3.807
Worcester 3.477
Talbot 3,092
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Exhibit 7.5
Local Funding for Public Schools in Fiscal 2008

Per

County Enroliment Local Appropriation Pupil
Allegany 8,996 $28,380,000 53,155
Anne Arundel 71,794 512,113,900 7,133
Baltimore City 77.641 207,940,795 2,678
Baltimore 100,559 R17 797 410 A,143
Calvert 17,029 gB,438,284 2,781
Caroline 5,353 12,250,000 2,288
Carroll 28,009 150,926,700 5,389
Cecll 15,769 65,915,162 4,180
Charles 25,878 135,856,000 5,250
Dorchester 4438 16,569,686 3,734
Frederick 39,583 228,206,754 5,765
Garreft 4,400 22,056,160 5,013
Harford 38,298 199,614,800 5212
Howard 48,586 427 176,316 8,792
Kent 2,155 16,217,000 7,525
Montgomery 134,664 1,449,614,120 10,765
Prince George's 123,111 615,834,300 5,002

Anne's 7.481 43,940,413 5,874
St Mary's 16,125 76,000,000 4,713
Sor~~nt 2,734 8,859,324 3,240
Talbot 4233 31,728,712 7,496
Washington 21,195 855¢ 120 4,037
Wicomico 14,403 49,443,053 3,433
Worcester 5,382 66,318,960 10,392
Te .. 818,816 ¥5,166,686,969 $6,310

Source: Local Schaot Budgets, Depariment of Legislative Services
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Montgomery $10,765
Worcester 10,392
Howard 8,792
Kent 7,525
Talbot 7,496
Anne Arundel 7,133
Baltimore 6,143
Queen Anne's 5,874
Calvert 5,781
Frederick 5,765
Carroll 5,389
Charles 5,250
Harford 5,212
Garreft 5,013
Prince George's 5,002
St Mary's 4,713
Cecil 4,180
Washington 4,037
Darchester 3,734
Wicomico 3,433
Somerset 3,240
Allegany 317
Baitimore City 2678
Caroline 2,288
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Exhibit 7.7
Local Appropriations to the Boards of Education
Annual Percent Increases — Fiscal 2002-2008

County FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Allegany 4.2% 2.0% 1.6% -1.2% 3.9% 2.8% 3.7%
Anne Arundel 5.8% 5.8% 1.8% 6.1% 8.4% 8.3% 5.2%
Baltimore City 31% -1.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Baltimore 4 A% 0.6% 2.2% 1.8% 3.7% 2.5% 1.9%
Calvert 9.9% 6.5% 4.1% 5.9% 5.9% 5.4% 8.9%
Caroline -1.1% 2.3% -0.4% 0.9% 2.9% 4.9% 3.4%
Carroli 8.6% 5.2% 6.0% 6.0% 8.3% 5.6% 5.4%
Cecil 5.1% 6.1% 3.9% 4.7% 6.0% 5.6% 0.3%
Charles 5.9% 7.1% 4.1% 7.6% 10.2% 10.5% 9.6%
Dorchester -1.6% 6.7% 0.0% 1.0% 1.3% 6.0% 1.4%
Frederick 9.3% 5.6% 12.0% 3.9% 7.9% 8.5% 11.1%
Garrett 4.8% 3.6% 11.3% 4.5% 2.4% 6.0% 10.7%
Harford 8.0% 5.6% 0.8% 4.6% 13.9% 8.0% 5.4%
Howard 11.2% 5.9% 6.2% 7.7% 8.4% 8.6% 8.5%
Kent 5.3% 4.3% 2.7% 4.6% 4.4% 5.8% 7.3%
Montgomery 7.2% 4.8% 5.0% 6.6% 5.4% 8.4% 5.0%
Prince George's 1.9% 6.2% 4.9% 4.6% 3.1% 7.2% 2.3%
™ -en Anne's 5.9% 5.7% ~ % 4.5% ST T "% 10.0%
St. Mary's 6.2% 3.8% 3.0% 4.9% 6.3% 8.3% 12.1%
Somerset -1.8% _ -0.1% -1 -0.7% 0.6% 4.4% -0.7%
Talbot 7.9% 7.2% 0.4% 2.0% 5.8% 7.0% 6.3%
Washington 6.9% 2.8% 6.6% 4.1% 5.3% 1.6% 27%
Wicomico 0.0% 21% 2.3% 1.0% 1.7% 3.0% 2.3%
Worcester 9.3% 6.9% 2.2% 1.4% 5.0% 12.6% 8.5%
Total 6.0% 4.3% 4.1% 4.9% 57% 6.8% 4.9%

Source: Local School Budgets, Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 7.8

State Funding for Public School Construction

{($ in Thousands)

6-Year
County FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 CY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008 Total
Allegany $0 $240 $125 $12,000 $18,850 3412 $31,427
Anne Arundel 8,831 7,662 7,329 19,457 22 675 27.827 93,781
Baltimore City 13,840 11,151 11,483 21,523 39,436 52,665 1 ,098
Baltimore 12,470 11,541 1,563 25218 i 52,250 148,085
Calvert 10,851 6,600 7.344 3,437 2723 12,644 43,639
Caroline 1,055 1,175 289 4,699 2,935 2,426 12,5659
Carroll 8,534 6,538 6,768 7,434 8,282 B,219 45775
Cecil 0 5,023 8,246 8,656 8,271 9,533 39,729
Charles 10,598 6,463 6,400 8,267 104,200 13,170 55,098
Dorchester 3,268 177 991 656 8 6,137 12,101
Frederick 11,525 10,380 9,657 11,910 17,942 18,728 80,142
Garrelt 2,395 ga4 1,088 1,507 1,235 6,243 13,462
Harford 6,181 5,356 7,439 8,287 11,096 16,238 54,597
Howard 12,356 9,254 8,800 15,273 17,808 23,206 66,697
Kent 550 345 555 2,000 3,475 1,335 8,264
Montqomery 18,000 10,584 9,038 30,431 40,040 52 297 160,388
Prince George's 18,000 12,763 10,174 29,833 37,425 52,250 160,445
CQueen Anng's 5,000 3,004 338 6,897 3,000 3,925 22,164
StM s 7 3 3,589 5,883 3,271 5495 g I 4
Somerset Q 183 3,67 14,300 12 022 51 moonen
Talbot 0 1] 0 2,422 2,405 2,038 6,865
w o on 1,361 2,003 2,375 6,431 4,478 8,970 25618
Wicomico 2,684 729 3,993 7,616 4,178 B,143 27,343
Worcester 1.518 376 2,400 2,241 6,872 8,213 21,6820
~ nd Premium 0 0 0 - 0 6,100 0 8,100
Total $156,500 $116,500 $125,878 $253,766 $322,672 $401,828 $1,377,1:

Source:  blic School Construction Program, Department of Legislative Services
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Chapter ~. Local General 'und Balances

The Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports prepared
by the counties show their fund balances for a given fiscal year.
These fund balances include monies designated for use in a
future period, such as the next fiscal year, as well as monies not
reserved or designated for a specific purpose. In addition,
many counties have “rainy day” funds set aside in the event of
an ec omic downturn. A county’s general fund balance as a
percent of general fund revenues is one indicator of a county’s
f al health and the county’s ability to withstand an economic

wnturn, Exhibit 8.1 shows the general fund balances and
“rainy day” account balances at the end of fiscal 2007 for each
county. Exhibit 8.2 shows the combined general fund/“rainy
day’’ balances for the last three fiscal years.

