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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

Updated County Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plans (LPPRP) are required to be submitted to 
the State of Maryland every six years, effective July 1, 2005.  This 2005 round of LPPRPs is intended to 
provide a common benchmark to assist the State’s evaluation of each County’s land preservation and 
recreation programs and thereby ensure good return on public investment.  The LPPRPs qualify local 
governments for State Program Open Space (POS) grants and other programs related to the plan’s 
objectives for three land resource elements: 

• Recreation and parks • Agricultural land preservation  • Natural resource conservation  

Upon adoption by the Board of County Commissioners, this LPPRP becomes an amendment to the County 
Comprehensive Plan.  The LPPRP also serves as a guide for park acquisition and land preservation in the 
Town of Leonardtown.  The LPPRP was prepared by St. Mary’s County government in coordination with 
Leonardtown. 

St. Mary’s County 

St. Mary’s County forms a peninsula in southern Maryland bounded on the east by the Patuxent River and 
the Chesapeake Bay and on the west by the Potomac River, Wicomico River, Breton Bay, Chaptico Bay, 
and St. Clement’s Bay.  The County is nearly 40 miles long, and averages eight miles wide, with a land 
area of approximately 360 square miles.  Major access to the peninsula is via MD Routes 4, 5, and 234.  
The Town of Leonardtown is the only municipality in the County. 

In 2002, approximately 79 percent of the County’s land area was resource lands, down from 84 percent in 
1997.  Over 118,000 acres, 51 percent, of the County’s land area were forested, and agricultural uses were 
60,307 acres or 26 percent of total land cover. 

As of 2005, the Maryland Department of Planning estimates the County’s population at 95,500.  All areas 
of the County are projected to experience continued growth, with the 2020 population projected to be 
116,700, a 35 percent increase compared to 2000. 

Comprehensive Plan 

The 2002 St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Plan forms the policy framework for County goals and 
objectives for parks, recreation and open space, agricultural land preservation, and natural resource 
protection.  The general strategy is to preserve and protect rural agricultural and natural resource lands by 
channeling growth into the three development area tiers, the Development Districts of Lexington Park and 
Town of Leonardtown, five designated town centers, and the village centers, while protecting and 
preserving rural lands through zoning, a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program, the Maryland 
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) program, the Rural Legacy program, and supporting 
private land trusts.  

Recreation 

The County used the Maryland Electronic Inventory of Recreation Sites (MEIRS) to develop its inventory 
of recreational facilities.  St. Mary's County offers a wide range of park and natural resource lands and 
recreation sites and facilities.  There are approximately 2,100 acres of County-owned parks and resource 
lands.  In addition, the State provides approximately 7,000 acres of recreation land, and the County public 
schools provide 22 school facilities used by the community for recreation.  Major park and recreational 
facilities include four State parks, three regional parks, ten community parks, the recently-opened Great 
Mills swimming pool, the Wicomico Shores Golf Course, and 22 State and County-owned water access 
points.  
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A needs analysis was conducted comparing recreation facility supply to demand.  Sizable deficits exist now 
for a number of facilities.  These deficits will grow out to 2020 and beyond as population increases unless 
facilities are programmed and developed to keep pace with growth.  The most significant deficits currently 
are: 

• Baseball/softball diamonds • Multipurpose fields for team sports 

• Indoor facilities for basketball, volley ball, etc. • Pedestrian and bike trails 

• Fishing areas • Boat ramps/water access 

An analysis was also made of population and demand for recreation land by sub-areas of the County.  
Projecting the acreage needs out to 2020, the greatest needs will be in Election Districts 8 and 5, followed 
by Districts 3, 6, and 1.   

