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Executive Summary

Whether it is considering public local laws or altering
State aid formulas, the General Assembly deliberates numerous
issues affccting local governments and their finances each
legislative session. Understanding the existing political and
“nancial 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 <’ “vely 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 primary 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
Eas n Shore and in Western Maryland provide services that
may not be offered by the respective county government.

Demographic Indicators

M a ' is among the most diverse states in the
nation. Racial minorities comprise 40.8 percent of the State’s
spulation compared to 33.1 percent nationally.  Racial
minorities accounted for 95.9 percent of the State’s population
growth since 2000. The Hispanic/Latino and Asian
communities are the two fastest growing ethnic groups.

ix

Maryland is also one of the most affluent states in the
nation with the second highest median household income and
the eighth lowest poverty rate as of 2005. Marylanders are
highly educated with a high concentration of college-educat:
residents. Maryland enjoys a t ow-average unemployment
rate and a large concentration of high-tech jobs. An indicator
that is consistently negative, however, i1s the State’s high
violent crime rate.

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. [n
fiscal 2004, expenditures at the county govermnment 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 “total ' « '
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, and Rockville.



Tax Rates for Local Governments

Nineteen jurisdictions decreased various tax rates in
fiscal 2007; no county govermment increased any major tax
rate. Seventeen counties decreased their real property tax rates.
Only one jurisdiction altered its local income tax rate for
calendar 2007, decreasing the rate below the maximum limit.

Individuals and businesses residing in incorporated
arcas are subject to municipal property taxes in addition to
county property taxes. 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 in
fiscal 2006, through either a tax rate differential or tax rebate.

Sixteen counties impose either a development impact
fee or excise tax, which generated approximately
$127.3 million '~ revenues in fiscal 2006. The primary
services funded by these charges include public school
construction, transportation, public safety. parks and recreation,
and water/sew  afilities.

Local Revenue Growth

Local revenue growth remains positive in fiscal 2007
" : to continued strong increases in property assessments and
moderate increases in net taxabie income. Total county
assessable base increased by 15.7 percent in fiscal 2007, the
highest annual percentage increase over the last 10 years.
" ‘kewise, net taxable income also increased but at a lower rate

than the prior year. Net taxable income increased by
6.0 percent in tax year 2005.

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 Program (assessment caps) provides tax credits
against State, county, ' municipal 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 Homestead Tax Credit Program has provided significant
local property tax relief in recent years. This foregone revenue
is estimated at $601.3 million in fiscal 2007, $994.0 million in
fiscal 2008, and $1.4 billion in fiscal 2009.

County Salary Actions

Local government salaries continued to improve in
fiscal 2007. A majority of local governments provided at least
a 4 percent cost-of-living-adjus*~ nt (COLA), including any
market adjustments, to their employees in fiscal 2007. For
cor S »ses, the ate provided its emplo: s with a
™ 15 percent average COLA. Over the last five years, the
average weekly wage for local gove nent employees
increased by 4.0 percent annually compared to 3.4 percent for
State government employees, 3.8 percent for private-sector
employees, and 6.9 percent for federal employees.



Public School Funding

Pubiic schoois are funded from federal, State, and local
sources. Approximately 50 percent of public school funding in
Maryland comes from local sources, and 45 percent comes
from the Statc. The federal government provides only
6 percent of public school funding. Public schools in Maryland
received over $12,000 in total funding for each pupil in fiscal
2007. Baltimore City had the highest per pupil revenues at
$14,091, while Montgomery County had the second highest at
$13.937. Queen Anne’s County, a high-performing school
district, had the lowest per pupil revenues at $10,072.

State education aid increased from $2.9 billion in fiscal
2002, the year before the Bridge to Excellence Act, to
$4.5 billion in fiscal 2007, representing an increase of
55.2 percent in State support for public education and an
average annual increase of 9.2 percent over the five years. The
average annual increases will outpace the rate of general fund
revenue growth, which is expected to average 6.7 percent over
the same five-year period.

Le I Fund Balanc:

Local governments ended fiscal 2006 with general fund
balances, including “r: * y day” accounts, totaling $2.0 £ 1.
These balances increased by $260 rnillion from the prior year.
The general fund/“rainy day” balances as a percentage of
£ al fund revenues increased from 16.8 to 18.0 percent.
Twenty-one counties reported an increase in their general
fund/“rainy day” balances between fiscal 2005 and 2006.

X1

Three counties experienced decreases in their general fund
balances between fiscal 2005 and 2006.

Local Debt Measures

As of June 30, 2005, Maryland counties and Baitimore
City had $11.4 billion in outstanding debt. Between fiscal
2001 and 2005, local debt for counties and Baltimore City
increased by $1.4 billion or 13.8 percent. This represents a
3.4 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. With
71 percent of the State’s population, Baltimore City and Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, Howard, Montgomery, and Prince
George’s counties accounted for approximately 82 percent of
the total debt. One reason certain counties have less debt than
other larger counties is the interrelations’ "> 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 o_ _tate ayments

The Balance Sheet provides a comparison of State
revenues collected to State financial assistance received for
each county. In fiscal 2004, State aid (direct grants and
payments-on-behalf) represented about 37 percent of the State
revenue collections (including property t ) "'cated on a
county-by-county basis in this report. The remaining revenues
funded State programs. Worcester, Talbot, and Montgomery



counties had the lowest ratios in fiscal 2004 (received the least
amount of State aid in relation to the collection of State tax
revenues), while Somerset County, Baltimore City, and
Caroline Co*y 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.

Tax Capacit, and Effort

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 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 contrasi, 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 1s d b_._d i wealth.
Utilizing local wealth measures to distribute State assistance
attempts to offset the inequalities in the revenue capacity
among local jurisdictions.

Xil



Chapter 1. ._tructure 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 included
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 S$t. Mary’s County.  Since that time, local
government ' 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
among 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
--vernment that citizens most closely identify. In terms of
types and number of lc___ _ . ___n M.l 1sc:
is relatively simpie. The United States Census Bureau
identifies 265 local governments in Maryland, including 23
counties, Baltimore City, 156 municipalities, and 85 special
taxing districts.  There are 87,525 local govermments
throughout the United States. Maryland ranks forty-sixth
among the states in terms of the number of local governments.
Appendix 1 summarizes the number of local governments in
each state. A map of Maryland wing each county and
county seat is 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 Legislative Handbook Series.

Counties

Counties are the primary unit of local government 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 townships 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 dependent on the county government for func____.

Unlike Maryland’s  municipalities, which were
established exclusively to meet parochial needs, counties 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 government throughout
the State developed based on local needs and on economic,
geographic, and population differences. When these
differences are considered collectively, they contribute to



Maryland’s reputation “America in m’ - ture.” In the
second role, counties have served as a mechanism to provide
services of statewide concem 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 govemnment. Although

rticle XI-A of the Maryland Constitution was ratified in 1915
granting Baltimore City and any county the autherity 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 operate under code home rufe. 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 municipal corporation, but it is
generally treated as a county for purposes of State law.
Originally, Baltimore City was established as a municipal
corporation witl = the confines of Baltimore County, and the

city government 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 goverr ent.

Table 1.1
Form of County Government

Charter Commission Code
Anne Arundel Calvert Allegany
Baltimore Carroll Caroline
Dorchester Cecil Charles
Harford Frederick Kent
Howard Garrett Queen Anne’s
Montgomery 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 maunicipalities, with home rule 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  gest functions for most municipalities in Maryland.

Common public services performed by municipalities include

street lighting, trash/refuse collection, snow removal, and street Table 1.2

maintenance. Police protection, planning/zoning, leaf 10 Largest Municipalities in Maryland

collection, and water services are provided by at least one-hall

of municipalities. Municipality County Population
Frederick is the largest municipality in Maryland Frederick Frederick 57,907

followed by Gaithersburg and Rockville. Port Tobacco in Gaithersburg Montgomery 57,698

Charles Counly, with 18 residents, is the State’s smallest Rockville Montgomery 57,402

municipality. Of 156 municipalities, 94 have fewer than Bowie Prince George's 53,878

Hagerstown Washington 38,326

2,500 residents, while only 8 have more than 25,000 residents.

The 10 largest municipalities are listed in Table 1.2, and the Annapolis Anne Arundel 36,300
e e . . Salisbury Wicomico 26,295

number of municipalities by size is shown in Table 1.3. . ,
. . D Coliege Park Prince George’s 25,171
Appendix 2 lists each municipality by county. Greenbelt Prince George’s 22,242
Laurel Prince George’s 22,125

The number of municipalities in each county and the
percentage of residents in each county who reside within a Source: United States Census Bureau
micipality vary considerably. Prince George’s County, with
27 municipalities, has the greatest number among the
23 counties. Although Prince George’s County has the highest

number of residents who reside within a municipality Table 1.3

(225,735), municipal residents account for only 26.7 percent of Maryland Municipalities by Size

the county population. Talbot County has the highest

percentage of residents who reside within a municipality Population Range Number of Municipalities

(46 .3 percent). In contrast, in St. Mary’s County 2.1 percent of

residents reside within a municipality. Baltimore and Howard %ggg{ ) ggggg 133
counties have no municipality located entirely within their 5 601 i 10600 17
boundaries, although a small portion of the Town of 27501 - 5.000 24
Hampstead does extend into Baltimore County. The number of 2,500 and less 94
residents in each county who reside within a municipality is

.. »vided in Appendix 3. Source: United States Census Bureau




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 A otated Code of Maryland.  One
noteworthy exception is the right to exercise urban renewal
pow 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 dr come toathe I 7 7 ated
thern in order to change the scope of their powers.

According to the United States Census Bureau’s 2002
Census of Governments, Maryland -5 85 special districts. The
Censu  ureau defines special districts as independent, special
r o¢ govemmental units, excluding school district
governments, that exist as separate entities with substantial
administrative and fiscal independence from general purpose
governments. Specia! districts provide specific services that

are not being supplied by existing general purpose
governments. Although most special districts perform a single
function, 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 include entities created by the 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. Demographic Indicators

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,
and the urban center along the Baltimore-Washington corridor.
This diversity is also reflected in the State’s people and
famil: . Maryland is today a dynamic and culturally enriched
State comprising people from approximately 180 different
countries 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 Calverl 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
928,000 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 40.8 percent of the State’s
population ¢¢ ~ared to 33.1 percent nationally as shown in
Table 2.1. African Americans are the largest racial minority in
Maryland comprising 28.8 percent of the State’s population;
whereas Hispanics/Latinos account for 5.7 percent, followed
by Asians at 4.7 percent. Montgomery County is one of the
most affluent and diverse jurisdictions in Maryland, with
Hispanics/Latinos, African Americans, and Asians each
comprising between 13 and 16 percent of the county’s
population. Exhibit 2.2 shows the racial composition for each
jurisdiction in Maryland.

Table 2.1
Maryland Racial Composition — 2005

Maryland United States
White 59.2% 66.9%
African American 28.8% 12.3%
Hispanic/Latino 5.7% 14.4%
Asian 4.7% 4.2%
American Indian 0.2% 0.8%
Native Hawaiian 0.0% 0.1%
Multi-racial 1.4% 1.3%

Source; United States Census Bureau




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).

1is 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§ * percent during this same period.

Table 2.2
Maryland Population Growth

April 2000 July 2005 July 2006
5,775,506 5,600,388 5,615,727

Source: United States Census Bureau

Between 2000 and 2006, approximately 59 percent of
the State's population growth was due to natural increases and
40 percent was due to inte  ‘ional immigration (Table 2.3).
Maryland continues to experience population losses from net
internal migration, movement among the states, for the third
c secutive year. This declinc was offset by a high level of
international immigration. Over the last six years, nearly
130,000 foreign-bom individuals have entered the State,
residing primarily in Montgomery and Prince George’s
counties.

International immigration has helped to offset the
sizable decreases in internal migration within both
jurisdictions. From 2000 through 2005, Montgomery County
realized a net loss of 38,228 residents due to internal migration
and Prince George’s County realized a net loss of 20,578
residents. The only other jurisdictions in Maryland with a net
decrease in intemal migration are Baltimore City (net loss of
55,893 residents), Allegany County (net loss of 288 residents),
and Garrett County (net loss of 32 r¢ " 'znts). Exhibit 2.3
shows the growth in population for each jurisdiction since 1990
and Exhibit 2.4 shows components of population change since
2000.

Table 2.3
Compounents of Maryland’s Population Change
2000 - 2006

Net Natural Increase 189,158 59.3%
Net Migration

Domestic Migration -13,017 -4.1%

International Immigration 12¢ 4n <a/

Subtotal 116,713 36.0%
Residual 13,350 4.2%
Total Increase 319,221 100.0%

Source: United States Census Bureau




Population growth throughout Maryland has not been
uniform. The largest growth occurred in Southern Maryland,
the Eastern Shore, and the north-central region of the State.
Baltimore City and many economically distressed rural
counties realized cither marginal growth or continued
reductions in population.

Calvert County led the State in population growth
between 1990 and 2000 with a growth rate of 45 percent.
Worcester, Howard, and Frederick counties had growth rates at
or above 30 percent. Baltimore City and Allegany County
were the only jurisdictions that lost population during the
1990s. From 2000 to 2005, Caivert County continued to lead
tt  State in population growth, followed by Charles, Cecil,
Frederick, Que / e¢’s, and St. Mary’s co “ies. Two
jurisdictions (Baltimore City and Allegany County) continue to
experience population losses.

Racii.. minorities comprise 95.9 percent of the State’s
population grewth since 2000. The Hispanic/Latino and Asian
communities are the two fastest growing ethnic groups In
Maryland. By July 2005 the State’s Hispanic/Latino
community had increased by 40.1 percent and the Asian
community had increased by 23.5 percent. In comparison, the
African American population had increased by 9.2 percent and
the non-Hispanic white population had increased by
0.4 percent. The non-Hispanic white population decreased in
five counties with overall population growih: Baltimore,
Charles, Howard, Montg - zry, and Prince George’s counties.
The African American population decreased in five
jurisdictions with overall population growth: Caroline,
Darchester, K it, Queen Anne’s, and Worcester counties.

Washington and Baltimore Metropolitan Areas

A metropolitan area is defined by the United States
Census Bureau as an area with a large population nucleus and
adjacent communities that have a high degree of social and
economic integration betwe them. In some instz s, 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-B: " 'more consolidated metropolitan statistical
ared.

When compared to 1 ropolitan areas nationwide, the
Washington metropolitan statistical a 1 ranks eighth with
approximately 5.2 million residents. while the Baltimore
metropolitan  statistical area ranks nineteenth  with
approximately 2.7 million residents. Combined, the two
metropolitan statistical areas hold approximately 7.9 million
residents.

Over 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 Virgit™ The m * populous
county in the Washington metropolitan statistical area is
Fairfax County, Virginia, with a population of over 1 million;



Montgomery County, Maryland is the second most populous
with 928,000 residents.

The Baltimore metropolitan statistical area is composed
of Baltimore City and six Maryland counties — Anne Arundel,
Baitimore, Carroll, Harford, Howard, - ' Queen Anne’s.
Baltimore County is the most populous jurisdiction within the
Baltimore metropolitan statistical area with a population of
786,000 residents; Baltimore City is the second most populous
area with 636,000 residents.

Since the 1960s, in both the Washington and Baltimore
metropolitan statistical areas, the population of the central city
has been d ining while the population of the surrounding
counties has increased dramatically. Appendix 4 compares the
population of each jurisdiction within the Washington and
Baltimore metropolitan statistical areas.

International Immigration

The arrival of over 20,000 immigrants into Maryland
each year has enriched the State’s cultural heritage. Reeent
immigrants represent approximately 180 countries and over
80 languages. Table 2.4 shows the number of individuals who
immigrated legally to Maryland in 2005 by the top 10 sending
countries. Maryland is tenth among receiving states for legal
immigrants. Since 1996, almost 200,000 individuals have
legally immigrated to Maryland, representing 2.2 percent of all
legal immigrants. A majority of legal immigrants decide to
live in five states: California (25.0 percent), New York
(13.0 percent), Florida (9.4 percent), Texas (8.2 percent), and
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New Jersey (5.5 percent). Virginia ranks eighth in the number
of legal immigrants, and Pennsylvania ranks eleventh.

Table 2.4
International Immigration to Maryland by Nation "ty
2005

Country L Numbe ~f Immigran*
India 1,785

China 1,600

El Salvador 1,432
Philippines 1,180

South Korea 1,070

Nigeria 1,045
Ethiopia 590

Mexico 624

Sierra Leone 563

Jamaica 546

Other Countries 12025

Total 2250

Source; United States Deparit 1t of Homeland Security

Individuals younger than 18 account for 20.8 pe :nt of
the State’s legal immigrants, while 54.8 percent are married.
These new Marylanders were granted admission to the U ““ed
States for four primary reasons: 34.5 percent are immediate
relatives of United States citizens, 30.3 percent received
employment-based preferences, 12.5 percent rc ived



family-sponsored preferences, and 11.0 percent werc granted
refugee and asylum status.

In addition, 11,503 foreign nationals living in Maryland
became Uniled States citizens in 2005. The top five countries
of birth for these individuals are ' "a, Nigeria, China, the

P lippines, and South Korea.

Limited English Proficiency

Based on the 2000 Census, 13 percent of M- ~landers
older than five speak a language other than English at home.
Statewide, almost 250,000 Marylanders are limited English
proficient (cannot speak English very well), representing
almost 5 percent of the State’s population. Of individuals who
are limited English proficient, 39 percent speak Spanish,
30 percent speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language,
26 percent an Indo-European language other than Spamish, and
6 percent speak other languages.

Nationwide, 21.3 million Americans are limited English
proficient represen -1 8.1 percent of the nation’s population.
California has the highest concentration of limited English
proficient individuals at 20 percent of the state’s population.
West Virgi "11 the lowest percentage of ""~"2d English
proficient individuals at 0.8 percent. Maryland is ranked
twentieth in the nation in terms of the percent of population
that is limited English proficient.

Sixty-four percent of limited English proficient
individuals in Maryland reside in Montgomery and Prince
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George’s counties.  About 27 percent of limited English
proficient individuals reside in Baltimore City and Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, and Howard counties. The remaining
18 counties account for less than 9 percent of limited English
proficient individuals. In Montgomery County nearly
13 percent of county re: " nts are limited English proficient,
the highest percentage in the State.

The number of limited English proficient individuals
increased by 65.9 percent between 1990 and ~100. Caroline,
Wicomico, Howard, Frederick, and Calvert counties realized
the largest growth with increases exceeding 100 percent.
Garrett and Kent counties realized a decrease in the number of
limited English proficient individuals. Exhibit 2.5 shows the
number of limited English proficient individuals in each
jurisdiction.