Local govemments ended fiscal 2007 with general fund
ba ices, including “rainy day™ accounts, totaling $2.0 billion.
These balances increased by $16.0 million from the prior year,
as illustrated in Exhibit 8.2. The general fund/rainy day”
balances as a percentage of general fund revenues decreased
from 18.0 to 172 ; « t. In comparison, the State’s
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combined general fund/“rainy day” balances for fiscal 2007
were $2.3 billion, a decrease of $483.2 million from 2006. ...e
State’s combined general fund/“rainy day” balances as a
percentage of general fund revenues decreased from 14.6 to
11.6 percent.

It is *Hort~* to ~ ~*e *" 1t fund balances for both local
governments and the State comprise unreserved designated and
undesignated balances as well as “rainy day” balances which
may have been appropriated for the next year’s budget.
Recognizing that utilizing a portion of a year’s fundt “ance or
the subsequent year’s budget is a common practice, Exhibit 8.1
also shows fund balance less designated balances as a
percentage of general fund revenue.

Thirteen counties reported an increase in their general
fund/“rainy day” balances between fiscal 2006 and 2007.
Eleven counties experienced decreases in their general fund
balances between fiscal 2006 and 2007.






Exhibit 8.2
County Combined Unreserved General Fund Balances and "Rainy Day" Funds
Fiscal 2005 through 2007
{$ in Thousands}

FY 2005 Percent of FY 2006 General Fund FY 2007 General Fund
County Balances General Fund Balances Revenues Balances Revenues
Allegany $9.400.0 14.1% $10,361.3 14.6% $11,676.0 15.9%
Anne Arundel 129,710.4 13.3% 131,394.0 12.5% 148,793.6 13.4%
Baltimore City 138,509.0 12.5% 148,204.0 12.3% 144,207.0 11.5%
Balfimore 237,379.0 17.2% 279,665.0 18.8% 271,422.0 17.2%
Calvert 47.719.8 27.9% 56,039.8 34.3% 54,223.3 27 8%
Caroline 9.809.2 27.1% 6,912.7 17.2% 2,700.4 6.5%
Carrall 55,122.8 20.4% 44 760.5 17.1% 39,085.8 13.8%
Cecil 34,080.9 27.7% 39,4720 28.8% 34.601.7 23.3%
Charles 40,681.0 17.2% 66,201.5 24.2% 70,6458 25.8%
Dorchester 9,269.7 21.7% 10,656.8 22.4% 74576 15.4%
Frederick 89,066.4 25.0% 105,743.1 27 4% 97,56%8.8 23.7%
Garrett 21,3917 37.6% 25,687.8 41.2% 29,6954 43.,0%
Harford 86,1353 25.7% 83,364 4 23.1% 91,179.7 23.0%
Howard 67,396.2 10.9% 104,117.0 15.2% 109,084.8 15.2%
Kent 2444 1 7.5% 27055 7.4% 4637.2 12.7%
Montgomery 341,754.7 14.7% 389,556.8 16.0% 428,624.8 16.4%
Prince George's 222,018.2 16.9% 244,843.9 17.2% 209,847.8 14.4%
Queen Anne's 9,690.4 11.7% 20,973.0 23.2% 22,0848 23.1%
St. Mary's 33,098.9 22.3% 45,501.3 27.4% 41,494.5 24.8%
1 el ST 1T T LT IO DL RN T 48, 0%
Washington 23,5405 14.5% 29,9491 17.0% 33,971.7 17.2%
Wicomico 26,208.1 23.8% 32,092.8 27 1% 34,014.2 27.5%
Worcester 427416 30.8% 52,027.2 33.5% 49,556.9 30.0%
Total $1,712,2728 16.8% $1,972,607.4 18.0% $1,988,608.0 17.2%
State of Maryland $1,605,750.0 8.7% $2,800,667.C 14.6% $2,317,445.0 11.6%

Netes: The bafance figures above comprise: Unreserved Undesignated — fund balance that is not reserved or designated for ufilization in a future
period; Unreserved Designated — fund balance that is unreserved but designated for utilization in a future period

Source: County Audit Reports, Fiscal 2005 through 2007; additional information concerning rainy day funds obtained from county finance oflices
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Comparative Measures

Exhibits 9.2 and 9.3 present comparisons by
jurisdiction through the utilization of common analytical
measures:  assessable base and population. Exhibit 9.2
compares county debt to real and personal property assessable
base for fiscal 1996, 2001, and 2006. County debt to
assessable base has remained steady over the decade.
Baltimore City 1s the only jurisdictions that had
de -to-assessable-base ratios of 5 percent or higher during the
period. The high ratio °~ Baltimore City (9 percent) was
attributed to slower-than-average assessable base growth and
debt for financing urban renewal and development projects,
transportation projects, water projects, and wastewater
facilities. Only five counties have remained below 1.5 percent
over decade (Calvert, Garrett, Kent, Talbot, and
Worcester). For comparative purposes, in fiscal 2006 the State
had a debt-to-assessable-base ratio of 2.4 percent that
decreased from 2.8 percent in 1996. The municipalities/special
taxing districts had a ratio of 1.0 percent in 2006,

Exhibit 9.3 shows debt per capita for the counties and
Baltiniore City. Based on U.S. Census Bureau population
estimates, debt per capita increased from $1,796 in fiscal 1996

$2,214 in fiscal 2006, a 23.2 percent increase over the

decade. The largest increases in per capita debt were in
Baltimore City, Charles, Frederick, and Queen Anne’s
counties. Baltimore City and Frederick, Howard,

Montgomery, and Prince George’s counties had the highest
di :per capita.
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The high ratios in Montgomery and Prince George’s
counties reflected the inclusion of WSSC’s debt. Howard
County’s high ratio resulted from debt for fmancing § teral
county improvement projects, storm drain projects, housing
projects, community renewal projects, and parks and recreation
projects. Allegany, Dorchester, and Somerset counties had the
lowest debt per capita. For comparative purposes, the State’s
debt in fiscal 2006 amounted to $2,050 per person, a 34 percent
increase from $1,533 per person in 1996. The
municipalities/special taxing districts had a ratio of $994 per
person 1n 2006.

Local Debt Limitations

State and local laws provide several limitations on
county debt. These limitations depend, to an extent, on the
form of county government: charter, code, or commission.
Commission counties do not have statutory debt limitations.
However, the necessity for Ger Il Assembly authorization to
create debt serves as a limitation on commission county debt
creation.

Under State law, charter county ¢ st is limited to
6 percent of real property assessable base and 15f ent of
personal property and operating real property assessable base
of the county. Certain types of debt, however, are excluded
from this limitation: tax anticipation bonds and notes having a
maturity not in excess of 12 months; special taxing district
debt; 1 self-liquidating debt. In addition, charter counties
may adopt lower limitations, and four have done so:



L Anne Arundel - 5.6 percent of real property and
14.0 percent of personal property and certain operating
real property for water and sewer bonds, and
5.2 percent of real property and 13.0 percent of
personal property and certam operating real property
for other debt;

. Baltimore — 4 percent of real property and 10 percent of
personal property;

bt Howard — 4.8 percent of real property and 12.0 percent
of personal property; and

bt Wicomico — 3.2 percent of real property and 8.0 percent
of personal property.