The LPPRP sets out the County’s parks and recreation priorities for meeting its land acquisition, facility 
development and rehabilitation needs through 2020.  The overall program would cost approximately $46.1 
million, of which $3.5 million would be for acquisition, $33.4 million for new development projects, and 
$9.2 million for rehabilitation and development projects including $0.5 million for public landings.  
Highlights of the program are: 

• A 25 to 50 acre waterfront park along the Potomac River in the Third District. 
• Two three to five-acre water access parks on the Patuxent River.   
• Four neighborhood parks of approximately 10 acres each in the Lexington Park Development District. 
• A regional park in the central portion of the County, most likely in the 3rd Election District. 
• Completion of the 28-mile Three Notch Trail from Charlotte Hall to the Patuxent River Naval Air 

Station. 
• Charlotte Hall Recreation Center. 
• Phase II and III development of Chaptico Park. 
• Leonardtown Landing Waterfront Park.   
• Charlotte Hall Park. 
• Myrtle Point Park master plan and development. 
• Improvements to Lancaster Park, including an off-leash dog area. 
• Colton's Point Park. 

• Expansion and renovation of facilities at Seventh District Park, Chancellors Run Park, Cecil Park, and 
Elms Beach Park.  

A number of other projects are important to the County and do not show on the County’s priority list.  
Some of these projects will have no associated acquisition costs, will develop through St. Mary’s County 
Public Schools or may “move up” onto the priority list should priorities change in the next few years.  
These projects total 790 to 870 acres.  Increased RP&CS department staffing will be needed as the 
recreation land and facility inventory, and program demand grows.   

Funding to accomplish the project priorities will be leveraged to the maximum extent possible, using a 
combination of available revenue sources.  Some acquisitions, such as neighborhood parks, may be 
accomplished through the development process.  Over the 15 year period to 2020, the program cost 
averages $3.0 million per year.  With a Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services 
(RP&CS) FY05 capital budget of $2.6 million and a five-year capital improvement program budget of $4.6 
million, a total of $6.8 million will be available over the next six years.  This will provide a little over $1.1 
million per year toward the program, but will remain $1.9 million per year short of the funds required to 
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fully fund the program through 2020 relying solely on County capital funds.  However, use of other 
funding sources is anticipated including POS and TEA-21 funds. 

The County’s growing population is creating a significant need for new schools.  At least six new schools 
are planned creating a major draw on the County’s capital budget reducing available funding for other areas 
such as recreation, but also creating the potential for new school recreational parks.   

St. Mary’s County’s goal for land acquisition is the default State recommended goal of 30 acres per 1,000 
population.   As of 2005, the County is short of this goal by a little over 1,000 acres.  If no more land is 
acquired and the population increases as projected, the deficit will increase to over 1,600 acres by 2020.  
Considerable recreation land exists in the County that under the State’s guidelines may not be counted 
towards meeting the goal.  While this land would not help St. Mary’s County fully meet its goal, the 
County feels very strongly that the acreage goal guidelines likely overstate the County’s recreational 
acreage deficit. 

Agricultural Land Preservation 

In 2002 the Census counted 68,153 acres of land in farms in St. Mary’s County, down from 71,920 acres in 
1997.  The number of farms also declined during that time period from 658 in 1997 to 577 in 2002. 

St. Mary’s County’s loss of farmland was slightly more than the statewide percentage loss but was 
somewhat better than the regional rate.  In terms of the market value of agricultural products sold, however, 
St. Mary’s tends toward the much larger percentage loss in value experienced by the region than that of the 
statewide average.  This means that St. Mary’s, along with the rest of Southern Maryland, experienced a 
significantly greater loss of agricultural value than the rest of the State.  This is, no doubt, due to the 
Tobacco Buyout process.  Given that the Buyout Program results are permanent, this represents a major 
regional industry readjustment. 

In 1995, as part of its agricultural land preservation certification, St. Mary’s County set a goal of 60,000 
acres of farmland in permanent protection.  As of 2004, a total of 10,509 acres of land in farms have been 
permanently protected by easements, 7,040 acres through the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation 
Foundation – MALPF - Program and 3,469 acres of farmland through the Rural Legacy program, Maryland 
Environmental Trust, and the Maryland Historical Trust.  An additional 2,672 acres have been protected 
through other easement programs for a total of 13,180 acres of preserved land.  Most of the MALPF 
easements are located in the northwest quadrant of the county.  The average price per acre over the last five 
years has been $1,942.  The vast majority of these easements has been purchased through MALPF or Rural 
Legacy with the State of Maryland providing the lion’s share of the funding.  The 5,000-acre Huntersville 
Rural Legacy Area (RLA) was designated in 1998.  Since designation a little over half of this area has been 
preserved.  

