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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ll Marylanders deserve safe food and water, healthy air, and protection from
environmental threats. In order to determine Maryland's capacity to ensure
this healthy environment, the Profile of Maryland Environmental Public

Health Practice project, an examination of local environmental public health 
capacities, needs, and future challenges, was initiated by the Johns Hopkins Center
for Excellence in Community Environmental Health Practice. The Profile findings
reveal a fragile, neglected, fragmented, and under-funded environmental public
health infrastructure. However, during a time of increasing pressure on the
Maryland environment, a dedicated and enthusiastic workforce offers a window of
opportunity to enhance Maryland environmental public health protection efforts.
As environmental public health threats continue to become more complex and as the
current workforce's capacity is increasingly stretched, we must act now on the 
recommendations in this Profile to ensure the health and well being of Maryland for
present and future generations. 

As we enter the 21st century, ensuring a healthful environment remains critical to
the well being of Maryland. Food, water, and sanitation protections remain the tra-
ditional cornerstone of our efforts to protect the health of Marylanders. However,
modern realities such as terrorism, increasing numbers of pollutants, and growth
and development have expanded environmental public health protection challenges
to anticipate, respond and prevent increasingly complex environmental public health
threats. From food-borne illness outbreaks to chemical emergencies, drinking water
safety to air quality alerts, our city, county, and state environmental public health
professionals are essential to a safe and healthy Maryland. 

Maryland's environmental public health professionals must be well prepared to
adequately address these increasingly complex environmental public health threats.
Maryland's county environmental public health programs are the backbone of these
efforts, working in partnership with the state Department of Environment and
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. This Profile report provides a 
comprehensive review of county environmental public health practice through an
examination of local environmental public health capacities, needs, and future
challenges. Based on these findings, recommendations are offered to protect the
health and well being of all Marylanders. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

Organizational Structure and Leadership

Finding: There is a lack of clear leadership, direction, and vision for 
environmental public health in Maryland due to a fragmented organizational 
structure stretching across multiple state and local agencies.

Recommendation: Establish in statute one lead authority for environmental 
public health charged with uniting public health agency and community leaders
to ensure accountability and consistency for environmental public health actions.

A
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Funding Structure 
Finding: Environmental public health services are vulnerable during times of 
budget shortfalls or unexpected emergencies as no dedicated funding for core 
environmental public health services exists.

Recommendation: Create dedicated funding at the state and local levels for core
environmental public services that are adjusted on a regular basis to meet 
fluctuating demands and costs.

Workforce 
Finding: The ability to recruit and train an environmental public health 
workforce able to anticipate, respond to and prevent environmental public health
threats is limited due to a neglected workforce with impending retirements,
inadequate compensation, and limited career advancement opportunities.

Recommendation: Overhaul environmental public health job classifications to
ensure adequate compensation and career paths for environmental public health
professionals.

Training 
Finding: The ability to address contemporary environmental public health 
challenges is limited as environmental public health training opportunities are 
lacking and often inadequately address the specific needs of practitioners.

Recommendation: Provide education and training tailored to meet 
the needs of environmental public health practitioners by building and 
strengthening partnerships with academic institutions and other organizations.

Technology 
Finding: The lack of a coordinated, statewide approach and inadequate training 
and technical support hinders environmental public health practice technological
advances.

Recommendation: Develop statewide technology protocols and procedures that
include adequate technical support and training.

Communication and Collaboration 
Finding: Environmental public health efforts are often hampered by the lack of 
coordination and communication amongst state and local environmental public
health agencies and communities.

Recommendation: Provide support to engage community members and state and
local environmental public health agencies in the development, implementation,
and evaluation of environmental public health programs and policies.

Responsibility and Authority
Finding: Limited legal assistance and varied forms of county government inhibit 
the development of a consistent statewide approach to the development and 
enforcement of environmental public health laws and regulatory provisions.

Recommendation: Develop statewide protocols and procedures for the 
development and enforcement of environmental public health laws and 
regulatory provisions.
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II. INTRODUCTION

Environmental public health: the term is simple, but the roles and responsibilities
involved in the practice of environmental public health are vast. The Pew
Environmental Health Commission defines environmental health as “those aspects
of human health, including quality of life, that are determined by interactions with
physical, chemical, biological and social factors in the environment. It also refers to
the theory and practice of assessing, correcting, controlling and preventing those 
factors in the environment that may adversely affect the health of present and future
generations.”1 Environmental public health is one of the cornerstones of a thriving
and effective national public health system.  However, the true day-to-day practice
of environmental public health is inherently local. Local environmental public health
(EPH) practitioners are responsible for a comprehensive and diverse set of services
and activities. Larry Gordon, the former president of the American Public Health
Association (APHA), defines the practice of local environmental public health in this
way:  

“Environmental public health practitioners are involved not only in inspections,
but perhaps more importantly in surveillance, warnings, permitting, grading,
developing compliance schedules and variances, risk assessment, risk 
communication, public information, exposure evaluation, seeking injunctions 
and other legal remedies, embargoing, sampling for analyses, education,
consultation, community networking, problem prioritization, policy 
development, marketing the values and benefits of environmental public 
health, plan and design review and approval, and epidemiology.”2

In Maryland, local EPH practitioners from each of the state's 24 counties are
responsible for protecting the health of our communities. Ensuring safe food, clean
drinking water, and disease prevention on a day-to-day basis is the responsibility of
our local EPH professionals. Of course, care and dedication to the environment is
nothing new in Maryland. Maryland residents recognized the crucial role of a
healthy environment as far back as 1808 when legislators created the first ever 
prohibition on the disposal of waste into public water supplies. This legislation was
enacted to address widespread contamination of the fishery and oyster populations
of the Chesapeake Bay. Many years later, in 1973, the Maryland General Assembly
declared a healthful environment an inalienable right for all Marylanders and 
developed the Maryland Environmental Policy Act to enforce that right (Chapter
702, Acts of 1973).3

Yet, the practice of environmental public health in Maryland suffers from a 
visibility problem. When EPH activities are performed in a timely and efficient 
manner, public health crises are prevented. Put another way, when environmental
public health is conducted well, the field is invisible to the public. For example, the
act of preventing environmental problems such as a food-borne illness outbreak
ensures that most community members never know who is responsible for keeping
their food safe to eat. Environmental public health is vital to Maryland's future as a
strong, healthy, and prosperous state, but to achieve and sustain these goals, EPH
needs greater support, recognition, and respect. As a result, the major goals of the
Profile project are to 1) highlight the breadth and depth of EPH services and 
activities, 2) emphasize the dire need for increased support and recognition for the
agencies and professionals who ensure our water is safe to drink, our food safe to
eat, and our air safe to breathe, and 3) demonstrate the critical importance of 
environmental public health to the overall health and well-being of Maryland 
residents.



PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Johns Hopkins Center for Excellence in Community Environmental Health
Practice was formed in September of 2001, with funding from the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention's National Center for Environmental Health, to
improve the environmental public health infrastructure through enhanced capacity
building at the state and local levels. The Center formed a multi-disciplinary
Advisory Committee of federal, state and local EPH professionals to help guide the
Center's efforts to improve the practice of environmental public health in Maryland
by removing barriers between academia and the practice community, developing
active partnerships for training, and above all, increasing public and decision maker
awareness of the important role of EPH professionals. To achieve these goals, the
Center embarked on a mission to develop a comprehensive picture of Maryland
local environmental public health practice by examining existing capacities, 
identifying needs, and developing recommendations to enhance the practice of 
environmental public health in Maryland.  

APPROACH

To assess the capacities and needs of Maryland's environmental public health
practice, the Center focused its efforts at the local level, where EPH professionals
interact with the community on a daily basis and provide the foundation for
Maryland's environmental public health protection efforts. The Center utilized
both a qualitative and a quantitative assessment process through the development
of a comprehensive discussion guide and site visits to all 24 Maryland local EPH
divisions. The discussion guide, developed with guidance from the Center Advisory
Committee and other local EPH practitioners, examined the existing EPH 
infrastructure capacities; identified agency needs, including budgetary and 
organizational improvements, training and workforce development, and technical
and legal support; and quantified existing and future challenges to local 
environmental public health practice. This discussion guide was submitted to and
approved by the Johns Hopkins Institutional Review Board in the summer of 2003.
(See Appendix A for full Discussion Guide). Site visits were framed by the 
discussion guide, but allowed for free-form discussion and exchange of ideas with
EPH division directors, environmental sanitarians, and support staff.

By Spring of 2004, staff from the Center for Excellence had conducted site visits
to all 24 local EPH divisions and received completed discussion guides from 22 of
24 divisions, a 92 percent response rate. The figures and charts shown in this report
reflect the responses received from these 22 counties. The conclusions drawn from
these discussion guides and associated site visits culminated into this, The Profile of
Maryland Environmental Public Health Practice, the first comprehensive needs
assessment of environmental public health practice in the state of Maryland.

8
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III. MARYLAND ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEALTH

Before describing the practice of environmental public health at the local level, it
is important to recognize the complex web of agencies, institutions and legislative
bodies involved in environmental public health issues at all levels of government. At
the federal level, the practice of environmental public health is conducted by 
multiple agencies, including the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and Food and Drug
Administration (FDA), located in the Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS). At the state level, agencies such as the Departments of Agriculture and
Natural Resources conduct some EPH activities. However, the bulk of all state-level
environmental public health practice in Maryland is conducted by two agencies-the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DHMH) and the Department of the
Environment (MDE). These agencies, while responsible for different functions
today, share a highly complex, yet common history. Just as the EPA was created in
1970 from environmental programs housed within DHHS and other government
agencies, the Maryland Department of the Environment was created in 1987 out of
programs from the Office of Environmental Programs, previously located within
DHMH, and the Department of Natural Resources.3

The true day-to-day practice of environmental public health occurs primarily at
the local level. Usually housed within county-based health departments, local EPH
divisions carry out the rules and regulations promulgated by state legislators via
MDE and DHMH as well as legislation created by county governments.  Given the
variety of organizational structures in which local environmental public health is
practiced, offices in which environmental public health is housed will be referred to
as “environmental public health (EPH) divisions” for the purposes of this report.

To truly understand how environmental public health operates at the local level,
it is important to first examine the organizational structure of county governments
in Maryland. According to the Maryland law each county is required to have a
board of health.4 This board is responsible for nominating a County Health Officer
who is officially appointed by the state Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene.
The Health Officer serves as the board's executive officer and holds ultimate 
responsibility for health department staff recruitment and hiring. Consequently, all
24 counties (Baltimore City is considered to be a county jurisdiction) in the state are
required to have health departments.4

In the state of Maryland, county governments can operate in one of three ways;
as commissioner, charter, or code counties. 

• Commissioner counties: are prohibited from creating new laws and 
regulations without the prior consent of the Maryland General Assembly,
which significantly limits their legislative power.

• Charter counties: voters have decided to approve a formal charter (the 
equivalent of a county constitution) that provides executive and legislative
powers to the elected executive, council, or administrator. The ability to 
legislate on environmental public health matters therefore varies from county
to county based on the charter itself.    

Figure 1: The role of 
environmental public health in
healthy people and communities.
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• Code counties: voters have elected to provide home-rule powers to their 
commissioners that allow them to legislate on all matters without prior
approval from the General Assembly. Consequently, code counties can 
develop environmental public health ordinances and regulations on their own,
without having to submit new laws to the General Assembly for approval.  

The different types of county government have significant implications for the
manner in which local EPH divisions operate. For example, code counties 
in general can develop new laws or modify existing laws in a more expedited 
manner than commissioner counties, giving them greater flexibility and 
adaptability when a new environmental public health issue arises. These 
differences in county government also pose challenges to developing statewide
approaches to environmental public health protection.

FUNDING STRUCTURE

In general, funding for local EPH services comes from a mix of federal, state, and
local government funds, fee-based services, and private grants. In 2003, federal and
grant-based funding accounted for less than 25 percent of the total budget for most
counties (see chart one). In contrast, funds derived from state and local sources 
varied drastically from county to county, with some counties receiving less than 10
percent, while others received nearly full funding. All counties in Maryland also 
supplement their EPH annual budgets by performing a variety of fee-based EPH
services such as food facility inspections and well inspections and permitting. These
fees accounted for at least 40 percent of the total budget for nearly 30 percent of
counties, and over 80 percent of total budget for a smaller percentage. Each county
health department determines how they utilize their state and county funds to cover
their EPH programs. Furthermore, while some counties divide up their budget for
specific EPH services, others receive funding through a county general fund that 
covers EPH service-related expenditures.  

Comissioner Counties 

Charter Counties

Code Counties

Figure 2: Forms of government in Maryland, by county.
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The past five years have been grounds for significant change for local EPH 
budgets. Sixty-nine percent of local environmental public health divisions reported
some change in their budgets within the last five years. Over the past five years, the
majority of divisions (53 percent) experienced budget increases within the time peri-
od, while only 16 percent received decreased funds. A third of divisions did not have
a significant 5-year change in funding. These budget improvements are largely attrib-
utable to increases in state and federal bioterrorism funding, indicating that budget-
ary growth may not result in greater funding for the core responsibilities and activ-
ities of environmental public health. Importantly, despite several funding increases at
the county level, a majority of counties (55 percent) reported that their budgets did
not enable them to keep up with the demands placed upon their divisions within the
last five years.

Chart 1: Percent of total EPH division funding derived from the collection of fees. For example,
45 percent of counties received between zero and nineteen percent of their funding directly from
fee collection.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES

“Environmental public health practitioners are involved not only in inspections,
but perhaps more importantly in surveillance, warnings, permitting, grading,
developing compliance schedules and variances, risk assessment, risk 
communication, public information, exposure evaluation, seeking injunctions 
and other legal remedies, embargoing, sampling for analyses, education,
consultation, community networking, problem prioritization, policy 
development, marketing the values and benefits of environmental public health,
plan and design review and approval, and epidemiology.” 2

Larry Gordon, Former APHA president

As Larry Gordon states, the true day-to-day practice of environmental public
health covers an extremely comprehensive and diverse set of services and activities.
In Maryland, the county-based EPH division is generally nested within the health
department and provides a core set of programs such as food facility permitting and
inspection, well and septic permitting and inspection, and animal control. However,
each county is unique and practices environmental public health in very different
ways. For example, in some of the larger counties, the EPH division is housed with-
in a county-based environmental protection agency while in others, EPH depart-
ments are located in the county health department. Many counties have also devel-
oped programs and services that are unique. For example, due to the lead paint
contamination problem in Baltimore City, the EPH division created a special pro-
gram dedicated to lead-related issues.  

Due to variations in EPH programs from county to county, for the purpose of
the assessment, the Profile project was organized into ten major EPH program
divisions as listed in the figure three. These program divisions are air quality, 
animal services, licensing and permitting, inspections, diseases, nuisance 
complaints, environmental services, plan review, and other services.   

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE
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Using these program divisions, we sought to quantify how much money, time, and
personnel hours were spent on each EPH service. In general, total budget, personnel
hours and the number of full-time employees used correlated well among the 
different services. In 2003, county EPH divisions as a whole ranked food service
facilities inspection and permitting as the most expensive and time-consuming 
activity with an output of nearly 3.5 million dollars, over 120,000 personnel hours,
and 90 full-time employees. Animal control, a service shared by several agencies
required a statewide EPH expenditure of almost $3.2 million, 77,000 
personnel hours and 65 full time employees. Budget and personnel-based rankings
of EPH services can be found in Appendix B.   

Figure 3: EPH program divisions provided by local EPH divisions in Maryland.
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While an important dimension of this Profile project was the collection of raw
data on EPH services, we sought to move beyond the data and depict the EPH
infrastructure, specifically describing how the landscape has shifted over the past
five years and identifying recommendations to improve the practice of 
environmental public health.  

The Profile project revealed that services such as food service facility inspections
and permitting were most often under-budgeted. Staff training, including training
for emergency and bioterrorism response, field equipment, and technology such as 
computer software were also insufficiently budgeted. In some counties, vital 
administrative activities, such as Freedom of Information Act requests and 
maintaining accurate records were under-budgeted, taking staff time and resources
away from core EPH programs.   

Chart 2: Top 10 services in 2003, by budget per year.
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In other counties, budget shortfalls resulted in service reduction at best and 
complete elimination of services at worst. Crucial EPH services such as water and
septic evaluations and inspections, lead inspection and remediation, real estate 
evaluations, and air and water quality testing and inspections have been reduced
or eliminated over the past five years. Providing these services allow EPH 
divisions to prevent food, water, and air related illnesses and deaths and are key
components of an effective public health safety net. Depleted budgets and a 
limited workforce have also contributed to a general increase in response time for
investigation of non-critical nuisance complaints, as well as a decline in 
availability for general advice, consultation, and community outreach.