Unlike charter counties, code counties do not have
statutory debt limitations although the General Assembly may
limit their property tax rates and regulate the maximum amount
of indebtedness. To date, the General Assembly has not
exercis ' these powers for any code county.

While altimore City does not have a statutory :neral
obligation debt limitation, the General Assembly may fix a
limit on the amount of d * " the city has outstanding at any one
time. To date, the General Assembly has not set a limitation on
the city’s debit.

Municipal debt limitations may be set under two
provisi s. The General Assembly 1 - adopt, ——3nd, or
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repeal a local law regulat _ the maximum amount of debt a
municipal corporation may create. The voters of the applicab
municipal corporation must subsequently approve this
limitation. In addition, through its legislative powers, a
municipal corporation may establish a debt limitation in ifs
charter, provided that the voters approve this imitation.

Bond Ratings

Nearly all this debt is given a credit rating by the major
rating houses. Exhibit 9.4 shows the credit rating for each
county for general obligation bonds by the three major rating
agencies: Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s Investors Service, and
Fitch Ratings, as of November 1,2006. Bond ratings range
from “AAA” for the best quality and smallest investment risk
to “C” for the poorest quality and highest risk. Specific
classifications are used by each of the rating agencies, but the
letter grade systems generally follow these norms. The ratings
are assigned based upon the overall creditworthiness of the
issuer. For county government, measurements such as size and
growth in tax bases are key factors in determining the bond
rating.

The highest bond rating issued by Moody’s to Maryl
counties is Aaa while the lowest is Baal. Moody’s appends
numerical modifiers 1, 2, and 3 to each generic rating
classification from Aa through Caa. The modifier 1 indicates
that the obligation ranks in the higher end of its generic rating
category; the modifier 2 indicates a mid-range ranking; and the
modifier 3 indicates a ranking in the lower end of that generic



rating category. For Standard & Poor’s, the highest rating
among Maryland counties is AAA while the lowest is A-; and
for Fitch, the highest rating is AAA and the lowest 1s A+.
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Exhibit 9.4

Maryland County Debt
Bond Ratings — November 2006

County Standard & Poor's Moody's Fitch
Allegany A- Baal -
Anne Arunc AA+ Aal AA+
Baltimore City A+ Al At
Baltimore AAA Aza AAA
Calvert AA Aa? AA+
Caroline A A2 -
Carroll AA Aa2 AA+
Ceril AA- Aa3 -
Charies na Aa2 AA+
Dorchester A A2 -
Frederick AA Aa2 AA+
Garrett’ AAA Aaa .
Harford AA+ Aal AA+
Howard AAA Aaa AAA
Kent - A -
Montgomery AAA Aaa AAA
Prince George's AA+ Aa2 AA+
QL Ant s - Al o
St. Mary's AA Aald AA
Somerset - - -
Talbot - Aal3 Aat
Washington AA- Aal AA-
Wicomico At A2 At
Worcester - Aald AA-

! MBIA insured for specific projects; not county rating.
Note: (-} means not rated.
Source: Maryland Asscciation of Counties
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Chapter 10. Balance of State Payment

The Balance Sheet, a report published annually by the
Department of Legislative Services, provides a comparison of
State revenues collected to State financial assistance received
for each county. State financial assistance includes direct
payments by the State to a local government as well as
payments made by the State on behalf of a local government,
such as teachers’ retirement payments.  State revenue
collections represent most general fund tax revenues, certain
special fund tax revenues, and lottery receipts allocated to
counties, primarily by point of collection.

The Balance Sheet is not an analysis of the “faimess™ of
S e aid distributions to local governments. Counties in which
taxpayers contribute relatively more State revenues should not
necessarily receive more State aid. In fact, several State aid
for 'is distribute aid inversely to local property and income
wealth whereby junsdictions with greater capacity to raise
revenues from local sources receive less State aid (see
Table 10.1).  Such aid programs accounted for about
70 :rcent of the Sta  1aid to local yvernments included in the
Balance Sheet analysis.

Calculating the Index

The Balance Sheet compares on a county-by-county
basis State aid to State revenue collections as allocated among
the counties. Exhibits 10.1 and 10.2 show the aid-to-revenue
ratios over a 10-ye: _ zriod.
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The first is the ratio of direct State aid to State revenues
generated from a county, exclusive of State property tax
receipts. For example, a ratio of 0.65 for Allegany County in
2005 indicates that, for every dollar of fiscal 2005 State tax
revenues allocated to Allegany County, the county received
$0.65 in direct State aid. The a *of " ect grants recetved
for each $1.00 of taxes paid ranged from $0.12 in Worcester
and Talbot counties to $0.96 in Somerset County in fiscal
2005. Statewide, the weighted average for this measure was
$0.34, and the county mean was $0.43. The amount for
Baltimore City includes State-assumed functions.

Table 10.1
Cou ties with the Highest and Lowest
State Aid Amounts

Highest Wealth Lowest Wealth

State Aid anking State Aid Ran "1g
Baltimore City 23 Talbot 2"
Caroline 21% Worcester 1%
Garrett 13" Montgomery 3
Allegany 22" Anne Arundel 61"
Wicomico 20" Kent ¥

Source: Department of Legislative Services




The second ratio compares direct State aid and
payments-on-behalf to total revenue allocations. Again, using
Allegany County as the example, in fiscal 2005 the county
received $0.67 in State assistance for every $1.00 of State
revenues allocated to it. On this measure, State assistance
received for each $1.00 of taxes paid in fiscal 2005 varied from
$0.13 for Worcester County to $0.97 for Somerset County.
Statewide, the weighted average was $0.37, and the county
mean was $0.45.

Dividing each county’s aid-to-revenue ratios by the
statewide v  ghted averages indexes the county aid-to-revenue
ratios to the State average. In fiscal 2005 for example,
Allegany County’s direct aid index is $1.87. In other words,
Allegany’s ratio was 87 percent above the State average.
Including payments-on-behalf lowers Allegany’s ratio to
$1.84 or 84 percent above the statewide average. Exhibits
10.3 10.4 show State aid received as a percent of the
statewide average over a 10-year period.

Findings

In fiscal 2005, State aid (direct grants and
payments-on-behalf) represented about 37 percent of the State
revenue collections (including property taxes) allocated on a
county-by-county basis in this report. The remaining revenues
funded State programs. The ratios for 15 counties matched or
exceeded this statewide weighted average. State assistance to
revenue allocation ratios for four of Maryland’s largest
jurisdictions (Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Howard, and
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Montgomery counties) was considerably below the statewide
average. Consequently, the county average ratio of $0.43,
calculated by summing the county ratios and dividing by 24, is
somewhat higher than the statewide weighted average.

Worcester, Talbot, and Montgomery counties had the
lowest ratios in fiscal 2005 (received the least amount of Sta
aid in relation to the collection of allocated State tax revenues);
while Somerset County, Baltimore City, and Caroline County
had the highest ratios (received the g test amount of State aid
in relation to the collection of allocated State tax revenues).
Over the last 10 years, the amount of State aid to State revenue
collections has increased significantly for Baltimore City,
v’ e increas’ ; slightly for Montgomery and Worcester
counties. Although the ratios for both Somerset and Caroline
counties have fluctuated, Somerset County’s fiscal 2005 ratios
are similar to its 1996 ratios; whereas Caroline County’s are
slightly higher.  Talbot County’s ratios "~ r " 1ined
relatively constant over this period.