Social and Economic Indicators

Maryland is one of the most affluent states in the nation
with the second highest median household income and the
¢*~tth lowest poverty rate as of 2005. Marylanders are highly
eaucated with a high concentration of college-educated
residents. Maryland enjoys a b¢' w-average = -~ ~loyment
rate and a large concentration of high-tech jobs. A continuing
negative indicator is the State’s high violent crime te. In
2005, Maryland had the nation’s fifth highest violent crime
rate, the fourth highest murder rate, and the second highest
robbery rate. T - mation on poverty rates, single-parent
households, high school dropout rates, and erime rates 1s
provided in Exhibit 2.6. Information on average weekly wage,



unemployment, median household income, and median home
prices is provided in Exhibit 2.7. Exhibit 2.8 provides
information on employment growth since 2000.

Poverty Rates

Maryland continues to have one of the lowest poverty
rates in the nation with only seven states having a lower
average rate in 2003 through 2005. Using the three-year
averages, 9.4 percent of Marylanders lived in poverty
comp: d to 12.6 percent at the national level. Three states
(Louisiana, Mississippi, and New Mexico) and the District of
Columbia had over 17 percent of their residents living in
poverty. The poverty threshold for a family of four was
$19,971 in 2005.

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 County 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  ent data on a county-by-county basis is
not yet available from the United St:©  Census B zau.

Single-parent Households
The effects of poverty are compounded by the fact that

many children in Maryland do not live in a two-parenti
househe'* T ew’’ more than 30 percent of households

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 rate declined in 2006.
According to the 2006 Maryland Report Card produced by the
Maryland State Department of Education, Maryland’s high
school dropout rate averagy | 3.6 percent in 2006. This
compares to 5.4 percent in 1993 and 3.7 percent in 2005. The
high school dropout rate ranges from 0.8 percent in Frederick
County to 10.5 percent in Baltimore City. Compared to 2005,
high school dropout rates declined in 10 local school systems
but increased in 14 local school systems.

Crime Rate

Maryland’s crime rates are among the highest in the
nation. According to the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report, when
including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, in 2005,
Maryland had the fifth highest violent crime rate, the fourth
highest murder rate, and the second highest robbery rate. The
FBI recorded 552 murders in Maryland comipared to 461 in
Virginia, even though Virginia has almost ~ " million more
residents. The District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
Louisiana had the nation’s highest murder rates while Iowa,



Vermont, and North Dakota had the lowest. Table 2.5
compares the crime rates in Maryland with neighboring
Virginia for calendar 2005.

Table 2.5

Comparison of Violent Crimes Rates in 2005

Maryland Virginia
Overall 703.0 50 2828 350
Murder 9.9 h 6.1 20"
Rape 22.6 46" 227 45"
Robbery 256.7 2™ 992 26"
Assault 2 413.8 gth 1548 38"
Vehicle Theft 608.4 7" 211.1 40"

'Rate is per 100,000 inhabitants. *Aggravated Assaults.
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 2005

Prince George’s County had the highest crime rate in
Maryland in 2005, followed closely by Baltimore City.
Garrett, Carroll, Frederick, Kent, and Calvert counties had the
lowest crime rates. Crime statistics are fr  the Uniform
Crime Report for 2005. The crime rate calculates the number
of offenses per 1,000 population. The overall crime rate
increased in 13 counties in 2005.

Baltimore City and Prince George’s County continue to
be plagt | with a high murder rate. The two jurisdictions
accounted for 78.4 percent of the State’s murders. In addition,
F 2 George’s County cor =~ ues to be inundated with motor
vehicle thefts. Over one-half of the motor vehicle thefts in the
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State occur in Prince George’s County. In 2005,
17,242 vehicles were reported stolen in Prince George’s
County compared to 2,671 in neighboning Montgomery
County. Baltimore City had the second highest number of
vehicle thefts at 6,232,

Average Veekly Wage

The average weekly wage calculation is based on an
individual’s place of employment rather than residence. In
calendar 2005, the average weekly wage was $853 statewide,
ranging from $480 in Worcester County to $1,042 in
Montgomery County. Baltimore City had the second highest
average weekly wage at $917, followed by Hoy  d County at
$907. The Maryland artment of Labor, Licensing, and
Regulation calculates the average weekly wage statistic.

Unemployment Rate

The unemployment rate measures the percent of a
col ‘y’s total civilian * F-= force that is out of work. The
statewide unemployment rate averaged 4.3 percent in calendar
2004, 4.1 percent in calendar 2005, and 3.8 percent in calendar
2006. Howard and Montgomery couniies had the lowest
unemployment rate at 2.8 percent in 2006, while Baltimore
City had the highest at 6.6 percent. The unemployment rate in
Maryland continues to be below the national average. The
national unemployment rate averaged 5.5 percent in calendar
2004, 5.1 perce * in calendar 2005, and 4.6 percent in calendar
2006.



Median Household Income

Maryland had the second highest median income in the
nation based on a three-year average from 2003 through 2005;
New Jersey had the highest median income. Table 2.6 lists the
10 states with the highest median household income. The
median household income in 2005 for Maryland jurisdictions
ranged from $34,900 in Somerset County to $88,600 in
Howard County. Montgomery County had the second highest
median income at $84,850, and Calvert County had the third
highest at $84,650. Five counties (Allegany, Dorchester,
Garreti, S¢ rset, and Wicomico) and Baltimore City had
income levels below 70 percent of the statewide average.

Table 2.6
Three-year Average Median Houschold Income
2003-2005

1. New Jersey $59,989
2. Maryland 58,347
3. New Hampshire 58,223
Hawaii 57,572

5. Connecticut 57.369
6. Minnesota 56,084
7. Alaska 55,935
8. Massachusetts 54.617
9. V' inia 54,301
10. Utah 53,226

Source: United States Census Bureau
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Median Sale Price for Homes

The median sale price for owner-occupied real property
was $318,000 statewide in fiscal 2006, up $52,500 from the
previous year, representing a 19.8 percent increase. For
comparison purposes, the median household income increased
by only 3.7 percent in the last year. The median sale price
ranged from $87,775 in Allegany County to $425,000 in
Mentgomery County. Median sale price statistics are from the
Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation.

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 2005
was 3.9 percent. This represents a net increase of 93,321 jobs
over the five-y. - period. On a per capita basis, Anne Arundel,
Cecil, and Garrett counties realized the highest employment
growth during this period, while 10 counties and Baltimore
City realiz ac¢ :lit in per capita employment.

- - g ~loyment growth rate was cali "ited by using
average annual employment data as reported by the Maryland
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. Employment
growth statistics represent the available jobs within a
jurisdiction but not the ¢ >loyment sta~ - for residents of the
jurisdiction. The employment status of residents within a
jurisdiction is indica . by the unemploymr  : rate.



Population Land Area  Population
Count- July 2005 Sn. Miles Density
Allegany 73,639 4254 1731
Anne Arundel 510,878 415.9 1,228.4
Baltimore City 635,815 80.8 7,869.0
Baltimore 786,113 598.6 1,313.3
Calvert 87,925 215.2 408.6
Caroline 31,822 320.1 99.4
Carroll 168,541 4491 375.3
Cegcil 87,796 348.1 280.9
Charles 138,822 461.0 3011
Dorchester 31,401 557.5 56.3
Frederick 220,701 B662.9 3329
Garrett 29,909 64R N 46,2
Harford 239,259 440.3 543.4
Howard 269,457 252.0 1,069.3
Kent 19,899 2794 71.2
Montgomenry 927,583 495.5 1,872.0
Prince George's 846,123 485.4 1,743.1
Qu Ane 612 3" 122.5
St. Mary's 96,518 361.2 267.2
Somerset 25,845 2972 79.0
Talbot 35,683 269.1 132.6
Washington 141,895 458.1 309.7
Wicomico 90,402 377.2 2397
Arrmem e . 48,750 473.2 inan
Maryland 5,600,388 9,773.4 573.0

Source: United States Census Bureau, Maryland Deparlment of Planning

Exhibit 2.1
Demographics — Population and Density
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Exhibit 2.2

Demographics — Racial Composition as of July 2005

African Hispanic/
County White American Latino Asian Mthar
Allegany 891.9% 5.8% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6%
Anne Arundel 77.3% 14.4% 3.6% 2.8% 1.9%
Baltimore City 30.1% 64.4% 2.2% 1.8% 1.5%
Baitimare 68.4% 23.8% 2.4% 7 9% 1.5%
Calvert 82.7% 12.7% 2.0% 1.0% 1.6%
Caroline 80.6% 13.9% 4.0% 0.5% 1.0%
Carrall 93.3% 2.9% 1.5% 1.3% 1.0%
Cedil 90.9% 4.9% 2.00~ 1.0% 1.2%
Charles 57.6% 34.3% 3.1% 2.2% 2.8%
Dorchester 69.3% 27.4% 1.9% C.8% 0.6%
Frederick 83.2% 7.5% 4.6% 2.9% 1.8%
Garrett 88.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2%
Harford 82.8% 11.3% 2.4% 1.8% 1.7%
Howard 67.1% 15.8% 4.0% 10.9% 2.2%
Kent 79.8% 15.5% 3.3% 0.9% 0.5%
Montgomery 55.8% 15.6% 13.6% 13.0% 2.0%
Prince George's 18.0% 684.7% 10.7% 3.8% 1.8%
Q. TAn 89.0% 7.8% 1.4% 0.8% 1.0%
St. Mary's 79.7% 14.1% ~ 3% 2.0% 1.9%
Scmerset 55.3% 41.2% 1.8% 0.8% 0.9%
Talbot 82.1% 14.5% 2.56% 0.6% 0.2%
Washington 87.1% B.8% 1.9% 1.1% 1.1%
Wicomico 70.7% 23.5% 2.8% 1.7% 1.3%
Worcester 81.7% 14.8% 1.8% n ones 0.8%
Maryland 59.2% 28.8% 5.7% 4.7% 1.6%
United States 66.9% “" 3% 14.4% 4.2% 2.2%

Source: United States Census Bureau, Maryland Deparlment of Planning
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Exhibit 2.3

Demographic — Population Growth by County

Percent Change

County 1990 2000 2005 1990-2000 2000-2005
Allegany 74,946 74,930 73,639 0.0% -1.7%
Anne Arundel 427,239 489,656 510,878 14 6% 4.3%
Baitimore City 736,014 651,154 635,815 -11.5% -2.4%
Baltimore 692,134 754,292 786,113 9.0% 4,2%
Calvert 51,372 74,563 87,925 45.1% 17.8%
Caroline 27,035 29,772 31,822 10.1% 6.9%
Carroll 123,372 150,897 168,541 22.3% 11.7%
Cecil 71,347 85,951 97,786 kb 13.8%
Charles 101,154 120,546 138,822 19.2% 15.2%
Dorchester 30,236 30,674 31,401 1.4% 2.4%
Frederick 150,208 195,277 220,701 30.0% 13.0%
Garrett 28,138 29,846 29,909 6.1% 0.2%
Harford 182,132 218,580 239,259 20.0% 9.5%
Howard 187,328 247,842 269,457 32.3% 8.7%
Kent 17,842 19,197 18,899 7.6% 37%
Moantgomery 762,875 873,341 927,583 14.5% 6.2%
Prince George's 722,705 801,515 846,123 10.9% 5.6%
Cc Anne's 33,853 40,563 45,612 19.5% '
St. Mary's 75,¢ 86,211 96,518 13.5% 12.0%
Somerset 23,440 24747 25,845 5.6% 4.4%
Taibot 30,549 33,812 35,683 10.7% 5.5%
Washington 121,393 131,823 141,895 8.7% 7.6%
Wicomico 74,339 84,644 90,402 13.8% 6.8%
Worcester 35,028 46,543 48,750 32.9% 4.7%
Maryland 4,780,753 5,296,486 5,600,388 10.8% £7%

Source: United States Census Bureau
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5.6%
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4,2%
3.7%
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0.2%
-1.7%
-2.4%
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Exhibit 2.4
Components of Maryland Population Change — April 2000 to July 2005

Met Natural International Internal

County Increase Migration Migration Residual Totai
Allegany -1,036 109 -288 -78 -1,291
Anne Arundel 17,326 3,528 910 -542 21,222
Baltimore City 8,313 6,439 -55,893 25,802 -15,339
Baltimore 8,921 10,430 13,373 -903 31271
Calvert 2,654 267 10,556 -115 13,362
Caroline 451 286 1,354 41 2,050
Carroll 3.572 393 13,957 -278 17,644
Cecil 2,425 272 9,280 -132 11,845
Charles 5,323 410 12,691 -148 18,276
Dorchester -265 56 978 42 727
Frederick 8,452 1,610 15,645 -282 25,425
Garrett 124 28 -32 -57 _ B3
Harford 6,749 902 13,333 -315 20,669
Howard 11,589 5704 4,672 -350 21,615
Kent -377 148 958 -27 702
Montgomery 41,5851 51,170 -38.228 -261 54,242
Princ 5 - .816 -20,578 114 44,608
Queen Anne's 720 229 4,165 -65 5,049
St. Mary's 3,730 308 6,378 -130 10,286
Somerset -46 187 €. . -22 1,098
Talbot -243 165 2,020 -71 1,871
Washington 1,788 419 7,944 -179 9,972
Wicomico 1,966 790 3,145 -143 5,758
Worcester 474 308 2,433 -58 2,207
Maryland 165,707 mwr- =" 9,752 19,451 3~

Source; United States Census Bureau
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Demographics — Limited English Proficient Individuals

Limited English Proficient Individuals

County 1990 2000 % Chg.
Allegany 435 585 34 5%
Anne Arundel 7,315 11,416 56.1%
Baltimore City 15,618 18,113 16.0%
Baltimore 16,158 25,526 58.0%
Calvert ari 774 108.6%
Caroline 213 614 186.3%
Carroll 937 1,737 85.4%
Cecil 652 862 322%
Charles 972 1,928 98.4%
Dorchester 403 419 4.0%
Frederick 1,378 2,939 113.3%
Garrett 328 278 187
Harford 2426 3413 40.7%
Howard 4510 11,063 145.3%
Kent 462 367 -20.6%
Montgomery 60,308 105,001 74.1%
Prince George's 31,091 53,743 72.9%
Queen Anne's 307 562 83.1%
St. Mary's 1,381 1,525 10.4%
Somerset 258 333 15.6%
Tafbot 303 591 95.0%
Washington 1,217 1,318 8.3%
Wicomico 924 2,324 151.5%
Worcester 498 858 72.3%
Maryland 148,493 246,287 65.9%
United States 13,982,502 21,320,407 52.5%

Source: United Slates Census Bureau

Exhibit 2.5
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Demographics — Social Indicators

Exhibit 2.6

Poverty Single-parent High School Crime Rate
Rate Households DropoutRate  per 1,000 Residenis Murder Count VYehicle Theft Count

County 2000 Census 2000 Census 2006 Report CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2004 Cy 2noR Y 2004 CY 2005

Allegany 14.8% 28.6% 3.43% 31.8 31.0 0 1 55 57
Anne Arundel 5.1% 24.2% 1.968% 399 39.2 16 16 1,631 1,524
Baltimore City 22.9% 60.9% 10.52% 75.9 70.3 276 269 6,731 6,232
Baltimore 6.5% 30.4% 4,13% 39.3 29 40 2,936 3,046
Calvert 4.4% 20.0% 2.24% 17.9 212 1 2 74 86
Caroline 11.7% 32.6% 2.77% Nz 307 0 1 Kk 51
Carroll 3.8% 17.1% 1.35% 7.5 19.0 0 2 151 170
Cecil 7.2% 26.6% 4.31% 28 = 354 2 4 264 278
Chartes 5.8% 29.0% 3.37% 36.4 36.8 5 4 524 627
Dorchester 13.8% 39.7% 5.65% 41.7 42.4 3 0 92 77
Frederick 4.5% 20.0% 0.78% 212 19.4 1 1 221 197
Garrett 13.3% 21.2% 2.11% 16.3 17.4 1 4] 16 19
Harford 4.9% 21.5% 3.23% 265 242 3 2 413 359
Howard 3.9% 18.9% 1.43% 280 29.0 1 4 598 544
Kent 13.0% 34.2% 2.89% 22.4 200 0 1 29 24
Montgomery 5.4% 20.9% 2.01% 26.9 27.0 18 " 2,730 2,671
Prince George's 7.7% 30.4% 3.96% 734 737 146 184 18,482 17.242
Queen Ani 8.3% 22.4% T % -1 1 1 20 48
St. Mary's 7.2% 24.4% 3.98% 234 242 3 1 107 142
Somerset 20.1% T 6L 7.27% 31.2 335 * 1 28 7
Talbot 8.3% 27.5% 1.34% 29.0 28.4 1 3 36 26
Washington 9.5% 29.2% 2.18% 26.1 269 5 4 270 261
Wicomico 12.8% 34.7% 3.31% 51.9 56.5 5 4 185 !
Worcester 9.6% 32.1% 1.28% 51.8 51.3 0 2 92 e
Maryland 8.5% 30.3% 3.63% 43.4 42.5 521 552 35,858 34,070

Source: United States Census Bureau, Maryiand State Department of Education, Maryland Slate Police, Maryland Department of Flanning
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Average Weekly Wage

Unemployment Rate

Exhibit 2.7
Demographics — Economic Indicators

Median Household Income

Median Home Price

Percent of Percent of Percent of
County CY 2005  Stale Averac - CY 2004  CY 2005  CY200% CY 2005  State Averag - FY 2006  State Average
Allegany $3553 64.8% 6.1% 6.0% 5.5% 336,650 57.0% 587,775 27.6%
Anne Arundel 814 95.4% 37% 3.5% 3.3% 76,350 118.7% 334,900 105.3%
Baltimore City 8917 107.5% 7.5% 7.1% 6.6% 35,400 55.1% 140,000 44.0%
Baltimore 813 95.3% 4.5% 4.3% 4.0% 60,700 94.4% 250,000 78.8%
Calvert 699 81.9% 33% 3.2% 2.9% 84,650 131.6% 328,000 103.1%
Caroline 564 66.1% 4.6% 4.3% 4.2% 45,800 71.2% 285,075 83.4%
Carroll 615 72.1% 3.3% 32% 3.0% 75,050 118.7% 345,000 108.5%
Cecil 742 87.0% 4.3% 4.5% 4.2% 60,350 93.9% 257 900 B1.1%
Charles 665 78.0% 3.4% 3.3% 3.1% 78,750 122.5% 335,000 105.3%
Dorchester 585 88.6% 5.9% 5.3% 5.5% 40 550 63.1% 220,000 69.2%
Frederick 742 87.0% 3.2% 3.0% 3.0% 78,050 121.4% 330,000 103.8%
Garreft 487 =1 1% 4.9% A oo 4.7% 39,000 60.7% <o eng 42.8%
Harford 725 85.0% 3.9% 3.9% 3.5% 71,450 111.1% 260,000 81.8%
Howard Q07 106.3% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8% 88,600 137.86% 399,000 125.5%
Kent 586 88.7% 4.1% 3.9% 3.7% 45,750 71.2% “ 47,000 77.7%
Montgomery 1.042 122.2% 3.2% 31% 2.8% 84,850 132.0% 42° =" 133.8%
Prince Geonge's 848 99.4% 4.7% 4.5% 4. 1% 69,300 107.8% 315,000 99 1%
Queen Anne's 575 67.4% 3.4% 3.4% 32% 71,750 111.6% 375,000 117.9%
St Mary's 885 103.8% 3.3% 3.4% 3.3% 63,250 98.4% 293,250 92.2%
Some 603 70.7% 6.4% 5.9% 5.3% 34,900 54.3% 145 900 45.9%
Talbot 609 71.4% 4.0% 37% 3.4% 50,100 77.9% 368,205 115.8%
Washington 646 75.7% 4.5% 4.3% 4.3% 47,900 74 5% 242276 76.2%
Wicomico 623 73.0% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 44 650 69.4% 196,000 61.6%
Weeemnte- 180 56.3% 7.0% 6.7% §.2% 49,400 76.8% 300,000 94.3%
Maryland 5853 100.0% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8% $64,300 100.0% $318,000 100.0%

Source; Depariment of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation; Maryland Depariment of Planning; State

partment of Assessments arnd Taxation
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Chapter 3. Local Government Finance

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 rccreation.
Counties also are responsible for funding public schools,
libraries, local community colleges, and the circuit courts. In
fiscal 2004, expenditures at the counly 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
munici. | goy nm t ¢l totaled $0.9 billion, which
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.