Despite limited budgets, the Profile project revealed an EPH workforce that is
always looking forward, determined to complete their jobs to the best of their 
ability and create new programs that could further improve the health of all
Maryland residents. EPH practitioners are looking to enhance or create new and
improved services (see chart four) such as information technology and database con-
nectivity, access to public records, indoor air quality, inspections and 
regulations, innovative and alternative technologies for septic systems, and 
education and outreach.

Chart 3: Top 10 services in 2003, by full time equivalent (FTE) employee per year.
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SERVICE ENHANCEMENT

QUALITY ASSURANCE

In “The Future of Public Health”,
the Institute of Medicine (IOM)
stated that public health at all
levels of government consisted
of three core functions: assess-
ment, policy development, and
assurance. Furthermore, the
IOM recommended that 
assessment, the first and perhaps
most crucial function, be 
conducted by every public
health agency in an effort to
“regularly and systematically
collect, assemble, analyze, and
make available information on
the health of the community,
including statistics on health 
status, community health needs,
and epidemiologic and other
studies of health problems.”5

Yet, at the local level, EPH 
divisions are struggling to assess
even the most basic of activities.
Well and sewage system 
construction observation, water
quality testing, and enhanced
treatment system monitoring are
essential to ensuring the quality
and sustainability of EPH service
delivery. Without monitoring of
well water beyond the initial
drilling of the well or periodic
inspections of installed or
repaired septic systems, future
problems may not be detected
early enough to prevent major
health risks. EPH divisions are
often so strapped for time that
prevention gives way to reaction.
Funding for quality assurance
mechanisms would likely be a
cost-effective investment in the
future of local environmental
public health.

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE

Chart 5: Top 10 services in 2003, by hours per year.

Chart 4: EPH director recommendations for EPH service enhancements.
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NUISANCES

As per the state-level Nuisance Control law, local EPH divisions across the state
provide assistance on a variety of environmental nuisance issues, such as foul odors
and rat infestation. This service is a key component of the day-to-day interactions
local EPH professionals have with the community, yet it is not directly funded by the
state and, as such, is often not considered a core EPH service by EPH practitioners.
While nuisance regulations exist for a variety of environmental issues such as noise,
EPH professionals are expected to respond to all nuisance complaints, regardless of
whether or not they have any legal authority to remediate the nuisance. This lack of
authority often forces sanitarians to serve more as conflict negotiators, in the case
of disputing neighbors, than EPH professionals. Furthermore, nuisance complaint
response comprises a sizable portion of an EPH division's time and manpower. In
2003, one Registered Sanitarian handled 110 nuisance complaints on average and
nearly 13 percent of the total local EPH budget in the state was spent on nuisance
complaint investigations. Yet, nuisance complaint response is not included in 
budget projections in all counties. This lack of funding for nuisance complaint
response stresses already overworked staff as sanitarians are expected to perform
core environmental public health functions as well as respond to complaints.   

For the purposes of this report, nuisance complaints were broken down into five
main categories:

• Air

• Water

• Soil

• Animal

• Other

Other nuisance complaints include:

• Housing • Ticks

• Community Hygiene • Mosquitoes

• Waste Management/Trash • Other Vectors

• Septic Systems • Elevated Blood Lead Levels

• Sewage and Drainage • Food Complaints

• Rodents • EPH related resident dispute resolution

Figure 4: Total number of nuisance complaints from across the state, 1999-2003.
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Most (nearly 80 percent) of EPH divisions were satisfied with their current level
of staffing support and nearly 85 percent of divisions have either remained
unchanged or increased their overall staff size over the past five years. This increase
often corresponds to the recent addition of bioterrorism personnel resulting in these
new staff members focusing on bioterrorism/emergency preparedness issues and 
generally being unavailable to assist with core environmental public health 
services.

Chart 6: Percentage of total staff positions in EPH Divisions in Maryland, 2003.

WORKFORCE

The Maryland EPH workforce can be broken into four main categories: 
1) sanitarians, 2) supervisors and directors, 3) specialists, and 4) administrative 
personnel.  Sanitarians and sanitarians-in-training comprise 57 percent of the local
EPH workforce as shown in the chart below. Supervisors and directors comprise 16
percent of the workforce with sanitarian supervisors, program supervisors, and
EPH Directors filling the majority of roles. EPH divisions also employ an array of 
specialists, personnel who are often not registered sanitarians, but who have
advanced degrees or training in specific fields which allows them to address the
many facets of environmental public health. While specialists make up only 4 
percent of Maryland's local EPH workforce, they fill a wide variety of positions,
including chemist, citizen service specialist, communications coordinator, engineer,
geohydrologist, GIS specialist, health educator, IT specialist, master plumber, 
natural resource manager, permit specialist, and veterinarian supervisor.
Administrative staff, including EPH aides, office assistants, and office supervisors,
comprise 23 percent of personnel.
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V. SERVICE CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

While traditional food, water and sanitation protections remain the cornerstone
of environmental public health efforts in the 21st century, EPH divisions must be
prepared to handle new and emerging public health challenges and to develop 
effective tools and services to manage these new issues. In Maryland, the Profile
report revealed growth and development, crisis management, and emerging 
environmental public health threats as some of the most complex and pressing 
service-related challenges affecting local EPH divisions.  

GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

According to the National Geographic, Maryland's population “increased by 37
percent while the amount of land developed to accommodate these people grew
more than three times as fast, 124 percent in the last three decades alone.”6 While
this astronomical growth rate has obvious immediate consequences such as
increased traffic and a greater number of strip malls, its long-term effects are even
more profound and far-reaching on the overall environmental public health and well
being of all Marylanders. 

The EPA defines sprawl as the point where the rate at which land is converted to
non-agricultural or non-natural uses exceeds the rate of population growth. Sprawl
has a significant impact on air and water quality and quantity, loss of natural areas
such as farmland and “Brownfield” creation. In addition to environment impacts,
economic implications such as increased infrastructure costs related to sewage 
disposal and the treatment and delivery of drinking water are enormous.7

In addition to the environmental and economic effects, the workload for 
environmental public health divisions is greatly increased by growth and 
development. In Maryland, EPH divisions are involved in every step of the 
development process. Prior to and during increased population growth, EPH 
practitioners are responsible for inspecting and approving septic system and well
installations, conducting percolation tests, reviewing and approving land plats, and
inspecting new and temporary food facilities (see chart seven). Not only are local
EPH divisions often called upon to approve new developments; they are required
to manage environmental problems that occur after new neighborhoods have been
developed. For example, increased residential development can lead to larger areas
covered by impervious surfaces, significantly increasing storm water run-off. This
can ultimately result in a greater occurrence of sanitary sewer overflows, a 
common environmental public health response issue for Maryland's EPH 
practitioners.7,8  
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Growth also has significant political implications for EPH divisions. The rate at
which counties grow is often determined by the community itself and the 
council-members and commissioners elected to serve in that county. If a county
council is populated with pro-growth representatives, EPH practitioners report that
they are often under significant pressure to approve growth and development 
projects quickly. Approving a plat carries considerable political implications, and
when the go-ahead for the development of a multi-million dollar subdivision 
complex rests on the shoulders of an environmental sanitarian, strong political
forces are often brought to bear. These political pressures make it difficult to focus
solely on the public health consequences of growth and maintain professional 
standards as a sanitarian.

According to the Maryland Department of Planning, Maryland's population will
grow more than 20 percent by the year 2030 with an estimated 6,446,400 residents
to be living in the state.9 In the Chesapeake Bay watershed alone, it is estimated that
if the current growth trends continue, more than 3,500 square miles of forests, 
wetlands and farms will be converted to urbanized uses.8 Plainly speaking, growth
and the growth-related environmental pressures will continue to increase over the
next several decades. EPH divisions must have the resources and capacities to
address these issues in order to adequately protect the public's health. 

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE

Chart 7: Number of permanent and temporary food facility permits in Maryland, 1999-2003.
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Routine Emergencies

Prior to the anthrax scares of 2001, “routine emergencies” events that often
occur and generally require a known and specific response-such as food borne 
illness outbreaks, sanitary sewer overflows and water main breaks accounted for
the majority of unexpected budget and personnel expenditures. Pressures exerted
by a growing population and an expanding infrastructure with larger 
facilities and escalated food production have led to increases in the frequency and
scope of routine emergencies. These events now require even more personnel and 
budget expenditures to adequately address and effectively manage these issues. 

CRISIS MANAGEMENT

The tragic attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center in September of
2001 brought attention to the country's woefully inadequate emergency response 
capacity and provided a powerful incentive for change. As a result of emergency 
preparedness enhancements, federal, state, and local government agencies have
developed working partnerships, reorganized divisions, hired new staff, and 
purchased new technology and equipment to help manage disasters. Local EPH 
divisions have accomplished much in the past three years, with all counties 
reporting increases in emergency response activities. It is important to recognize,
however, that the term “emergency response” encompasses a vast array of roles and
responsibilities where bioterrorism preparedness represents only one piece of a
much broader puzzle. For the purpose of this report, emergency response includes
three categories; 1) “routine” emergencies such as sanitary sewer overflows, 2) 
natural disasters such as Hurricane Isabel, and 3) bioterrorism events such as the
anthrax attack of 2001.

Chart 8: Unexpected events/emergencies over the past two years in Maryland.
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Natural Disasters

In mid-September 2003, the entire east coast of the United States braced for
Hurricane Isabel. With powerful winds and flooding rains, Isabel proved to be a
force to be reckoned with, causing millions of dollars of damage and claiming 
several lives.  However, beyond the headlines of rain, high wind, floods, and downed
power lines, serious environmental public health challenges posed by the storm were
often overlooked by national and local media outlets. These environmental public
health threats included contaminated drinking wells, sewage overflows, and proper
clean up of flooded homes and food establishments. 

During the storm and its aftermath, Maryland-based local EPH professionals
worked tirelessly to ensure the health and safety of our communities, yet these 
additional service requests pulled them away from their core environmental public
health activities. For example, EPH personnel helped staff disaster recovery centers
that provided support for Maryland residents. Flooding and power outages also
necessitated the inspection of many restaurants, grocery stores and other food 
establishments to ensure that damaged and potentially contaminated foods were
properly disposed. Inspections of food service facilities were also required to ensure
that these establishments had performed required sanitary and maintenance 
procedures before re-opening. Flooding caused by the storm resulted in drinking
water well contamination and an excess of sewage overflows. Beyond service
requests for obvious flood-related damages, EPH divisions were also required to
take an active role in a number of activities to prevent less-conspicuous public health
risks such as education and outreach activities. 

The drought of 2002 also had a considerable impact on many Maryland counties.
In the wake of the drought, local EPH divisions were forced to shift their focus from
core activities to address drought-related service needs such as dry wells. A drought
typically prevents percolation (perc) testing, and in Maryland this meant that 
testing could not be performed in 2002 (see chart nine). A percolation test is a soil
test that is designed to evaluate the soil's capacity to accept a subsurface sewage 
disposal system (septic system).10 This resulted in a doubling of the number of perc
tests that were executed in 2003. With residential development often hinging on the
ability of land to perc, this delay on perc tests created a major interruption of growth
and development activities. Because of the large amounts of money invested in
growth and development projects, the impediments created by perc test delays 
introduced massive public and political pressure on EPH divisions from developers,
investors, and homeowners. In fact, a majority of EPH professionals cited demands
associated with percolation tests as a predominant job-related stressor.

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE
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Terrorism/Bioterrorism

The discovery of anthrax spores in the Brentwood postal facility in Washington,
D.C. changed the scope and nature of public health responses. Unlike routine 
emergencies and natural disasters, bioterrorism (BT) events are less predictable and
require a highly specific set of skills and equipment. Findings from the Profile
survey indicate that most EPH divisions did receive funding allocations for the 
hiring of BT personnel and the acquisition of related equipment. In fact, nearly half
the local EPH divisions in Maryland hired BT coordinators for environmental 
public health response and training while the remaining half share BT coordinators
with other health department divisions. Further, 95 percent of EPH divisions 
reported cross-training their staff in multiple disciplines, such as food inspections
and water sampling, to allow for additional assistance in responding to unexpected
events.

While significant strides have been made in improving bioterrorism and emer-
gency preparedness in the state, much still needs to be accomplished. Bioterrorism
response is not consistently organized at the local level and most EPH divisions have
not received sufficient guidance from state and federal agencies on their roles and
responsibilities.

ANTHRAX

The 2001 anthrax attack on the
Hart Senate Office Building in
Washington, D.C. changed the
face of security for Marylanders.
EPH divisions received state and
federal bioterrorism/emergency
response funding, new and 
sophisticated equipment,
advanced preparedness training,
and were deluged with “white 
powder” calls from concerned 
citizens. In 2003, EPH divisions
across the state fielded more 
than 1800 calls relating to 
anthrax that resulted in over 
100 samples being collected 
and transported (see figure five).

In total, though not one sample
tested positive for anthrax, more
than 2600 personnel-hours were
spent state-wide on anthrax-relat-
ed activities. While, of course,
negative test results are clearly
preferable, the increasingly 
crucial roles of local EPH 
practitioners were yet again 
hidden from the general public,
further strengthening arguments
for increasing the visibility of 
EPH practitioners. Despite the
increases in funding, equipment,
and training, more than 60 per-
cent of EPH divisions reported
that they did not feel comfortable
with their role in anthrax-related
response. Many divisions reported
feeling out of touch with other
first responders and unsure of
their role in emergency situations.
Others felt their staff had not
received proper training to 
specifically handle an anthrax
sample. Clearly, the anthrax crisis
reveals both the accomplishments
and shortcomings of emergency
response at the local level and
serves as an excellent teaching
tool for the future.

Chart 9: Hours spent (per 100 residents) on percolation tests, by region, 2003.
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Emerging Environmental Public Health Threats

One of the most impressive aspects of local environmental public health practice
is the ability of practitioners to change and adapt to new and emerging threats.
These threats come from a variety of sources like contamination of the ground water
with arsenic on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and with Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether
(MTBE) in Harford County. Throughout our interviews for the Profile report, local
EPH practitioners consistently reported that the emergence of West Nile Virus
(WNV) was a major issue of concern across the state.

WNV is a flavivirus that can affect humans, birds, mosquitoes, horses and some
other mammals, and is transmitted primarily via infected mosquitoes.11 While WNV
response and management can now be thought of as a national problem, Maryland
EPH practitioners have been managing WNV illness-related issues for the past 
several years. When WNV arrived in Maryland in 1999, addressing the enormous
number of requests entailed removal of bird carcasses and responding to communi-
ty concerns, which pulled EPH practitioners away from their core EPH repsonsibil-
ities.12 More recently, however, as WNV has been determined to be endemic to the
area, EPH divisions have discontinued the pickup and transport of dead birds 
suspected of carrying the virus.

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE

Local EPH divisions are often designated the first responder for various types of
emergencies, despite the fact that the necessary response regulations and personnel
are often outside the spectrum of environmental health mandates. Further, more
than 60 percent of EPH divisions did not feel comfortable specifically with their role
in the anthrax crisis of 2001. This sentiment is consistent across the broader field of
bioterrorism response. For example, some divisions received enough funding to 
purchase new and sophisticated emergency response equipment such as hazardous
materials suits and gas masks. Yet, in many counties, this funding only covered the
purchase of the equipment, not instrument-specific training which has left most EPH
professionals saddled with expensive equipment and suits that they are unable to use
effectively. Although much progress has been made in bioterrorism response over
these last few years, there is still much to be accomplished.

The Anthrax Scare of 2001

• Number of telephone calls fielded by environmental health 
 departments across the state regarding anthrax: 1800

• Number of samples collected and transported by environmental
 health departments: 100

• Number of local environmental health personnel-hours spent
 state-wide on anthrax-related activities: 2600+

• Percent of environmental public health departments reporting
 discomfort with their roles in anthrax-related response: 60

Figure 5: EPH division involvement in the anthrax scare of 2001 in Maryland.
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Like West Nile Virus, the emergence of other new diseases and sources of 
contamination highlight the importance of environmental public health and
enhance the understanding of the value of public health protections. These 
experiences reinforce the need for a strong EPH infrastructure and a flexible,
dynamic, and highly trained workforce to remain capable of handling new 
challenges and ensuring safe and healthy communities.

Direct Impact on Environmental Public Health Divisions

Emergency events account for a great deal of statewide EPH expenditures. In the
last two years alone, local EPH divisions across the state spent approximately
$1,607,368 and utilized 31,038 person-hours (the equivalent of 15.5 full time
employees) on unexpected events and occurrences. Beyond the quantitative esti-
mates, emergency response affects divisions in numerous ways on a day-to-day
basis. Crisis management, while often vital, can divert time and money away from
core EPH services. In Maryland, EPH professionals frequently are forced to delay
food service facility inspections, well and septic inspections and permitting, and
pool inspections in times of crisis. Continued emergency response needs can result
in sustained lapses in these core services, putting the health and safety of our 
communities at risk.  