During this 10-year period, the “‘balance sheet index™ as
a percent of the statewide average increased in 4 jurisdictions,
decreased in 12 counties, and r-iained relatively constant in
8 counties as shown i1 . able 10.2.

In fiscal 2005, Baltimore City received the greatest
amount of State aid (including assumed functions) at
$918.6 million followed by Prince George’s County at
$769.1 million. On a per capita basis, these amounts translate
into $1,431 for Baltimore City (the greatest per capita amount
for any jurisdiction) and $918 for Prince George’s County.
Kent and Talbot counties, on the other hand, received the It



amount of State aid at $11.5 million and $14.3 million,
respectively. On a per capita basis, Kent County received $582
while Talbot County received $406  the least amount per
capita for any jurisdiction. Exhibit 10.5 compares the
allocation of State tax revenues and State grants with each
county’s share of the State’s population. Montgomery County
is the most populous county in Maryland and generates the
greatest share of State tax revenues; however, 1t ranks fourth in
the  ount of State aid that it receives. Baltimore City, the
fourth most populous jurisdiction, receives the largest
percentage of State grants, followed by Prince George’s
County, the second most populous jurisdiction.

Table 10.2
Change in “Balance Sheet [Index”
During 10-year Period

Relatively Constant

Higher A1 age Lower Average

Allegany Anne Arundel Baltimore
Baltimore City Carroll Caroline
Calvert Cecil Charles
Prince Geo"~~’s Dorchester Howard
Frederick Montgomery
Garrett Talbot
Harford Wicomico
Kent Worcester
Queen Anne’s
St. Mary’s
Somerset

Washington

Exhibit 10.6 shows the aliocation of State tax revenues
and Sta grants on a1 capita basis. The five counties that
generate the most State tax revenues in fiscal 2005 as measured
on a per capita basis include Worcester, Talbot, Montgomery,
Howard, ..d # 2 Ar ‘el. The counties that generate the
least State tax revenues include Somers = Caroline, Ceclil,
Allegany, and Baltimore City. It is important to note that Sta
residents are subject to the same State tax rates regardless of
the locality in which they reside. Jurisdictions that generate
more State tax revenue per capita typically have a greater
proportion of residents with higher incomes.

Jurisdictions that received the greatest amount of State
aid in fiscal 2005 as measured on a per capita basis include
Baltimore City, Caroline, Garrett, Allegany, and Wicomico.
Counties receiving the least amount of State aid include Talbot,
Worcester, Montgomery, Anne Arundel, and Kent. As stated
earlier, counties in which taxpayers contribute relatively more
State revenues should not necessarily receive more State aid.
In fact, several State aid formulas distribute aid inversely to
local property and income wealth whereby jurisdictions with
greater capacity to raise revenues from local sources receive
less State aid. Such aid programs accounted for about
70 percent of State aid to local governments included in the
Balance Sheet. The following summary tables show the
counties with the highest and lowest per capita State aid and
State revenue amounts.



























Calcula ng the Index

The tax capacity index is calculated for each county by
computing the hypothetical yield from each of several tax
sources using the statewide average tax rate. This yield is put
on per capita terms and indexed to the State average. Thus, a
county with a tax capacity index greater than 100 has above
average revenue raising potential, while an index value below
100 would indicate below average potential.

It is important to note that the tax capacity and effort
indices measure the relative, not the absolute, revenue raising
potential and tax base utilization of the local jurisdictions.
They compare local governments with one another using
statewide averages rather than an ideal or abstract number.
The tax effort is not a measure of what the tax level should be;
therefore, it should not be used to judge whether local
governments are taxing too little or too much.

Findings

I nibit 11.1 shows the averz~= tax c¢»=acity and effort
of the local jurisdictions for fiscal 20v. throug. 2003, the most
recent years available, The tax capacity index is highly
influenced by the property tax and income tax, the two largest
taxes at the local level. Those jurisdictions with high property
valnations and income wealth, therefore, tend to be among
those with the highest capacity. Worcester County has the
highest capacity due to the large property assessable base and
hotel/motel room rentals in the resort town of Ocean City. In
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contrast, Somerset County has the lowest capacity due to 1its
low income levels and property assessab  base.

The tax effort index is skewed by the very “"-h » '
for Baltimore City, which has the State’s highest property tax
rate. Allegany, Prince George’s, 1 Wici ‘co counties are
the only other jurisdictions that have an effort abov the State
average. Tax effort reflects many things such as constituent
demands, population needs and characteristics, and cost
differentials. Tax effort also reflects the fact that jurisdictions
with high capacity can raise higher revenues th lower rates.
Thus, it is not surprising that so1  of the subdivisions with
high capacities have low efforts (Calvert, Kent, Queen Anne’s,
Talbot, and Worcester counties), while some of the lowest
wealth subdivisions have high effort (Allegany and Wicomico
counties and Baltimore City).

QOver the past decade, ™ relative revenue raising
capacity of 8 jurisdictions declined (Allegany, Baltimore City,
Baltimore, Calvert, Montgomery, Prince George’s, Wic:  ‘co,
and Worcester) and 15 increased (Anne Arundel, Caroline,
Carroll, Cecil, Charles, Dorchester, Frederick, Garrett, Harford,
Howard, Kent, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Talbot, and
Washington). Sor set County’s rever -~ capacity remained
stable. Among the five lowest wealth subdivisions, three
decreased (Allegany, Baltimore City, and Wicomico), one
increased (Caroline), and one remained constant (Somerset).

The combined capacity index is calculated by adding
State aid as another revenue source. In fiscal 2003, the State
provided $4.1 billion in aid to local governments, much of it
distrbuted inversely to wealth. State aid raises the index or



low capacity jurisdictions and reduces it for wealthier ones.
Exhibit 11.2 shows the impact State aid has in reducing fiscal
disparities. Seven subdivisions fall within 10 points of the
State average when State aid 1s excluded. However, when
State aid is added to the index, that number rises to
11 subdivisions.

State aid raised the relative capacity of low-wealth
subdivisions by an average of 13 points and, conversely,
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lowered the relative capacity of the medium- to high-wealth
subdivisions by an average of 14 points. For example, due to
State aid, Baltimore City has a higher combined capacity than
several urbanized counties such as Baltimore and Prince
George’s counties, which have higher tax capacity than the
city. In addition, with State aid, Charles and Garrett counties’
combined capacity is above the State averag while their tax
capacity is below average.