The vast majority of the acreage in St. Mary’s County outside of the development districts and the priority 
funding areas is zoned Rural Preservation District (RPD).  The purpose of this district is “to foster 
agricultural, forestry, mineral resource extraction, and aquaculture uses and protect the land base necessary 
to support these activities”.  Residential development is permitted at a density of one dwelling unit per five 
acres (1:5) with provisions to achieve 1:3 with purchase of transferred development rights (TDRs) for the 
additional units.  Major subdivisions (>5 lots) must cluster development on 50 percent or less of the parent 
parcel. 

St. Mary’s overall preservation strategy contains the elements to be effective in securing a land base for the 
agricultural industry.  However, some of the weaker elements threaten the effectiveness of the whole 
package.  The success of each program or policy is highly dependent on the support of each of the other 
components.  A weakness in the overall strategy is the lack of a designated preservation area. 

Local sources of revenue for agricultural land preservation have increased in recent years but the totals are 
far from the amount needed to meet County goals for farmland preservation while the land is still 
undeveloped.  At current rates of development and easement purchase, the County will, by 2013, have lost 
even a pool of farmland sufficient to meet its 60,000-acre goal.  At the current average easement cost of 
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approximately $2,000 an acre, it would cost more than $105 million to meet the acreage goal, equivalent to 
$13 million and 6,500 acres a year for the next eight years.  Local funding from all sources in the past four 
years has averaged about $834,000 a year, part of which is then used to leverage maximum MALPF 
dollars, to allow for the purchase of about 1,000 easement acres a year.   

St. Mary’s County’s program development strategy for agricultural land preservation is:  

1. Adopt a realistic, achievable goal for farmland in permanent protection.  Based on the continued 
decline in the amount of land in farms, the current goal of 60,000 acres of active farmland is 
unattainable.  A better goal may be to seek to preserve a base of farmable land for future generations, 
even if all of this land is not currently in active agricultural production.  This base could be 60,000 
acres or, perhaps, even more. 

2. Designate a true agricultural preservation area, perhaps as an overlay zone, and make this area the 
focus of an enhanced package of farmland preservation tools.  

3. Increase State funding for the MALPF program and revise the program to remove disincentives to 
participation.   

4. Restore County general fund revenues to the County’s Agricultural and Land Preservation Program if 
necessary to bolster the recordation tax revenues. 

5. Amend the zoning ordinance and land development regulations to allow for auxiliary commercial 
enterprises on farms that can assist the industry’s transition from tobacco.  

Natural Resources Conservation 

Resource protection is a key component of the County Comprehensive Plan and it establishes a strong 
policy foundation for implementation strategies.  Overall, the County has made good progress in 
inventorying, mapping and understanding its natural resources; substantial progress has been made in 
inventorying and analyzing resources and the impacts of development in most of the County’s watersheds 
including a Watershed Restoration Action Strategy for the  Breton Bay watershed.  The Zoning Ordinance 
has quite strong environmental and conservation criteria, including some specific references to green 
infrastructure.   

The County’s suite of programs for natural resource protection is largely complete, but details relating to 
specific program provisions or the mechanics of how a program is implemented mean that well-meaning 
programs are not functioning effectively or as envisioned by policy makers.  The key weaknesses are:  

• Lack of measurable objectives against which to evaluate growth and development impacts on natural 
resource conservation.  

• Lack of funding for natural resource conservation, especially for fee simple and easement acquisitions. 
• The need for better integration of green infrastructure, watershed strategies and related studies into the 

comprehensive planning process, and the zoning and subdivision ordinances. 
• Designated conservation areas are too small in overall area to be effective in meeting state goals to 

create a network of contiguous green infrastructure.  
• Insufficient county staff to cover the diverse range of necessary environmental planning and review 

functions.   
• The County’s TDR program is not operating as effectively as hoped. 

This LPPRP recommends the following County and State actions to better support the County’s program 
development strategy: 

County 

1. Develop measurable objectives where possible for natural resource conservation implementation. 
2. Integrate green infrastructure and watershed restoration strategies more closely into the comprehensive 

planning and development review processes.  
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3. Reevaluate using the RPD as both a sending and receiving area for TDRs; the current policy may help 
achieve natural resource conservation goals but undercut the agricultural land preservation program.   