Table 3.1 shows the amount of local government
expenditures in fiscal 2004 by level of govemment.
_xhibit 3,1 shows local expenditures by county.

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
(S in Millions)

County Level $18,794.6 95.6%
Municipal Level 860.6 4.4%
Total $19,655.2 100.0%

Source: Department of Legislative Services







collect over three times more revenue per caplta than
iboring Somerset County, even though Somerset County
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
income in Maryland totaled $21,278 in tax year 2005.
Montgomery County had the highest per capita net taxable
income at $34,759, follewed by Howard County at $29,857.
Somerset County had the lowest per capita net taxable income
at $7,791.

State Aid

State "1 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
property 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
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annual rate of 7.1 percent compared to 5.1 percent for local
OWn-source revenues.

State aid includes direct assistance to county
governments, local school systems, libraries, community
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, and park land
acquisition and development. Community colleges, libraries,
and local health departments account for the remaining
6 percent. Over 65 percent of State aid is distributed inversely
to local wealth. Utilizing local w Ith measures to distribute
State aid attempts to offset the inequalities in the revenue
capacity among local jurisdictions.

Federal Grants

Federal granis 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 majorares = vhi "o
receive federal funds include primary and sec...... ; emmaan ,
community colleges, health and human services, housing and
community development, public safety, and transportation.

Expenditure Categories

County govemments and Baltimore City spent
$18.8 billion on public services in fiscal 2004. On a per capita



bas’- 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

lucation/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. Ediv tion spending ranged “Hm
36.1 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.
The smaller 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
totai spending in the city, the third highest in the State. Also,
Baltimore City is not responsible for funding the local
comm ity coliege since the Baltimore City Community
College i1s a . .ate 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
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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 = :tion of county
governments, accounting for 10.7 percent of total spending. As
noted earlier, Baltimore City led the State in public safety
spending, followed by Anne Arundel and Baltimore counties.

The composition of county expenditures has only
changed slightly since fiscal 1994. Funding for educational
services is 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 re” v ¥
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
Category 71994 FY 1999 FY J04
Education 49 8% 51.2% 52.0%
Pubtic 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 Legislative Services







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

Income Taxes

Income taxes are the next largest revenue source for
municipalities, accounting for 7.9 percent of total revenues in
fiscal 2004. The reliance on income taxes rtanges 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 ta> ' le income or 17 percent of the county income
tax liability for their residents, whichever is higher.

County Grants

7 gl for 4.6

in fiscal 2004. The percentage of county funding ranges Irom
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/motel taxes and tax
rebates. Tax rebates enable county govemments 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 cxpenditures for municipalities are public
works and public safety. Public works account ™ r 42.7 percent
of municipal spending in fiscal 2004. 7 thibit 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 lov  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 Expenditure Trends
Category Vv 1994 wV 1oa0 Y 200
Public Works 45 4% 43.5% : °
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 Millions $ in Millions $ in Millions Caunty Municipal
Allegany $202.6 $13.4 3216.0 93.8% 6.2%
Anne Arundel 1,477.3 58.5 1,533.8 96.3% 3.7%
Baltimore City 2,810.9 0.0 2,810.9 100.0% 0.0%
Baltimare 22008 0.0 2,209.6 100.0% 0.0%
Calvert 286.2 8.5 2947 97.1% 2.9%
Carcling 84.0 11.1 951 88.3% 11.7%
Carroll 4499 38.1 488.0 92.2% 7.8%
Cecil 231.1 20.2 251.2 92.0% B.0%
Charles 469.8 13.5 483.3 97.2% 2.8%
Dorchester 95.1 18.1 1134 84.0% 16.0%
Frederick 650.2 90.3 740.6 87.8% 12.2%
2arratf 101.5 5.8 107.2 54.6" 5.4%
Harford 675.3 317 712.9 94.7% 5.3%
Howard 1,035.0 0.0 1,035.0 100.0% 0.0%
Kent 57.2 6.5 B63.7 89.9% 10.1%
Montgomery 3,995.6 154.0 4, 6 96.3% 3.7%
Prince George's 2,683.2 103.5 2,786.7 96.3% 3.7%
Queen Anne's 149.4 1.4 150.8 99.1% 0.9%
St. Mary's 269.4 1.9 271.4 99.3% 0.7%
Somerr-* 64.1 4.6 ge 7 93.3% -
Talbot 85.8 59.1 144.9 59.2% 40.8%
Washington 310.0 78.7 388.7 79.7% 20.3%
Wicemico 2328 433 276.0 84.3% 15.7%
Worcester 168.7 94.5 ' 64.1% 35.5%
Statewide $18,794.6 $860.6 19,0002 95.6% 4.4%

Source: Local Government Finances Fiscal 2004, Department of Legislative Services
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County Revenues by Source — Fiscal 2004

Exhibit 3.2

Source: Local Government Finances fFiscal 2004 , Depariment of Legisiative Services

Property Income Other Service Federal State

ety Taxes Taxes Taxas Chargr- Cremte oot CHhar
Allegany 13.1% 10.0% 1.5% 18.2% 12.0% 40.1% o rv
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% 0.3%
Baltimore 26.7% 21.9% 6.5% 10.1% 7.5% 23.6% 3
Calverl 26.0% 17.1% 4.5% 10.5% 5.0% 32.7% 4.2%
Caroline 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%
Cecil 25.7% 16.8% 3.4% 5.8% B.1% 36.1% 4.0%
Charles 22 4% 16.8% 4.9% 9.9% 7.5% 33.4% 5.1%
Dorchester 19.7% 9.5% 5.1% 7.1% 10.8% 43.6% 4.3%

ederick 25.1% 19.9% 57% 13.0% 4. 8% 27.7% 3.8%
Garrett A ne 8.7% 7.4% 5.9% 9.6% 38.3% T
Harford 26.3% 20.4% 3.8% B.7% 5.7% 28.2% 6.9%
Howard 31.5% 21.5% 8.0% 5.2% 3.2% 20.7% 6.0%
Kent 28.7% 13.6% 4.8% 4.2% 9.2% 32.2% 7.3%
Montgomery 26.3% 23.0% 10.0% 12.4% 6.0% 15.8%
Prince George's 22.5% 13.5% 10.0% 13.4% 7.6% 28.3% 4.7%
Cueen Anr 27.0% 18.1% 5.4% 9.2% 7.6% 27.0% 57%
5t Mary's 20.3% 18.5% 6.8% 9.2% 6.6% 31.6% 7.1%
So—set 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% 32% 8.4% 8.7% 34.7% 51%
Wicomico 20.9% 15.2% 2.8% 11.4% 9.8% 37.2% 27%
Worcester 34.9% 5.9% % 9.5% 7.4% 19.4% 4.5%
Statewide 24.5% 17.3% 7.4% 11.5% 7.6% 26.5% 5.2%
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Table 4.2
Property Tax Notes

'Battimore City, Baltimore, Caroline, Cecil, Garrett, Harford,
Howard, Kent, Montgomery, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset,
Talbot, Wicomico, Worcester

’Baltimore City, Caroline, Kent, Montgomery, Qucen Anne’s,
St. Mary’s, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico

3 . .
“Charles, Prince George’s

e :gany, Anne Arundel, Dorchester, Frederick

*Char , Dorchester, Prince George’s

®Alle. 1y, Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Baltimore, Caroline,
Cecil, Frederick, Garrett, Harford, Howard, Kent, Montgomery,

Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomice, Worcester

"Calvert, Carroll, Washington

Constant 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 asscssabie base, yields the same amount of property
tax revenues as in the prior year. New construction and

40

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, 17 counties
reduced their property tax rates in fiscal 2007; however, in
comparison to the constant yield tax rate, every jurisdiction in
Maryland except for Queen Anne’s County had a property tax
rate at or above the constant yield rate. Exhibit 4.2 - yws the
property tax rate in excess of the constant yield rate for each
county in fiscal 2007.

Local Income Tax Rates

During the 1999 session, the General . embly passed
legislation {Chapter 493) that changed the current system of
calculating local income taxes from a percentage of the State
fax liability to a flat county income tax rate applied to net
taxable income. The legisiation s s
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 rcsolution. Pursuant to the
legislation, county income tax rates may range between 1.00
and 3.20 percent.

There were no changes to local income tax rates in
Maryland for calendar 2003; however, six counties (Calv ft,
Carroll, Howard, Montgomery, Prince C >xge’s, and Talbot)



increascd 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.

Prince George’s County was the only jurisdiction to
alter its local income tax rate for calendar 2007, decreasing it
from 3.20 to 3.10 percent. Two counties, Howard and
Montgomery, are now implementing an income tax rate of
3.20 percent, which is the maximum rate allowed by State law.
Worcester County continues to have the [owest local income
tax rate at 1.25 percent.

Exhibit 4.3 shows the rates for income taxes for
calendar 2003 through 2007. In summary, over the last five
years, six counties have increased their income tax rates, one
county has reduced its rate, and one county has both increased
and decreased its rate.

Recordation Tax Rates

No county changed its recordation tax rate for fiscal
2007. The rang for recordation tax rates is $2.20 per $500 of
transaction in Prince George’s County to $5.00 per $500 of
1 nsaction in seven jurisdictions — Baltimore City and Calvert,
Caroline, Carroll, Charles, Dorchester, and Frederick counties.
Exhibit 4.4 shows the recordation, transfer, admissions and
amusement, and hotel/motel tax rates by county for fiscat 2006
and 2007.
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Transfer Tax Rates

No county changed its transfer tax rate for fiscal 2007.
Local transfer tax rates range from (.5 percent in six
jurisdictions (Allegany, Caroline, Kent, Q 2n . s,
Washington, and Worcester counties) to 1.5 percent in
Baltimore City and Baltimore County. Seven counties
(Calvert, Carroll, ( :il, Charles, Frederick, Somerset, and
Wicomico) do not impose a transfer tax on property transfers.

Admissions and Amusement Tax Rates

One county changed its admissions and amusement tax
rate for fiscal 2007 - Calvert County lowered it from 10.0¢ to
1.0 percent. Admissions and amusement tax rates range from
0.5 percent in Dorchester 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 T: “ates

No county changed its hotel and motel tax rate for fiscal
2007. Hotel and motel tax rates range from 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
Arundel County, the total annual increase in property tax
revenues is [imited to the [esser of 4.5 percent or the increase 1n
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 docs not apply
te new construction. In addition, the [imitation can be
overridden by an affirmative vote of seven of the nine county
counc members. In Prince George’s County, the general
property tax rate is capped at $0.96 per $100 of assessed value.
Special taxing districts, such as the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning Commission, are not included 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 Ci and {(Allegany County). Chevy Chase,
Section 5 (Montgomery County) did not imposc a local
property tax in fiscal 2007. While only 15 percent of the
State’s population resides in incorporated areas (excluding
Baltimore City), there -~ ="~ 2 counties where over 30 percent
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of residents live in municipalities. Exhibit 4.5 shows the
municipal property tax rates for the 25 largest municipalities,
ranked by the combined county and municipal property tax
rates. Appendix 6 shows the r | 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 in fiscal 2006,
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 is a direct grant to municipalities for providing
services that are similar fo county services. These services
include police protection, highway and street malntenance,
sanitation and waste collection, planning and zoning, and
recreation and parks. In fiscal 2006, municipal tax differentials
and rebates totaled a~~roximately $59.5 million, a 14.5 percent
increase over the prior yecar. Exhibit 4.6 shows the amount of
tax set-offs provided in fiscal 2006 by county.

Even with such tax set-off programs, many munic al
residents face relatively high property tax rates. Ior example,
residents in Cumberland are subject to a $1.857 combined
county/municipal property tax rate, which 1s almost twice the
amount of the Allegany County rate. Table 4.3 lists the



municipalities with the highest combined county/municipal
property tax rates for fiscal 2007.

Table 4.3
Municipalities with the Highest Combined Local
_ roperty Tax Rates in Maryland

Fiscal 2007

Combined
Munmicipality County Tax Rate
Baitimore City £2.288
Moruingside Prince George’s 1.982
Mt. Rainier Prince George’s 1.952
Cumberland Allegany 1.857
Cottage City Prince George’s 1.851
Blac  sburg Prince George’s 1.837
Riverdale Park Prince George's 1.798
Princess Anne Somerset 1.794
Hyattsville Prince George’s 1.791
Colmar Manor Prince George’s 1.791
University Park Prince George’s 1.772

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Department of

Development Impact Fees and Excise Taxes

Development impact fees and excise taxes enable local
governments to collect revenue from builders for public
cilities required by new residential or commercial
development. As a result of these development charges, local
governments are able to shift the costs of new public facilities
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from existing taxpayers to individuals responsible for the
development. In many situations, the use of development
charges may eliminate the need for county-wide tax increases.
Another benefit of development charges is that local officials
can collect the needed revenue for the expansion or
constrnuction of new publie facilities prior to the construction of
any new residential development. In this manner, 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 ™ '3
restriction applies to code home rule counties, which have
already received authority from the General Assembly to
impose such charges. Sixteen counties impo: either a
development impact fee or excise tax, which generated
approximately $127.3 million in revenues in fiscal 2006. The
primary services funded by these charges include public school
construction, transportation, public safety, parks and recreation,
and water/sewer utilities. Exhibit 4.7 shows the counties that
impose either a development impact fee or excise tax and the
revenues genel by such '3 s,

An excise tax is a straightforward approach in fin: :ing
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. Tl excise ... 1be
imposed on activities and in amounts authorized by the Gene |
Assembly.



An impact fee involves a more complex process that
requircs a jurisdiction to justify the fee amount in relation to
the potential impact that the ncw development would have on
the jurisdiction. Before imposing an impact fee, a jurisdiction
must conduct a study that measures the impact that the new
dev ">pment will have on various put '~ -~ vices. In addition,
there must be a nexus between the impact of the new
development and the fee amount; there also must be a
ceographic nexus between where the fee is collected and where
the funds are spent. A jurisdiction cannot collect the impact
fee in one part of  county and spend the funds elsewhere.

Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances

Adequate public facilities ordinances {APFOs) are
another tool that a local government may utilize 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 several municipalities adopting
their own ordinances. Table 4.4 lists the counties that have
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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 deveiopment
or, in extreme cases, to delay development approvals until
adequate service levels are in place or are reasonably assured.
However, APFOs are not intend "~ to stop ~~ywth that is
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otherwise consistent with local zoning. Accordingly, the
application of an APFO is usually associated with a funding
source to address whatever the constraint on growth approy
might be. That funding source is usually either the local
government or the developer.

APFQs 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
kind, how much, and when.