While nearly all counties experienced an increase in unexpected events, surge
capacity, or the ability for an EPH division to shift resources to address an urgent
crisis, is lacking at the state and local levels. Insufficient financial and personnel 
support make it difficult to respond effectively and maintain regular services, and
the capacity to quickly shift resources is also hindered by inadequate emergency
response infrastructure. In an emergency, when the support of neighboring counties
is often vital for proper management, issues such as reimbursement, mismatched
personnel systems that impede the quick transfer of employees, liability concerns,
and a lack of insurance coverage for out-of-county sanitarians limit a provider's
ability to keep the public out of harm's way.

Effective and sustained communication among and between EPH professionals
also proved to be an emergency response concern. Though several counties have
established valuable relationships with traditional emergency response divisions
such as police and fire, and all indicated enhanced communications with other agen-
cies since the 2001 attack, many counties still cited poor coordination and internal
conflicts amongst state and local agencies as a barrier to effective responses. State
agencies have provided assistance in certain disaster situations such as overseeing
negotiations at Federal Emergency Management Agency meetings in the wake of
Hurricane Isabel. However, state agencies are hindered by many of the same limita-
tions as local EPH divisions, with a lack of personnel and limited funding for emer-
gencies restricting their ability to more fully participate in local emergency response.
Improved coordination and communication amongst state and local agencies is not
only critical for effective emergency response, but also provides opportunities to
enhance traditional EPH services through improved partnerships and collaborative
programs.
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IV. CHALLENGES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“All public health services depend on the presence of basic infrastructure. A strong
infrastructure provides the capacity to prepare for and respond to both acute and
chronic threats to the Nation's health, whether they are bioterrorism attacks, emerg-
ing infections, disparities in health status, or increases in chronic disease and injury
rates. Such an infrastructure serves as the foundation for planning, delivering and
evaluating public health.”13 Healthy People 2010

The practice of environmental public health also depends on a similar infrastruc-
ture to effectively prevent disease and manage environmental public health issues.
Yet, work on this Profile report has revealed a fragile, neglected, fragmented, and
under-funded EPH infrastructure. Without key structural ingredients such as a
strong organizational structure and leadership, adequate financial resources, and a
highly trained workforce, EPH divisions will continue to be hindered in their abili-
ty to protect the public's health. One of the major goals of this report is to highlight
challenges and make recommendations to address these issues. The recommenda-
tions outlined below offer immense opportunities to strengthen Maryland's EPH
infrastructure in order to ensure a safe and healthy Maryland.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE/LEADERSHIP

As discussed earlier, the practice of environmental public health is conducted by
myriad federal, state, and local agencies. In 1988, the Institute of Medicine report,
“The Future of Public Health” found that the creation of the EPA resulted in 
“fragmented responsibility, lack of coordination, and inadequate attention to 
public health dimensions of environmental issues”.5 In a follow-up report in 2003,
the IOM reported that the fragmentation of the governmental public health 
infrastructure is, in part, a direct result of the way in which governmental roles and
responsibilities at the federal, state, and local levels have evolved over U.S. 
history.”14   These concerns directly translate to the practice of environmental public
health at the state and local levels. While the separation of environmental programs
from health-based organizations has been beneficial in many ways and has led to
effective regulations and new research on the environment, there have been many
drawbacks. In Maryland, the fragmentation of health and environmental 
organizations has led to agencies with distinct missions without adequate support
and staff to properly communicate with one another and their constituencies.

This fragmented structure has resulted in many agencies involved in EPH 
activities, but without any one agency or individual in charge. This leadership 
vacuum makes it difficult to make decisions and develop a clear vision for 
environmental public health in Maryland. This corroborates the Pew Environmental
Health Commission that “there is a national leadership void, resulting in little or no 
coordination of environmental health activities.”15
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Organizational Structure/Leadership Recommendations:

• Establish in statute one lead authority for environmental public health
charged with uniting public health agency and community leaders to ensure
accountability and consistency for environmental public health actions. 

• Designate an environmental lead for each state and local agency to oversee
the agency's environmental public health activities and report to the lead 
environmental public health authority. 

FUNDING STRUCTURE

Just as EPH services are spread out amongst several agencies, the funding of 
environmental public health can be derived from a variety of sources, which has led
to a disjointed funding system for local services. This fragmentation is exacerbated
by several factors, including the lack of state or county-level funds dedicated to EPH
programs. While this arrangement allows the necessary financial flexibility to 
handle both expected and unexpected environmental public health events, there are
no funds dedicated to core programs. As a result, during an emergency, when budg-
et and personnel-time are redirected towards crisis management, certain core EPH
services, such as food facility inspections and septic and well inspections and 
permitting suffer (see chart ten). With targeted funding for these services, it would
be possible to manage crises without diverting resources from other essential 
programs.

Profile of Maryland Environmental Public Health Practice

Chart 10: EPH services that suffer when EPH crises occur.
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Issues with fee-based EPH services were another consistent infrastructure theme
across the state. As mentioned earlier, all counties in Maryland supplement their
annual budgets by performing a variety of fee-based EPH services. In fact, in some
counties, revenue produced via these services comprises more than 80 percent of a
county's yearly budget. These data suggest that fee-based services may, as a necessi-
ty, receive more attention than other core EPH services in these counties. Thus, 
economic pressures often drive the environmental public health agenda rather than
community needs. Furthermore, in the state of Maryland, the existence of fee caps
(limits on the amount of money that can be charged for EPH services for EPH 
services) deeply affect counties who are largely dependent on fee revenues. In the
2004 legislative session, the Maryland General Assembly raised fee caps for food
inspections and well permits (HB1541) but these increases still do not necessarily
provide sufficient revenues and often do not cover EPH divisional expenses created
by these services.

Funding Recommendations:

• Create health dedicated funding at the state and local levels for core environ-
mental public health services (e.g., wells, septic systems, food inspections) that
are adjusted on a regular basis to meet fluctuating demands and costs.

• Develop mechanisms for environmental public health funding that will allow
for greater flexibility, and adaptability, permit comprehensive approaches to
environmental health including evaluation measures, and address unexpected
events  (e.g. natural disasters, emergency response, West Nile Virus).

WORKFORCE

Clean drinking water, safe food from restaurants, and properly installed septic 
systems are just a small sample of the enormous responsibilities tasked to environ-
mental sanitarians, and these professionals are often the unseen hand keeping tabs
on the myriad environmental issues we take for granted. Ensuring safe food may not
sound very glamorous, but numerous important events such as Opening Day at
Oriole Park at Camden Yards hinge on a sanitarian's approval for drinking water
and food facilities. Simply put, EPH professionals perform important tasks. Varying
day-to-day responsibilities, opportunities to develop relationships with communi-
ties, and a strong sense of accomplishment at the end of the day are all reasons that
EPH professionals are a dedicated, hardworking, intelligent, and engaging group of
people.

Yet, despite the many positive aspects of working in environmental public health,
there are still challenges that have yet to be overcome. Chief among these is that the
EPH workforce is limited despite the broad scope of roles and responsibilities they
inhabit and perform. In 2000, there were 19,431 environmental health profession-
als and 915 environmental health technicians in the United States and they com-
prised about 4.5 percent of the total public health workforce.16 In Maryland at the
time of this assessment, there are a total of 317 Registered Environmental
Sanitarians. Interviews and site visits to all 24 local EPH divisions revealed three
major obstacles which affect the worker shortage: (1) difficulties with recruitment,
retention and retirement of environmental public health professionals, (2) limited
opportunities for career advancement, and (3) noncompetitive salaries.
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Recruitment, Retention, and Retirement

New staff recruitment is a challenge for most EPH divisions. Our assessment indi-
cated that barriers such as low starting salaries, little room for advancement, and
long hours make the hiring process exceptionally difficult, especially within smaller
counties. In addition, the limited visibility of EPH divisions hinders recruitment, as
many recent or upcoming college graduates are not even aware of jobs within local
divisions. Although most EPH divisions attempt to attract new staff by placing job
advertisements at college campuses and in local newspapers, many still find recruit-
ment to be a serious challenge. As a result, some EPH divisions retain vacant posi-
tions for lengthy periods of time.

Retention of existing staff is also an issue for EPH divisions. Local divisions often
serve as “training grounds” for sanitarians who then leave to pursue higher paying
positions within private industry and other government agencies (see chart eleven).
This problem is particularly acute for new staff who tend to have a higher turnover
rate than more experienced and higher-ranking EPH professionals. The organiza-
tional structure of some EPH divisions also serves as a roadblock to career progres-
sion. For example, advancement within certain roles is impossible, particularly in
smaller divisions until higher-ranking staff-members are promoted, retire, or move
on. State and local EPH practitioners must work together to build a sustainable
career path for sanitarians and supervisors alike in order to ensure continuity of
institutional knowledge and ability.  

Chart 11: Local EPH staff departures in Maryland over the past five years.
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In 2004 alone, 25 percent of Maryland local EPH directors either retired or moved
to other positions. Of these, only half had identified replacements at their time of
departure. In discussions with EPH personnel, it was revealed that the departure of
directors or other senior professionals leaves more than just a vacancy in the 
organizational structure of the division. Many directors have spent over 20 years in
their positions, and their experience and expertise, as well as their ties to the com-
munity, are lost when they retire. 

It became apparent from our site visits that most EPH divisions have two types of
employees - those who have been with the division for the majority of their careers,
and those who are more recent recruits. While recent recruits were more likely to
leave the division after a few years of service, the loss of senior staff results in a 
deficiency in institutional knowledge and ability, which is more problematic. Large-
scale losses of institutional knowledge are expected with upcoming retirements, and
efforts to create a training pipeline for new and mid-career EPH professionals may
be in jeopardy without seasoned personnel to ensure its existence. Consequently,
leadership training for lower and mid-level staff is essential to ensure adequate serv-
ice delivery over the next several years.

Career Advancement

The existence of a clearly defined career path is an issue for sanitarians in many
Maryland counties. Fifty percent of EPH divisions offer career tracks for practition-
ers that encourage professional and monetary advancements. Yet, some counties
have indicated that salary increases are not directly linked to educational advance-
ment. Formalization of a career path varies by county and can vary according to
government structure. Commissioner counties are required to follow the state 
personnel system guidelines for promotions and pay increases, whereas code and
charter counties can follow their own systems, which are generally less formal. Code
and charter counties tend to have a larger staff and offer more access to job 
training, cross training, supervisory classes and lab certifications. Further, these
counties also have more opportunities to promote from within the EPH division. 

Chart 12: Salaries and education requirements for entry-level positions in local Maryland 
government jobs. Data for this chart was taken from Maryland state job listings posted between
2000 and 2003.
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In addition to the lack of a clearly defined career path, compensation was also
mentioned as a barrier to developing a strong environmental public health 
workforce. As illustrated in charts twelve and thirteen, at the entry-level, 
sanitarians start at lower pay than many other entry-level government positions,
and salary ranges for sanitarians are narrower and are capped much lower than
other government positions. Furthermore, when compared with government 
positions that require equivalent or lower education requirements, the salary for a
sanitarian usually pales in comparison. At the supervisory-level, the salary range is
somewhat wider than at the entry-level, but the starting and maximum salaries are
lower than many other supervisory-level governmental positions with equivalent or
lower educational requirements. Salaries also differ between commissioner, charter,
and code rule counties. Charter counties that do not depend on salary scales set by
the state merit system are typically able to offer more competitive salaries than code
or commissioner counties.

Chart 13: Salaries and education requirements for supervisory-level positions in local Maryland
government jobs. Data for this chart was taken from Maryland state job listings posted between
2000 and 2002.
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24 HOUR ON-CALL

COMPENSATION

A 24-hour on-call response 
system for sanitarians and
supervisors provides an 
opportunity for a small 
amount of additional 
compensation for EPH 
professionals. Compensation 
is defined here as additional
salary or vacation time for 
time spent working above and
beyond the traditional 40-hour
work week. Types of compensa-
tion include extra pay for being
on call in either hourly form
(generally around $1.50/hr) 
or for a flat rate, compensation
(or vacation) time, or some mix
of pay and comp time. Some
counties offer EPH professionals
a choice between pay and 
comp time. The following 
charts illustrate the frequency 
of the different compensation
systems in Maryland.

While some professionals were
quite receptive to county
compensation systems, others
were frustrated with the actual
results. Of counties who receive
comp time in exchange for
responding to after hour 
emergencies, nearly 40 percent
are not able to realistically 
use the time off, citing busy
schedules and inadequate 
staff coverage.

Chart 14: Ability for EPH professionals to utilize compensatory time.

Chart 15: Types of compensation available to EPH professionals who provide 
“On Call” services.
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Workforce Recommendations

• Overhaul environmental public health job classifications to ensure adequate
compensation and well-defined career paths for EPH professionals.

• Develop leadership training to prepare mid-level EPH professionals to assume
leadership positions once current leaders retire.

• Collaborate with academic institutions to introduce EPH practice career
opportunities into the curricula.

• Institute a public education and outreach campaign to let the public know
about the importance of environmental public health and career 
opportunities.

TRAINING

“The potential consequences of an inadequately staffed and trained workforce
are worrisome. Few national resources are committed to preparing future 
environmental public health and protection professionals; training opportunities
for members of the existing workforce are limited; and opportunities for local
workers to upgrade their environmental public health knowledge are not readily
available.”7

Seventh Report to the President and Congress on the Status of Health Personnel
in the United States

In Maryland, as well as throughout the nation, training of the EPH workforce is
a key component of an effective EPH workforce. As the field of environmental pub-
lic health evolves, the workforce is required to adapt to the constantly progressing
needs of the communities they serve. As a result, EPH professionals are required to
expand their skill sets over time to include new proficiencies. The ever-expanding
nature of the field and the need for more advanced skills attract talented individu-
als and make environmental public health an exciting career. However, these same
factors also challenge EPH programs to find the time and resources to ensure 
adequate training.

Federal agencies such as CDC and National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health (NIOSH) have improved funding for academic institutions such as Johns
Hopkins University to focus on enhancing environmental public health practice.
Maryland counties have also taken strides to work with academic institutions such
as Baltimore County's work with the Johns Hopkins Mid-Atlantic Public Health
Training Center to develop a pilot distance-learning training for county employees
to improve their communication skills. Funding for bioterrorism training has also
expanded in the wake of September 11th. While BT training is highly specific, the
advent of EPH division-based bioterrorism coordinators housed within some local
EPH divisions allows for the benefits of BT funding to reach all corners of a health
department.

While some trainings do offer opportunities for EPH staff to learn new tools or
hone existing skills, interviews with staff have revealed certain limitations that
reduce the reach and effectiveness of many of these trainings. Eighty-five percent of
EPH divisions do have funds available to cover attendance fees for participating in
trainings, but fewer than 25 percent of counties actually used tuition reimbursement
in the last two years. The Profile report revealed that finding time away from hec-
tic daily schedules might be difficult for some sanitarians. Furthermore, some train-
ings are held in inconvenient locations or at difficult times that create greater finan-
cial strain in the form of travel expenses that are not covered by training funds. 



34

THE JOHNS HOPKINS CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PRACTICE

REGISTERED SANITARIAN

EXAM COURSE: AN

ACADEMIC-PRACTICE

PARTNERSHIP

In the state of Maryland, passing
the registered sanitarian exam is
a legal requirement for any 
sanitarian-in-training (SIT) 
wishing to become a full-fledged
environmental sanitarian. The
exam consists of 250 questions
and covers a broad array of 
environmental public health
principles and regulations 
(see Figure six). The exam is
offered three times a year and 
is open to individuals that have
a bachelor's degree in environ-
mental health sciences and 
have spent at least 12 months
training in a local EPH division
as a SIT. A total score of 70 
percent or better on the exam is
required to become a registered
sanitarian. The pass rates for
SIT's taking the registered 
sanitarian exam have been low.
In 2003, the average percent
correct for each of the three
exams offered was below the 70
percent pass rate for the state.
The first exam offered in 2004
only yielded a 45 percent pass
rate.

Consequently, the Johns Hopkins
Center for Excellence in
Community Environmental
Health partnered with the
Maryland Conference of Local
Environmental Health Directors
and the Maryland Board of
Sanitarians to develop a new
course to better prepare sanitari-
ans-in-training for the registered
sanitarian exam.

Some classes are offered as half-day intensive training sessions, whereas other
classes may be offered as full or multiple day sessions that start broad and focus in
on fairly specific materials or methods. Interviews have revealed that many classes
offered are inappropriate for their audiences with the subject matter being covered
either too general or too specific in nature to be useful, which reduces course utility
and makes attendance at future courses less likely. For example, a general training
on indoor air quality issues is likely too broad for a sanitarian to practically use in
their day-to-day activities while a course on how to speciate mold would be too 
specific to be of practical use. The format of trainings can also determine the 
effectiveness or utility of the training. Anecdotal evidence has indicated that 
web-based trainings are often ineffective or infeasible due to limited numbers of
available computers within the health department or insufficient desk time during
the workday to allow staff to really benefit from training materials. While the
DHMH-sponsored satellite downlink network for video-conferencing to all EPH
divisions offers great promise for expanding training opportunities, many divisions
do not have facilities that can physically accommodate personnel for training 
courses or modules. 