4. Implement the Breton Bay Watershed Restoration Action Strategy. 
5. Increase environmental planning, development review, and stormwater management maintenance and 

inspections staff and/or funding.  
6. Revise development review procedures to incorporate environmental review early in the plan review 

process.   

State 

1. Restore and increase State funding for natural resource conservation. 
2. Assist the County in developing measurable natural resource planning objectives.    
3. Streamline the easement acquisition and Rural Legacy application process to make it more responsive 

to County and land trust needs.  
4. Increase access to the state’s RTES inventory to improve and flag development sites for RTES habitat 

review. 
5. Increase the number of MDE inspectors for sediment and erosion control inspections and compliance. 

Synthesis 

Figure ES-1 is the synthesis map from Chapter VI that brings together the three key figures from the 
recreation, agricultural land, and natural resource conservation chapters.  It shows two focus areas, one 
focused on agriculture and the other focused on natural resources.  Development would not be precluded in 
these areas, and they should not be regarded as comprehensive plan districts or zoning districts.  Rather, 
these are areas where the County would “focus” its land preservation and conservation efforts. 

An agricultural preservation focus area is delineated (in yellow) in the northwest part of the County.  It is 
approximately 52,500 acres and is the portion of the County’s Rural Preservation District that contains the 
largest concentration of protected lands and working farms and is relatively little compromised by 
residential development.  This area would be the focus for an enhanced package of farmland preservation 
and enhancement tools.  This area extends into one of Charles County’s areas of agricultural concentration 
(symbolized by the large arrow on the figure).  

A natural resources conservation focus area is delineated (in green) running more or less north-south 
through the north central part of the County.  This area is anchored by the existing Huntersville Rural 
Legacy area in the north and the St. Mary’s River Wildland in the south.  Between these two areas is the 
Breton Bay watershed with its valuable natural resources.  The natural resources conservation focus area is 
approximately 28,800 acres, and would become the focus for the following: 

• Rural legacy applications • Watershed restoration activities  
• Green infrastructure enhancement • Conservation subdivision design 
• Best agricultural and forestry practices • Conservation, protection, and stewardship  
• Pollution prevention programs  • Education/outreach   

Parts of the County that are not in the proposed focus areas are not unimportant, and their resources are 
worthy of protection.  The designation of focus areas recognizes that preservation/conservation resources 
are limited, and that the County needs a strategic plan to focus its resources so as to achieve the best return 
on investment.  Resources in areas outside the proposed focus areas will continue to be protected through 
the County’s zoning and environmental protection programs. 
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the purposes and context for preparing the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and 
Recreation Plan (LPPRP), its objectives and legal framework for its preparation. 

A. Purposes of the Plan 

Updated County Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plans (LPPRP) are required to be submitted to 
the State of Maryland every six years, effective July 1, 20051.  The State will develop a Statewide plan 
incorporating all County plans within one year after local plans are due.   

This 2005 round of LPPRPs is intended to provide a common benchmark to assist the State’s evaluation of 
each County’s land preservation and recreation programs and thereby ensure good return on public 
investment.  The LPPRPs qualify local governments for State Program Open Space (POS) grants and other 
programs related to the plan’s objectives for three land resource elements: 

• Recreation and parks, 

• Agricultural land preservation, and  

• Natural resource conservation.   

To achieve this purpose, this LPPRP planning process:  

• Evaluates State and County land preservation goals and objectives for the three land resource 
elements and identifies where they are the same, complementary, or different; 

• Evaluates the ability of implementation programs and funding sources to achieve goals and 
objectives for each element;  

• Recommends changes to policies, plans and funding strategies to better implement goals and 
leverage return on public investment in the three land preservation elements; 

• Identifies needs and priorities of current and future County residents for recreation; and 

• Ensures that public investment in land preservation and recreation supports the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan, State planning policy, and State and local programs that influence land use 
and development. 