Table 4.4

Cou ‘s with Adequate Public Facilities Ot inces

Anne Arundel Frederick Queen Anne’s
Baltimore Harford St. Mary’s
Calvert Howard Washington
Carroll Montgomery

Charles Prince George’s

Source: Maryland Department of Planning




Senate Bill 1024 and House Bill 1683 of 2006 (neither
of which passed) would have required a municipality to be
governed by the county APFO until the municipality adopts an
ordinance that meets minimum specified standards and
requirements. Specified standards and requirements included
provisions for the impact of any development or growth within
the municipality that affects public schools, libraries, and
roadways located in the county. This iegislation addressed the
concerns that county govemments had with developers
circumventing county APFO requirements by locating
proposed developments in municipalities without, or with less
stringent, APFO requirements.
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County Real Property Tax Rates in Fiscal 2003 — 2007

Exhibit 4.1

{per $100 of assessed value)

County FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007
Allegany $0.984 $1.000 $1.001 $1.001 $0.983
Anne Arundel 0.930 0.955 0.941 0.931 0.918
Baltimore City 2.328 2.328 2.328 2.308 2.288
By 1.115 1.115 1.115 1.115 1.100
Calvert 0.892 0.892 0.892 0.892 0.892
Caroline 0.952 0.952 0.952 0.910 0.870
Carroll 1.048 1.048 1.048 1.048 1.048
Cert 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.960
Charles 1.016 1.016 1.026 1.026 1.028
Dorchester 0.880 0.930 0.930 0.920 0.896
Frederick 1.100 1.135 1.135 1.135 1.064
Garrett 1.036 1.036 1.036 1.000 i.0mn
Harford 1.092 1.082 1.092 1.082 1.082
Howard 1.170 1.170 1.170 1.170 1.140
Kent 1.012 1.012 1.012 0.992 0.972
Montgomery 1.018 1.019 1.009 0.967 0.916
Prince George's 1.286 1.319 1.319 1.319 1.319
Queen Anne's 0.976 0,976 0.926 0.870 0.800
St. Mary's 0.908 0.908 0._... 0.872 0.857
T 1.010 1.010 1.010 0.990 0.940
Talbot 0.553 0.553 0.540 0.520 0.500
Washington 0.948 0.948 0.948 0.948 0.948
Wicomico 1.047 1.041 1.025 0.993 0.942
tri~ecester 0.730 0.730 0.73n 0.730 0.7nn

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

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

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 4.2
Property Tax Rates Exceed Constant Yield Rate in Fiscal 2007

Actual Actual Constant

County FY 2006 EY 2007 Difference  Yield Rate Difference .
Allegany $1.001 $0.983 -$0.018 $0.965 $0.018
Anne Arundel 0.931 0.918 -0.013 0.874 0.044
Baltimore City 2.308 2.288 -0.020 2224 0.064
Baltimore 1.115 1.17" -0.015 1.067 0.033
Calvert 0.892 0.892 0.000 0.805 0.087
Caroline 0.910 0.870 -0.040 0.832 0.038
Carroll 1.048 1.048 0.000 0.970 0.078
Cecil 0.980 fr oan -0.020 0.903 0.057
Charles* 1.026 1.026 0.000 0.934 0.082
Dorchester 0.920 0.896 -0.024 0.896 0.000
Frederick” 1.135 1.064 -0.071 1.062 0.002
Garrett 1.000 1900 0.000 0.893 0.°™7
Harford 1.082 1.0t 0.000 0.989 0.093
Howard™ 1.170 1.140 -0.030 1.096 0.044
Kent 0.992 0.972 -0.020 0917 0.055
Montgomery* 0.967 0.918 -0.051 0.866 0.050
Prince George's™ 1.319 1.319 0.000 1.251 0.068
Queen Anne's 0.870 0.800 -0.070 0.801 -0.001
St. Mary's 0.872 0.857 -0.015 0.812 0.045
Somerset 0.99C 0.940 -0.050 0.874 0.066
Talbot 0.520 0.500 -0.020 0.479 0.021
Washington 0.948 0.948 0.000 0.873 0.075
Wicomico 0.993 0.942 -0.051 0.923 0.019

0.730 0.700 -0.030 0.622 0.078

al Property Tax Rates

Source: State Deparment of Astecgmente and Taxation Neradment of Legisiative Services

Amount in Excess of Constant Yield
Ranking by Highest to Lowest
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Garrett
Harford
Charles
Calvert
Carroll
Worcester
Washington
Prince George's
Somerset
Baltimore City
Cecil

Kent
Montgomery
St Mary's
Howard

Anne Arundel
Cargline
Baltimore
Talbot
Wicomico
Allegany
Frederick
Deorchester
Queen Anne's

30.107

0.093
0.092
0.087
0.078
0.078
0.075
0.068
0.066
0.064
0.057
0.055
0.050
0.045
0.044
0.044
0.038
0.033
Q.021
Q.019
0.018
(.002
0.000
-0.001
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Exhibit 4.3
County Income Tax Rates in Calendar 2003 — 2007

County CY 2003 CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2007
Allegany 2.93% 2.93% 2.93% 2.93% 2.93%
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% 2.090% 2.83%
Calvert 2.60% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80% 2.80%
Caroline 2.63% 2.63% 2.63% 2.63% 2.63%
Carroll 2.85% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05% 3.05%
Cecii 2.80% 2.80°% 2.80% 2°"% 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 2.65% 2.65% 2.65% 7 R5% 2.65%
Harford 3.06% 3.06% 3.06% 3.06% 3.06%
Howard 2.45% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20%
Kent 2.58% 2.58% 2.85% 2.85% 2.85%
Montgomery 2.95% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20%
Prince George's 3.10% 3.20% 3.20% 3.20% 3.10%
Queen Anne's 2.85% 2.85% 2.85% 2.85% 2.85%
St Mary's 3.10% 3.10% 3.05% 3.00% 3.00%
Somerset 2.15% 3.15% 3.15% 3.15% 3.15%
Talbot 1.79% 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% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25%

Source: Comptroller's Office
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Exhibit 4.6
Tax Differentials and Tax Rebates in Fiscal 2006

Tax Differential Tax Rebate Total

Allegany $815,009 %0 $815,009
Anne Arundei 16,524,487 0 16,524,487
Baltimore City N/A N/A N/A
Baltimore N/& N/A N/A
Calverl 2,002,378 a 2,002,378
Carpline 592,504 0 592,504
Carroll 0 2,130,555 2,130,555
Cecil 0 491,045 491 nAS
Charles 735,875 0 735,..
Darchester Q 69,000 69,000
Frederick 1] 5,405,180 5,405,
Garrett 214,828 o 214,828
Harford 4,280,483 4,296,801 5,577,284
Howard N/A N/A N/A
Kent 0 128,508 128,508
Moentgomery 4] 7,256,887 7,255,887
Prince George's 13,619,026 669 672 14,288,698
Queen Anne’'s #] 1] 0
. Mary's 0 I oo
Somerset f 0 G
Taibot 1,8UG.94¢ 0] 1,806,947
Washington 0 1,382,248 1,382,248
Wicomico 0 0] 4]
Worcester 0 1] 4]
Total $40,591,537 %18,885,266 $59,476,803

NiA: indicates the jurisdiction has no municipalities.
Source: Deparment of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 4.7
Development Impact Fees and Excise Taxes

FY 2007 FY 2006
County Type Rate Per Dwelling Esfimated Revenues
Allegany N/A N/A, N/A
Anne Arundel Impact Fee 4781 11,127,876
Baltimore City N/A, N/A N/A
Baltimore NfA N/A N/A
Calverl Excise Tax 12,950 5,302,300
Caroline Excise Tax 5,000 966,402
Carroll Impact Fee 6,838 3,436,236
il N/A N/A N/A
Charles Excise Tax 10,858 1,346,948
Darchester Excise Tax 3.671 1,265,851
Frederick Both 11,595 15,064,080
Garratt N/A, N/A N/A
Harlord Impact Fee 7,442 3,400,200
Howard Excise Tax $1.87/sq.1. 13,605,188
Kent N{A N/A N/A
Montgomery Excise Tax 14,283 13,212,000
Prince George's Excise Tax 19,361 43,102,486
Queen Anne's Impact Fee Eivnn ool
5t. Mary's Impact Fee 4,500 3,789,525
Snmarggf N/A N/ N/A
121001 Impact Fee 5,347 1,378,430
Washington Excise Tax 13,000 7,745 961
Wicomico Impact Fee 5,231 96,000
Worcest-- NIA N/A N/A
Total $127,314,223

N/A: indicates the jurisdiction does not impose either a development impact fee or excise tax.
Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Chapter 5. Local Revenue Growth

Local revenue growth remains positive in fiscal 2007
due to continued strong increases in property assessments and
modera increases in net taxable income. County assessable
base increased by 15.7 percent in fiscal 2007, continuing a
four-year period of strong assessment growth. Likewise, net
taxable income so increased but at a lower ra  than the prior
year. Net taxable income increased by 6.0 percent in tax year
2005 compared to 8.4 percent in tax year 2004. Table 5.1
compares the relative growth in county assessable base and net
taxable income.

Table 5.1
Comparison of Local Revenue Measures
Annual Percent Growth

Coun  ssessable Base Net Tax ~° ~ ‘ome
FY 2003 5.4% TY 2002 -0.9%
FY 2004 7.0% TY 2003 4.1%
Y 2005 9.4% TY 2004 8.4%
FY 2006 13.1% TY 2005 6.0%
FY 200, 15.. 4 TY 2006 N/A

irtment of Assessments and Taxation, Comptroller’s Office
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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 municipal governments, 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 ass ments, local property tax
collections should remain strong for the near future.

County assessable base in fiscal 2007 totaled
$547.4 billion or $97,740 per State resident. Per capita
assessable base ranges from $39,723 *- Taltimore City to
$297,104 in Worcester County. Statewade, real prop v
accounts for 96 percent of the assessable bx d personal
property accounts for 4 percent. In Allegany and Calvert
counties, property subject to personal property rates accounts
for approximately 11.5 percent of each county’s assessable
base. Exhibit 5.1 shows the per capita assessable base and
assessable base growth for each jurisdiction for fiscal 2007.

Exhibit 5.2 shows ' real, personal, and total county
assessable base for cach county for fiscal 2007. Exhibit 5.3
shows the percentage change in total county assessable base
(real and personal property) sini  fiscal 2000. Exhibit 5.4



shows total county assessable base (real and personal property)
since fiscal 2003.

Assessable Base Growth

The soaring real estate market in Maryland fueled by
low-interest rates and a strong economy has increased the
demand for housing throughout the State, which has
contributed to record increases in property assessments. Total
county assessable base increased by 15.7 percent in {iseal
2007, the highest annual percentage increase over the last
10 years (fiscal 1998 through 2007). Real property increased
by 16.4 percent statewide in fiscal 2007, whereas personal
property increased by 2.8 percent.

*+ ¢ -wn in Table 5.2, the State Department of
Assessments and Taxation projects that total county assessable
base will grow by 15.8 percent in fiscal 2008 and 12.9 percent
in fiscal 2009. This indicates that local property tax collections
should continue to remain strong in the near future.

Table 5.2
County Assessable Base Growth Forecast

FY 2007 FY 2008 EY 2009

15.7% 15.8% 12.9%

Source; State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Since 2000, property assessments in Maryland have
increased significantly. Nationwide, real estate values have
risen at a rate of more than five times the ra of inflation. In
Maryland, the rate of increase has surpassed the national
average. The average three-year increase in the full cash value
of property undergoing re: :ssment totaled 10.1 percent in
2001 and 60.2 percent in 2006.

Properties reassessed for 2007 realized an increase of
56.1 percent statewide, ranging from 38.3 percent in Garrett
County to 84.3 percent in St. Mary’s County. This is the
second largest increase in Maryland since the beginning of the
triennial reassessments in 1980, with last year being the largest
increase. Under the State’s triennial assessment process, the
increase in the full cash v “ue of property is phased in over a
three-year period. Exhibit 5.5 shows the average increase in
the [ull cash value of property reassessed for 2007 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
$670,000 in revenues, whereas it generates only $112,000 in
Somerset County, even though both jurisdietions have n 'y
the same nt ~"er of residen  The fiscal impact of a one-cent
increase in real property tax rates for fiscal 2003 through 2007
is depicted in Exhibit 5.6. In addition, since personal property



tax rates are set at 2.5 times the real property tax rate, a
one-cent incre se 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. Thrce primary
approaches are used in Maryland to provide property tax relief
to homeowners: (1) the Homestead Tax Credit Program that
limits annual assessment increases to all homeowners
rcgardless of income; (2) the Homeowners’ (circuit breaker)
Tax Credit Prog n 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
revenucs, and members of the General Assembly have
repeatedly * * -oduced legislation addressir these property tax
relief measures.

Homestead Tax 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 amc t of real property taxes resulting from
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an annual assessment inerease that exceeds a certain percentage
or “cap” in any given year. The State requ 5 the cap on
assessment increases to be set at 10 per 1t 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 and 18 counties in
fiscal 2008. Table 5.3 lists the counties with assessment caps
below 10 percent in fiscal 2007 and  18. Due to the
continuing rise in property assessments, three counties
(Caroline, Charles, and Washington) lowered their assessment
cap in fiscal 2008, while Prince George’s County raised its cap.

The Homestead Tax Credit Program is administered as
follows:

. Increases in property assessments are equally spread
out over three years. For example, if a property’s
assessment increased by 360,000, from 380,000 to
$140,000, the increase would be phased in through
increments of $20,000 annually for the next years.

. If the assessment cap were set at 10 percent, however,
the amount of -~-~--~ment subject to taxes would
increase by only $8,000 in the first year, $8,800 in 1l
following year, and $9,680 in the third year.

Since the assessment cap was set lower than the actual
market increase, the homeowner does not have to pay
taxes on the property’s full assessed value.



Table 5.3
Counties with Assessment Caps Below 10%

County FY 2007 Cap FY 2008 Cap
Anne Arundel 2% 2%
Baltimore City 4% 4%
Baltimore 4% 4%
Caroline 10% 5%
Carroll 7% 7%
Cecil 8% 8%
Charles 10% 7%
Dorchester 5% 5%
Frederick 5% 5%
Garrett 5% 5%
Howard 5% 5%
Kent ) ) 5% 3%
Prince George s 3% 4%
Queen Anne’s 5% 5%
St. Mary’s 5% 5%
Talbot 0% 0%
Washington 10% 5%
Worc 3% 3%

S rce: State Department of Assessments and Taxation

The Homestead Tax Credit Program has provided
significant local property tax r ' ¢ in re ot years. This
foregone revenue is estimated at $601.3 million in fiscal 2007,

$994.0 million in fiscal 2008, and $1.4 billion in fiscal 2009.
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While the State has set the assessment cap at 10 percent, a
majority of jurisdictions have an asse: : ca, below
10 percent. The tax relief associated with an assessment cap
below 10 percent is estimated at $90.0 million in fiscal 2007,
$113.7 million in fis ' 2008, and $241.4 ~—""ion in fiscal
2009. E:" ™it 5.7 shows the estimated county property tax
revenue foregone for fiscal 2007 through 2009 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 2007, Exhibit 5.9 shows the
associated relief for fiscal 2008, and Exhibit 5.10 shows
associated relief for fiscai 2009.

The extent to which the Homestead Tax Credit Program
may actually restrict 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 impac 1 by a charter-imposed property tax
limitation measure would presumably reduce tax rates to offset
the impact of rising assessments in the absence of the
homestead credit.

State Revenue Loss

The Homestead Tax Credit Program will reduce State
property tax revenues by $38.1 million in fiscal 2007,
$67.7 million in fiscal 2008, and $95.0 million in fiscal 2009.



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
on income tax revenue ranges from 5.9 percent 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 and 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 1999.

Net taxable income for Maryland jurisdictions totaled
$119.2 billion in tax year 2005, ranging from $201.4 million in
Somerset County to $32.2 billion in Montgomery County. For
alt counties, net taxable income increased by 6.0 percent in tax
vear 2005, with Queen Anne’s County experiencing the
greal * ~ cease at [0.6 percent. All jurisdictions, except
Dorchester County, experienced an increase in net taxable
income in tax year 2005.

Montgomery County has the highest per capita net
taxable income at $34,759 followed by Howard County at
$29,857. Somerset County has the lowest per capita net
taxable income at $7,791, with Baltimore City having the
second lowest at $10,693. Exhibit 5.13 ranks local
jur’ ‘ictions according to per capita net taxable income and net
taxable income growth.
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County Assessable Base Measures for Fiscal 2007

Per Capita Assessable

County A~-~~rgable Base Base Growth

Allegany $3L.. .6 4.2%
Anne Arundel 119,063 15.7%
Baltimore City 38,723 8.6%
Baltimore 79,334 12.4%
Calvert 110,804 15.9%
Caroline 65,647 16.9%
Carroll 91,6482 15.0%
Cecil 81,108 14.2%
Charles 95,839 17.7%
Dorchester 76,460 11.5%
Frederick 101,010 17.5%
Garrett 112,741 17.3%
Harford 83,284 14.9%
Howard 134,436 17.4%
Kent 109,609 14.2%
Montgomery 157,199 17.8%
Prince George's 74,134 15.1%
Queen Anne's 135,369 18.2%
5t Mary's 85,241 19.6%
Somerset 45,669 23.0%
Talbot 189,151 14.7%
Washington 71,279 14.4%
Wicomico 62,139 12.2%
Worcester 297,104 23.0%
Statewide $97,740 15.7%
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Exhibit 5.1

County
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. Montgomery
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. Baltimore
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. Caroline
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. Somerset

. Altegany

. Baltimore City

Source: State Department of Assessments and Taxation, Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 5.3
Growth in County Assessable Base — Real and Personal Property

Fiscal 2000-2009

County FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 Fy 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 200SE
Allegany 11.5% -0.3% -4.4% -2.1% 1.5% 3.3% 4.3% 4.2% 7.7% 8.1%
Anne Arundel 3.6% 3.5% 5.6% 6.7% 8.3% 11.5% 14.2% 157% 16.3% 12.5%

altimore City D.7% 1.7% 2.5% 2.8% 2.8% 6.8% 7.7% 8.6% 13.5% 11.2%
Baltimore 3.1% 3.0% 2.9% 3.5% 4.0% 5.5% 0.9% 12 A% 15.5% 12.0%
Calvert 3.9% 1.0% 2.1% 57% 7.6% 8.8% 12.2% 15.9% 3% 16.1%
Carcline 5.3% 5.4% 4.3% 5.0% 51% 9.3% 12.6% 16.9% 14.7% 11.2%
Carroll 5.4% 4.5% 5.1% 6.9% 8.5% 8.7% 13.0% 15.0% 15.1% 11.4%
Cecil 5.3% 3.7% 5.0% 8.6% 7.6% 10.9% 11.4% 14.2% 15 6 1 oo
Charles 4.7% 2.7% 8.2% 5.8% 7.4% 8.2% 12.2% 17.7% 18.1% 10.6%
Dorchester 3.3% 2.7% 29% 5.6% 10.2% 6.7% 11.1% 11.5% 14.5% 14.0%
Frederick 6.2% 3.4% 5.8% 6.5% 8.7% 9.4% 16.0% 17.5% 21.3% 9.1%
Garrelt 47 k6% 4.7% 7.4% 3.8% 8.5% 14.3% 17.3% 12.0% 14.5%
Harford 5.3% 4.4% 5.0% 8.1% 5.8% 8.1% 11.2% 14.9% 13.9% 13.6%
Howard 5.9% 5.2% 8.5% 4.2% 7.8% 11.2% 14.2% 17.4% 14.5% 10.2%
kent 2.1% 1.9% 3.8% 5.0% 7.0% 8.7% 13.0% 14.2% 14.0% 10.0%
Montgomery 2.6% 3.4% 4.6% 6.4% 9.3% 11.8% 16.: 17.8% 15.7% 13.7%
Prince George's 1.7% 1.5% 3.0% 4.7% 4.6% 7.2% 11.1% 15.1% 16.3% 16.7%
Queen Anne's 4.9% 57% 6.6% 8.9% 11.4% 13.3% 14.3% 18.2% 15.4% 12.2%
St. Mary's 5.68% 4.9% 4.2% 5.9% 5.4% 6.5% 10.7% 19.6% 15.7% 11.8%
Somerset 2.8% 2.6% 1.8% 3.8% 5.3% 5.9% 13.3% 27 N% 18.2% 13194
Talbat 4.4% 0.5% 11.3% 8.8% 111% 13.8% 14.6% 14.7% 17.5% 17" "%
Washington 57% 4.6% 6.1% 2.3% 9.4% 32% 11.6% 14.4% 15.3% 11.8%
Wicomico 5.8% 4.8% 2.4% 3.9% 5.6% 5.8% 9.1% 12.2% 11.7% 9.6%
Worcester A N%Y 3.5% 8.3% 8.5% 16.0% 18.2% 17 6% 23.0% T 14.3%
Statewide 3.5% 3.2% 4.5% 5.4% 7.0% 9.4% 13.1% 15.7% 15.8% 12.9%

Source; State Department of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.5
Assessment Increases Will Push Local Revenues Upward in Fiscal 2008

Group 1 of 3
Full Cash
Value Increase Average County
Before Cap Annual Assessment