Exhibit 11.1
Tax Capacity and Tax Effort
(Fiscal 2001-2003 Average)

Tax Capacity Tax Eflort

County Index Rank Index Rank
Allegany 35 22 120 2
Anne Arundel 115 6 88 13
Baltimore City 52 23 174 1

_R=limore 95 13 94 8
Carvert 115 7 81 20
Caroline 67 21 83 18
Carroll 98 1 86 14
Cecil 84 16 36 I5
Charles 99 10 91 12
Dorchester 77 19 95 6
Frederick 103 9 94 9
Garrett 97 12 86 16
Harford 93 i4 92 11
Howard 134 4 86 17
Kent 104 8 81 21
Montgomery i46 3 95 7
Prince George’s 79 17 122 3
Queen Anne’s 9 5 g1 22
St. Mary’s 89 15 82 19
Samerset 44 24 98 5
1albot 160 2 54 24
Washington 79 18 93 10
Wicomico 72 20 104 4
Worcester 208 1 79 23
State Average 100 100

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Appendix 2
Incorporated Cities and Towns in Maryland

Chapter/ Chapter/
County Year Referendum County Year Reforandum
Allegany Carroll
Barton 1900 Ch. 726 Hampstead 1888 Ch. 295
Cumberland 1815 Ch. 136 Manchester 1833 Ch. 193
Frostburg 1839 Ch. 179 Mount Airy (also in Frederick) 1894 Ch. 91
Lonaconing 1890 Ch. 132 New Windsor 1843 Ch. 47
Luke 1922 Ch. 73 Sykesville 1904 Ch. 256
Midland 1900 Ch. 681 Taneytown 1836 Ch. 309
Westernport 1858 Ch. 54 Union Bridge 1872 Ch. 174
Westminster 1818 Ch. 128
Anr Arundel
Annapolis 1708 Ch. 7 Cecil
Highland Beach 1922 Ch. 213 Cecilton 1864 Ch. 353
Charlestown 1786 Ch. 20
Baltimore County Chesapeake City 1849 Ch. 271
None Elkton 1821 Ch. 143
North East 1849 Ch. 339
Calvert Perryville 1882 Ch. 212
Chesapeake Beach 1886 Ch. 203 Port Deposit 1824 Ch. 33
North Beach 1910 Ch. 395 Rising Sun 1860 Ch. 383
Caroline Charles
L ton 1802 Ch. 25 Indian Head 1920 Ch. 590
Federalsburg 1823 Ch. 174 La Plata 1888 Ch. 325
Gold: o 1906 Ch. 87 Port Tobacco 1888 Ch. 297
Greensboro 1826 Ch. 97
Henderson 1949 Ch. 498
Hillsboro 1853 Ch. 161
Marydel 1929 Ch, 38
Preston 1892 Ch. 689
Ridgely 1896 Ch. 178
Templeville {also in Queen Anne’s) 1865 Ch. 86



Chapter/ Chapter/

County vV-ar  Referendum County Yoax ef -~ *im
Dorchester Harford
Brookview 1953 Ch. 704 Aberdeen 1892 Ch. 136
Cambridge 1793 Ch. 66 Bel Air 1874 Ch. 273
Church Creek 1867 Ch. 53 Havre de Grace 1785 Ch. 55
East New Market 1832 Ch. 167
Eldorado 1947 Ch. 313 Howard
Galestown 1951 Ch. 92 None
Hurlock 1892 Ch. 249
Secretary 1900 Ch. 555 Kent
Yienna 1833 Ch. 216 Betterton 1906 Ch. 227
Chestertown 1805 Ch. 271
Frederick Galena 1858 Ch. 373
Brunswick 1890 Ch. 577 Millington (also in Queen Anne’s) 1890 Ch. 386
Burkittsville 1894 Ch. 652 Rock Hali 1908 Ch. 171
Emmitsburg 1824 Ch. 29
Frederick 1816 Ch. 74 Montgomery
Middletown 1833 Ch. 143 Barnesville 1888 Ch. 254
Mount Airy (also in Carroll) 1894 Ch, 91 Brookeviile 1808 Ch. 90
Myersville 1904 Ch. %4 Chevy Chase 1918 Ch. 177
New Market 1878 Ch. 90 Chevy Chase, Sec. 3 1982  Referendum
Rosemont 1953 Ch. 262 Chevy Chase, Sec. 5 1982  Referendum
hurmont 1894 Ch. 16 Chevy Chase View 1993  Referendum
Walkersville 1892 Ch. 35] Chevy Chase Village 1910 Ch. 382
Woodsboro 1836 Ch. 299 _ lithersburg 1878 Ch. 397
Garrett Park 1898 Ch. 453
Garrett Glen Echo 1904 Ch. 436
Accident 1916 Ch. 514 Kensington 1894 Ch. 621
Deer Park 1884 Ch. 519 Laytonsville 1892 Ch. 497
Friendsville 1902 Ch. 477 Martin’s * "'’ 1985  Referendum
Grantsville 1864 Ch. 99 North Chevy Chase 1996  Referendum
Kitzmiller 1906 Ch. 285 Poolesville 1867 Ch. 174
Loch Lynn Heights 1896 Ch. 450 Rockville 1860 Ch. 373
Mountain Lake Park 1931 Ch. 507 Somerset 1906 Ch. 795
Oakland 1862 Ch. 250 Takoma Park 1890 Ch. 480
Washington Grove 1937 Ch. 372
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Chapter/ Chapter/

County Ye~~ Referendum Coannty Year Ref-—adr—
Prince George’s Queen Anne’s

Berwyn Heights 1896 Ch. 267 Barclay 1931 Ch. 483

Bladensburg 1854 Ch. 137 Centreville 1794 Ch. 23

Bowie 1882 Ch. 488 Church Hill 1876 Ch. 201

Brentwood 1912 Ch. 401 Millington (also in Kent} 1890 Ch. 386

Capitol Heights 1910 Ch. 513 Queen Anne (also in Talbot) 1953 Ch. 17

Cheverly 1931 Ch. 200 Queenstown 1892 Ch. 542

College Park 1945 Ch. 1051 Sudlersville 1870 Ch. 313

Colmar Manor 1927 Ch. 178 Templeville (aiso in Caroline) 1865 Ch. 86

Cottage City 1924 Ch. 390

District Heights 1936 Ch. 61 St. Mary’s

Eagle Harbor 1929 Ch. 397 Leonardtown 1858 Ch. 73

E" inston 1924 Ch. 154

Fairmount Heights 1935 Ch. 199 Somerset

Forest Heights 1949 Ch. 142 Crisfield 1872 Ch. 151

Glenarden 1939 Ch. 650 Princess Anne 1894 Ch. 543

Greenbelt 1937 Ch. 532

Hyattsville 1886 Ch. 424 Talbot

Landover Hills 1945 Ch. 465 Easton 1790 Ch. 14

Laurel 1870 Ch. 260 Oxford 1852 Ch. 367

Momingside 1949 Ch. 589 Queen Anne (also in (Queen Anne’s) 1953 Ch. 7

Mount Rainier 1910 Ch. 514 St. Michaels 1804 Ch. 82

New (Marrollton 1953 Ch. 441 Trappe 1827 Ch. 103

Nortl. _ entwood 1924 Ch. 508

Riverc e Park 1920 Ch. 73t Washington

Seat Pleasant 1931 Ch. 197 Bo horo 1831 Ch. 139

University Park 1936 Ch. 132 Clear Spring 1836 Ch. 141

Upper Marlboro 1870 Ch. 363 Funkstown 1840 Ch. 78
Hagerstown i813 Ch. 121
Hancock 1853 Ch. 319
Keedysville 1872 Ch. 251
Sharpsburg 1832 Ch. 28
Smithsburg 1841 Ch. 284
Williamsport 1823 Ch. 125
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County

Wicomico
Delmar
Fruitland
Hebi
Mardela Springs
Pittsville
Salisbury
Sharptown
Willards

Chapter/
Year Referendum
1888 Ch. 167
1947 Ch. 662
1931 Ch. 90
1906 Ch. 325
1906 Ch. 499
1854 Ch. 287
1874 Ch. 465
1906 Ch. 195