Figure 6: Content areas for the registered sanitarian exam in Maryland and the
national CDC/APHA-recommended registered sanitarian competencies.



Despite the existing challenges associated with staff training at the local level, the
Profile report revealed a workforce always looking forward to the next challenge
and thinking about how to address it most effectively. In an ideal situation where
adequate funding exists, some EPH divisions may opt to hire specialists in a new
field to respond to these diverse and emerging demands. Short of this, many EPH
divisions highlighted a need for a team of specialists that could be contacted on
short notice to handle new EPH issues. In Profile interviews, EPH Directors most
frequently requested an information technologist or database expert, closely 
followed by a hydrologist or geologist, geographic information systems/global 
positioning systems (GIS) expert, an attorney or legal expert, and a multimedia (air,
soil, water) expert. In addition, some directors pointed out that they would prefer
to expand their existing registered sanitarian staff in addition to or in place of 
bringing on a specialist. Other less frequently requested types of expertise included
animal control specialists, engineers, epidemiologists, food plan review specialists,
indoor air quality specialists, industrial hygienists, lab sampling experts, media 
relations personnel, microbiologists, risk assessors/communicators, registered 
nurses or medical doctors, toxicologists, and translators.

REGISTERED SANITARIAN

(continued) 

This new course, much like a
SAT or GRE preparatory course,
would cover all aspects of the
exam, but also provide students
with test-taking techniques and
skills and would provide a
forum to ask questions about
the exam. Working with the
Johns Hopkins Education and
Research Center for
Occupational Safety and Health,
the first course was presented in
October 2004 and included 
lectures from a wide variety of
environmental and public health
professionals from around the
state.
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Training Recommendations:

• Provide education and training tailored to meet the needs of environmental
public health practitioners by building and strengthening partnerships with
academic institutions and other organizations.  

• Work in conjunction with existing practice-based organizations (board of 
sanitarians, EPH directors) to develop training curricula that address specific
practice-needs and offer trainings in effective formats and locations.

• Ensure adequate support to state and local agencies to allow funds and staff
time for training.

Chart 16: Types of expertise, according to EPH Directors, that could be added to enhance
EPH divisions if money were no object.



TECHNOLOGY

The existing Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DHMH) satellite down-
link system is just one example of the technological strides made in the past five
years and of the future potential of technology to greatly enhance the day-to-day
practice of environmental public health. DHMH has also dedicated resources to the
creation of an e-mail system and intranet system in each of the state's 24 EPH divi-
sions. Furthermore, every division has communication capabilities with field staff
through either cell phones or two-way radios. 

Technological advances are being initiated in individual counties as well. A 
number of divisions are computerizing records, allowing them to be stored and
accessed on-line. Others are exploring the use of hand-held devices in order to enter
information electronically directly from the field.

Increased communications and access to technology also offer many new 
opportunities to improve EPH capacity in Maryland. Recent progress includes the
new statewide effort, led by MDE and local EPH directors, to coordinate data 
standards. Also, Maryland was the recipient of a CDC-funded Environmental Public
Health Tracking Program grant, which has allowed the state to improve data shar-
ing and access amongst a variety of state and local agencies. 

Yet, much still needs to be accomplished.  Nearly 20 percent of EPH divisions
cited the need for enhancement in information technology and database connectiv-
ity services in the next five years. The Profile project revealed that technological
advances at the local level are often hindered due to lack of technical assistance and
staff training. Some divisions have used grant funding to purchase sophisticated
hand-held global positioning equipment for mapping projects, but inadequate
staffing and funding for upkeep and management after the grant period ended have
forced divisions to re-focus their efforts, leaving new equipment lying dormant.
One-time technology purchases are ineffective in maintaining efficient programs in
this age of continuous technological changes and frequent software and equipment
upgrades. In addition, many employees need support and assistance in adapting to
new technologies and altering long-existing protocols, such as paper-based record
storage systems. While technological advances offer much promise and 
opportunity, many counties are pursuing unique technological systems that may not
be compatible with technology available in neighboring counties or a state-based
agency. 

The lack of a coordinated, statewide approach to technology hinders the ability to
assure compatibility and comparability across county jurisdictions and state 
agencies. Without statewide leadership to coordinate technological advances,
opportunities are lost to utilize these advances to further enhance statewide 
coordination and communications. Though there has been some progress towards a
statewide effort to standardize technological projects, this effort needs to be 
expanded and supported from the highest levels of leadership at both the state and
local level. Provided state and local officials have the leadership, vision, and
resources to allow these new and sophisticated projects and products to flourish,
technological advancements have the potential to both greatly streamline and
enhance the practice of environmental public health across the state.
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Technology Recommendations:

• Develop statewide technology protocols and procedures that include adequate
technical support and training. 

• Ensure adequate funding not only for the purchase of technological 
equipment, but also for the upkeep and maintenance of the equipment,
including the necessary staff and support to use the equipment appropriately
over time.

COLLABORATION/COMMUNICATION

Effective communication and collaboration amongst EPH agencies, divisions and
communities is a crucial element to ensuring effective environmental public health
protection, yet most divisions report a confusing and disjointed system of commu-
nication with federal, state and community partners. For the purposes of this report,
challenges associated with communication can be grouped into three categories.

• Inter/intra agency communication within and between EPH agencies and
other stakeholders.

• Public relations, including media relations, education, and outreach activities
with the public served by EPH divisions.

• Marketing environmental public health to a variety of stakeholders.

According to the CDC report, A National Strategy to Revitalize Environmental
Public Health Services, “informational barriers among environmental public health
professionals, especially in different agencies, have long prevented rapid sharing of
information…and too often information does not flow smoothly to and from 
federal agencies to state and local professionals.”2 This finding holds true in
Maryland where federal and local EPH practitioners are highly disconnected from
one another and are often unaware of programs and/or resources that are available.
In fact, only one county in the course of the Profile project reported communicating
and working directly with a federal public health agency.

Communication between state agencies was also found to be lacking. With the
creation of the MDE in 1987 and the separation of environmental programs from
Maryland DHMH, state-level agencies are now required to share responsibility for
EPH activities. Though limited personnel and resources at the state level does 
greatly hinder collaboration, the Profile report has revealed that inter-agency 
communication often does not exist outside of memorandums of understanding and
a handful of agency liaisons.

Though not considered an agency in the traditional sense, academic institutions
have an important place in a strong and effective EPH system. By collaborating with 
academic institutions, local EPH divisions can gain access to a wealth of technical and
scientific information and institutional knowledge. Additionally, academic 
institutions often have the financial and personnel resources to provide sophisticated
trainings, as well as degree and certificate programs in a variety of environmental 
public health-related fields. Yet, while some institutions such as Salisbury University
have developed working partnerships with EPH divisions on the Eastern Shore of
Maryland, many academic institutions across the state have failed to engage local EPH
divisions, thus missing out on valuable partnerships at the local level.

INDOOR AIR QUALITY

The astronomical rise in
indoor air quality (IAQ) 
complaints received over 
the past five years by EPH
divisions helps to illustrate
multiple facets of the second
major communication issue
encountered by EPH profes-
sionals, communication with
the public. In the state of
Maryland, there are no indoor
air quality programs and only
one county has developed an
IAQ regulation for private 
residences. As a result, most
divisions can do little more
than offer advice regarding
cleanup of mold or installation
of dehumidifiers to improve
air quality. Furthermore, the 
overwhelming media attention
paid to IAQ topics such as
mold and respiratory disease
has led to a widespread public
fear of mold contamination.
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Finally, the lack of marketing for environmental public health has proven difficult
for local EPH divisions. According to the CDC, “an important communication chal-
lenge faced by the environmental health workforce is to make the public and deci-
sion-makers aware of the environmental public health components of public health
agencies.”18 This “visibility problem” occurs when EPH activities are performed in
a timely and efficient manner, public health crises such as a food-borne illness out-
break are averted and the EPH division responsible for the success is invisible
because a crisis failed to occur. While prevention is at the root of all public health
programs, the lack of a crisis leads both the public and decision-makers to question
the value of the program itself, which oftentimes leads to budget and personnel cuts.
Consequently, it is imperative that the public and policy-makers be informed of the
value and importance of a strong and capable EPH workforce in preventing environ-
mental public health crises.

Happily, though collaboration amongst and between state, local, and academic
partners was not fully established in the past, progress is being made. Local liaison
committees have been established at MDE and at the county level, and these 
committees meet regularly to discuss and resolve inter-agency disputes. In addition,
a state-based data coordination committee has been established to better facilitate
the sharing of health and environmental data, and senior staff members from both
MDE and DHMH are actively participating in local EPH activities and projects.
Communication amongst local health officers and directors also thrives due to 
associations such as the Maryland Association of County Health Officers and the
Maryland Conference of Local Environmental Health Directors. These groups bring
public health professionals from across the state together monthly to meet and share
information on activities, issues and future plans.   

The practice of environmental public health requires multiple responsibilities, yet
the important role of public relations (PR) is often overlooked. Though most prac-
titioners do not associate environmental public health with public relations, the most
successful EPH divisions possess a well-honed PR team to respond to media
requests, answer questions posed by the public and provide education and outreach
to a variety of consumers in times of crisis and upheaval. Unfortunately, this 
well-honed team often does not exist at the local level due to insufficient funding and
personnel.  An environmental public health issue such as a water-borne disease out-
break requires a knowledgeable and effective practitioner to interact with the pub-
lic and the media, but most divisions do not have the staff or funding to properly
handle the overwhelming number of public and media requests. Additionally, most
EPH divisions have not received risk communication or media relations training, a
major consideration when environmental sanitarians serve as point people for local
media outlets. 

While an effective public relations team is crucial in times of upheaval, open and
dialogue-driven relations with the community being served by an EPH division on a
on-going basis is also essential. Quality educational materials and effective and 
interactive outreach to the public allows for informed and engaged residents and
community groups who actively work with local officials, resulting in stronger and
healthier communities. Yet, many EPH divisions lack the staff and resources to 
perform these functions. In fact, almost a quarter of EPH divisions cited a need for
improved or enhanced education and outreach.

INDOOR AIR QUALITY

(continued) 
Consequently, indoor air 
quality has become a major
environmental public health 
concern, with most counties
expected to respond to IAQ
complaints and media requests
with little more than practical
advice and educational 
pamphlets. While IAQ concerns
allow EPH divisions to conduct
education and outreach to the
public, the lack of a uniform
message, statutory support 
and effective training makes
accurate and effective 
education and outreach 
a challenge.
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Communication/Coordination Recommendations:

• Provide support to engage community members and state and local environ-
mental public health agencies in the development, implementation, and 
evaluation of environmental pubic health programs and policies.

• Involve state and local environmental public health agencies and communities
in the development and implementation of a communications plan to 
highlight the importance of environmental public health services to the 
public’s overall health and well-being. 

RESPONSIBILITY AND AUTHORITY

With the passage of House Bill 1541, legislation designed to raise fee caps for sev-
eral key environmental services, Maryland's EPH professionals were able to utilize
a critical opportunity to increase funding for key services across the state. While leg-
islation such as HB 1541 is a success for the field of environmental public health,
the Profile report has revealed several significant shortfalls in the legal and enforce-
ment arena.

Access to legal materials and advice can be challenging in any field. However,
when the majority of EPH services involve inspection, permitting, and complaint
investigation, access to qualified and dedicated legal support can be critical.
Fortunately, all counties in Maryland reported having access to legal materials such
as legal codes and regulations and to legal advice in the form of a county or state
attorney. However, the Profile project revealed that access and utilization are very 
different.  

Despite the presence of legal materials and advice, an overwhelming number of
counties reported the legal assistance they receive is hindered by a variety of factors.
The Maryland Attorney General's office employs attorneys (and assigns a number
of lawyers to specific agencies, such as MDE and DHMH), but many EPH directors
indicated that agency lawyers are often overwhelmed with work and generally only
the most egregious cases received the proper level of legal attention. State attorneys,
while available to certain county governments, are usually required to provide
counsel to a variety of county departments, agencies, offices, boards, and commis-
sions and are difficult to reach. Further, state attorneys are political appointees with
their posts being filled via local elections that can result in frequent personnel and
procedure changes. This situation is further complicated by the fact that EPH divi-
sions in commissioner counties are state agencies and thus are unable to utilize a
county attorney. Most counties have access to a county-based attorney, but this
individual, like the state's attorney, provides legal advice to a wide assortment of
county divisions and agencies and can be difficult to contact given his or her many
commitments. In light of these complications, more than a quarter of EPH directors
indicated that, if money were not an object, they would add an attorney or legal
help to their divisional staff. 

The Profile project revealed an EPH workforce profoundly interested in 
improving the laws and regulatory provisions currently in existence in their 
counties. More than 70 percent of EPH Directors indicated that they would change
or add laws and/or regulatory provisions to better address their county's environ-
mental public health priorities. The addition of legislation mandating food 
manager certification requirements, eliminating fee caps on well construction 
permits and food service facilities, and updating regulations for well and septic
installation were most often proposed.
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According to the IOM, “the law relating to public health is scattered across count-
less statues and regulations at the state and local levels and is highly fragmented
among the states and territories.”14 Furthermore, EPH directors recognized the need
for a more comprehensive and unified body of environmental public health regula-
tions. This situation holds true for Maryland where laws and regulations pertaining
to EPH services and activities are strewn across several agencies and 
divisions. Further, the organizational structure of county government across the
state has led to significant variety in the number and content of public health laws
and regulations. As discussed previously, Maryland county governments can 
operate in one of three ways: as a commissioner, charter, or code county. These dif-
ferent types of county government have significant implications for the county's
legal authority and responsibility that can impact the operation of the health depart-
ment as described below. For example, code counties have home rule power and, as
such, are able to legislate on local environmental public health matters when they
arise.  This legislative ability has led to new and innovative environmental public
health statutes. In contrast, commissioner counties, given their lack of home rule
power, are not allowed to legislate on local matters without prior consent of the
Maryland General Assembly. However, given that not all counties can legislate
equally, significant fragmentation exists at the state and local levels.

Finally, EPH practitioners highlighted the need for better enforcement of existing
environmental public health laws and regulations. In most counties, while inspec-
tion and permitting responsibilities fall under the purview of sanitarians, enforce-
ment power of the various ordinances and regulations falls on state agencies such as
MDE and DHMH. Unfortunately, due to financial and personnel constraints at the
state level, timely and thorough management of environmental public health viola-
tions are often lacking. As a result, local EPH practitioners with little or no legal
expertise are relied upon to enforce violations, such as nuisance complaints, for
which they have no legal muscle. 

Responsibility and Authority Recommendations:

• Develop statewide protocols and procedures for the development and enforce-
ment of environmental public health laws and regulatory provisions.

• Ensure all local environmental health units have assigned legal representatives
to provide necessary assistance.

• Work with academic institutions to provide basic training on Maryland 
environmental laws. 
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Ensuring a healthful environment is critical to the future well being of Maryland,
and the 21st century holds many exciting opportunities and challenges for environ-
mental public health. Despite tremendous progress throughout Maryland's history
in communicable disease prevention and environmental quality, traditional food,
water and sanitation protections will remain a cornerstone of our efforts to protect
the future health of Marylanders. In addition, modern realities such as terrorism,
new pollutants; and continued growth and development present new and increas-
ingly complex environmental public health challenges. From drinking water safety
to anthrax attacks, food borne illness outbreaks to air quality alerts, our city, coun-
ty, and state environmental public health professionals are essential to ensuring a
safe and healthy future for Maryland. 

Maryland's environmental public health professionals must be well prepared to
address these increasingly complex environmental public health threats. Maryland's
county environmental public health programs are the backbone of these efforts,
working in partnership with the State Department of the Environment and the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. 

The Profile findings revealed a fragile, neglected, fragmented, and under funded
environmental public health infrastructure. However, findings also revealed a dedi-
cated and enthusiastic workforce offering a window of opportunity to enhance
Maryland environmental public health protection efforts. As environmental public
health threats continue to become more complex and the current workforce ages
now is the time to act upon the findings and recommendations outlined in this
report.

Maryland's future generations deserve safe food and water, healthy air, and 
protection from environmental threats. We must act upon these recommendations
now to preserve the health and well being of Maryland for present and future 
generations.
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Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health 
Center for Excellence in Community Environmental Health Practice 

Environmental Health Discussion Guide 
September 2003 

 
This Environmental Health Discussion Guide is an organizational tool to synthesize 
information gathered through site visits to Maryland’s twenty-four local public health 
agencies. The discussion will focus on environmental public health activities from July 1, 
2002 through June 30, 2003.   The results will be documented in The Profile of Maryland 
Environmental Public Health that will: 

1. Depict existing environmental public health infrastructure capacities 
2. Describe agency needs including financial, training, technical, and scientific support 
3. Document existing challenges (e.g., responding to unforeseen events) 
4. Make specific recommendations to enhance Maryland environmental public health 

practice 
 
Environmental Health Services Provided 
 

We will discuss the tables on the following pages regarding the environmental public 
health services provided by your environmental health unit.  Below is some 
general guidance regarding these tables. 