Connty {Over 3 Yearsl Increase _ Cao
Allegany 43.3% 14.4% 10%
Anne Arundel 55.4% 18.5% 2%
Baltimore City 58.5% 19.5% 4%
Baltimore 64.5% 21.6% 4%
Calvert 69.7% 23.2% 10%
Caroline 73.6% 24.5% 5%
Carroll 56.9% 19.0% 7%
oo 54.0% 18.0% oL
Charles 62.6% 20.9% 7%
Dorchester 58.5% 19.5% 5%
Frederick 52.2% 17.4% 5%
Garrett 38.3% 12.8% 5%

zrford 55.5% 18.5% 10%
Howard 50.3% 16.8% 5%
Kent 65.2% 21.7% 5%
Montgomery 43.4% 14.5% 10%
Frince George's 79.5% 26.5% 4%
Queen Anne's 50.1% 16.7% 5%
St Mary's 84.3% 28.1% 5%
Somerget 70 "ol 26.5% 10%
Talbot 54.8% 18.3% 0%
Washington 64.7% 21.6% 5%
Wicomico 53.2% 17.7% 10%
Worcester 54.1% 18.0% 3%
Statewide 56.1% 18.7%

Source: State Deparlment of Assessments and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.6
One-cent Yield in County Real Property Tax Rates
Fiscal 2003-2007

County FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2067
Allegany $216,000 $223,000 $233.000 $245,000 $259,000
Anne Arundel 3,566,000 3,892,000 4,368,000 5,010,000 5,829,000
Baltimore City 1,759,000 1,821,000 1,966,000 2,131,000 2,327,000
o nore 4,319,000 4,506,00" 4,771,000 = oed nnn 5,939,000
Calvert 552,000 594,000 647,000 732,000 863,000
Caroline 130,000 137,000 151,000 171,000 200,000
Carroll 877,000 1,044,000 1,140,000 1,282,000 1,493,000
Cecil 493 000 534,000 589,000 J00 754,000
Charles 776,000 840,000 921,000 1,042 000 1,241,000
Doerchestar 150,000 168,000 181,000 203,000 227,000
Frederick 1,366,000 1,462,000 1,603,000 1,864,000 2,196,000
Garrett 197,000 218,000 242,000 277,000 327.000
Harford 1,270,000 1,355,000 1,471,000 1,645,000 1,899,000
Haward 2,124,000 2,301,000 2,572,000 2,955,000 3,481,000
Kent 142,000 152,000 166,000 188,000 214,000
Mantgomery 8,288,000 9,131,000 10,274,000 14,990,000 14,150,000
Prince George's 4,058,000 4,279,000 4,624 000 5,167,000 5,891,000
Queen Anne’'s 356,000 397,000 451,000 517,000 611.000
St. Mary's 530,000 560,000 598,000 663,000 797,000
Somerset 68,000 73,000 78,000 90,000 112,000
Talbot 401,000 446,000 508,000 583,000 670,000
Washington 649,000 718,000 744 000 834,000 957,000
Wicomico 364,000 388,000 416,000 455,000 514,000
Worcester 694,000 811,000 g7 Ang 1,149,000 1,418 =~~~

Source: Department of Legisiative Services
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Exhibit 5.7
County Tax Relief Due to Homestead Tax Credits

Fiscal 2007 Fiscal 2008 Fiscal 2009
County Revenue Foregone Percent of Base Revenue Foregone Percent of Base Revenue Foregone Percent of Base
Allegany $100,670 0.4% $463,968 1.7% 779,043 2.6%
Anne Arundel 110,586,964 20.7% 163,146,773 26.1% 220,797,956 31.3%
Baltimore City 38,248,114 7.3% 73,685,260 12.2% 111,722,132 16.6%
Baltimore 63,835,257 Q Ro% 119,234,882 15.8% 176,943,676 20.8%
Calvert 4,440,590 5.8% 9,253,035 9.7% 13,757,859 12.2%
Caroline 551,019 3.2% 1,784,584 8.9% 3,026,071 13.6%
Carroll 12,055,947 7.8% 23,376,849 13.0% 34,645,561 17.2%
Cecil 2,373,237 3.3% 5,438,588 6.6% 8,383,173 8.9%
Charles 6,201,334 4.9% 16,334,503 10.8% 26,352,645 15.7%
Dorchester 931,356 4.6% 2,126,385 9.2% 3,357,482 12.6%
Frederick 21,098,210 9.1% 41,154,269 14.6% 61,909,212 20.1%
Garrett 613,790 1.9% 1,001,145 2.7% 1,404,188 3.3%
Harford 6,622,655 3.2% 13,863,345 5.9% 20,282,287 7.6%
Howard 58,634,151 14.9% 91,959,237 20.3% 127,316,052 254%
Kent 1,553,758 7.5% 2,479,809 10.5% 3,476,523 13.3%
Montgomery 141,032,228 1n ool 203,070,315 13.5% 264,953,232 15.5%
Prince George's 107,983,969 13.8% 178,779,699 19.4% 255,306,768 236%
_Jeen Anne's 4 318,270 89% 0,0, 13.8% 11,334,770 17.9%
St. Mary's 4,619,495 6.8% 10,017,885 12.7% 15,541,233 17.6%
Somerset 312,244 3.0% 652,545 £ 3% 974 913 6.9%
Talbot 7,071,705 21.2% 9,821,073 25.0% 12,813,348 28.7%
Washington 2,143,556 2.4% 9,083,510 8.7% 15,965,130 13.6%
Wicomico 889,927 1.9% 2,067,817 3.8% 3,134,083 5.2%
Worcester 5,070,265 5.1% 7,418,342 6.3% 1(,285 704 77%
Statewide $601,288,711 11.0% $993,974,192 15.4% $1,404,473,129 19.0%

Source: State Department of Assessmenls and Taxation
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Exhibit 5.12
Growth in Net Taxable Income

Source: Comptroller's Office
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County TY 2000 TY 2001 TY 2002 TY 2003 TY 2004 TY 2005
Allegany 3.0% -1.8% 0.8% 2.1% 3.5% 6.6%
Anne Arundel 11.3% -2.8% 0.2% 3.8% 7.4% 7.4%
Baltimore City 6.3% -4.0% -4.3% 2.2% 8.3% 5.8%
Baltimore 6.0% -3.4% -2.1% 4.3% 7.8% 3.9%
Calvert 10.6% 4.6% 7.8% 5.3% 8.7% 6.3%
Caroline 7.6% 1.9% 0.0% 5.1% 10.7% 6.2%
Carroll 10.8% 2.4% 2.1% 6.0% 8.9% 5.3%
Cecil 8.5% 1.1% 1.2% 6.0% 9.2% 7.0%
Charles 8.9% 4.0% 4.3% 5.9% 8.3% 5.4%
Dorchester 13.8% -8.4% -0.5% 3.0% 16.7% 0.0%
Frederick 11.5% 4.4% 1.4% 4.9% 9.1% 7.3%
Garrett 12.5% 1.3% 1.0% 7.3% 6.2% 8.4%
Harford 10.2% -1.1% 2.3% 4.9% 8.1% 6.8%
Howard 14.5% -4.8% -0.1% 5.3% 10.3% 4 3%
Kent 4.7% -0.3% -5.3% 4.5% 11.9% B.3%
Montgnmery 12.4% -6.9% -3.1% 3.1% 8.6% 8.2%
Prince George's 6.8% 0.5% 0.2% 2.3% 5.9% 2.7%
Queen Anne's 8.5% 1.7% 2.1% B.5% 10.9% 10.6%
St. Mary's 8.0% 6.4% 4.5% 10.6% 7.9% 42%
Somerset 4.9% 3.6% 2.1% 5.3% -0.2% 7.0%
Talbot 6.7% -10.1% -4.6% 7.3% 17.4% 5.5%
Washington 7.4% 1.2% 0.0% 5.4% 10.5% 7.1%
Wicornico 5.8% -0.4% 0.1% 7.2% 15.7% 4.0%
Worcester 10.6% -N 9% -0.3% 8.6% 14.2% 1.4%
Total 9.6% -2.8% -0.9% 4.1% 8.4% 6.0%




Net Taxable Income Measures for Tax Year 2005

Source: Comptrotler's Office, Department of Legislalive Services

Per Capita Net Net Taxable

County Taxable Income Income Growth
Al jany $11,108 6.6%
Anne Arundel 24,190 7.4%
Baltimore City 10,693 5.8%
Baltimare 22,849 2 "oy
Calvert 21,388 6.3%
Caroline 12,541 6.2%
Carroll 20,175 5.3%
Cecil 15,694 7.0%
Charles 18,235 5.4%

orchester 12,256 0.0%
Frederick 22,103 7.3%
Garrett 12,310 8.4%
Harford 20,181 6.8%
Howard 29,857 4.3%
Kent 17,804 8.3%
Mantgomery 34,759 8.2%
Prince George's 13,912 2.7%
Queen Anne's 23,229 10.6%
St Mary's 17,942 4.2%
Somerset 7,791 7 .00k
Talbot 29,263 55%
Washington 15,456 7.1%
Wicomico 14,978 4.0%
Worcester 21,091 1.4%
Statewide $21,278 6.0%
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Exhibit 5.13

County

. Montgomery

. Howard

. Talbot

. Anne Arundel
. Queen Anne's
. Baltimore

. Frederick

. Calvert

. Worcester

. Harford

. Carrall

. Charles

. St Mary's

. Kent

. Cecil

. Washington

. Wicomica

. Prince George's
. Caroline

. Garrett

. Dorchester

. Allegany

. Baltimore City
. Somerset

Per Capita Net

Taxable Income

$34,759
29,857
7263
24,190
23,229
22,849
22,103
21,388
21,091
20,181
20,175
18,235
17,942
17,804
15,694
15,456
14,978
13,912
12,541
12,310
12,256
11,108
10,693
7,791
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County

. Queen Anne's
. Garrett

. Kent

. Montgomery

. Anne Arundel
. Frederick

. Washingion

. Cecil

. Somerset

. Harford

. Allegany

. Calvert

. Cargline

. Baltimore City
. Talbot

. Charles

. Carrall

. Howard

. St. Mary's

. Wicomico

. Baltimore

. Prince George's
. Worcester

. Dorchester
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Net Taxable

Income Growth

10.6%
8.4%
8.3%
8.2%
7.4%
7.3%
7.1%
7.0%
7.0%
6.8%
6.6%
6.3%
6;2 O/D
5.8%
5.5%
5.4%
5.3%
4.3%
4.2%
4.0%
3.9%
2.7%
1.4%
0.0%



Chapter 6. County Salary Actions

Local government salaries continued to improve in
fiscal 2007. All 23 counties and Baltimore City provided their
employees with  cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), while
21 counties provided merit or step increases. Additionally, all
24 local boards of education provided COLAs and merit/step
increases for their teachers. Teacher COLAs in fiscal 2007
ranged from 3.0 to 7.5 percent. Most local bo: 's (19)
provided COLAs in the range of 3 to 4 percent. A majority of
local governments provided at least a 4 percent COLA
(including any market adjustments) to their employees in fiscal
2007. For comparison purposes, the State provided its
employees with a 2.15 percent average CC™ A. Table 6.1
compares the COLA amounts for county and public school
employees in fiscal 2006 and 2007. Exhibit 6.1 indicates the
number of jurisdictions providing salary enhancement over the
last eight vears. Exhibit 6.2 shows local salary enhancements
in fiscal 2007.

Table 6.2 5 the annual growth in the av ag
weekly wage for t evels of government and the private
sector in Maryland. The annual growth in State government
salaries trailed the other sectors of the Maryland economy.
Over the last five years, the average weekly wage for State
government employees increased by 3.4 percent annually
compared to 4.0 percent for local governrnent employees,
6.9 percent for federal employees, and 3.8 percent for private
sector employees.
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Table 6.1
Local Government Cost-of-living Adjustments

County Goverument Public Schools

COLA Amount FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2007
No COLA 1 0 0 0
1% to 2.9% 7 5 4 0
3% to 3.9% 10 8 13 7
4% and Greater 6 11 7 17
Source: Department of Legislative Services

Table 6.2

Growth in Average Weekly Wages
Annual
2000 2005 T

Fec al Government $1,029 $1,437 6.Y%
State Government 710 839 e
Local Government 666 811 4.0%
Private Sector 683 823 3.8%

Source: Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation




Exhibit 6.1
Number of Counties Providing Salary Increases

FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 EY 2006 FY 2007
State Government
COLA Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Step Increases Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Local Government
COLA
County Employees 21 21 21 21 14 22 23 j
Board of Education 23 24 24 24 23 23 Z 24
Step Increascs
County Employees 21 19 18 18 13 19 19 21
Board of Education 24 24 22 24 23 24 24 24
Both COLA and Step
County Employees 20 20 17 i5 17 19 2]
Board of Education 21 24 22 24 22 23 24 24

Source: Department of Legislative Services




Exhibit 6.2
Local Government Salary Actions in Fiscal 2007

County Government Board of Education
Generally Teachers Comments
County COLA Step COLA Step
Allegany' 3.00% Yes 7.50% Yes "'In Allegany County, board of education bargaining units, other then teachers, received a 5%
Anne Arundel® 3.00% Yes 6.00% Yes cost-of-living adjustment {COLA).
Baltimore City’ Varics Yes 5.00% Yes 2 In Annc Armundel County. labor, maintenance. and clerical workers reccived a COLA of 2%.
B2 e’ 3.00% Ycs 5.00% Yes County school administrators reccived a 6% COLA; howcver, board of education employees
represented by AFSCME reccived a 3% COLA, and board of education secrelanes, teacher
ggg?;:es ggg ;’,es 3383}' \Y,es assislants, and technicians did not receive a COLA in fiscal 2007,
g e Pese es *In Baltimore City. effective January 1. 2007. firelighters and police officers will receive a 3%
Carr.ok] 2'00:6 Yes 3 09;’0 Yes COLA, and managerial and professional emnployees will reccive a 2% COLA.  Employces
_Cecil 4.00% Yes 1.65% Yes represented by the City Union of Baltimore received a 3% COLA (effective July 1, 2006) as well
Charles® 4.50% Yes 3.00% Yes as an adjustment of $0.17 per hour {effective January 1, 2007). Employees represented by
Dorchester’ 2.50%, Yes 3.50% Yes AFSCME received a 4% COLA (3% effective July 1. 2006 and 1% effective January 1, 2007).
Frederick 2.00% Yes 4.50% Yes “ [n Baltimore County, police officers and [irefighters reccived a 4% COLA. Board of education
Garrett® 3.00% Yes 7.50% Yes bargaining unils, other than teachers, received a 3% COLA.

N 5 [n Caroline County, swom police officers and public safcty employees received a 3% COLA.
Harford 3.00% Yes 3.00% Yes % In addition to the COLA, Charles County cmployees received a 3% market adjustment to their
Howard 3.00% Yes 3.50% Yes salary.

Kent 4.00% No 4.00% Yes 7 . foi ved a 4o "

" . . In Daorchester County, school administratars received a 4% COLA and school board support staft

M(‘.lnlg(‘,lmery 4 00% Yces 4.30% Yes reccived a 2% COLA or $500.

Prince George’s"' 2.50% Yes 5.00% Yes BGarren County roads employees reccived an adjustment of $0.50 per hour.

Queen Anne’s 3.25%, Yes 3.25% Yes ® Harford County teachers reccived a 4% market adjustent 1o Lheir salarics in addition Lo the 3%

St. Mary’s 4.00% Yes 3.00% Yes COLA.

Somerse ' 1.50% RN 4.00% Yes 19 Of the 4% COL.A for Montgomery County employces, 3% was effective July 9, 2006 and 1%
- will be effective January 1, 2007. Firefighters (TAFFyand Fire ™~ ment ermploy  received a

Talbat s 3.00% Yes 4.00% Yes 5% COLA (4% elfective July 9, 2006 and 1% ctive January )

W?shin.gton' 4.50% No 4.00% Yes "' In Prince George’s County, correctional oflicers, police officers (FOP), sheriff's officials and

Wicomico 8.00% No 6.00% Yes deputics, and fire officials and Tire fighters received a 3% COLA.

Worcester 4.00% Yes 4.00% Yes 2 [n addition to the 1.5% COLA in Somerset County, county employces also received a 4% salary

NI ber Granting 24 21 24 24 adjustment reflecting implementation of Phase III (final) of the county’s special salary scale

adjustment plan.  Somerset County schoe! administrators received a 5% COLA and board of
educalioa classified cmployees received a 1% COLA.

' In Washington County, school administrators reccived a 6% COLA but did not receive
merit/step increases, Other board of education classilied employces (excluding teachers) did noL

Source: Depariment of Legistative Services
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Per Pupil Funding

Public schools in Maryland received about $12,100 in
total funding for each pupil in fiscal 2007. Baltimore City had
the highest per pupil revenues at $14,091, while Montgomery
County had the second highest at $13,937. Queen Anne’s
County, had the lowest per pupil revenues at $10,072.
Exhibit 7.2 shows the per pupil revenues for public schools in
fiscal 2007 by revenue source.

Per pupil federal funding in fiscal 2007 averaged
$698 statewide, ranging from $341 in Howard County to
$1,... in Baltimore City, as shown in Exhibit 7.3. Federal
funding is targeted to disadvantaged students through Title 1
grants and students with disabilities through special education
basic state grants.

Per pupil State funding in fiscal 2007 averaged
$5,422 statewide, ranging from $2,969 in Talbot County to
$9,725 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 -3 affluent school systems
receive refatively more State aid. In addition, State fundi~~ is
targeted to local school systems based on enrollments of at-nisk
student groups including students who receive free and

luced-price meals, students who are limited English
proficient, and students receiving special education services.

Per pupil local funding in fiscal 2007 averaged
$5,964 s ewide, ranging from $2,232 in Caroline County to
$10.244 in Montgomery County, as shown in Exhibit 7.5.
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Worcester, Howard, and Talbot counties had the next highest
per pupii local funding.

Local Appropriations

Local appropriations to the boards of education totaled
$4.9 billion in fiscal 2007, representing a 6.8 percent increase
from the prior year. Increases in local appropriations range
from less than 1 percent in Baltimore City to 12.6 perct " in
Worcester County. Since fiscal 2002, local appropriations
have increased by 5.2 percent annually. Local appropriations
in Baltimore City and Somerset County have increased by less
than 1 percent annually over this period, while the local
appropriation in Charles County has increased by 7.9 per 1t
annually, the highest growth rate in the o.ate. Exhibit 7.6
shows the local appropriations to the boards of education for
fiscal 2002 through 2007, and Exhibit 7.7 shows the annual
percent increase in the local appropriation.

Public School Construction

State funding for public school construction projects
remains a high priority for elected officials. Over the last five
years (fiscal 2003 through 2007), State of als hay provic |
almost $1 billion for local school construction projects. As
shown in Exhihit 7.8, combined State funding for school
construction projects over the last five years has ranged from
$4.8 million in Talbot County to about $108.1 million in both
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties.