Source: Maryland State Archives, Department of Legislative Services
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County

Worcester
Berlin
Ocean City
Pocomoke City
Snow Hill

Year

1868
1880
1878
1812

Chapter/

Referendum

Ch. 424
Ch. 209
Ch.253
Ch. 72



Appendix 3
Residents Residing in Municipalities

July 2006
County Municipal Percent
Crunty Peoulation Population of Countv Rank
Allegany 72,831 32,740 45.0% 3
Anne Arundel 509,300 36,518 7.2% 19
Baltimore City 631,366 0 0.0% 24
Baltimore 787 R4 0 0.0% 24
Calvert 88,804 5,365 6.0% 20
Caroline 32,617 10,946 33.6% 9
Carroll 170,260 43,580 25.6% 12
Cecil 99,506 25,331 26.5% 11
Charles 140,416 12,411 8.8% 18
Dorchester 31,631 14,805 46.8% 2
Frederick 222,938 88,764 39.8% 5
Garrett 29,859 6,578 22.0% 13
Harford 241,402 36,667 15.2% 16
Howard 272,452 0 0.0% 24
Kent 18,983 7,563 37.8% 6
Montgomery 932,131 155,075 1|a% 15
Prince George's 841,315 Y R 26.6% 10
Queen Anne's 46,241 4,900 10.6% 17
5t. Mary's 98,854 2,171 2.2% 21
Somerset 25,774 5,637 ~1.9% 14
Talbat 36,062 17,050 47 3% 1
Washington 143,748 51,968 36.2% 7
Wicomico 91,987 38,039 41.4% 4
Worcester 48 866 17,009 34.8% 3
Statewide 5,615,727 78,241 14.3%

Source: Maryland Department of Planning, Depariment of Legisiative Services
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Appendix 4
United States and States  Racial Composition as of July 2006

African Hispanic/
State White American Latino Asian Other
Alabama 69.0% 26.2% 2.5% 0.9% 1.4%
Alaska 66.4% 3.4% 5.6% 4.5% 20.1%
Arizona 59.7% 3.2% 29.2% 22% 5.6%
Arkansas 76.4% 15.6% 5.0% 1.0% _20%
California 43.1% 6.1% 35.9% 12.1% 2.8%
Colorado 71.7% 3.7% 19.7% 2.5% 2.3%
Connecticut 74.8% 9.3% 11.2% 3.3% 1.4%
Delaware 69.0% 20.4% 6.3% 2.7% 1.6%
District of Columbia 31.7% 55.4% 8.2% 32% 1.6%
Florida 61.3% 15.0% 20.2% 2.1% 1 4%
Georgia 58.9% 29.5% 7.5% 2.7% 1.3%
Hawaii 24.7% 2.2% 7.8% 39.3% 26.1%
Idaho 86.3% 0.5% 9.5% 1.0% 2.7%
Illinois 65.3% 14.7% 14.7% 4.2% 1.2%
Indiana 83.9% 8.7% 4.8% 1.3% 1.3%
Jowa 91.0% 2.3% 3.8% 1.5% 1.3%
Kansas 8i.1% 5.7% 8.6% 2.2% "%
Kentucky 88.4% 7.4% 2.0% 1.0% 1.2%
Louisiana 62.8% 31.4% 2.9% 1.4% 1.5%
Maine 95.8% 0.8% 1.0% 0.9% 1.5%
Maryland 58.4% 29.0% 6.0% 4.9% 1.7%
Massachusetts 30.0% 5.9% 7.9% 4.8% 1.3%
Michigan 77.7% 14.1% 3.9% 2.3% 2.0%
Minnesota 85.9% 4.3% 3.8% 3.5% 2.5%
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African Hispanie/
Etate White American Latino Asian Other
Mississippi 59.3% 37.0% 1.8% 0.8% 1.2%
Missouri 82.6% 11.4% 2.8% 1.4% 1.8%
Montana 28.7% 0.4% 2.5% 0.6% 7.8%
Nebraska 84.9% 4.2% 7.4% 1.6% 1.9%
Nevada 58.9% 7.2% 24.4% 5.8% 3.7%
New Hampshire 93.8% 0.9% 2.3% 1.8% 1.2%
New Jersey 62.6% 13.3% 15.6% 7.3% 1.2%
New Mexico 42.8% 1 604 44.0% 1.2% 10.1%
New York 60.5% 15.0% 16.3% 6.8% 1.5%
North Carolina 67.9% 21.4% 6.7% 1.8% 2.2%
North Dakota 90.4% 0.8% 1.7% 0.7% 6.4%
Ohio 82.9% 11.8% 7 1% 15% 1.4%
Oklahoma 72.1% 7.6% 6.9% 1.6% 11.7%
Oregon 81.0% 1.7% 10.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Pennsylvania 32.1% 10.3% 4.2% 2.3% 1.0%
Rhode Island 79.6% 5.0% 11.0% 2.7% 1.7%
South Carolina 65.4% 28.7% 35% 1.1% 1.2%
South Dakota 86.6% 0.9% 2.1% 0.7% 9.7%
Tennessee 77.5% 16.7% 3.2% 1.3% 1.3%
Tovae AR 0L 11.4% 8 704 3.2% 1.4%
Utah 82.9% 0.8% 11.2% 1.9% 3.1%
Vermont 95.7% 0.7% 1.1% 1.1% 1.4%
Virginia 67.7% 19.5% 6.3% 4.7% 1.8%
Washington 76.5% 3.3% 9.1% 6.5% 4.6%
West Virginia 94.1% 3.3% 0.9% 0.6% 1.1%
Wisconsin 85.7% 5.8% 4. 7% 2.0% 1.9%
Wyoming 88.1% 0.8% 6.9% 0.7% 3.5%
United States 66.4% 12.2% 14.8% 4.3% T %
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Washington Metropolitan Area
District of Columbia

Maryland
Calvert

Charles
Frederick
Montgomery
Prince George's

Virginia
Alexandria City
Arlington

Clarke

Fairfax City
Fairfax

Falls Church City
Fauquier
Fredericksburg City
Loudoun

Manassas City
Manassas Park City
Prince William
Spotsylvania
Seafford

Warren

West Virginia
Jefferson

1990
4,122,199
606,900

1,788,314
51,372
101,154
150,208
762,875
722,705

1,691,059
111,183
170,936

12,101
19,622
818,584
9,578
48,741
19,027
86,129
27,957
6,734
215.686
_. 403
61,236
26,142

35,926
35,926

Appendix 3
Washington and Baltimore Metropolitan Statistical Areas

2000

4,796,183
572,059

2,065,242
74,563
120,546
195,277
873,341
801,515

2,116,692
128,283
189,453

12,652
21,498
969,749
10,377
55,139
19,279
169,599
35,135
10,290
280,813
90,395
92,446
31,584

42,190
42,190

Population Change

2006 1990-2000
5,294,329 673,984
585,459 -34,841
2,225,604 276,928
88,804 23,191
140,416 19,392
222,938 45,069
932,131 110,466
841,315 78,810
2,432,823 425,633
136,974 17,100
199,776 18,517
14,565 551
22422 1,876
1,010,443 151,165
10,799 799
66,170 6,398
21,273 252
268,817 83,470
36,638 7,178
11,642 3,556
357,503 65,127
119,529 32,992
120,170 31,210
36,102 5,442
50,443 6,264
50,443 6,264
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Percent Change