The 2005 LPPRP for St. Mary’s County was developed in accordance with guidelines developed in 2003 
by the Maryland Departments of Planning and Natural Resources.  The LPPRP examines progress since 
adoption of the January 2000 Land Preservation and Recreation Plan (LPRP) and sets overall policy to 
guide decision making over the 2005 to 2020 period and beyond.   

B. Local Agency Preparation of the Plan 

St. Mary’s County government is responsible for the preparation of the LPPRP.  The effort was led by the 
St. Mary’s County Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services (RP&CS) which took the 
lead on parks and recreation (Chapter III). .  Planning assistance was provided by the St. Mary’s County 
Department of Land Use and Growth Management, which took the lead on natural resource conservation 

                                                           
1  Program Open Space: § 5-905 of the Natural Resources Article, Maryland Annotated Code 
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(Chapter V), and the St. Mary’s County Department of Economic Development, which took the lead on 
agricultural land preservation (Chapter IV).  The Plan was a collaborative effort between the three 
departments.  In addition, the following agencies and organizations contributed to preparation of the plan:  

• St. Mary’s County Planning Commission  

• St. Mary’s County Recreation and Parks Board 

• St. Mary’s County Agricultural Land Preservation Advisory Board 

• The Town of Leonardtown 

Citizen participation in the development of the plan took several forms as described in Chapter 3. 

C. The Plan’s Relationship to the Comprehensive Planning Process 

The LPPRP is one of a series of companion plans, regulations, and guidance documents that together form 
the County's planning program.  Chief among these documents is the St. Mary’s County Comprehensive 
Plan, Quality of Life in St. Mary’s County - A Strategy for the 21st Century, which guides County 
decision-making relative to an overall “Community Vision”, including land use, natural resource and 
agricultural preservation, growth, and development goals and policies.  The plan was adopted on February 
19, 2002. 

This LPPRP has been prepared to be consistent with pertinent County policies, goals and objectives.  Upon 
adoption by the County Commissioners this LPPRP becomes an amendment to the County Comprehensive 
Plan regarding recreation and parks, agricultural land preservation, and natural resources. 

 

 



December 2005 II-1 St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 

CHAPTER II FRAMEWORK 

A. Physical Characteristics 

1. Location 
St. Mary’s County forms a peninsula in southern Maryland bounded on the east by the Patuxent River and 
Chesapeake Bay and on the west by the Potomac River, Wicomico River, Breton Bay, Chaptico Bay, and 
St. Clement's Bay.  The County is nearly 40 miles long, and averages eight miles wide, with a land area of 
approximately 360 square miles.  Major access to the peninsula from the west is via MD Route 234 and 
from the north by MD Route 4 (Thomas Johnson Bridge) via Calvert County and MD Route 5 from 
Charles County. 

The Town of Leonardtown is centrally located near the intersection of MD Routes 4 and 5, approximately 
50 miles south of Washington D.C. and 50 miles south of Annapolis.  It is the only municipality within the 
County.  The County is divided into nine Election Districts for planning purposes (Figure II-1).   

The following sections summarize the County’s land development trends and provide an overview of 
significant natural features and resources. 

2. Land Cover 
Table II-1 summarizes trends in land coverage and development from 1990 to 2002.  In 2002, 
approximately 79 percent of the County’s land area was resource lands, down from 84 percent in 1997.  
Over 118,000 acres or 51 percent of the County’s land area were forested.  Agricultural uses were 60,307 
acres or 26 percent of total land cover.  The largest active farm areas are in Election Districts 4, 5, and 7, 
Chaptico, Mechanicsville, and Milestown, within the County’s Rural Preservation District.  Development 
lands increased from 16 percent in 1997 to 21 percent of the County land coverage in 2002.  Major 
development areas are the Lexington Park Development District, Leonardtown, and the MD 5/MD 235 
corridor including Hollywood, Mechanicsville, and Charlotte Hall.  Figure II-2 shows land cover in 2002. 
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Table II-1 St. Mary’s County Land Cover 1990 through 2002 

 1990 1997 2002 

 Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent 

Resource Lands 196,246 85 193,800 84 182,558 79 

Agriculture 67,415 29 64,703 28 60,307 26 

Forest 125,463 54 125,706 54 118,502 51 

Extractive/barren 491 >1 839 >1 862 >1 

Wetland 2,877 1 2,552 1 2,887 1 

Development Lands 35,034 15 36,989 16 48,241 21 

Residential  26,494 11 27,194 12 37,587 16 

Non-residential 8,540 4 9,795 4 10,654 5 

Total Land Area 231,280 100 230,789 100 230,799 100 
Note: The Maryland Department of Planning has slightly varied methodology in estimating acreage inventories in the three 
reporting periods resulting in slight variations in total land area acreage. 