 
• In the Hours/Year column, please indicate approximately how many hours 

were spent on the environmental public health service in the last year.   
 

• In the Budget/Year column, please indicate approximately how much money 
was budgeted for the environmental public health service in the last year. 

  
• In the FTE’s column, please indicate the number of Full Time Employees 

that are involved in providing the given environmental health service (include 
any program support staff).  Use fractions of an FTE where appropriate. 

 
• In the Contractual Agreement column, please indicate whether the service was 

contracted out.  If so, indicate to whom.  If the service was not contracted 
out, please leave the box blank.   

 
• In the Covered by Other Agency column, please indicate whether the service is 

covered in part or full by another agency.  If yes, please write the name of the 
agency in the box.  If the service is not covered in part or full by another 
agency, please leave the box blank. 

 
• In the Public Health Priority column, rate the public health importance of the 

environmental public health service (based on your professional opinion) by 
giving it a rating of 1 to 5, where 1 means “least important” and 5 means 
“highly important”.   
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Did you find that any of the services provided were noticeably over or under budget?  

If so, please list those services and indicate if they were over or under budget and 
why. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the past five years, have any environmental public health services been eliminated 

or reduced?  If so, please indicate which services. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the past five years, have any environmental public health services been added or 

enhanced?  If so, please indicate which services. 
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In the next five years, should any specific service be reduced or enhanced?  If so, 

please explain. 
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Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Air Quality (Indoor)
Air Quality (Outdoor)
Other (Please Specify)

Air Quality

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Animal Control
Rabies
Quarantine
Other (Please Specify)

Animal Services

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Camps/Mobile Home Parks
Food Establishment Permits
Temporary Food Permits
Wells
Septic Systems
Body Piercing and Tattoo Parlors
Bathing Beaches
Lifeguards/Pools
Recreational Water
Open Burning
Other (Please Specify)

Licensing and Permitting

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Nursing Homes
Schools/School Health
Food Facilities
Child Daycare
Home Inspections
Other (Please Specify)

Inspections
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Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Communicable Disease Investigation
Communicable Disease Surveillance
Non-communicable Disease Investigation
Non-communicable Disease Surveillance
Zoonotic/Vector-Borne Diseases
Other (Please Specify)

Diseases

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Water
Air
Soil
Noise
Animal
Other (Please Specify)

Nuisance/Complaints

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Sampling/Labwork
Lead
Watershed Management and Monitoring
Environmental Hazard Reports/Investigations
Hazardous Waste
Well Head Protection/Groundwater Monitoring
Other (Please Specify)

Environmental

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Percolation Tests
Environmental Impact/Development Review
Waterway/Capital Improvement Projects
Other (Please Specify)

Plan Review

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's
Contractual 
Agreement

Covered by Other 
Agency

Public Health Importance

(Approximate) (Approximate) (# of) (If yes, with whom) (If yes, by whom) (1 = least, 5 = most, 0 = n/a) 
Website
Research
Education and Outreach
Bioterrorism/Emergency Response
Other (Please Specify)

Other Services
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Emergency/Unexpected Event Response 
 
Responses to unexpected events are often provided by local environmental public health 
agencies and are a critical component of the essential public health services.  Quantifying 
your county’s efforts to provide these responses is essential in characterizing the value and 
need for environmental public health services.  The following questions address your unit’s 
capacity to provide vital services in response to unanticipated or emergency events.   
 

What events/occurrences over the past 2 years required a significant, unexpected 
expenditure of resources? 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please estimate, over the last 2 years, the dollars and personnel time expended above 

expected levels to respond to unanticipated events. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Were services reduced or discontinued as a result of staff and resources being shifted 

in order to respond to unexpected events?  If yes, which one(s)? 
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Are persons in your staff trained in multiple disciplines to allow for additional 
assistance in responding to unexpected events?  If so, please list the skills and 
personnel involved.   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How has the frequency and level of response to unexpected events changed over the 

past two years? 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What, if any, involvement did you have in the Anthrax crisis of 2001?  If your  

department was involved in the crisis, did you feel comfortable with your role?  
Why or why not?  
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Where appropriate, please estimate the following: 
 

 
 
Do you have a bioterrorism coordinator on staff in your department?

Incident #
Number of Anthrax-Related Calls 

Received
Number of Suspected Anthrax 

Samples Collected For Analysis
Number of Samples Transported 

For Analysis
Number of Hours Spent On 
Anthrax-Related Activities
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Budget Allocations for Environmental Health 
 

What is your unit’s total budget?  If possible, please attach a copy of the annual 
budget. 

 
 

What is the total budget for environmental health activities/services? 
 

 
Over the past 5 years, have your unit’s resources kept up with demands placed upon 

it? 
 
 
 
 
 
We will discuss the following table in reference to your unit’s funding.  In the 

Percentage of Funding column, indicate the approximate percentage of your 
department’s total budget that comes from the given source.  In the Trend 
column, indicate if the percentage given in the previous column has increased, 
decreased, or stayed the same over the past five years.  Use a plus sign (+) to 
indicate increased percentage, a minus sign (-) to indicate decreased percentage, 
and a zero (0) to indicate a lack significant change in percentage.  In the bottom 
row, please indicate an overall funding increase (+), decrease (-), or stabilizing (0) 
in the past five years. 

 

 
 

In the past five years, have you seen an increase, decrease, or stabilization of overall 
funding? 

 
 
 

Funding Source Percentage of Funding Past Five-Years Trend

Federal % 
State % 
Local % 
Fees % 
Grant/Contracts % 
Other % 
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Staffing 
 
 

Please provide a description of the staff make-up of your unit including # of 
positions in each category, titles, pay grades and basic hiring criteria.   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How would you characterize your current level of staffing support? 

 Good      
 Adequate     
 Poor  

 
In the last five years, have there been any patterns of unfilled positions or vacancies 

due to retention and recruitment problems?  If so, which job titles? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Over the past five years, has the size of your staff increased, decreased, or stayed the 

same?   
 Increased 
 Decreased 
 Stayed the same 
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Have any trends presented themselves in terms of staff longevity and retention?  If 
so, are they getting more stable, less stable, or staying the same? 

 More stable 
 Less stable 
 Staying the same 

 
 
If members of your staff have left the unit within the past five years, where did they 

go? 
 

 
 
 

If money was no object, what, if any, experience or expertise would you like to add 
to your staff (i.e. an epidemiologist)? 

 
 

Where #
Other Counties

State (MDE or DHMH)
Private Industry

Retired
Other (Please Specify)
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Training/Career Path  
 
Do you have tuition reimbursement or funds for continuing education?  

 Yes 
 No 

 
If yes, approximately what percentage of your staff has used tuition reimbursement 

within the last two years? 
 

 
 
 
What percent of your staff have formal public health training? 

 

 
 

Does your unit offer career tracks for environmental health practitioners that 
encourage professional and monetary advancements?  If so, please describe. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When did you first gain Internet access in your department? 
 
 
How do you communicate with field staff? 

 Cell phone 
 Two-way radio 
 Other 

 
 

 

Level of Education Percentage

Bachelor's or above % 

Master's or above % 

Doctorate % 

57



 

 

 
Partnerships 
  

We will discuss the types of formal and informal partnerships or agreements your 
unit has with other agencies.  Place a check in all of the boxes that correspond 
with partnerships held by your county.  Also note that a formal partnership 
refers to one with a written agreement, whereas an informal partnership refers 
to all other types.  For the partnerships you identify, please indicate the effect 
on productivity that partnership may have by marking a “+” for “increases 
productivity”, “0” for “no change in productivity”, and “-“ for 
“unproductive”. 

 

 

Level of Agency Formal Informal Productivity
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National

Governmental

Health

Environmental

Natural Resources

Organization Type

Agriculture

Other

Level of Agency Formal Informal Productivity
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National
Local
State

National

Non-Governmental

Health

Environmental

Natural Resources

Agriculture

Other

Organization Type
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Are there any services your unit provides that are sometimes provided by other 
local or state agencies or community groups?  If yes, which ones?  
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Law 
 

Does your unit have access to legal materials such as environmental public health 
legal codes, regulations?   

 Yes 
 No 

 
If yes, approximately how often do you access them? 

 Regularly 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely 

 
Does your department have access to legal advice? 

 Yes 
 No 

 
If yes, approximately how often do you utilize it? 

 Regularly 
 Sometimes 
 Rarely 

 
Does your unit and/or county have an established mechanism through which they 

can influence the introduction of new or the modification of existing 
environmental public health laws and regulations?   

 Yes 
 No 

 
If yes, how often is it used?  

 Twice or more per year 
 Once a year 
 Every few years 
 Never 

 
Are there any new legislative and/or regulatory provisions you would add or any 

current ones you would change to better address your county’s environmental 
public health priorities?  If so, please describe.   
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Special Topics 
 

A. How did the drought of 2002 affect your unit? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B.  If notable, please share your unit’s experiences with bioterrorism preparedness 

in your county.   
Also, what impacts (if any) has bioterrorism had on your unit? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. If notable, please share your unit’s experiences with West Nile Virus (WNV)   
     prevention and response in your county. Also, what impacts (if any) has          
     WNV had on your unit? 
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D. If notable, please share your unit’s experiences with Severe Acute Respiratory  
Syndrome (SARS) prevention and response in your county.  Also, what 
impacts (if any) has SARS had on your unit? 
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IX.       Other Questions 
 

A. Identify key needs to enhance or better provide environmental public health services. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
B. What are the most significant barriers to improving environmental public health 

services? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. Please fill out the following chart for Fiscal Years 1999-2003: 
 

 

Topic FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
Number of animal bites
Number of nuisance calls

Number of permanent food service facilities
Number of temporary food permits

Percentage of housing on public water and sewer
Percentage of housing on well/septic systems

Total number of registered sanitarians on staff
Total number of sanitarians in training on staff
Total number of administrative staff
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If possible, please attach a copy of your department’s fee schedule for FY 2003. 
 
 
Does your department participate in a 24-hour on-call emergency pager/call system? 

If yes, how are you and your employees compensated for the time you are on-call 
(hourly pay, comp time, etc.)? 

If you are compensated with “comp time”, are you realistically able to use the 
time you earn? 
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Environmental Public Health Services, ranked by Full Time Equivalents, Maryland 

Service 

Totals 

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's 
Animal 89,341 $1,007,704 100.6 
Food Facilities 120,383 $3,425,224 89.7 
Animal Control 77,129 $3,133,287 64.8 
BT-ER 27,490 $1,111,120 57.6 
Perc Tests 62,352 $1,045,895 54.9 
Sampling/Labwork 37,675 $1,135,510 46.1 
Wells 37,419 $716,759 39.6 
Septic Systems 39,903 $829,401 37.3 
Food Establishment Permits 35,527 $694,449 36.8 
Education Outreach 10,675 $297,770 32.6 
Environmental Impact 39,720 $889,120 31.2 
Home Inspections 20,907 $456,293 30.3 
School Health 8,170 $42,720 24.6 
Lifeguards Pools 16,532 $245,070 24.2 
Outdoor Air Quality 9,790 $292,617 24.1 
Rabies 14,664 $286,491 23.3 
Temporary Food Permits 5,260 $56,050 23.1 
Research 4,830 $124,120 23.0 
Lead 21,183 $2,125,029 21.8 
Child Daycare 3,754 $154,037 20.5 
Open Burning 6,084 $160,737 19.9 
Water 10,390 $243,357 19.5 
Soil 4,270 $63,600 18.5 
Comm. Disease Invest. 11,309 $302,578 17.7 
Nursing Homes 16,710 $493,293 17.6 
Bathing Beaches 2,664 $68,459 16.1 
Camps Mobile Home Parks 4,018 $71,140 15.6 
Zoonotic/Vector-borne 6,361 $123,775 14.7 
Quarantine 6,770 $67,520 12.3 
Indoor Air Quality 4,095 $97,907 12.3 
Air 7,110 $170,969 8.1 
Waterway-CIP 8,560 $251,480 7.7 
Body Piercing and Tattoo Parlors 1,078 $1,143 6.7 
Watershed Manage 10,022 $175,860 6.6 
Wellhead Protect. 3,460 $241,100 5.8 
Comm. Disease Surveil. 2,676 $28,265 5.3 
Noise 4,871 $150,500 5.2 
Website 1,575 $32,640 4.7 
EHR Invest. 4,723 $204,720 4.5 
Hazardous Waste 4,005 $130,300 4.1 
Non-Comm. Disease Surv. 230 $5,235 4.0 
Recreational Water 2,550 $49,300 3.2 
Non-Comm. Disease Invest. 210 $4,650 2.0 

(FTE = Full Time Equivalents allocated for each service) 
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Environmental Public Health Services, ranked by Budget, Maryland 

Service 

Totals 

Hours/Year Budget/Year FTE's 
Food Facilities 120,383 $3,425,224 89.7 
Animal Control 77,129 $3,133,287 64.8 
Lead 21,183 $2,125,029 21.8 
Sampling/Labwork 37,675 $1,135,510 46.1 
BT-ER 27,490 $1,111,120 57.6 
Perc Tests 62,352 $1,045,895 54.9 
Animal 89,341 $1,007,704 100.6 
Environmental Impact 39,720 $889,120 31.2 
Septic Systems 39,903 $829,401 37.3 
Wells 37,419 $716,759 39.6 
Food Establishment Permits 35,527 $694,449 36.8 
Nursing Homes 16,710 $493,293 17.6 
Home Inspections 20,907 $456,293 30.3 
Comm. Disease Invest. 11,309 $302,578 17.7 
Education Outreach 10,675 $297,770 32.6 
Outdoor Air Quality 9,790 $292,617 24.1 
Rabies 14,664 $286,491 23.3 
Waterway-CIP 8,560 $251,480 7.7 
Lifeguards Pools 16,532 $245,070 24.2 
Water 10,390 $243,357 19.5 
Wellhead Protect. 3,460 $241,100 5.8 
EHR Invest. 4,723 $204,720 4.5 
Watershed Manage 10,022 $175,860 6.6 
Air 7,110 $170,969 8.1 
Open Burning 6,084 $160,737 19.9 
Child Daycare 3,754 $154,037 20.5 
Noise 4,871 $150,500 5.2 
Hazardous Waste 4,005 $130,300 4.1 
Research 4,830 $124,120 23.0 
Zoonotic/Vector-borne 6,361 $123,775 14.7 
Indoor Air Quality 4,095 $97,907 12.3 
Camps Mobile Home Parks 4,018 $71,140 15.6 
Bathing Beaches 2,664 $68,459 16.1 
Quarantine 6,770 $67,520 12.3 
Soil 4,270 $63,600 18.5 
Temporary Food Permits 5,260 $56,050 23.1 
Recreational Water 2,550 $49,300 3.2 
School Health 8,170 $42,720 24.6 
Website 1,575 $32,640 4.7 
Comm. Disease Surveil. 2,676 $28,265 5.3 
Non-Comm. Disease Surv. 230 $5,235 4.0 
Non-Comm. Disease Invest. 210 $4,650 2.0 
Body Piercing and Tattoo Parlors 1,078 $1,143 6.7 

(FTE = Full Time Equivalents allocated for each service) 
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Allegany County 

  
www.mdp.state.md.us/info/localplan/alle/county.html 
Located in Western Maryland and bordered on the east by Washington County, on the north by 
Pennsylvania, on the west by Garrett County, and by the Potomac River and West Virginia in the 
South, Allegany county is named for the Indian word, oolikhanna, meaning "beautiful stream”, and 
is notable for its picturesque mountain scenery.  A code home rule county (commissioners have 
home-rule power as approved by the county voters), Allegany was formed in 1789 from 
Washington County (Chapter 29, Acts of 1789).   The County seat is Cumberland. 
 