~non_2006 1990-2000 2000-2006
498,146 16.4% 10.4%
13,400 -5.7% 2,3%
160,362 15.5% 7.8%
14,241 45.1% 19.1%
19,870 19.2% 16.5%
27,661 30.0% 14.2%
58,790 14.5% 6.7%
39,800 10.9% 5.0%
316,131 25.2% 14.9%
8,691 15.4% 6.8%
10,323 10.8% 5.4%
1,913 4.6% 15.1%
924 9.6% 4.3%
40,694 18.5% 4.2%
422 8.3% 4.1%
11,031 13.1% 20.0%
1,994 1.3% 10.3%
99,218 96.9% 58.5%
1,503 25.7% 4.3%
1,352 52.8% 13.1%
76,690 30.2% 27.3%
29,134 57.5% 32.2%
27,724 51.0% 30.0%
4518 20.8% 14.3%
8,253 17.4% 19.6%
8,253 17.4% 19.6%



Baltimore Metropolitan Area
Baltimore City

Anne Arundel

Baltimore

Carrc

Harford

Howard

Queen Anne's

Source: United States Censns Bur

19%0
2,382,172
736,014
427,239
692,134
123372
182,132
187,328
33,953

2000

2,552,994
651,154
489,656
754,292
150,897
218,390
247,842

40,563

Population Change

Percent Change

2006 1990-2000 2000-2006 1990-2000 2000-2006
2,658,405 170,822 105,411 1.2% 4.1%
631,366 -84,860 -19,788 -11.5% -3.0%
509,300 62,417 19,644 14.6% 4.0%
787,384 62,158 33,092 9.0% 4.4%
170,269 27,525 19,363 22.3% 12.8%
241,402 36,458 22,812 20.0% 10.4%
272,452 60,5 24,610 32.3% 5.9%
46,241 6,619 5,678 19.5% 14.0%
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Appendix 6

Special County . roperty Tax Rates

Fiscal 2008
Real Property Tax Rate Percent of Total

Charles County

General Tax $£0.962 93.8%

Fire District Tax 0.064 6.2%

Total Rate $1.026 100.0%
Frederick County

General Tax $£0.936 88.0%

Fire District Tax (Urban) 0.128 12.0%

Total Rate $1.064 100.0%
Howard County

General Tax $1.0140 88.2%

Fire District Tax (Metro) 0.1355 11.8%

Total Rate $1.1495 100.0%
Montgomery County

General Tax $0.627 68.4%

Transit Tax 0.058 6.3%

Fire District Tax 0.126 13.8%

M-NCPPC 0.078 8.5%

Recr tion Tax 0.024 2.6%

Storm Drainage Tax 0.003 0.3%

Total Rate $0.916 100.0%
Prince George's County

General Tax $0.960 72.8%

M-NCPPC 0.279 21.2%

WSTC 0.026 2.0%

Stormwater 0.054 4.1%

Total Rate $1.319 100.0%

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Appendix 7
County and Municipal Real Property Tax Rates

Fiscal 2008

Population County Municipal County Total
Jurisdicfion July 2006 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Allegany 72,831 $0.9829 $0.9829
Barton 463 0.9551 0.2156 1.1707
Cumberlan 20,758 0.9090 0.9479 1.8569
Frostburg 7,865 0.9136 0.5540 1.4676
Lonaconing 1,144 0.9333 0.3400 1.2733
Luke 75 0.9302 0.5000 1.4302
Midland 450 0.9551 0.2708 1.2259
Westernport 1,985 0.9333 0.6000 1.5333
Anne Arundel 509,300 0.891 0.891
Annapolis 36,408 0.531 0.530 1.061
Highland Beach 110 0.891 0.416 1.307
Baltimore City 631,366 2.268 2,268
Baltimore 787,384 1.100 1.100
Calvert 88,804 0.892 0.892
Chesapeake Beach 3,479 0.556 0.440 0.996
North Beach 1,886 0.556 0.670 1.226
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Population County Municipal Total

Jurisdiction July 2006 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Cargline 32,617 $0.870 $0.870
Denton 3,552 0.750 0.660 1.410
Federalshurg 2,649 0.750 0.700 1.450
Goldsboro 209 0.830 0.400 1.230
Greenshoro 1,958 0.750 0.545 1.295
Henderson 122 0.830 0.300 1.130
Hillshoro 158 0.830 0.160 (0.990
Marydel 143 0.830 0.300 [.130
Preston 644 0.750 0.360 [.110
Ridgely 1,485 0.750 0.510 1.260
Templeville* 26 0.830 0.252 1.082
Carroll 170,260 1.048 1.048
Hampstead 5,479 1.048 0.200 1.248
Manchester 3,574 1.048 0.184 1.232
Mount Airy* 4,265 1.048 0.174 1.222
New Windsor 1,365 1.048 0.200 1.248
Svykesville 4,459 1.048 0.330 1.378

neytown 5,479 1.048 0.320 1.368
Union Bridge 1,089 1.048 0.300 1.348
Westminster 17,6 ) 1.048 0.440 1.488
Cecil 99,506 0.960 0.960
Cecilton 490 0.960 0.240 1.200
Charlestown 1,103 0.960 0.280 1.240
Chesapeake City 810 0.960 0.462 1.422
Elkion 14,753 0.960 0.544 1.504
North East 2,846 0.960 0.480 1.440
Perryville 3,812 0.960 0.362 1.322
Port Deposit 702 0.960 0.551 1.511
Rising Sun 1,815 0.960 0.360 1.320
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Population County Municipal County Total

Jurisdiction July 2006 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Charles 140,416 30.9620 $0.0640 $1.0260
Indian Head 3,653 0.9270 0.3200 0.0640 1.3110
La Plata 8,739 0.8850 0.3200 0.0640 1.2690
Port Tobacco 19 0.9620 0.0400 0.0640 1.0660
Dorchester 31,631 0.896 0 6
Brookview 63 0.896 0.260 - 1.156
Cambridge 11,468 0.871 0.676 - 1.547
Church Creek 79 0.896 0.170 - 1.066
East New Market 245 0.896 0.540 - 1.436
Eldorado 58 0.896 0.180 - 1.076
Galestown 98 0.896 0.280 - 1.176
Hurlock 1,993 0.892 0.720 - 1.612
Secretary 496 0.896 0.320 - - 1.216
Vienna 305 0.896 0.480 - 1.376
Frederick 222,938 0.936 0.128 ‘1.064
Brunswick 5,230 0.936 0.432 0.080 1.448
Burkittsville 186 0.936 0.140 0.080 1.156
Emmitsbu-~ 2,365 0.936 0.360 0.128 1.424
Frede "k __y 58,882 0.936 0.670 0.128 1
Middletown 2,856 0.936 0.232 0.080 1.248
Mount Airy* 4,438 0.936 0.174 0.000 1.110
Myersville 1,508 0.936 0274 0.080 1.290
New Market 463 0.936 0.120 0.128 1.184
Rosemont 308 0.936 0.040 0.080 1.056
Thurmont 6,027 0.936 0.280 0.080 1.296
Walkersville 5,590 0.936 0.156 0.080 1.172
Woodsboro 911 0.936 0.120 0.080 1.136
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TInrisdiction July 2006 Rate Rate Spec [ Rate Rate