Exhibit 7.1

Revenue Sources for Public Schools in Fiscal 2007

County Federa! State Local
Allegany 8.1% 67.2% 24 7%
Anne Arundel 4.1% 34.4% 61.5%
Baltimore City 12.7% 69.0% 18.3%
Baltimore 6.8% 42 .0% 51.2%
Calvert 4.0% 45.8% 50.2%
Caroline 6.3% 2% 21.5%
Carroll 3.8% 47 1% 49.2%
Cecil 4 6% 56.1% 39.4%
Charles 4.4% 50.8% 44 8%
Dorchester 86% 57.8% 33.6%
Frederick 4.2% 45 6% 50.2%
Garrett 7.3% 52.3% 40 4%
Harford 4.1% 49.7% 46.2%
Howard 2.7% 31.3% 66.0%
Kent 8.7% 38.4% 52.9%
Montgomery 3.5% 23.0% 73.5%
Prince George's 6.1% 54.9% 39.0%
Queen Anne's 6 4 40.0% 1%
St. Mary's 6.1% 52.7% 41.2%
Somerset 12.7% 62.7% 24.6°%
Talbot 5.9% 27.8% 66.2%
Washington 5.3% 56.1% 38.6%
Wicomico 6.4% 62.6% 31.0%
Worcester 5.9% 23.4% 70.7%
Total 5.8% 44 .9% 49.4%

Saurce: Local School Budgets, Department of Legislative Services
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Ranking by Percent State
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Carcline
Baltimore City
Allegany
Somerset
Wicomico
Dorchester
Washington
Cecil

Prince George's

St Mary's
Garrett
Charles
Harford
Carroll
Caivert
Frederick
Baltimore

Qu 1 Anne's
Kent

Anne Arundel
Howard
Talbot
Worcester
Montgomery

72.2%
69.0%
67.2%
62.7%
62.6%
57.8%
56.1%
56.1%
54.9%
52.7%
52.3%
50.8%
49.7%
47 1%
45.8%
45.6%
42.0%

).0%
38.4%
34.4%
31.3%
27.8%
23.4%
23.0%
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Ranking by Perc

Montgomery
Worcester
Talbot
Howard

Anne Arundel
Queen Anne's
Kent
Baltimore
Frederick
Calvert
Carroll
Harford
Charles

St Mary's
Garrett

Cecil

Prince George's

Washington
Dorchester
Wicomico
Allegany
Somerset
Caroline
Baltimore City

* Local

73.5%
70.7%
66.2%
66.0%
61.5%
53.1%
52.9%
51.2%
50.2%
50.2%
49.2%
46.2%
44 8%
41.2%
40.4%
39.4%
39.0%

33.6%
31.0%
24.7%
24.6%
21.5%
18.3%
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Exhibit 7.2
Per Pupil Revenues for Public Schools in Fiscal 2007

Ranking by Total Per Pupil Funding

County Fardarg| State Local Total
Allegany 989 $6,215 $3,014 $12,218
Anne Arundel 454 3,795 6,777 11,027
Baltimore City 1.791 9,725 2,575 14,091
Baltimore 788 4,871 5,949 11,608
Calvert 424 4,820 5,282 10,526
Caroline 659 7,494 2,232 10,385
Carroll 391 4,890 5107 10,388
Cecil 479 5,881 4,127 10,487
Charles 470 5,448 4,802 10,721
Dorchester 937 6,294 3,655 10,886
Frederick 430 4724 5,202 10,356
Garrett 801 5,704 4,400 10,905
Harford 439 5,264 4,899 10,601
Howard 341 3,875 8,177 12,393
Kent 1,120 4,927 6,788 12,836
Montgomery 482 3,211 10,244 13,937
Prince George's 748 6,748 4,801 12,297
Queen Anne's 697 5 11 10,00

St Mary's 634 5,444 4,262 10,341
Somerset 1,667 B,228 3,220 13,115
Talbot 632 2,969 7.066 10,668
Washington 543 5,750 3,952 10,244
Wicomico 693 6,780 3,359 10,831
Worcester 783 3,116 9,427 13,325
Total $698 $5,422 $5,964  $12,084

Source: Local School Budgets, Deparment of Legistative Services
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Baltimore City $14,091
Monigomery 13,937
Worcester 13,325
Somerset 13,115
Kent 12,836
Howard 12,393
Prince George's 12,297
Allegany 12,218
Baltimore 11,608
Anne Arundel 11,027
Garrett 10,905
Dorchester 10,886
Wicomico 10,831
Charles 10,721
Talbot 10,668
Harford 10,601
Calvert 10,526
-~ 10 37
Carroll 10,388
Caroline 10,385
Frederick 10,356
5t. Mary's 10,341
Washington 10,244
Clueen Anne's 10,072
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Exhibit 7.3

Federal Funding for Public Schools in Fiscal 2007

Per
County Enrcliment Total Federal Aid Pupil
Allegany 9,084 $8,879,976 3989
Anne Arundel 71,800 32,592,378 454
Baltimore City 80,763 144,606,633 1,791
Baltimore 101,924 80,315,332 788
Calvert 17,112 7,258,017 424
Caroline 5,308 3,497 576 659
Carroll 28,346 11,082,487 391
Cecil 15,924 7,633,990 479
Charles 25,822 12,147,340 470
Dorchester 4472 4,188,495 937
Frederick 39,482 16,981,629 430
Garrett 4528 3,626,671 801
Harford 38,666 16,970,290 439
Howard 48,148 16,408,853 341
Kent 2226 2,484 115 1,120
Montgomery 134,792 £5,014,851 482
Prince George's 125,443 93,873,297 748
Queen Anne's 7,464 5199,” | 697
St Mary's 15,911 10,094,415 634
Somerset 2772 4,621,734 1,667
Talbot 4224 2,670,966 632
Washington 21,078 11,436,833 543
Wicomico 14,380 9,968,051 £93
Worcester 6,487 5,077,000 783
Total 826,168 $576,739,877 $698

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

Baltimore City
Somerset
Kent
Allegany
Dorchester
Garrett
Baltimore
Worcester
Prince George's
Queen Anng's
Wicomica
Caroline
St Mary's
Talbot
Washington
Montgomery
Cecil

25
Anne Arundel
Harford
Frederick
Calvert
Carroll
Howard

$1,791
1,667
1,120
g89
937
801
788
783
748
697
693
6359
634
632
543
482
479
470
454
439
430
424
391
341
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Exhibit 7.4

State Funding for Public Schools in Fiscal 2007

Per
County Enroliment Total State Aid Pupil
Allegany 9,084 374627166 $8,215
Anne Arundel 71,800 272,514,501 3,795
Baltimore City 80,763 785,447 447 9,725
Baltimore 101,924 49R £N7 795 4 871
Calvert 17,112 Bz.4/¢,261 4,820
Caroline 5,309 39,787,765 7,484
Carroli 28,346 138,611,929 4,890
Cecil £~ 93,642,405 £ ac4
Charles 25,822 140,673,413 5,448
Dorchester 4 472 28,147,990 6,294
Frederick 39,482 186,502,290 4724
Garrett 4,528 25,825,606 5.704
Harford 38,666 203,528,385 5,264
Howard 48,148 186,563,092 3,875
Kent 2,226 10,968,536 4,927
Montgomery 13”4 792 432,810,370 3,211
Prince George's 122,443 846,478,728 8,748
Queen Anne's 7,484 30,040,132 4,025
St. Mary's 15,911 528,14 5,444
Crmargat 2,772 22,P™7 872 8,228
1 aipot 4,224 12,542,766 2,969
Washington 21,079 121,196,594 5,750
Wicomico 14,390 97 564,641 6,780
Worcester 6,487 TT 214,151 3116
Unallocated ) 0 43,436,0¢n 53
Total b2v,108 34,479,539,% /v 20,422

Source: Local School Budgets, Department of Legislative Services
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Ranking k- -~ =il Aid

Baltimore City $9,725
Somerset 8,228
Allegany 8,215
Caroline 7,494
Wicomico 6,780
Prince George's 6,748
Dorchester 6,294
Cecil 5,881
Washington 5,750
Garrett 5,704
Charles 5,448
St. Mary's 5,444
Harford 5,264
Kent 4,927
Carroll 4,890
Baltimore 4,871
Calvert 4,820
Frederick 4,724
Queen Anne’s 4,025
How | 3,875
Anne Arundel 3,795
Montgomery 3,21
Worcester 3,116
Talbot 2,969
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Exhibit 7.6

Local Appropriations to the Boards of Education
{$ in Thousands)

Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Budgetar

County FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 20 _.

Allegany $25,030 $25,530 $25,930 $25,630 $26,630 $27,380
Anne Arundel 362,680 383,840 390,600 414 261 449 214 486,604
Baltimore City 207,359 207,400 207,555 207,603 207,839 207,941
Baltimore 544,998 548,229 560,272 570,494 591,733 606,302
Calvert 68,900 73,413 76,413 80,913 85,713 90,379
Caroline 10,677 10,923 10,877 10,977 11,300 11,850
Carroll 105,968 111,428 118,061 125,158 135,585 144,760
Cecil 50,884 53,984 56,090 58,709 62,229 65,715
Charles 84,874 90,874 94,623 101,794 112,217 124,006
Dorchester 14,128 15,069 15,069 15,220 15,423 16,345
Frederick 142,610 150,627 168,753 175,397 189,208 205,381
Garrett 15,225 15,781 17,570 18,7772 18,800 19,925
Harford 138,335 145 851 147,272 154,047 175,415 189,415
Howard 276,040 292,401 310,590 334,590 362,590 393,711
Kent 12,887 13,437 13,075 13,676 14,276 15,110
Manigomery 1,029,704 1,079,189 1,133,352 1,208,019 1,273,231 1,380,771
Prince George's 467,788 496,973 521,254 545,372 562,043 602,243
Queen Anne's 30,978 32,797 35,007 36,587 38,037 39,940
5t Mary's 1511 54,511 56,125 58,900 62,634 e, 811
Somerset 1 R0D A R79 p =en e 400 8,548 8,926
Talbot 24,U1Y 2L, 4 25,835 26,360 27,898 29,849
Washington 68,261 71,713 74,798 78,817 81,986 83,303
Wicomico 43,744 44 665 45,680 46,125 46,925 48,330
Worcester 44,101 47,125 48,164 51,720 54,296 61,150
Total $3,830,394 $4,000,144 54,161,528 $4,367,231 34,613,769 $4,927,147

Source: Local School Budgets, Depariment of Legislative Services
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Chapter .. Local General Fund Balances

The Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports preparcd
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 economic downturn. A county’s general fund balance as a
percent of general fund revenues is one indicator of a county’s
fiscal health and the county’s ability to withstand an economic
downturn. Exhihit 8.1 shows the general fund balances and
“rainy day” account balances at the end of fiscal 2006 for each
county. Exhibit 8.2 shows the combined general fund/rainy
day™ balances for the last three fiscal years.

Local governments ended fiscal 2006 with general fund
balances, inciuding “rainy day” accounts, totaling $2.0 billion.
These balances increased by $260 mullion from the prior year,
as illustrated in Exhibit 8.2. The general fund/“rainy day”
balances as a percentage of general fund revenues increased
“om 16.8 to 180 percent. In cc_pe n, © : State’s
combined general fund/“rainy day” balances for fiscal 2006
were $2.8 billion, an increase of $1.2 billion from 2005. The
State’s combined general fund/“rainy day” balances as a
percentage of general fund revenues increased from 8.7 to
14.6 percent.
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It is important to note that 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 fund balance for
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.

Twenty-one counties reported an increase in their
genera) fund/“rainy day” balances between fiscal 2005 and
2006. Three counties experienced decreases in their general
fund balances between fiscal 2005 and 2006.
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Chapter 9. Local Debt Measures

County I bt

As of June 30, 2005, Maryland counties and Baltimore
City had $11.4 billion in outstanding debt, including general
obligation bonds, revenue and enterprise debt, federal loans,
State loans, capital leases, and short-term debt. Long-term debt
ger ally serves as a funding source for capital projects such as
highways, school facilities, sewer and water facilities, parking
facilities, parks and recreation facilities, housing and urban
development projects, and county buildings. Short-term debt
usually serves as a cash management tool. Exhibit 9.1 shows
outstanding debt for each jurisdiction for fiscal 2001 through
2005.

Between fis 1 2001 and 2003, local debt for counties
and Baltimore City increased by $1.4 billion or 13.8 percent.
This represents a 3.4 percent average annual increase over the
five-year period. The Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commissinn (W~ 3C) accounted for 12.8 percent of the total
< in ___cal 2005. In the exhibits, WSSC debt was
apportioned equa  b¢ een Montgomery and Prince George’s
counties. Montgomery County had $3.1 billion in outstanding
debt, while Prince George’s County had $1.7 billion in debt. In
comparison, Kent and Somerset counties were the smallest
borrowers. Kent County had $19.3 million in outstanding debt,
while Somerset County had $17.7 million in debt.
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As expected, a majority of the debt was located in areas
having greater infrastructure needs and greaier populations.
With 71 percent of the State’s population, Baltimore City 1
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Howard, Montgomery, and Prince
George’s counties accounted for approximately 82 percent of
the total debt. One reason certain counties have kess debt than
other larger counties is the interrelationship between a county
and its municipalities. Some municipalities bear t  burden of
maintaining 2 large portion of the infrastructure needs such as
water and sewer systems.

For comparatiy purposes, municipalities and
State-cre:* 1 special taxing districts had $667.2 million
outstanding debt as of June 30, 2005, and the State of
Maryland had $11.0 billion in debt. Municipal and special
taxing district debt includes the same categories of debt as the
counties and Baltimore City. State debt includes general
obligation  bonds, transportation  bonds,  Maryland
Transportation Authority bonds, capital leases, and agency debt
(= nity Development Administration, Maryland Food
Center Authority, and Higher Education Fund). Accrued
workers’ compensation and accrued annual leave costs -~
excluded from the figures.



Comparative Measures

chibits 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 1995, 2000, and 2005. County debt to
assessable base has remained steady over the decade.
Baltimore City and Prince George’s County were the only
jurisdictions that had debt-to-assessable-base ratios of
5 percent or higher during the period. However, Prince
George’s County debt-to-assessable base has decreased and
now is below 5 percent. The high ratio in Baltimore City
(7.9 percent) was attributed to slower-than-average assessable
base growth and debt for financing urban renewal and
¢ opment projects, transportation projects, water projects,
and wastewater [ ilities. Only five counties have rematned
below 1.5 percent over the decade (Calvert, Garrett, Kent,
Talbot, and Worcester). For comparative purposes, in fiscal
2005 the State had a debt-to-assessabie-base ratio of
2.6 percent that decreased from 2.8 percent in 1995. The
municipalities/special taxing districts had a ratio of 1.0 percent

e

Exhibit 9.3 shows debt per capita for the counties and
Baltimore City. Based on United States Census Bureau
po;r “ation estimates, debt per capita increased from $1,703 in
fiscal 1995 to $2,049 in fiscal 2005, a 20.3 percent increase
over the decade. The largest increases in per capita debt were
in Baltimore City, Harford, Kent, and Worcester counties.
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Baltimore City and Howard, Montgomery, and Prince

George’s counties had the highest debt per capita.

The high ratios in Montgomery and Prince George’s
counties were attributed to the inclusion of WSSC’s debt.
Howard County’s high ratio resulted from debt for financing
general county improvement projects, storm drain projects,
housing projects, community renewal projects, and parks and
recreation projects. Allegany, Somerset, and Talbot counties
had the lowest debt per capita. For comparative purposes, the
State’s debt in fiscal 2005 amounted to $1,984 per person, a
31 percent increase from $1,516 per person in 1995. The
municipalities/special taxing districts had a ratio of $811 per
person in 2005.

Local Debt Limitations

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

Under State law, charter county debt is linited to
6 percent of real property asscssable base and 15 percent of
personal property and operating real property assessable base
of the county. Certain types of debt, however, are excli xd
from this limitation: tax anticipation bonds and notes having a



maturity not in excess of 12 months; special ta—~g district
debt; and self-liquidating debt. In addition, charter counties
may adopt lower limitations, and four have done so:

o 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 c¢ “1iin operating real property
for other debt;

® Baltimore - percent of real property and 10 percent of
personal property;

* Howard — 4.8 percent of real property and 12.0 percent
of personal property: and

b 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
mit tb ¢ property tax rates and regulate the maximum amount
of indebtedness. To date, the General Assembly has not
exercised these powers for any code county.

While Baltimore City does not have a statutory general
¢'"lge" n debt limitation, the General Assembly may fix a
limit on the amount of debt the city has outstanding at any one
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time. To date, the General Assembly has not set a limitation on
the city’s debt.

Municipal debt limitations may be set under two
provisions. The General Assembly may adopt, amend, or
repeal a local law regul "t the maximum -~ ount of debt a
municipal corporation may create. The voters of the applicable
municipal corporation must subsequently approve this
limitation. In addition, through its legislative pov s, a
municipal corporation may establish a debt limitation in its
charter, provided that ** : voters approve this limitation.

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, 2005. Bond ratings range
from “AAA” for the best quality and sm-"'-st investment risk
to “C” for the poorest quality and highest risk. Sj :ific
classifications are used by each of the ——~~ -~~ncies, but the
letter grade systems generally follow t. .. The ratings
are assigned based upon the overall creditworthine  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 i "y M
counties is Aaa while the lowest 1s Baal.

1y’s 10 Maryland
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 is A+.
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Exhibit 9.4

Maryland County Debt
Bond Ratings — November 2005

County Standard & Poor's Moody's Fitch
Allegany A- Baal -
Anne Arundei AA+ Aal AA+
Baltimore City A+ Al A+
Baltimore AAA Aza AAA
Calvert AA Aa2 AA+
Caroline - A3, Aaa -
Carroll AA Aa2 AA+
Cecil AA- Al -
Charles AA Aa? AA+
Dorchester A A2 -
Frederick AA Aa2 AAT
Garrett’ AAA Aaa -
Harford AA+ Aal AAT
Howard AAA Aaa AAA
Kent - A -
Montgemery AAA Aaa AAA
Prince George's AA Aa2 AAF
‘ - | A

St Mary's AA- Aa3 AA
Somerset - - -
Talbot - Aas -
Washington At Al AA-
Wicomico A+ A2 At
Worcester - Aal AA-

' MBIA insured for specific projects; not county rating.
Note: {-) means not rated.
Source: Maryland Association of Counties
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Chapter 10. Balance of State Payments

The Balance Sheet, a report published annually by the
Department of Legisiative Services, provides a comparison of
State revenues collected to State financial assistance received
for each county. State financial : istance 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 “fairness™ of
State aid distributions to local governments. Counties in which
taxpayers contribute ~'atively 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 whe >y jurisdictions with greater capacity to raise
revenues [rom local sources receive less State 1 (see
Table 10.1). Such aid programs accounted for about
70 percent of the State aid to local goven
Balance Sheet analysis.