Demographic Information  
 Population 1980 1990 2000

 

 
Total Population 80548 74946 74930 
Percent Population Change no data -7.0% 0.0% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 16365 15406 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  no data 21.8% 20.6% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 12389 13880 13429 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 15.4% 18.5% 17.9% 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 74,300 73,300 71,650 
Percent Population Change 0% -1.30% -2.25% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
1980 78942 1229 31 172 345 
1990 72955 1535 59 321 319 
2000 69702 4006 114 390 571 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 98.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 
1990 97.3% 2.0% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% 
2000 93.0% 5.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 

 Education 199 2000 0 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 71.0% 79.9%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 11.8% 14.1%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 425 
Total Water Area (square miles) 4.4 
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 240 219 239 278 
Average Farm Size in Acres 204 173 175 142 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 9 9 6 10 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 95 68 58 79 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 153 140 108 92 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 6175 7244 6542 6430 
 
 
Housing 
 Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000

 

 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 210.7 199.0 176.2 176.1
Total Housing Units 26172 29660 32513 32984
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 61.6 69.6 76.5 77.5
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $46,700 $71,100
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1952
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 93.60% 85.6%
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1947
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 91.4% 87.8%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 81.4%, 83.0% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 15.9%, 16.0% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 2.7%, 1.0% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $28,364 $27,069 $39,886
Median Income for Households $28,794 $21,546 $30,821
Median Per Capita Income $10,136 $11,393 $16,780
Number Unemployed no data 2643 2931 
Percentage Unemployed no data 4.4% 4.8% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 285 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 421  
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 388 
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Anne Arundel 
 
 http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/anne/frame.html 
 

Located in the Baltimore metropolitan region, Anne Arundel County 
 is bordered on the east by the Chesapeake Bay, the north by  

Baltimore County, the west by Howard and Prince George’s County,     
and on the south by Calvert County.  A charter county (elected  
legislative bodies have law making powers), Anne Arundel was  
created in 1650 and named after the wife of Cecil Calvert, grantee of  
the original colony.   The County seat is Annapolis.   

 
 

  
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 370775 427239 489656 
Percent Population Change No data  15.2% 14.6% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age* 105986 105101 123636 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age* 28.6% 24.6% 25.2% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 25085 37597 48820 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 6.8% 8.8% 10.0% 

 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 509,880 530,540 541,749 
Percent Population Change 4% 4.05% 2.11% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 
1980 321,203 42,860 31 4,040 4,595 
1990 368,773 50,945 1,311 7,848 11489 
2000 397789 66428 1455 11225 12902 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 
1980 86.6% 11.6% 0.0% 1.1% 1.2% 
1990 86.0% 11.9% 0.3% 1.8% 2.7% 
2000 81.2% 13.6% 0.3% 2.3% 2.6% 

 
Education 1990 2000 

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 43.0% 86.4% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 21.1% 30.6% 
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 418.4
Total Water Area (square miles) 35.24
Number of Watersheds 4 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 567 477 412 432 
Average Farm Size in Acres 75 91 84 82 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 41 47 49 59 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 4144 3454 3019 507 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 488 359 263 221 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 17991 13027 17741 10743 

 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 282 716 1028 1179 

Total Housing Units 36345 89036 157194 186937 

Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 87.4 214.0 377.9 449.4 

Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing No data  No data  $127,900 $159,300 
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing 
Units No data  No data  No data  1976 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 No data  No data  74.25% 56.9% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units No data  No data  No data  1973 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 No data  No data  80.8% 69.0% 

Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  No data  No data  
27.2%, 
27.5% 61.5%,62%  

Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems No data  No data  
9.5%, 
9.1% 35.8%,38% 

Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage No data  No data  <1%, <1% No data  
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Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $38,728* $45,034 $69,019 

Median Income for Households 
$37,998, $22, 

767** $45,147 $61, 768 
Median Per Capita Income $14, 079 $18, 509 $27, 578 
Number Unemployed No data  7,240 8,077 
Percentage Unemployed No data  2.2% 2.1% 

*1989 Adjusted dollars 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 1800 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 1720 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 437 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 421  
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 388 
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Cecil County 
 
 http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Ceci/frame.html 
 
 Located in the upper Eastern Shore region, Cecil County is 

 bordered on the east by Delaware, on the north by Pennsylvania,  
and on the south by Chesapeake Bay and Kent County. The  
County seat is Elkton.  Cecil County is commissioner county  
(commissioners have a limited set of specific powers and cannot  
legislate where the General Assembly has not given them  
authority).  Cecil County was established in 1674 and was named  
for Cecilius Calvert, Second Lord Baltimore, and founder of the  

          Maryland colony. 
 
Demographic Information  

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 60,430 71,347 85,951 

Percent Population Change no data 18.1% 20.5% 

Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 19,093 19478 23789 

Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age 31.6% 27.3% 27.7% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 5,553 7349 8,995 

Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 9.2% 10.3% 10.5% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 99,696 109,694 117,018 
Percent Population Change 16% 10.03% 6.68% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 56,825 3,204 31 201 404 
1990 67,450 3,240 150 310 635 
2000 80,272 3,361 280 593 1,306 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 94.0% 5.3% 0.1% 0.3% 0.7% 
1990 94.5% 4.5% 0.2% 0.4% 0.9% 
2000 93.4% 3.9% 0.3% 0.7% 1.5% 
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Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 72.2% 81.2% 

Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 12.1% 16.4% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 359.6
Total Water Area (square miles) 21.2 
Number of Watersheds 4 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 501 455 464 24 
Average Farm Size in Acres 173 176 185 32 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 20 16 30 24 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 2,802 2,535 3,213 762 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 378 322 290 218 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 48,464 41,821 45,803 45,525 

 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 96 153 205 247 
Total Housing Units 10,417 16,421 27,656 34,461 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 29.9 47.2 79.4 99.0 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data  no data $97,000 $132,300
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1979 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 71.7% 51.1% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units no data no data no data 1971 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 71.7% 61.6% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 14.5%,14.5%  ~50% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 23.8%,23.6%  ~50% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data <1%, <1% no data
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Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $33,755 $40,420 $56,469 
Median Income for Households** $30,697, $18,319 $36,019 $50,510 
Median Per Capita Income $11,056 $14,314 $21,384 
Number Unemployed no data  1,683 1,834 
Percentage Unemployed  no data 3.1% 2.8% 

 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 48 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 637 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 100 
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Caroline County 
 
 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Caro/frame.html 
 
Located in the upper Eastern Shore region, Caroline County is bordered on the 
east by Delaware, on the west by Queen Anne's and Talbot counties, and on the 
south by Dorchester County. The County seat is Denton.   Caroline County is a 
code county (commissioners have home-rule powers and may enact legislation in 
the areas of the “express powers” of the charter counties, except there is no 
elected council or charter and the procedures pertaining to indebtedness are 
somewhat different).  The county was established in 1773 and named after Lady 
Caroline Eden, the wife of Maryland’s last colonial governor, Robert Eden.   

  
Demographic Information  

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 23,143 27,035 29,772 
Percent Population Change no data 16.8% 10.1% 

Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 6,603 7110 7978 

Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age 28.5% 26.3% 26.8% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 3,170 3893 4,031 

Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 13.7% 14.4% 13.5% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 31,868 33,600 34,847 
Percent Population Change 7% 5.43% 3.71% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 19,138 3,915 31 30 172 
1990 22,355 4,459 58 79 231 
2000 24,322 4,398 110 163 789 

 
 

Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 
1980 82.7% 16.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7% 
1990 82.7% 16.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.9% 
2000 81.7% 14.8% 0.4% 0.5% 2.7% 
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Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 66.8% 75.0% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 10.8% 12.1% 

 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 320.8
Total Water Area (square miles) 3.6 
Number of Watersheds 3 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 636 588 525 122 
Average Farm Size in Acres 209 216 212 120 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 130 118 115 122 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 42,845 43,826 41,501 18,727 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 504 440 397 324 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 85,751 86,447 80,231 70,942 

 
 
Housing 
 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 57 62 84 93 
Total Housing Units 6,281 7,033 10,745 12,028 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 19.6 22.0 33.6 37.6 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data  no data $75,000 $101,700
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data  no data no data 1974 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 79.6% 59.9% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units no data no data no data 1967 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 76.4% 66.1% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 14.6%,13.2%  33% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 24.9%,25.4% 67% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data <1%, <1% no data
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Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $28,662 $32,093 $44,825 
Median Income for Households $24,217, $14,452 $27,758 $38,832 
Median Per Capita Income $9,964 $11,926 $17,275 
Number Unemployed  no data 551 719 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.7% 3.2% 

 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 61 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 105 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 95 
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Calvert County 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Calv/frame.html 
 
Located in the southern Maryland region, Calvert County is bordered 
on the east by the Chesapeake Bay, on the north by Anne Arundel 
County, on the west by Charles and Prince George’s County and on 
the south by St. Mary’s County.  The County seat is in Prince 
Frederick.  Calvert County is a commissioner county (commissioners 
have a limited set of specific powers and cannot legislate where the 
General Assembly has not given them authority).  Calvert County was 
established in 1654 and its name derives from the family name of Lord 
Baltimore, the Proprietary of the Maryland colony. 
 
 
 
  

Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 34,638 51,372 74,563 
Percent Population Change no data 48.3% 45.1% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of 
Age 11,532 14590 22056 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of 
Age 33.3% 28.4% 29.6% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of 
Age 2,871 4572 6,627 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of 
Age 8.3% 8.9% 8.9% 

 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 92,975 99,486 105,389 
Percent Population Change 25% 7.00% 5.93% 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 77.2% 22.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.8% 
1990 83.4% 15.7% 0.2% 0.6% 1.0% 
2000 98.7% 13.1% 0.3% 0.9% 1.5% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 26,733 7,689 31 105 260 
1990 42,825 8,046 127 292 502 
2000 62,578 9,773 220 655 1,135 
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Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 79.3% 86.9% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 17.6% 22.5% 

 
 
Land and Water Use 
Total Land Area (square miles) 213.2
Total Water Area (square miles) 27.09
Number of Watersheds 3 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 464 400 349 38 
Average Farm Size in Acres 89 93 96 26 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 33 20 25 38 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 4,796 3,814 2,280 222 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 275 319 379 190 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 10,545 17,483 9,931 14,526 

 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 20 35 239 346 
Total Housing Units 5,072 7,932 18,974 27,576 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 8.5 13.3 88.2 46.1 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data  no data $136,100 $169,200
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing 
Units no data no data no data 1986 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 58.7% 36.1% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units no data no data no data 1982 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 69.4% 45.9% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 10.2%,4.9% 10%  
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 26.3%,31.0%  90% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data <1%,1.1% no data
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Income 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $39,933 $50,845 $71,545 
Median Income for Households $37,042, $22,106 $47,608 $65,945 
Median Per Capita Income $12,323 $17,521 $25,410 
Number Unemployed  no data 956 1,182 
Percentage Unemployed  no data 25.0% 2.1% 

 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 106 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 212 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 90 
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DRAFT  

Baltimore County 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/baco/frame.html 

  
Located in the Baltimore metropolitan region, Baltimore 
County is bordered on the east by Harford County, on 
the west by Carroll County and on the south by 
Baltimore City and the Chesapeake Bay.  The County
seat is in Towson.  Baltimore County is a Charter County 
(a county becomes a charter county when a charter board
drafts a charter, which is then approved by the v

 

 
oters).   

 
 
 
 
 

Demographic Information  
Population 1980 1990 2000 

Total Population 655,615 692,134 754,292 
Percent Population Change no data 5.6% 9.0% 

Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 159,574 150885 178363 

Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age 24.3% 21.8% 23.6% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 69,364 96899 110,335 

Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 10.6% 14.0% 14.6% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 782,593 804,101 809,660 
Percent Population Change 4% 2.75% 0.69% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 590,283 53,955 31 8,455 5,394 
1990 587,898 85,451 1,468 15,544 8,131 
2000 561,132 151,600 1,923 23,947 13,774 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 90.0% 8.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.8% 
1990 84.9% 12.3% 0.2% 2.2% 1.2% 
2000 74.4% 20.1% 0.3% 3.2% 1.8% 
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Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 78.4% 84.3% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 25.0% 30.6% 

 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 597.6
Total Water Area (square miles) 34.99
Number of Watersheds 3 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 917 840 781 115 
Average Farm Size in Acres 101 99 97 103 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 76 115 102 115 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 3,936 6,060 5,050 1,372 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 565 461 367 323 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 48,335 35,210 40,330 33,132 

 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 452 1036 1156 1260 
Total Housing Units 78,038 190,682 281,553 313,734 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 130.4 318.5 470.4 524.1 

Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing 
No 

data  
No 

data   $99,900 $127,300
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied 
Housing Units 

 No 
data  

No 
data   No data   1964 

Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built 
Before 1980 

No 
data   

No 
data   82.9% 70.3% 

Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied 
Housing Units 

 No 
data   

No 
data    No data    1971 

Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built 
Before 1980 

No 
data    

No 
data    84.3% 71.9% 

Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  
No 

data    
 No 

data   37.1%,36.0% 60% 

Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems 
No 

data    
No 

data    3.4%, 4.6% 40% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, 
Sewage 

 No 
data   

No 
data    <1%, <1% No data 
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Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $40,908 $44,502 $59,998 
Median Income for Households $36,262, $21,640 $38,837 $50,667 
Median Per Capita Income $15,155 $18,658 $26,167 
Number Unemployed  No data    14,164 16,521 
Percentage Unemployed  No data    2.5% 2.8% 

 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 4150 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 2,880 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 900 
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Baltimore City 
    
 http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Baci/frame.html 
 

Located on the Patapsco River, Baltimore City is a tidal  
Tributary of the Chesapeake Bay.  Baltimore County  
borders it on the east and west and Anne Arundel County  
borders it on the southwest.  Baltimore City is a charter  
county (a county becomes a charter county when a charter  
board drafts a charter, which is then approved by the  
voters).  The city’s major industry is the Port of Baltimore  
Shipping Industry. 

 
 

Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 786,741 736,014 651,154 
Percent Population Change no data -6.4% -11.5% 

Number of Persons <18 Years of 
Age 211909 179587 161353 

Percent of Persons <18 Years of 
Age 26.9% 24.4% 24.8% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of 
Age 100,575 100834 9,402 

Percent of Persons >65 Years of 
Age 12.8% 13.7% 7.8% 

 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 603,151 606,825 609,183 
Percent Population Change -7% 0.61% 0.39% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 
1980 345,113 431,151 31 4,762 7,638 
1990 287,753 435,768 2,555 7,942 7,602 
2000 205,982 418,951 2,097 9,985 11,061 

 
 

Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian 
Asian 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 
1980 43.9% 54.8% 0.0% 0.6% 1.0% 
1990 39.1% 59.2% 0.3% 1.1% 1.0% 
2000 31.6% 64.3% 0.3% 1.5% 1.7% 
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Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 60.7% 68.4% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 15.5% 19.1% 

 
 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 80.34
Total Water Area (square miles) 11.67
Number of Watersheds 2 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms no data no data no data no data 
Average Farm Size in Acres no data no data no data no data 
Number of Farms with Irrigation no data no data no data no data 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation no data no data no data no data 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer no data no data no data no data 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used no data no data no data no data 

 
 
Housing 
 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 11754 11210 9,109 8059 
Total Housing Units 277,880 305,530 303,706 300,477 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 3439.1 3781.3 3758.7 3718.8 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing  no data no data  $54,700  $69,100 
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units  no data no data  no data  1943 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data  97.3% 95.7% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units  no data no data  no data  1954 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data  92.4% 96.0% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data  41.2%,40.6% no data 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data <1%, <1% no data 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data <1%, <1% no data 
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Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $26,343 $28,217 $35,438 
Median Income for Households** $21,467, $12,811 $24,045 $30,078 
Median Per Capita Income $9,848 $11,994 $16,978 
Number Unemployed no data  31,839 30,669 
Percentage Unemployed  no data 5.6% 6.0% 

 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 23,520 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 4,697 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 2,300
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Charles County 
 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Char/frame.html 
 
Located in southern Maryland, Charles County is bordered on 
the east by St. Mary's County, on the north by Prince George's 
County, and on the west and south by the Potomac River. The 
County seat is La Plata.  Charles County is a commissioner 
county (commissioners have a limited set of specific powers and 
cannot legislate where the General Assembly has not given them 
authority).  The county was established in 1658 and was named 
for Charles Calvert, 3rd Lord Baltimore.  