Garrett 29,859 $1.000 1.000
Accident 337 1.000 0.224 - 1.224
Deer Park 390 1.000 0.300 - 1.300
Friendsville 513 1.000 0.240 - 1.240
Grantsville 587 1.000 0.260 - 1.260
Kitzmiller 284 1.000 0.360 - 1.360
Loch Lynn Heights 444 1.000 0.270 - 1.270
Mountain Lake Park 2,143 0.942 0.362 - 1.304
Qakland 1,880 0.925 0.480 - 1.405
Harford 241,402 1.082 1.082
Aberdeen 14,130 0.926 0.715 - 1.641
Bel Air 10,039 0.926 0.500 - 1.426
Havre de Grace 12,498 0.926 0.650 - 1.576
Howard 272,452 1.014 0.1355 1.150
Kent 19,983 0.972 0.972
Beiterton 361 0.972 0.320 - 1.292
Chestertown 4,914 0.972 0.370 - 1.342
Galena 511 0.5, _ 0.240 - 1.212
Millington* 355 0.972 0.280 - 1.252
Rock Hall 1,422 0.972 0.320 - 1.292
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Jurisdiction July 2006
Montgomery 932,131
Barnesville 188
Battery Park
Brookeville 128
Chevy Chase, Sec. 3 785
Chevy Chase, Sec. 5 652
Chevy Chase 2,772
Chevy Chase View 888
Chevy Chase Village ~,083
Drummond
Friendship He 1ts
Gaithersburg 57,934
Garrett Park 942
Glen ™ :ho 251
" nsington 1,920
Laytonsville 335
Martin's Additions 890
North Chevy Chase 477
Oakmont
Poolesville 5,529
Rockville 59,114
Somerset [,153
Takoma Park 18,497
Washington Grove 537

County Municipal County
Rate Rate Special Rate
$0.627 $0.289
0.627 0.054 0.209
0.627 0.050 0.289
0.627 0.150 0.209
0.627 0.020 0.289
0.627 0.000 0.289
0.627 0.023 0.289
0.627 0.022 0.289
0.627 0.111 0.289
0.627 0.048 0.289
0.627 0.040 0.286
0.627 0.212 0.185
0.627 0.190 0.286
0.627 0.120 0.289
0.627 0.139 0.286
0.627 0.140 0.209
0.627 0.008 0.289
0.627 0.052 0.289
0.627 0.060 0.289
0.627 0.180 0.209
0.627 0.302 0.185
0.627 0.040 0.289
0.627 0.610 0.286
0.627 0.202 0.185
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Total

).916
0.890
0.966
0.986
0.936
0.916
0.939
0.938
1.027
0.964
0.953
1.024
1.103
1.036
1.052
0.976
0.924
0.968
0.976
1.016
1.114
0.956
1.523
1.014



136

Population County Municipal County Total

Jurisdictinn July 2006 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Prince George's 841,315 30,960 $0.359 1.319
Berwyn Heights 3,030 0.805 0.486 0.359 1.650
Bladensburg 7,813 0.797 0.740 0.359 1.896
Bowie 53,325 0.946 0.352 0.306 1.604
Brentwood 2,897 0.938 0.476 0.359 1.773
Capitol Heights 4,236 0.820 0.412 0.359 1.591
Cheverly 6,582 0.813 0.480 0.359 1.652
College Park 27,410 0.944 0.299 0.359 1.602
Colmar Manor 1,297 0.932 0.880 0.359 2.171
Cottage City 1,161 0.818 0.640 0.359 1.817
District Heights 6,224 0.810 0.730 0.187 1.727
Eagle arbor 58 0.955 0.292 0.359 1.606
Edmonston 1,374 0.811 0.500 0.359 1.670

irmount Heights 1,546 0.877 0.420 0.359 1.656
Forest Heights 2,644 0.849 0.510 0.359 1.718
Glenarden 6,304 0.831 0.296 0.359 1.486
Greenbelt 21,972 0.792 0.786 0.187 1.765
Hyattsvilie 15,091 0.797 0.630 0.359 1.786
Landover Hills 1,568 0.804 0.480 0.359 1.643
Laurel 21,945 0.764 0.720 0.141 1.625
N e 1,297 0.819 0.800 0.359 1 78
Mt. ramier 8,627 0.799 0.790 0.359 1.948
New Carrollton 12,651 0.897 0.450 0.359 1.706
North Brentwood 480 0.949 0.288 0359 1.596
Riverdale Park 6,550 0.794 0.641 0.359 1.794
Seat Pleasant 4,997 0.810 0.580 0.359 [.749
University Park 2,369 0.809 0.600 0.359 1.768
Upper Marlboro 676 0.854 0.240 0.359 1.453



Population

Jurisdiction July 2006

Que Anne's 46,241
Barclay 147
Centreville 2,952
Church Hill 587
Millington* 34
Queen Anne* 93
Queenstown 634
Sudlersville 397
Templeville* 56
St. Mary's 98,854
Leonardtown 2,171
Somerset 25,774
Crisfield 2,792
Princess Anne 2,845
Talbot 36,062
Easton 13,954
Oxford 739
(Queen Anne* 77
St, Michaels 1,099
Trappe 1,181

County Municipal County otal
Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
$0.770 $0.770
0.770 0.100 - 0.870
0.770 0.430 - 1730
0.770 0.340 - 1.110
0.770 0.280 - 1.05¢
a.770 0.180 - 0.950
0.770 0.200 - 0.970
0.770 0.167 - 0.937
0.770 0.252 - 1.022
0.857 0.857
0.857 0.150 - 1.007
0.940 0.940
0.940 0.700 - 1.640
0.940 0.854 - 1.794
0.475 0.475
(.349 0.520 - 0.869
0.365 0.280 - 0.645
0.420 0.180 - 0.600
0.355 0.640 - 0.995
0.395 (.300 - 0.695
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Washington 143,748 $0.948 $0.948
Boonsboro 3,252 0.948 0.300 - 1.248
Clear Spring 466 0.948 0.190 - 1.138
Funkstown 942 0.948 0.220 - 1.168
Hagerstown 39,008 0.948 0.798 - 1.746
Hancock 1,723 0.948 0.395 - 1.343
Keedysville 815 0.948 0.180 - 1.128
Sy g 665 0.948 0.176 - 1.124
Smithsburg 2,894 0.948 0.280 - 1.228
Williamsport 2,203 0.948 0.405 - 1.353
Wicomico 91,987 0.881 0.881
Delmar 2,508 0.881 0.676 - 1.557
Fruitland 4,162 0.881 0.700 - 1.581
Hebron 1,057 0.881 0.400 - 1.281
Mardela Springs 360 0.881 0.200 - 1.081
Pittsville 1,191 0.881 0.360 - 1.241
Salisbury 27,172 0.881 0.819 - 1.700
Sharptown 620 0.881 0.600 - 1.481
Willards 969 0.881 0.460 - 1.341
Worcester 48,860 0.700 0.700
Berlin 3,787 0.700 0.730 - 1.430
Ocean City 7,031 0.700 0.410 - 1.110
Pocomoke City 3,897 0.700 0.760 - 1.460
Snow Hill 2,294 0.700 0.860 - 1.560

Note: (-) means that a county special rate is not imposed in the muncipality.

Note: * means the munigipality is in two counties.

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Department of * gislative Services
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