Luleulating the Index
The Balance Sheet compares on a county-by-county

basis State aid to State revenue collections as allocated among
the counties. Exhibit 10.1 shows two aid-to-revenue ratios.
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The first is the ratio of direct State aid to State revenues
generated from a county, exclusive of Stz  property tax
receipts. For example, a ratio of 0.67 for Allegany Co ty in
2004 indicates that, for every dollar of fiscal 2004 State tax
revenues allocated to Allegany County, the county received
$0.67 in direct State aid. The amount of direct grants received
for each $1.00 of taxes paid ranged from $0.11 in Worcester
County to $1.05 in Somerset County in fiscal 2004. Statewide,
the weighted average for this measure was $0.35, and the
county mean was $0.45. The amount for Baltimore City
includes State-assumed functions.

Table 10.1
Counties with the Highest and Lowest State Aid Amounts

Lowest Amor 3

Highest Amounts

Somerset Worcester
Baltimore City Talbot
Caroline Montgomery
Allegany Anne Arundel
Garrett Howard

Source: Dep  ment 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 2004 the county
received $0.69 in State assistance for cvery $1.00 of State
revenues allocated to it. On this measure, State assistance
received © " er - $1.00 of taxes paid in fiscal 2004 varied from
$0.13 for Worcester County to $1.06 for Somerset County.
Statewide, the weighted average was $0.37, and the county
mean was $0.47.

Dividing each county’s aid-to-revenue ratios by the
statewide weighted averages indexes the county atd-to-revenue
ratios to the State average. In fiscal 2004 for example,
Allegany County’s direct aid index is $1.90. In other words,
Alley y’s ratio was 90 percent above the State average.
Including pavments-on-behalf lowers Allegany’s ratio to
$1.86 or 86 percent above the statewide average. Exhibit 10.2
shows State aid received as a percent of the statcwide average.

Findings

In fiscal 2004, 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. The ratios for 14 counties
matched or exceeded this statewide average. State
aid-to. venue allocation ratios for three of Maryland’s largest
subdivisions {Anne Arundel, Baltimore, and Montgomery
counties) were considerably below the statewide average.
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Consequently, the county average ratio of $0.47, calculated by
summing the county ratios and dividing by 24, is somewhat
higher than the statewide weighted average. The standard
deviation measures the variation in ratios across the counties —
the higher the standard deviation, the greater the variation.

Worcester, Talbot, and Montgomery counties had the
Jowest ratios in fiscal 2004 (received the least amount of State
aid in relation to the collection of State 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 tl e jurisdictions have remained
constant. Since 1995, the amount of State aid-to-revenue
collections has increased significantly for Baltimore City,
while increasing slightly for Montgomery and Worcester
counties. The ratio for Somerset County has decreased, while
the ratios have remained relatively constant for Caroline and
Talbot counties.

Between 1995 and 2004, State financial assistance
received (direct grants only) as a percent of the statewi
average increased in 2 counties, decreased in 13 counties, and
remained relatively stable in 9 counties, .verthes = period,
total State financial assistance received (direct grants and
payments-on-behalf) increased in 2 counties, decreased in
12 counties, and remained relatively stab i 10 counties.

For the purposes of this analysis, a trend for a particular
county is considered to be relatively stable if the variation
between the 1995 and 2004 measure is less than one-tenth.
Baltimore City and Prince George’s County have received



significant incrcases in State aid in relation to the amount of
State tax revenue generated in the two jurisdictions. The ratio
in Baltimorc City has increased from 2.21 in fiscal 1995 to
2.67 in fiscal 2004. The ratio in Prince George’s County has
increased from 1.16 in fiscal 1995 to 1.38 in fiscal 2004.
Between fiscal 1995 and 2004, State aid has increased by
44.1 percent in Baltimore City and 78.9 percent in Prince
George’s County, compared to 60.3 percent statewide.

Since fiscal 2001, State financial assistance ({direct
grants and payments-on-behalf) decreased in six counties.
Garrett County realized the largest decrease followed by
Washington and Dorchester counties. The decreases in these
counties are a result of strong growth in State tax revenues and
below average growth in State aid. For example, Garrett
County had the second highest growth in per capita State tax
revenue allocations [rom fiscal 2001 and 2004, whiie
Washington County had the highest and Dorchester County the
fifth highest. In terms of per capita growth in State aid, Garrett
County had the twelfth highest, Washington County the
f =enth highest, and ™ wrchester County the eighteenth
higl st

Exhibit 10.3 compares the allocation of State tax
revenues and ..ate 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 enues. Baltimore City, the fourth most populous
subdivision, receives the largest ie of State grants,
followed by Prince George’s County, the second most
populous subdivision.
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Exhibit 10.4 depicts the allocation of State tax
revenues and State grants on a per capita basis. The five
counties that generate the most State tax revermn  in fiscal
2004 as measured on a per capita basis include Worcester,
Talbot, Howard, Montgomery, and Anne Arundel. The
counties that generate the least State tax revenues include
Somerset, Caroline, Cecil, Allegany, and Baltimore City. It is
important to note that State residents are subject to the same
State tax rales regardless of the locality in which they reside.
Subdivisions that generate - “re State tax revenue per capita
typically have a greater proportion of residents with higher
incomes.

Jurisdictions that receive the greatest amount of State
aid in fiscal 2004 as measured on a per capita basis include
Baltimore City and Caroline, Garrett, Allegany, and Dorchester
counties. Counties receiving the least amount of State aid
include Talbot, Worcester, Montgomery, Anne Arundel, and
Baltimore. 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 res ve less  ate aid. Such aid
programs accounted for about 70 perc  of State aid to local
governnr s included in the Balance Sheet analysis.



Exhibit 10.1

State Financial Assistance Received for Each $1.00 of axes Paid
Fiscal 2002-2004

Direct State Grants Dircct Grants and Payments-on-behalf
County 2002 anns rana 2002 2003 004
Allegany 0.64 U. 70 0.6 0.67 0.73 0.69
Anne Arundel 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.26 0.27 0.24
Baltimore City 0.98 1.05 0.98 1.01 1.08 1.00
Baltirnore 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.26
Calvert 0.44 0.46 0.46 0.47 0.50 0.48
Caroline 0.95 1.03 0.97 0.99 1.07 0.99
Carroll 0.35 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.39 0.37
Cecil 0.63 0.65 0.67 0,66 0.69 0.64
Charles 0.39 0.40 03w 0.42 0.43 0.42
Dorchester 0.65 0.65 0.61 0.67 0.68 0.63
Frederick 0.31 0.32 031 0.33 0.35 0.33
Garrett 0.70 0.70 0.67 0.72 0.72 0.67
Harford 0.37 0.39 0.38 0.40 0.42 0.40
Howard 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.24 0.25 0.25
Kent 0.34 0.35 0.30 0.37 0.38 0.32
Montgomery 0.14 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.19 0.1%
Prince George’s 0.47 0.52 0.49 0.50 0.55 0.51
Queen Anne’s 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.29 0.34 0.31
St. Mary’s 0.39 0.40 0.39 0.41 0.43 0.41
Samereet _ 1.04 ' 1.51 1.05 1.07 1.14 1.nA
Talbui 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.12 TN
Washington 0.37 0.38 0.36 0.40 0.41 0.34
Wicomico 0.41 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.49 0.47
Worcester 0.10 .10 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.13
Total 0.35 0.37 0.35 0.37 0.40 0.37
County Mean 0.45 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.50 0.47
Standard Deviation 0.26 0.28 0.26 0.26 0.28 0.26

Source: Department of Legislative Services

100



Exhibit 10.2

State Financial Assistance Received as a Percent of the Statewide Average
Fiscal 2002-2004

Direct State Grants Direet Grants and Payments-on-behalf
Mannty 2002 2002 2004 mnny 2002 2004
Allegany 1.84 1.89 1.90 1.79 1.84 1.86
Anne Arundel 0.70 0.66 0.63 0.71 0.67 0.64
Baltimore City 2.83 2.85 2.79 2.70 2.73 2.67
Baltimore 0.66 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.68 0.69
Calvert 1.26 1.26 1.30 1.26 1.26 1.29
Caroline 2.75 2.81 2.76 2.65 2.70 2.64
Carroll 1.01 1.00 0.99 1.01 1.00 0.99
Cecil 1.81 1.78 1714 1.77 T 1.71
Charles 1.14 1.09 1.1 1.13 1.y 1.12
~orchester 1.87 1.76 1.75 1.81 1.70 1.69
Frederick 0.89 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.87 0.89
Garrell 2.02 1.92 1.9] 1.93 1.83 1.80
Harford 1.08 1.05 1.07 1.08 1.05 1.07
Howard 0.62 0.60 0.64 0.66 0.64 0.68
Kent 0.98 0.96 0.87 0.98 0.97 0.87
Montgomery 0.41 0.42 { 0.47 0.48 0.50
Prince George's 1.35 1.41 l.au 1.33 1.38 1.38
Queen Anne’s 0.77 0.86 0.83 0.78 0.86 0.83
St. Mary’s 1.12 1.08 .11 1.11 1.08 1.11
Somerset 3.01 3.03 2.99 2.87 2.88 2.84
Talbot 0.32 0.27 0.36 0.35 0.30 0.38
Washington 1.08 1.03 1.02 1.07 1.03 0.91
Wicomico 1.18 1.24 1.25 1.17 1.23 1.25
Worcester 0.29 0.28 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.35
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
County Mcan 1.29 1.28 1.28 1.27 1.26 1.26
Standard Deviation 0.77 0.78 0.76 0.72 0.72 =70

Source: Department of Legislative Scrvices
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Calculating 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
pote "Il 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 arc taxing too little or too much.

Findings
E " - ’ " rand effort
of the loc 3, the most

recent years available. Lhe 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
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
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contrast, Somerset County has the lowest capacity due to its
low income levels and property assessable base.

The tax effort index is skewed by the very high value
for Baltimore City, which has the State’s highest property tax
rate. Allegany, Prince George’s, and Wicomico counties are
the only other jurisdictions that have an effort above the State
average. Tax effort reflects many things such as constituent
demands, population needs and characteristics, and cost
differentials. Tax effort ;o reflects the fact that juris ctions
with high capacity can raise higher rever s with lower rates.
Thus, it is not surprising that some of the subdivisions with
high capacities have low efforts (Calvert, kK it, Queen Anne’s,
Talbot, and Worcester counties), while some of the lowest
wealth subdivisions have high effort (Al any and Wicomico
counties and Baltimore City).

Over the past decade, the relative revenue raising
capacity of 8 jurisdictions declined (Allegany, Baltimore City,
Baltimore, Calvert, Montgomery, Prince George’s, Wicomico,
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). Samerset County’s rev” " 1e capaci., remained
stable. Among the five lowest wealth subdivisions, three
decreased (Allegany, Baltimore City, and Wicomico), one
increased (Caroline), and one remained constant { Somerset).

T*- combincd capacity inc  is calculated by adding
State aid as another revenue source. In fiscal 2003, the State
provided $4.1 billion in aid to loeal governments, much of it
distributed inversely to wealth. State aid raises the index for



low-capacity “-'-lictions and reduces it for wealthter ones.
Exhibit 11.2 shows the impact State aid has in reducing fiscal
disparities. Seven subdivisions fall within 1¢ points of the
State average w 1 State aid is excluded. However, when
State aid is added to the index, that number rises to
11 ' " visions.

State aid raised the relative capacity of low-wealth
subdivisions by an average of 13 points and, conversely,
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
G ¢ 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 average, while their tax
capacity 1s below average.
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Exhibit 11.1

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

Tax Capacity Tax Effort

County index Rank Index Rank
Allegany 55 22 126 2
Anne Arundel 115 6 88 13
Baltimore City 52 23 174 1
Baltimore 95 13 94 8
Calvert 118 7 81 20
Caroline 87 21 83 18
Carroll o8 11 86 14
Cecil 84 16 86 15
Charles 98 10 91 12
" rchester 77 19 85 5]
Frederick 103 g 94 9

At 97 12 86 16
Harrord 93 14 92 11
Howard 134 4 86 17
Kent 104 3 81 21

_ Mantnnmary 146 2 95 7
Frince weorge's 79 1/ 122 3
Qi N ne’s 120 S a1 22
St. Mary's 89 18 82 19
Somoreat 44 24 98 5
Talbot 16u 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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Exhibit 11.2
Impact of State Aid on Tax Capacity
(Fiscal 2001-2003 Averages)

Tax Combincd Difference
County Capacity Capacity Betw 1 Index
Somerset 44 69 25
Baltimore City 52 94 42
Allegany 55 78 23
Caroline 67 95 ne
Wicomico 72 86 14
Dorchester 77 94 17
Prince George’s 79 88 9
Washington 75 84 S
Cecil 84 92 8
St. Mary’s 89 93 4
Harford 93 a5 2
Baltimore 95 89 -6
Garrett 97 113 L6
Carroil 93 o8 0
Charles 99 103 4
Frederick 103 101 -2
Kent 104 102 -2
Calvert 115 114 -1
Anne Arundel i15 104 -1
Queen Anne’s 120 112 -B
Howard 134 118 -6
Montgomery 146 120 -26
Talbot 160 129 231
Worcester 208 164 -44
State Average 100 100 0

Qanrera: Dianartmant af' 1 soiclative Qarvicac

109






Appendices

111




112



Appendix 1
Number of Local Governments in the United States by Type

Rank State Total County Municipal Townships Special Rank State Total Cou~** Munigipa: ownships Special
1 llinois 8,903 102 1,291 1,431 4079 26  Alabama 1,171 67 451 0 653
2 Pennsyivania 5,031 66 1,018 1,546 2,401 27 ldaho 1,158 44 200 0 914
3 Texas 4,784 254 1,196 0 3,334 28 Montana 1,127 54 129 0 944
4  California 4,409 57 475 0 3,877 29 Mississippi 1,000 82 296 0 622
5 Kaneae 3,887 104 A7 1,299 1,857 30 North Carnlina 960 100 541 0 319
6 wiw 3,636 88 2 1,308 1,298 31 Tennesscc 930 92 344 0 489
7  Minnesota 3,482 87 854 1,793 748 32 New Mexico 858 33 101 0 724
8 Missouri 3,422 114 946 312 2,050 33 Massachuseits 841 5 45 306 485
9 New York 3,420 57 616 929 1818 34 Maine 826 16 22 467 321
10 Indiana 3,085 91 567 1,008 1,419 35 Vermont 733 14 47 237 435
Vi erioeonBIN 3,048 72 585 1,265 1,126 368 Wyoming 722 23 98 0 601
12  Michigan 2,804 83 533 1,242 946 37 South Carolina 701 48 269 0 386
13 Mebraska 2,791 93 531 446 1,721 38  West Virginia 686 55 234 0 397
14  North Dakota 2,735 53 360 1,332 930 39 Arizona 638 15 87 0 536
15 lowa 1,975 99 948 0 928 40 Utah 605 29 236 0 340
18 Colorado 1,928 62 270 0 1,596 41  Connecticut 580 0 30 149 401
17  South Dakota 1,866 66 308 940 552 42 New Hampshire 559 10 13 221 315
18 QOklahoma 1,798 77 590 0 1,131 43 \Virginia 521 95 229 0 197
19  Washington 1,787 38 279 0 1,469 44  Louisiana 473 60 302 0 111
20 Arkansas 1,FRA 75 499 0 1,014 45 Delaware 339 3 57 0
21 Georgia R 156 M 0 761 46 Maryland 265 23 157 0 85
H Y 1,439 118 1 0 896 47 Nevada 210 16 19 0 175
23 Qregon 1,439 38 240 0 1,163 48 Alaska 175 12 148 0 14
24 New Jersey 1,412 21 324 242 825 49 | ..ode Island 118 0 8 31 79
__ 25 Florida 1,191 66 404 n 771 50 Hawaii 19 3 1 0 15
Listrict of Columbia 2 0 1 U 1 United States 8,525 3,034 19,429 16,504  s0,058

Source: United States Census Bureau, 2002 Census of Government
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Appendix 2
Incorporated Cities and Towns in Maryland

Chapter/ Chapter/
County Year Referendum County Vaar Referendum
Allegany Carroll
Barton 1900 Ch. 729 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
Anne Arunc¢-*
Annapolis 1708 Ch. 7 Cecil
Highland Beach 1922 Ch. 213 Cecilton 1864 Ch. 353
Chariestown 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
Carolir wuarles
Denton 1802 Ch. 25 Indian Head 1920 Ch. 590
Federalsburg 1823 Ch. 174 La Plata 1888 Ch. 325
Goldshoro 1906 Ch. g7 Port Tobacco 1888 Ch. 297
Greensboro 1826 Ch. 97
Henderson 1949 Ch. 498
Hilisboro 1853 Ch. 161
Marydel 1929 Ch. 38
Preston 1892 Ch. 689
Ridgely 1896 Ch. 178

Templeville (also in Queen Anne’'s) 1865 Ch. 86
I15



Chapter/ Chapter/

Lot Year Referendum County Vear Referendum
Dorchester Harford
Brookview 1953 Ch. 704 Aberdeen 1892 Ch. 136
Cambridge 1793 Ch. 68 Bel Air 1874 Ch. 273
Church Creek 1867 Ch. 583 Havre de Grace 1785 Ch. 55
L.st New Market 1832 Ch. 167
Eldorado 1947 Ch. 313 Howard
Galestown 1951 Ch, 92 None
Hurlock 1892 Ch. 249
Secretary 1900 Ch. 555 Kent
Vienna 1833 Ch. 216 Betterton 1906 Ch. 227
Chestertown 1805 Ch. 271
Frec ‘ick Galena 1858 Ch. 373
Brunswick 1890 Ch. 5§77 Millington (also in Queen Anne’s) 1890 Ch. 386
Burkittsville 1894 Ch. 652 Rock Hall 1908 Ch. 171
Emmitsburg 1824 Ch. 29
Frederick 1816 Ch. 74 Montgomery
Middletown 1833 Ch. 143 Barnesville 1888 Ch. 254
Mount Airy (also in Carroli) 1894 Ch. 91 Brookeville 1808 Ch. 90
Myersville 1904 Ch. 94 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
Thurmont 1894 Ch. 16 Chevy Chase View 1993 Referendum
Walkersville 1892 Ch. 351 Chevy Chase Village 1910 Ch. 382
Woodsboro 1836 Ch. 299 - aithersburg 1.3 Ch. 397
Garrett Park 1898 Ch. 453
Garrett Glen Echo 1904 Ch. 436
Accident 1916 Ch. 514 Kensingion 1894 Ch. 621
Deer Park 1884 Ch. 519 Laytonsville 1892 Ch. 497
Friendsville 1902 Ch. 477 Martin's Additions 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 Rockyille 1860 Ch. 373
Mountain Lake Park 1931 Ch. 507 Somerset 1806 Ch. 795
QOakland 1862 Ch. 250 Takoma Park 1890 Ch. 480
Woashington Grove 1937 Ch. 372
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Chapter/ Chapter/