 
Demographic Information  

Population 1980 1990 2000 

Total Population 72,751 101,154 120,546 

Percent Population Change no data 39.0% 19.2% 

Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 26,101 29739 34651 

Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age 35.9% 29.4% 28.7% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 4,005 6575 9,402 

Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 5.5% 6.5% 7.8% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 150,528 181,741 202,903 
Percent Population Change 25% 20.74% 11.64% 

 
Population Numbers by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 56,787 14,736 31 469 940 
1990 80,234 18,419 761 1,338 1,705 

2000 82,587 31,411 907 2,192 2,722 
 

Population Percentages by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 78.1% 20.3% 0.0% 0.6% 1.3% 
1990 79.3% 18.2% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 
2000 68.5% 26.1% 0.8% 1.8% 2.3% 
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Education 1990 2000 

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 81.0% 85.8% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 16.2% 20.0% 

 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 451.6
Total Water Area (square miles) 35.2 
Number of Watersheds 3 

 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 917 840 781 49 

Average Farm Size in Acres 101 99 97 67 

Number of Farms with Irrigation 68 45 65 49 

Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 11,252 8,016 9,697 533 

Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 459 390 305 256 

Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 16,522 17,930 23,496 22,060 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 51 103 219 261 
Total Housing Units 6,355 13,577 34,487 43,903 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 13.8 29.4 74.8 95.2 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data  no data  $122,300 $153,000
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1982 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 63.9% 44.9% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units no data no data no data 1980 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 
1980 no data no data 58.1% 49.8% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 21.4%,19.8% no data

Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems  no data no data 12.2%,13.2% no data

Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data <1%,1.0% no data
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
93



 

 

 
 
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $43,144 $49,724 $67,602 
Median Income for Households $40,600, $24,229 $46,415 $62,199 
Median Per Capita Income $12,501 $16,555 $24,285 
Number Unemployed  no data 1,684 2,115 
Percentage Unemployed  no data 2.3% 2.4% 

 
 
**1989 adjusted dollars, current dollars 
Note: 2000 data is from 1999 
 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: No data 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: No data 
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Howard County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/howa/frame.html 
 

Located in the Baltimore metropolitan region and bordered in the north by Carroll County, 
east by Baltimore and Anne Arundel Counties, south by Prince George’s county, and west 
by Frederick and Montgomery county, Howard county is named for John Eager Howard a 
Revolutionary War officer, Maryland governor, and statesman.  A charter county, Howard was 
formed in 1838 from Anne Arundel County (Chapter 22, Acts of 1838).   The County seat of 
Howard is Ellicott City, and the county is notable for its historic sites.   
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 293,800 318,700 320,000 
Percent Population Change 18.5% 8.5% .41% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 118,572 187,328 247,842
Percent Population Change no data 57.98% 32.3% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 36,491 48,482 69,543 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  30.8% 25.9% 28.1% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 6,081 11,399 18,468 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 5.1% 6.1% 7.5% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 101,354 13,899 31 2,273 1,484 
1990 155,899 22,019 402 8.098 3,699 
2000 188,392 38,430 1,697 20,891 7,490 

1980 85.5% 11.7% 0.0% 1.9% 1.3% 
1990 83.2% 11.8% .2% 1.7% 2.0% 
2000 76% 15.5%% .7%% 8.4% 3% 

 Education 199 20000  
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 91% 93.1%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 46.9% 52.9%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 252.2
Total Water Area (square miles) 1.51 
Number of Watersheds 2 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 432 382 318 346 
Average Farm Size in Acres 125 117 125 109 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 27 27 36 35 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 510 894 763 467 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 205 190 176 180 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 23,954 19,978 19,835 19,845 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000

91.7
 

Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area  247.4 742.8 735.1
Total Housing Units 6,205 18,096 72,583 92,818
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 24.6 71.8 287.8 368 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $166,500 $206,300
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1978 1984
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 55.1% 39.2%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1978 1982 

Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 57.3% 44.2%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 85.6% 83.5% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 14.2% 16.2% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.2% 0.32% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $50,820 $61,088 $85,422
Median Income for Households $46,269 $54,089 $74,167
Median Per Capita Income $16,866 $22,704 $32,402
Number Unemployed no data 2,306 3,357 
Percentage Unemployed no data 1.6% 1.8% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 330 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 931 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 204 
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Harford County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/harf/frame.html 
 
Located in the Upper Chesapeake Bay region and bordered on the east by the Susquehanna 
River and Cecil county, the north by Pennsylvania, the west by Baltimore county, and the 
south by the Chesapeake Bay, Harford county is named for Henry Harford the last Proprietary 
of Maryland, and is known for its historic, waterfront of Havre de Grace.  A charter county, 
Harford was formed in 1773 from Baltimore County (Chapter 6, Acts of 1773).   The county seat is 
Bel Air. 
 
Demographic Information  

 
 
 
 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 257,800 279,700 293,500 
Percent Population Change 17.9% 8.5% 4.9% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 145,930 182,132 218,590
Percent Population Change No data 24.81% 20% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 45,622 48782 60,965 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  31.3% 26.8% 27.9% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 9,371 15034 22,160 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 6.4% 8.25% 10.1% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 131,347 12,167 31 1,234 1,751 
1990 162559 15530 490 2503 2821 
2000 192,410 21,672 1,391 4,198 4,169 

1980 8.3% 0.0% 0.8% 1.2% 
1990 89.3% 8.5% .0005% 1.37% 1.55% 
2000 88% 9.9% 0.6% 1.9% 1.9% 

90.0% 

 Education 199 20000  
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 81.6% 86.7%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 21.5% 27.3%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 440.4
Total Water Area (square miles) 86.37
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 758 695 651 683 
Average Farm Size in Acres 132 140 145 119 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 28 35 46 53 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 417 318 590 286 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 463 476 374 361 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 37,087 48,450 52,767 47,775 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000

262 
 

Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 117.6 413.6 496.3
Total Housing Units 14044 33487 66446 83,146
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 31.9 76 150.9 188.8
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $114700 $149,800
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1973 1981
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 67.6% 47.8%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1970 1973
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 76.3% 65.1%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 64.5% 61.9% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 34.7% 37.2% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.78% 0.83% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $39,487 $45,923 $63,868
Median Income for Households $36,173 $41,680 $57,234
Median Per Capita Income $12,782 $16,612 $24,232
Number Unemployed no data 3,265 3,522 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.4% 2.1% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 905 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 900 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 784 
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Garrett County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/garr/frame.html 

Located in the Western Maryland region and bordered on the east by Allegany county, the 
south and west by West Virginia, and the north by Pennsylvania, Garrett county is named for 
John Work Garrett the President of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad from 1858-1884.  A 
commissioner county, Garrett was formed in 1872 from Allegany county (Chapter 212, Acts of 
1872).  Garrett county is known for the natural beauty of its Deep lake Area, and its county seat is 
Oakland. 
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 30,900 32,100 33,100 
Percent Population Change 3.5% 3.7% 3.1% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 26,490 28,138 29,846 
Percent Population Change no data 6.22% 6.1% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 8,230 7620 7,484 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  31.1%

3,160 
27.1% 25.1% 

Number of Persons >65 Years of Age  3867 4,461 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 11.9 13.7% 14.9% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 26,340 61 31 46 101 
1990 27963 105 22 40 110 
2000 29,602 152 91 71 131 

1980 99.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 
1990 99.4% .373% .01% .142% .39% 
2000 99.2% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 

 Education 199 20000  
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 68.4% 79.2%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 9.5% 13.8%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 648.1
Total Water Area (square miles) 7.94 
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 670 634 649 643 
Average Farm Size in Acres 181 175 166 160 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 4 14 10 25 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 11 56 63 255 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 434 450 423 405 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 24,429 26,381 26,344 20,133 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 32.8 33.1 43.4 46.05
Total Housing Units 6,438 8,683 14,119 16,761
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 9.9 13.4 21.8 25.9 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $60,200 $86,400
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1968 1973
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 80.2% 62.8%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1962 1970
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 82% 87% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 23.7% 33.7% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 60.9% 62.5% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 15.5% 3.8% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $25,066 $26,365 $37,811
Median Income for Households $21,903 $22,733 $32,238
Median Per Capita Income $8,734 $10,124 $16,219
Number Unemployed no data 935 777 
Percentage Unemployed no data 4.4% 3.3% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 44 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 231 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 143 
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Frederick County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/fred/frame.html 
 

Located in the Washington metropolitan region and bordered on the east by Carroll county, 
the south by Montgomery county, the north by Pennsylvania, and the west by Washington 
county, Frederick is most likely named after Frederick Calvert the sixth and last Lord Baltimore.  
A commissioner county, Frederick was formed in 1748 from Baltimore and Prince George’s 
counties (Chapter 15, Acts of 1748).  Frederick is known for its historic sites and museums, and its 
county seat is the City of Frederick. 
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 239,700 281,900 324,600 
Percent Population Change 22.7% 17.6% 15.5% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 11,4792 150,208 195,277
Percent Population Change no data 30.85% 30% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 34,270 39,731 53,887 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  29.9% 26.5% 27.6% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 10,221 18148 18,836 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 8.9 12.1 9.6% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 107,511 6,344 31 524 826 
1990 139,9092 8,010 284 1510 1713 
2000 176,965 13,605 1,083 4,066 4,664 

1980 93.7% 5.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 
1990 93.1% 5..3% .189% 1.0% 1.14% 
2000 90.6% 7.0% 0.6% 2.1% 2.4% 

 Education 199 20000  
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 80.4% 87.1%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 22.0% 30.0%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 662.9
Total Water Area (square miles) 4.46 
Number of Watersheds 5 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 1,439 1,346 1,304 1,273 
Average Farm Size in Acres 164 166 166 154 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 37 48 57 57 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 1,387 821 530 1,310 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 1,067 999 868 721 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 118,819 108,227 110,719 94,601 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 94 128.1 226.6 294.6
Total Housing Units 17220 26292 54872 73,017
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 26 39.7 82.8 110.1
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data 129,500 160,200
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1973 1982
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 68.5% 46.5%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1971 1974
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 68% 61.6%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 55.7% 56% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 42.8% 42.7% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 1.53% 1.35% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $37,936 $45,847 $67,879
Median Income for Households $34,551 $41,382 $60,276
Median Per Capita Income $12,532 $16,571 $25,404
Number Unemployed no data 2,288 3,289 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.0% 2.2% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 110 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 974 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 1,256 
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Dorchester County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/dorc/frame.html 
Located in the lower Eastern Shore region and bordered on the east by Wicomico county, 
the south by Somerset county, the north by Talbot county, and the west by the Chesapeake 
Bay, Dorchester is named for the Earl of Dorchester who was a friend of the Calvert family.  
Dorchester is considered the heart of the Chesapeake country, and a large portion of the county has 
been certified as a state heritage area.  A commissioner county, Dorchester was formed in either 
February of 1968 or 1969.   The County seat is Cambridge. 
 
Demographic Information  

 
 
 
 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 31,600 32,150 32,350 
Percent Population Change 3.0% 1.74% .622% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 30,623 30,236
Percent Population Change no data -1.26% 1.45% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 7860 6,917 7,151 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  25.7% 22.8% 23.3% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 4,766 5226 5,423 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 15.6 17.3 17.7% 

     
30,674 

  

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 21,394 9,086 31 70 293 
1990 21,548 8,423 51 138 177 
2000 21,487 8.861 162 244 385 

1980 69.9% 29.7% 0.1% 0.2% 1.0% 
1990 71.3% 27.9% .169% .456% .585% 
2000 70% 28.9% 0.5% 0.8% 1.3% 

 Education 199 2000

 
 
 

0  
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 64.7% 74.2%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 10.9% 12.0%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 557.6
Total Water Area (square miles) 425.4
Number of Watersheds 4 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 392 347 297 351 
Average Farm Size in Acres 319 357 414 357 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 79 71 70 74 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 11,279 10,718 15,101 16,081 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 325 276 222 180 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 78,666 88,857 81,289 67,990 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 49.9 52.7 54.2 55 
Total Housing Units 9,224 11,008 14,269 14,681
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 16.5 19.7 25.6 26.3 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $68,600 92,300
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1960 1965
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 57% 71% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1959 1960
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 83.9% 76.6%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 51.5% 50.5% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 47.7%  45.1% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.78% 4.4% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $27,982 $30,004 $41,917
Median Income for Households $23,067 $24,922 $34,077
Median Per Capita Income $10,389 $12,437 $18,929
Number Unemployed no data 898 882 
Percentage Unemployed no data 3.7% 3.6% 
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Kent County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/kent/frame.html 
 

Located in the upper Eastern Shore region and bordered in the north by Cecil County, east 
by Delaware, south by Queen Anne’s county, and west by the Chesapeake Bay, Kent County 
is named for a county in England bordering the English Channel and is notable for its natural 
beauty.  A code home rule county (commissioners have home-rule power as approved by the county 
voters), Kent was first mentioned as a county in 1642.   The County seat is Chestertown. 
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 21,400 22,300 22,600 
Percent Population Change 11.5% 4.2% 1.3% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 16,695 17,842 19,197 
Percent Population Change no data 6.87% 7.6% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 4,041 3,805 3,985 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  24.2% 21.3% 20.8% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 2,527 3,019 3,708 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 15.1% 16.9% 19.3% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 12,895 3,683 31 30 182 
1990 14085 3534 29 68 467 
2000 15,480 3,422 87 130 546 

1980 77.2% 22.1% 0.2% 0.2% 1.1% 
1990 78.9% 19.8% .16% .38% 2.6% 
2000 80.6% 17.8% .5% .7% 2.8% 

 Education 199 2000 0 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 71.4% 78.8%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 16.9% 21.7%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 279.4
Total Water Area (square miles) 134.87
Number of Watersheds 2 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 361 318 314 318 
Average Farm Size in Acres 370 413 374 369 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 19 20 29 27 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 3,439 4,770 5,343 8,403 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 319 283 240 217 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 74,112 92,581 79,386 76,378 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 49 57.8 63.9 68.71
Total Housing Units 4,851 6,300 8,181 9,410
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 17.4 22.5 29.3 33.7 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $87,700 $115,500
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1905 1968
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 83.7% 68.5%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1958 1966
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 81.4% 70.1%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 43.1% 46.1% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 55.8% 50.1% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 1.1% 3.8% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $27,392 $35,231 46,708 
Median Income for Households $23,424 $30,104 39,869 
Median Per Capita Income $10,895 $15,428 21,573 
Number Unemployed no data 306 427 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.1% 2.7% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 145 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 227 
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Montgomery County 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/mont/frame.html 
 

Located in the Washington metropolitan region and bordered on the north by Frederick 
County, east by Howard and Prince George’s county, and south and west by Virginia, 
Montgomery County is named for the Revolutionary War general Richard Montgomery and is 
notable for its historic and cultural sites.  A charter county, Montgomery was formed from 
Frederick County by resolve of the Constitutional Convention of 1776.   The County seat is 
Rockville. 
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 1,000,000 1,070,000 1,100,000 
Percent Population Change 14.5% 7% 2.8% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 579,053 757027 873,341
Percent Population Change no data 30.74% 15.4% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 154,311 178244 221,758
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  26.6% 23.5% 25.4% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 50,905 77491 98,157 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 8.8% 10.2% 11.2% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 495,485 50,756 31 22,638 22,790 
1990 580,635 92,267 1,841 61981 55,684 
2000 587,681 142,507 6,639 107,785 100,604 

1980 85.6% 8.8% 0.0% 3.9% 3.9% 
1990 76.7% 12.2% .24% 8.2% 7.4% 
2000 67.3% 16.3% .8% 12.3% 11.5% 

 Education 199 2000 0 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 90.6% 90.3%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 49.9% 54.6%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 494.6
Total Water Area (square miles) 11.63
Number of Watersheds 4 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 669 561 526 577 
Average Farm Size in Acres 155 147 147 130 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 47 58 64 65 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 469 884 1,206 1,471 

Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 445 336 274 
 

219 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 53,873 40,648 35,769 41,816 
 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 332.4 1057 1530.6 1765.7
Total Housing Units 47,199 161,378 295,723 334,632
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 95.4 326.3 597.9 676.6
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $200,800 $221,800
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1969 1974
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 69.8% 60.5%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1969 1973
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 76.1% 66.2%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 95.8% 94.1% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 4.2% 5.76% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.032% 0.18% no data

Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $56,474 $61,988 $84,035
Median Income for Households $48,573 $54,089 $71,551
Median Per Capita Income $20,669 $25,591 $35,684
Number Unemployed no data 12,139 15,027 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.0% 2.2% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 1500 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 3,110  
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 1,161 
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Prince George’s County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/prin/frame.html 
Located in the Washington metropolitan region and bordered in the north by Howard 
county, east by Anne Arundel and Calvert county, south by Charles county and west by 
Virginia, Prince George’s county is named for Prince George of Denmark, and is notable for its 
diverse population and geography.  A charter county, Prince George’s was formed from Calvert 
and Charles counties by an act of the general assembly on St. George’s day in 1696.  The county 
seat is Upper Marlboro. 
 