County Year Referendum County Year Refergpdim
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) 1880 Ch. 386

Capitol Heighis 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 (also in Caroline) 1865 Ch. 86

Cottage City 1924 Ch. 390

District Heights 1936 Ch. 61 St. Mary’s

Eagle Harbor 1929 Ch. 387 Leonardtown 1858 Ch., 73

Edmonston 1924 Ch. 154

Fairmount Heights 1835 Ch. 189 Somerset

Forest Heights 1949 Ch. 142 Crisfield 1872 Ch. 151

Glenarden 1939 Ch. 650 Princess Anne 1884 Ch. 543

Greenbelt 1937 Ch. 532

Hyattsville 1886 Ch. 424 Talbot

Landover Hills 1945 Ch. 465 Easton 1780 Ch. 14

Laurel 1870 Ch. 260 Oxford 1852 Ch. 367

Morningside 1949 Ch. 589 Queen Anne (also in Queen Anne’s) 1953 Ch. 17

M unt Rainier 1510 Ch. 514 St. Michaels 1804 Ch. 82

New Carrollton 1953 Ch. 441 Trappe 1827 Ch. 103

North -entwood 1924 Ch. 508

Riverdale Park 1920 Ch. 731 Washington

Seat Pleasant 1931 Ch. 197 Boonsboro 1831 Ch. 139

Univer: ;7 Park 1836 Ch. 132 Clear Spring 1836 Ch. 141

Upper Martboro 1870 Ch. 363 Funkstown 1840 Ch. 78
Hagerstown 1813 Ch. 121
Hancock 1853 Ch. 319
Keedysville 1872 Ch. 251
Sharpsburg 1832 Ch. 28
Smithsburg 1841 Ch. 284
William | 1823 Ch. 125
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County

Wicomico
Delmar
Fruitland
Hebron
Mardela Springs
Pittsville
Salisbury
Sharptown
Willards

Source: Maryland State Archives, Department of Legislative Services

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

118

County

Worcester
Beriin
Ocean City
Pocomoke City
Snow Hill

Y-_-:r

1868
1880
1878
18 _

Chapter/

Referendum

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



Appendix 3
Residents Residing in Municipalities

Source: Maryland Deparlment of Planning, Department of Legislative Services

119

July 2005
County Municipal Percent

County Population Population of County Rank
Allegany 73,639 33,05~ 44.9% 3

ne Arundel 510,878 36,411 7.1% 19
Baltimore City 635,815 0 0.0% y
Baitimore 786,113 0 0.0% 24
Calvert 87,925 5,345 6.1% 20
Caroline 31,822 10,426 32.8% 9
Carroll 168,541 43,171 25.6% 12
Cecil 97 798 25,909 26.5% 11
Charles 138,822 12,102 8.7% 18
Dorchester 31,401 14,445 46.0% 2
Frederick 220,701 87,695 39.7% 5]
Garrett 29,909 6,640 22.2% 13
Harford 239,259 36,203 15.1% 16
Howard 269 457 0 0.0% 24
Kent 19,899 8,389 42.2% 4
Montgomery 9 583 153,140 16.5% 15
Prince George's 846, "~ ‘ 10
Queen Anne's 45,612 4,563 10.0% 17
5t Mary's 96,518 2,075 2.1% 21
Somerset 25,845 5,608 21.7% 14
Talbot 35,683 16,530 46.3% 1
Washington 141,895 50,951 35.9% 7
Wicomico 90,402 36,688 40.6% 5
Worcactar 28 750 16,992 A4 QoL R
Statewide 5,600 48 832,072 14,97
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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
ills Church City
Fauquier
Fredericksburg City
wdor.
Manassas City
Manassas Park City
Prince William
Spotsylvania
Stafford
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
15,622
818,584
9,578
48,741
18,027
86,129
27,957
6,734
215,686
57,403
61,236
26,142

35,926
35,926

Appendix 4
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
21,468
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

2005  1990-2000  2000-2005
5,214,666 673,984 418,483
550,521 -34,841 -21,538
2,221,154 276,928 55,992
87,925 23,191 13,362
138,822 19,392 18,276
220,701 45,069 25,424
927,583 110,466 54,242
846,123 78,810 44,608
2,393,785 425,633 277,093
135,337 17,100 7,054
195,965 18,517 6,512
14,205 551 1,553
21,963 1,876 465
1,006,528 151,165 36,780
10,781 799 404
64,997 6,308 9,858
20,732 252 1,453
255,518 83,470 85,919
37,569 7,178 2,434
11,622 3,556 1,332
348,588 65,127 67,775
116,549 32,992 26,154
117,874 31,210 25,428
35,556 5442 3,972
49,206 6,264 7,016
49,206 6,264 7,016

I"‘I‘l

Percent Change

1990-2000 2000-2005
16.4% 8.7%
-5.7% -3.8%
15.5% 7.5%
45 1% 17.9%
19.2% 15.2%
30.0% 13.0%
14.5% 6.2%
10.9% 5.6%
25.2% 13.1%
15.4% 5.5%
10.8% 3.4%

4.6% 12.3%

96% 22%
18.5% 3.8%

8.3% 3.9%
13.1% 17.5%

1.3% 7.5%
¢ 9% 50.7%
25.7% 6.8%
52.8% 12.8%
30.2% 24.1%
57.5% 28.5%
51.0% 27.5%
20.8% 12.6%
17.4% 16.6%
17.4% 16.6%



Baltimore Metropolitan Area
Baltimore City

Anne Arundel

Baltimore

Carroll

F ford

Howard

Queen Anne's

Sourca: United States Census Bureau

1990

2,382,172
736,014
427,239
692,134
123,372
182,132
187,328

33,953

2000

2,552,994
651,154
489,656
. 54,292
150,897
218,590
247,842

40,563

2,
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Population Change

Percent Change

2005 1990-2000 2000-2005 1990-2000 2000-2005
655,675 170,822 102,681 7.2% 4.0%
635,815 -84,860 -15,339 11 % -2.4%
510,878 62,417 21,222 14.6% 4.3%
786,113 62,158 31,821 9.0% 42%
168,541 27,525 176 22.3% 11.7%
719,259 36,458 20,669 200% 9.5%
269,457 60,514 21,615 32.3% 8.7%

45612 6,610 5,049 19.5% 12.4%



Special County Property Tax Rates

Appendix 5

Fiscal 2007

Charles County
General Tax
Fire District Tax
Total Rate

Frederick County
General Tax
re District Tax (Urban}
Total Rate

Howard County
General Tax
Fire District Tax {Metro)
Total Rate

Montgomery County
General Tax
Transit Tax
Fire District Tax
M-NCPPC

= =ation Tax
Storm Drainage Tax
Total Rate

Prince George's County
General Tax
M-NCPPC
WSTC
Stormwater
Total Rate

Source: Department of Legislative Services

Real Property Tax Rate

$0.962
0.064
$1.026

$0.936
0.128
$1.064

$1.0140
0.1255
$1.1395

$0.624
0.053
0.134
0.078
0.024
0.003
$0.916

$0.960
0.279
0.026
0.054
$1.319
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Percent of Total

93.8%
6.2%
100.0%

88.0%
12.0%
100.0%

88.0%
11.0%
100.0%

68.1%
5.8%
14.6%
8.5%
2.6%
0.3%
100.0%

72.8%
21.2%
2.0%
4.1%
100.0%
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Appendix 6
County and Municipal Real Property Tax Rates

Fiscal 2007

Population County Municipal County Total
Jurisdiction July 2005 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Allegany 73,639 $0.9829 $0.9829
Barton 464 0.9494 0.2220 1.1714
Cumberland 20,915 0.9087 0.9479 1.8566
Frostburg 7,958 0.9111 0.5500 1.4611
Lonaconing 1,164 0.9283 0.3400 1.2683
Luke 76 0.9227 0.5000 1.4227
Midland 457 0.9474 0.2800 1.2274
Westernport 2,020 0.9263 0.6000 1.5263
Anne Arundel 510,878 0.918 0.918
Annapolis 36,300 0.548 0.530 1.078
Highland Beach 111 0.918 0.416 1.334
Baltimore City 635,815 2.288 2.288
Baltimore 786,113 1.100 1.100
Calvert 87,925 0.892 0.892
Chesapeake Beach 3,463 0.556 0.440 0.996
North Beach 1,882 0.556 0.670 1.226



Population County Municipal Total

Jurisdiction July 2005 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate
Caroline 31,822 $0.870 $0.870
Denton 3,252 0.750 0.660 1.410
Federalsburg 2,637 0.750 0.640 1.390
Goldsboro 210 0.830 0.400 1.230
Greensboro 1,844 0.750 0.545 1.295
Henderson 121 0.830 0.300 1.130
Hillsboro 158 0.830 0.160 0.990
Marydel 143 0.830 0.300 1.130
Preston 582 0.750 0.360 1.110
Ridgely 1,354 0.750 0.530 1.280
Templeville* 25 0.830 0.252 1.082
Carroll 168,541 1.048 1.048
Hampstead 5,451 1.048 0.200 1.248
Manchester 3,557 1.048 0.184 1.232
Mount Airy* 4,065 1.048 0.183 1.231
New Windsor 1,359 1.048 0.160 1.208
Sykesville 4,440 1.048 0.330 1.378
Taneytown 5,453 1.048 0.320 1.368
Union Bridge 1,085 1.048 0.300 1.348
We 17,7 1.048 0.440 1.4
Cecil 97,796 0.960 0.960
Cecilton 485 0.960 0.240 1.200
Charlestown 1,091 0.960 0.280 1.240
Chesapeake City 802 0.960 0462 1.422
Elkion 14,466 0.960 0.544 1.504
North East 2,817 0.960 0.480 1.440
Perryville 3,770 0.960 0.362 1.322
Port Deposit 693 0.960 0.551 1.511
Rising Sun 1,785 0.960 0.360 1.320

126



Population County Municipal County Total

Juriediction July 2005 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate

Charles 138,822 $0.9620 $0.0640 $1.0260
Indian Head 3,642 0.9620 0.3200 0.0640 1.3460
La Plata 8,442 0.89620 0.3200 0.0640 1.3460
Port Tobacco 18 0.9620 0.0400 0.0640 1.0660
Dorchester 31,401 0.896 0.896
Brookview 64 0.896 0.260 - 1.156
Cambridge 11,089 0.896 0.676 - 1.572
Church Creek 84 0.896 0.150 - 1.046
East New Market 245 0.896 0.540 - 1.436
Eldorado 59 0.896 0.180 - 1.076
Galestown 99 0.896 0.290 - 1.186
Hurlock 2,003 0.896 0.720 - 1.616
Secretary 501 0.896 0.320 - 1.216
Vienna 301 0.896 0.480 - 1.376
Frederick 220,701 0.936 0.128 1.064
Brunswick 5,242 0.936 0.452 0.080 1.468
Burkittsville 186 0.936 0.140 0.128 1.204
Emmitsburg 2,369 0.9: 03_. 0.128 1.424
Frederick City 57,907 0.936 0.690 0.128 1.754
Middletown 2,860 0.936 0.232 0.128 1.296
Mount Airy* 4,310 0.936 0.183 0.080 1.199
Myersville 1,509 0.936 0.274 0.080 1.290
New Market 463 0.936 0.120 0.128 1.184
Rosemont 308 0.936 0.040 0.128 1.104
Thurmont 6,036 0.936 0.265 0.128 1.329
Walkersville 5,593 0.936 0.156 0.080 1.172
Woodsboro g~ 0.936 0.129 0.128 1.193
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Population

Jurisdiction July 2005
Garrett 29,909
Accident 340
Deer Park 392
Friendsville 518
Grantsville 593
Kitzmiller 288
Loch Lynn Heighis 3
Mountain Lake Park 2,164
Oakland 1,896
Harford 239,259
Aberdeen 14,305
Bel Air 10,014
Havre de Grace 11,884
Howard 269,457
Kent 19,899
Betterton 340
m 4,673
473
Millington* 337
Rock Hall 2,566

County Municipal County
Rate Rate Special Rate
$1.000
1.000 0.224 -
1.000 0.300 -
1.000 0.240 -
1.000 0.260 -
1.000 0.360 -
1.000 0.270 -
0.945 0.362 -
0.925 0.480 -
1.082
0.926 0.735 -
0.926 0.500 -
0.926 0.680 -
1.014 0.1255
0.972
0.972 0.320 -
0.972 0.370 -
0.972 0.240 -
0.972 0.280 -
0.972 0.320 -
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Total
Rate

$1.000
1.224
1.300
1.240
1.260
1.360
1.270
1300
1.405

1.082
1.661
1.426
1.606

1.140

0.972
1.292
1 12
1.212
1.252

1.1'_‘;;



Population County Municipal County Total

Jurisdiction July 2005 Rate Rate Special Rate Rate

Montgomery 927,583 $0.624 $0.292 $0.916
Barnesville 186 0.624 0.060 0.212 0.896
Battery Park 0.624 0.050 0.292 0.966
Brookeville 127 0.624 0.150 0.212 0.986
Chevy Chase, Sec. 3 786 0.624 0.020 0.292 0.936
Chevy Chase, Sec. 5 653 0.624 0.000 0.292 0.916
Chevy Chase 2,776 0.624 0.026 0.292 0.942
Chevy Chase View 888 0.624 0.023 0.292 0.939
Chevy Chase Village 2,086 0.624 0.123 0.292 1.039
Drummond 0.624 0.048 0.292 0.964
Friendship Heights 0.624 0.040 0.289 0.953
Gaithersburg 57,698 0.624 0.212 0.188 1.024
Garrett Park 942 0.624 0.190 0.289 1.103
Glen Echo 251 0.624 0.120 0.292 1.036
Kensington 1,920 0.624 0.147 0.289 1.060
Laytonsville 329 0.624 0.140 0.212 0.976
Martin's Additions 891 0.624 0.008 0.292 0.924
North Chevy Chase 477 0.624 0.052 0.292 0.968
Qakmont 0.624 0.060 0.292 0.976
Poolesville 5,498 0.624 0.200 0.212 1.036
Rockville 7,402 0.624 0 12 0.1¢ 1.124
Somerset 1,154 0.624 0.040 0.292 0.956
Takoma Park 18,540 0.624 0.630 0.289 1.543
Washington Graove 536 0.624 0.202 0.188 1.014
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Prince George's 846,123 $0.960 $0.359 $1.319
Berwyn Heights 3,068 0.809 0.486 0.359 1.654
Biadensburg 7,918 0.802 0.676 0.359 1.837
Bowie 53,878 0.945 0.352 0.307 1.604
Brentwood 2,937 0.937 0.248 0.359 1.544
Capitol Heights 4,313 0.824 0.412 0.359 1.595
Cheverly 6,668 0.816 0.450 0.359 1.625
Coliege Park 25,171 0.943 0.299 0.359 1.601
Colmar Manor 1,312 0.942 0.490 0.359 1.791
Cottage City 1,176 0.822 0.670 0.359 1.851
District Heights 6,296 0.814 0.650 0.187 1.651
Eagle Harbor 58 0.955 0.292 0.359 1.606
Edmonston 1,390 0.815 0.500 0.359 1.674
Fairmount Heights 1,566 0.880 0.420 0.359 1.659
Forest Heights 2,679 0.858 0.470 0.359 1.687
Glenarden 6,380 0.834 0.296 0.359 1.489
Greenbelt 22,242 0.796 0.766 0.187 1.749
Hyaltsville 16,677 0.802 0.630 0.359 1.791
Landover Hills 1,589 0.808 0.480 0.359 1.647
Laurel 22,125 0.769 0.720 0.141 1.630
Mc...1. .. de 1,459 0.823 0.800 0. 2 1.982
Mt. Rainier 8,751 0.803 0.790 0.359 1.952
New Carrollton 12,818 0.929 0.450 0.358 1.738
North Brentwood 487 0.949 0.288 0.359 1.596
Riverdale Park 6,630 0.798 0.641 0.359 1.798
Seat Pleasant 5,063 0.813 0.580 0.359 1.752
University Park 2401 0.813 0.600 0.359 1772
Upper Marlboro 683 0.870 0.240 0.359 1.469
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Queen Anne's 45,612 $0.800 $0.800
Barclay 146 0.800 0.100 0.900
Centreville 2,660 0.800 0470 1.270
Church Hill 542 0.800 0.340 1.140
Millington® 34 0.800 0.280 1.080
Queen Anne* 93 0.800 0.180 0.980
Queenstown 638 0.800 0.200 1.000
Sudlersville 394 0.800 0.167 0.967
Templevilie* 56 0.800 0.252 1.052
St. Mary's 96,518 0.857 0.857
Leonardtiown 2,075 0.857 0.150 1.007
Somerset 25,845 0.940 0.940
Crisfield 2,808 0.940 0.700 1.640
Princess Anne - 2,800 0.940 0.854 1.794
Talbot 35,683 0.500 0.500
Easton 13,447 0.385 0.480 0.865
Oxford .46 0.400 0.290 0 0
Queen Anne* 79 0.450 0.180 0.630
St. Michaels 1,121 0.390 0.640 1.030
Trappe 1,137 0.430 0.300 0.730
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Washington 141,895 $0.948 $0.948
Boonsboro 2,982 0.948 0.300 - 1.248
Clear Spring 57 0.948 0.190 - 1.138
Funkstown 960 0.948 0.220 - 1.168
Hagerstown 38,326 0.948 0.798 - 1.746
Hancock 1,736 0.948 0.395 - 1.343
Keedysville 812 0.948 0.180 - 1.128
Sharpsburg 674 0.948 0.176 - 1.124
Smithsburg 2,859 0.948 0.280 - 1.228
Williamsport 2,135 0.948 0.405 - 1.353
Wicomico 90,402 0.942 0.942
Delmar 2,290 0.942 0.676 - 1.618
Fruitland 3,953 0.942 0.700 - 1.642
Hebron 1,022 0.942 0.400 - 1.342
Mardela Springs 360 0.942 0.200 - 1.142
Pittsville 1,188 0.942 0.360 - 1.302
Salisbury 26,295 0.942 0.729 - 1.671
Sharptown 621 0.942 0.620 - 1.562
Willards 959 0.942 0.460 - 1.402
Wol aster 48,750 0.700 0.700
Berlin 3,711 0.700 0.730 - 1.430
Ocean City 7,049 0.700 0.430 - 1.130
Pocomoke City 3,909 0.700 0.760 - 1.460
Snow Hill 2,323 0.700 0.860 - 1.560

Note: {(-) means that a county special rate is not imposed in the muncipality.
Note: * means the municipality is in two counties.
Source: State Department of Assessments anc . axation, Department of Legislative Services
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