Demographic Information  

 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 874,700 925,800 961,350 
Percent Population Change 9.1% 5.8% 3.8% 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 665071 729268 801,515
Percent Population Change no data 9.65% 9.91% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age 194,624 177,948 214,602
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age  29.3% 24.4% 26.8% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 36,508 50343 61,951 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 5.5% 6.9%% 7.7% 

 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
Population Percentages by Race

Population Numbers by Race

1980 391,427 247,860 31 16,211 14,421 
1990 314,616 369,791 2,339 28,255 29,983 
2000 228,293 515,558 7,986 35,450 57,057 

1980 58.9% 37.3% 0.0% 2.4% 2.2% 
1990 43.1% 50.7% .32% 3.9% 4.1% 
2000 28.5% 64.3% 1%% 4.4%% 7.1% 

 Education 199 2000 0 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 83.2% 84.9%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 25.5% 27.2%
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Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 486.4
Total Water Area (square miles) 13.01
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 683 551 473 452 
Average Farm Size in Acres 91 99 101 101 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 78 56 56 56 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 649 637 405 445 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 506 416 297 239 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 10,973 21,539 14,671 12,805 
 
 
Housing 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 399.2 1360.4 1499.3 1,647.9
Total Housing Units 54,394 200,637 270,090 302,378
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 111.8 412.5 555.3 621.7
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $122,600 $145,600
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1966 1971
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 79.4% 64.3%
Median Date of Construction of Renter

 

-Occupied Housing Units no data no data 1965 1969
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 89.4% 78.7%
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System no data no data 98.1% 96.2% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 1.85% 3.47% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.07% 0.35% no data

 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $42,772 $48,471 $55,256
Median Income for Households $37,527 $43,127 $62,467
Median Per Capita Income $14,438 $17,391 $23,360
Number Unemployed no data 18,368 25,067 
Percentage Unemployed no data 3.2% 4.1% 
 

116



 

Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of nuisance calls in 2003: 1000 
• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 2,675  
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 389 
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Queen Anne’s County 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Quee/frame.html 
Queen Anne’s county is located in the upper Eastern Shore region of Maryland and shares its 
borders with Kent county to the north, and Talbot and Caroline counties to the south.  
The county operates under code home rule (commissioners have home-rule power as approved by 
the county voters) and was formed in 1706 (Chapter 3, Acts of 1706). It is named for Queen Anne, 
the ruler of Great Britain and Ireland from 1702 to 1714. The county seat is Centreville. 
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 25,508 33,953 40563 
Percent Population Change no data 33.1% 19.5% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 8,341 10,306 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 24.6% 25.4% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 3,083 4,371 5,227 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 12.1% 12.9% 12.9% 

 
 
 
 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino
1980 21,278 4,080 31 40 227 
1990 29,911 3,839 45 125 189 
2000 36,120 3,560 90 232 444 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 83.4% 16.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.9% 
1990 88.1% 11.3% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6% 
2000 89.0% 8.8% 0.2% 0.6% 1.1% 

Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 49,600 56,950 61,000 
Percent Population Change 0% 14.82% 7.11% 
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Education 1990 2000 

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 76.8% 84.2% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 19.9% 25.4% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 372 
Total Water Area (square miles) 137.58
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 457 413 419 443 
Average Farm Size in Acres 373 400 401 351 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 47 51 56 66 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 5,196 7,821 8,387 11,872 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 365 340 336 265 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 101,973 127,768 129,737 106,747
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 39.2  49.5 91.2 109 
Total Housing Units 4,705 6,841 13,944 16,674 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 12.6   18.4 37.5 44.8 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $118,000 $160,000
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1981 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 66.30% 46.6% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1973 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 71.1% 62.1% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 15.3%, 30.7% 30% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 84.1%, 67.2% 70% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.6%, 2.2%  no data 
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $32,699 $43,173 $63,713
Median Income for Households  $29,034 $39,190 $57,037
Median Per Capita Income $11,775 $17,489 $26,364
Number Unemployed no data 646 610 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.45% 1.9% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 236 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 82 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 30% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 70% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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Somerset County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Some/frame.html 
Somerset county is located in the lower Eastern Shore region of Maryland. It is 
bordered by Wicomico county to the north, Worcester county to the east, and the 
Chesapeake Bay to the west and south. Somerset county operates as a commissioner 
county (no constitutional home rule power). The county was created by an Order of 
Council in 1666, and is named for Lady Mary Somerset, sister to the wife of Cecilius 
Calvert, the Second Lord Baltimore. The county seat is Princess Anne. 
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 19,188 23,440 24747 
Percent Population Change no data 22.2% 5.6% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 4,727 4,579 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 20.2% 18.5% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 2,987 3,504 3,503 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 15.6% 14.95% 14.2% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 26,300 27,200 27,700 
Percent Population Change 0% 3.42% 1.84% 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 12,433 6,639 31 44 125 
1990 14,282 8,943 47 96 229 
2000 13,949 10,172 92 116 334 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
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1980 64.8% 34.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 
1990 60.9% 38.2% 0.2% 0.4% 1.0% 
2000 56.4% 41.1% 0.4% 0.5% 1.3% 

 
Education 1990 2000

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 61.2% 69.5%
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 9.6% 11.6%
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 327 
Total Water Area (square miles) 283.56
Number of Watersheds 4 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 406 345 288 301 
Average Farm Size in Acres 158 161 190 188 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 32 23 18 25 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 2,587 1,504 1,179 1,035 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 208 144 144 109 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 29,872 27,087 19,277 24,673 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area  63.4  57.9 71.6 75.6 
Total Housing Units 6,721 6,996 9,393 10,092 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area  20.6 21.4  28.7 30.8 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $55,600 $81,100
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1972 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 82.70% 63.6% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1973 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 74.4% 67.5% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 42.0%, 39.0% app 40%
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 56.2%, 58.4% app 60%
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 1.8%, 2.5% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $24,468 $27,097 $37,643
Median Income for Households $20,066 $23,379 $29,903
Median Per Capita Income $8,854 $10,232 $15,965
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Number Unemployed no data 822 1,004 
Percentage Unemployed no data 4.27% 4.9% 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003:  127 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 42 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 40% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 60% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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St. Mary’s County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Stma/frame.html 
St. Mary’s county is located in the southern region of Maryland and is bordered by Calvert 
county to the north and Charles county to the northwest. St. Mary’s, which was established 
by government order in 1637, operates as a commissioner county (no constitutional home 
rule power), and is Maryland’s first county. The county was named in honor of Mary, the 
mother of Jesus. The county seat is Leonardtown. 
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 59,895 75,974 86211 
Percent Population Change no data 26.8% 13.5% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 21,553 24,080 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 28.4% 27.9% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 4,015 6,300 7,825 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 6.7% 8.29% 9.1% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 102,700 116,700 129,500 
Percent Population Change 0% 13.63% 10.97%
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 49,357 9,540 31 569 812 
1990 64,129 10,275 268 928 1,230 
2000 70,320 12,003 291 1,553 1,720 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 82.4% 15.9% 0.1% 0.9% 1.4% 
1990 84.4% 13.5% 0.4% 1.2% 1.6% 
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2000 81.6% 13.9% 0.3% 1.8% 2.0% 
 

Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 77.1% 85.3% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 16.8% 22.6% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 361 
Total Water Area (square miles) 403.25
Number of Watersheds 4 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 754 673 621 577 
Average Farm Size in Acres 107 115 116 118 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 125 113 107 108 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 1,239 1,109 1,000 857 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 638 559 534 454 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 24,424 31,764 26,740 34,978 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 80.6   131.3 210.3 238.6 
Total Housing Units 7,724 14,214 27,863 34,081 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area  21.4 39.4  77.1 94.3 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $109,100 $150,000
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1981 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 64.40% 48.2% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1979 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 65.1% 52.3% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 36.9%, 31.0% ≈ 35% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 62.4%, 66.3% ≈ 65% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.7%, 2.7% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $34,474 $40,828 $61,397
Median Income for Households $31,407 $37,158 $54,706
Median Per Capita Income $11,061 $14,454 $22,662
Number Unemployed no data 1,426 1,973 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.52% 3.1% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003:  400 (estimate) 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 100 (estimate) 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 35% (estimate) 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 65% (estimate) 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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Wicomico County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Wico/frame.html 
Wicomico is located in the lower Eastern shore region of Maryland. It bordered by 
Delaware to the north, Worcester county to the east, Somerset county to the south, and 
Dorchester county to the west. Wicomico county was created from Somerset and Worcester 
counties in 1867 (Constitution, Art. XIII, secs. 2-6). It operates with a charter outlined in 
Article XI-A of the Constitution of Maryland. The County was named after the Wicomico 
River, from the Indian words "wicko" and "mekee" meaning a place where houses are 
built. The county seat is Salisbury. 
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 64,540 74,339 84,644 
Percent Population Change no data 15.2% 13.9% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 18,110 20,965 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 24.4% 24.8% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 7,755 9,559 10,823 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 12.0% 12.86% 12.8% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 94,500 103,300 110,350 
Percent Population Change 0% 9.31% 6.82% 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 49,945 14,085 31 333 408 
1990 56,755 16,573 137 671 610 
2000 61,438 19,717 185 1,478 1,842 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 77.4% 21.8% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 
1990 76.3% 22.3% 0.2% 0.9% 0.8% 
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2000 72.6% 23.3% 0.2% 1.7% 2.2% 
 

Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 72.1% 80.7% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 18.5% 21.9% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 377 
Total Water Area (square miles) 22.62
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 774 684 580 512 
Average Farm Size in Acres 123 133 156 173 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 86 74 77 82 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 4,957 4,597 5,729 7,572 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 354 375 276 211 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 46,613 53,526 37,929 39,487 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area  105.1  143.9 197.1 224.4 
Total Housing Units 12,662 18,430 30,108 34,401 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 33.6   48.9 79.8 91.2 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $71,100 $94,500
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1975 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 75.50% 58.1% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1972 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 77.6% 67.0% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 47.8%, 47.4% 45.0% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 51.9%, 51.3% 55.0% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.3%, 1.3% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $30,910 $33,449 $47,129
Median Income for Households $26,506 $28,512 $39,035
Median Per Capita Income $11,167 $13,425 $19,171
Number Unemployed no data 1,849 2,472 
Percentage Unemployed no data 3.19% 3.7% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 437 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 104 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 50% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 50% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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Washington County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Wash/frame.html 
Washington county is located in the western Maryland region. The county shares its 
borders with Allegany county to the west, Frederick county to the east, Pennsylvania to the 
north, and the Potomac River and West Virginia to the south.  In 1776, Washington 
County was created from Frederick County by resolve of the Constitutional Convention. It 
operates as a commissioner county (no constitutional home rule power). The county was 
named for George Washington (1732-1799), commander of the Continental forces during 
the Revolutionary War, and first president of the United States. The county seat is 
Hagerstown. 
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 113,086 121,393 131,923 
Percent Population Change no data 7.3% 8.7% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 27,536 30,914 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 22.7% 23.4% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 13,501 16,791 18,690 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 11.9% 13.83% 14.2% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 144,200 152,750 158,550 
Percent Population Change 0% 5.93% 3.80% 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 107,555 4,752 31 406 665 
1990 112,828 7,245 241 793 905 
2000 118,348 10,247 239 1,050 1,570 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 95.1% 4.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.6% 
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1990 92.9% 6.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.7% 
2000 89.7% 7.8% 0.2% 0.8% 1.2% 

 
Education 1990 2000 

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 69.3% 77.8% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 11.4% 14.6% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 458 
Total Water Area (square miles) 9.41 
Number of Watersheds 5 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 906 809 768 775 
Average Farm Size in Acres 152 153 164 161 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 37 33 41 61 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 652 241 665 752 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 651 533 547 469 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 65,397 56,836 66,120 55,346 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area 172.2  226.7 264.9 288 
Total Housing Units 23,302 34,585 47,448 52,972 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 50.9  75.5  103.6 115.6 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $83,000 $115,000
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1967 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 84.90% 69.5% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1959 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 79.6% 78.5% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 72.5%, 61.7% 50.0% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 22.8%, 37.0% 50.0% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 4.8%, 1.4% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $32,396 $34,614 $48,962
Median Income for Households $27,855 $29,632 $40,617
Median Per Capita Income $11,336 $12,970 $20,062
Number Unemployed no data 2,395 2,101 
Percentage Unemployed no data 2.47% 2.0% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 680 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 255 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 50% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 50% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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Talbot County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Talb/frame.html 
Talbot county is located in the lower Eastern shore region of Maryland. It is 
bordered by Queen Anne county to the north, Caroline county to the east, and 
Dorchester county to the south. Talbot county is thought to have been created in 
1661 or 1662, through an order of the Governor in Council. It operates with a 
charter outlined in Article XI-A of the Constitution of Maryland. Talbot county was 
named after Lady Grace Talbot, the sister of Cecilius Calvert, Second Lord 
Baltimore. The county seat is Easton.  
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 25,604 30,549 33812 
Percent Population Change no data 19.3% 10.7% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 6,433 7,324 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 21.1% 21.7% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 4,469 6,128 6,897 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 17.5% 20.06% 20.4% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 37,000 38,750 40,150 
Percent Population Change 0% 4.73% 3.61% 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 20,082 5,449 31 50 133 
1990 24,833 5,502 42 102 167 
2000 27,720 5,193 60 270 615 

 
Population Percentages by Race 
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Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 78.4% 21.3% 0.1% 0.2% 0.5% 
1990 81.3% 18.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 
2000 82.0% 15.4% 0.2% 0.8% 1.8% 

 
Education 1990 2000 

Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 76.5% 84.4% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 23.0% 27.8% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 269 
Total Water Area (square miles) 207.64
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 280 250 240 288 
Average Farm Size in Acres 389 436 457 367 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 10 21 18 28 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 694 1,983 1,596 2,959 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 225 211 184 159 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 75,776 92,801 79,984 76,883 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area  72.2  88.0 113.5 125.6 
Total Housing Units 6,624 9,070 14,697 16,500 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area 24.6 33.7  54.6 61.3 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $118,100 $149,200
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1976 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 70.10% 56.6% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1968 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 79.0% 70.5% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 46.2%, 47.3% 50.0% 
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 53.6%, 51.5% 50.0% 
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.2%, 1.2% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $33,066 $38,599 $53,214
Median Income for Households $27,714 $31,885 $43,532
Median Per Capita Income $13,769 $18,755 $28,164
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Number Unemployed no data 406 568 
Percentage Unemployed no data 1.64% 2.1% 
 
Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 213 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 193 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 57% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 43% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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Worcester County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mdp.state.md.us/localplan/Worc/frame.html 
Worcester county is located in the Eastern shore region of Maryland. It is bordered by 
Somerset and Wicomico counties to the west, Delaware to the north, Virginia to the south, 
and the Atlantic Ocean to the east. The county operates under code home rule (commissioners 
have home-rule power as approved by the county voters) and was created from Somerset 
County in 1742 (Chapter 19, Acts of 1742). The County was named after the Earl of 
Worcester. The county seat is Snow Hill.  
 
Demographic Information  
 

Population 1980 1990 2000 
Total Population 30,889 35,028 46,543 
Percent Population Change no data 13.4% 32.9% 
Number of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 7,697 9,559 
Percent of Persons <18 Years of Age no data 22.0% 20.5% 
Number of Persons >65 Years of Age 4,257 6,064 9,351 
Percent of Persons >65 Years of Age 13.8% 17.31% 20.1% 
 
Population 2010 2020 2030 
Total Population 53,950 57,550 59,800 
Percent Population Change 0% 6.67% 3.91% 
 

Population Numbers by Race 
Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 22,593 8,100 31 72 235 
1990 27,253 7,467 72 163 275 
2000 37,791 7,754 86 282 596 

 
Population Percentages by Race 

Year White African American American Indian Asian American Hispanic or Latino 
1980 73.1% 26.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.8% 
1990 77.8% 21.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 
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2000 81.2% 16.7% 0.2% 0.6% 1.3% 
 

Education 1990 2000 
Percent of Population With High School Diploma or Higher 70.8% 81.7% 
Percent of Population With Bachelor's Degree or Higher 14.8% 21.6% 
 
Land and Water Use 
 
Total Land Area (square miles) 473 
Total Water Area (square miles) 221.49
Number of Watersheds 3 
 
Agriculture 1987 1992 1997 2002 
Number of Farms 631 474 415 403 
Average Farm Size in Acres 196 227 269 326 
Number of Farms with Irrigation 15 20 21 23 
Acres of Farmland with Irrigation 991 2,327 4,390 4,237 
Number of Farms Using Fertilizer 334 240 168 179 
Acres of Farmland on which Fertilizers Are Used 47,043 59,556 47,719 62,762 
 
Housing 
 
Housing 1950 1970 1990 2000 
Population Density per Square Mile of Land Area  48.9  51.7 74 98.4 
Total Housing Units 9,341 13,751 41,800 47,360 
Housing Unit Density per Square Mile of Land Area  19.7 29.1  88.3 100.1 
Median Value Single Family Owner Occupied Housing no data no data $83,500 $121,500
Median Date of Construction of Owner-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1982 
Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 69.00% 43.6% 
Median Date of Construction of Renter-Occupied Housing Units no data no data no data 1974 
Percentage of Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 no data no data 63.0% 61.3% 
Percentage of County on Public Water, Sewer System  no data no data 80.4%, 82.7% no data
Percentage of County on Wells, Septic Systems no data no data 19.4%, 16.5% no data
Percentage of County on Other Source of Water, Sewage no data no data 0.2%, 0.8% no data
 
Income 
 
Income 1979 1989 2000 
Median Income for Families $27,850 $33,089 $47,293
Median Income for Households  $23,709 $27,586 $40,650
Median Per Capita Income $11,002 $14,341 $22,505
Number Unemployed no data 873 1,568 
Percentage Unemployed no data 3.11% 4.1% 
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Local Environmental Health Statistics 
 

• Number of permanent food facilities in 2003: 703 
• Number of temporary food permits issued in 2003: 294 
• Percentage of housing on public water and sewer in 2003: 85% 
• Percentage of housing on well/septic systems in 2003: 25% 

 
Possible other statistics: 

• # building permits 
• # percolation tests 
• # plat reviews 
• tax base stats 
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