Source: 1990 data from Maryland Land Use/Land Cover Forecast 1990-2020, Maryland Office of Planning, 1992; 1997 data from 
St. Mary’s County 2002 Comprehensive Plan; 2002 data from May 2004 Land Use/Land Cover Survey.   

 

Figure II-3 delineates the County’s development districts, the Town of Leonardtown, Priority Funding 
Areas, and the designated conservation areas, the Huntersville Rural Legacy Area, St. Mary’s River 
Wildland, and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 
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3. Natural Resources 

Environmentally sensitive areas occur throughout the County (Figure II-4).  Such areas include flood 
plains, steep slopes, significant habitat areas, streams and their buffers, and wetlands.  Approximately 
43,700 acres or 18 percent of the County is in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 

a. Shorelines and Watersheds 

St. Mary’s County has over 400 miles of shoreline.  There are two major watersheds and seven sub-
watersheds (Table II-2).  Maryland Route 235 follows the ridge dividing the County into two main 
watersheds (Patuxent and Lower Potomac).  Essentially, all land east of MD 235 drains to the Patuxent 
River or Chesapeake Bay, while the six other sub-watersheds drain to the Potomac River.   

Table II-2 St. Mary’s County Major Watersheds and Subwatersheds 

Number Watershed Acres 

 Patuxent  

02131101 Patuxent River Lower 61,103 

 Lower Potomac  

02140101 Lower Tidal Potomac River 27,214 

02140103 St. Mary’s River 44,619 

02140104 Breton Bay 35,401 

02140105 St. Clements Bay 29,904 

02140106 Wicomico River (principally Chaptico Bay) 31,795 

02140107 Gilbert Swamp 2,775 

Total  233,897 
Note: The totals for the County land area differ slightly from those in Table II-1 because of different data sources.   

b. Streams  

St. Mary’s County’s rural, coastal plain landscape is characterized by hundreds of miles of perennial and 
intermittent streams.  Major stream systems are shown in Figure II-4. 

c. Forest Land 

As noted above, a little over 50 percent of the County was forested as of 2002.  Forested areas occur 
throughout the County, including several large contiguous blocks (see Figure II-4). 
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Figure II-4 Selected Natural Resources 

Wetlands and Hydric Soils 

Streams, Flood plains and Watersheds 

Forest 

Highly Erodible Soils and Steep Slopes 
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d. Flood Plains 

Flood plains are areas subject to periodic flooding.  St. Mary’s County has both tidal and non-tidal flood 
plains.  The 100-year floodplain is shown in Figure II-4.  Most non-tidal flooding occurs in August and 
September as a result of high intensity rainfall from hurricanes, tropical storms, and severe thunderstorms.  
Most tidal flooding is attributed to tidal surges and high coastal waters due to strong winds also associated 
with such storms.  Areas affected by tidal flooding include the Wicomico River from Budd's Creek to its 
mouth, the Potomac River from St. Margaret Island to Point Lookout, the Chesapeake Bay from Point 
Lookout to Hog Point (Naval Air Station - Patuxent River), and the Patuxent River from Hog Point to 
Indian Creek.  Point Lookout at the juncture of the Potomac River and Chesapeake Bay is particularly 
vulnerable.  The following streams also experience periodic flooding: Chaptico Creek including its 
tributaries: Coffee Hill Run, Hayden Run, and Forrest Hall Branch; Hilton Run and Eastern Branch which 
empties into the St. Mary’s River; McIntosh Run; and the St. Mary’s River and Jarboesville Run. 

e. Topography, Steep Slopes 

The County's topography is hilly and gently rolling with elevations ranging from sea level to nearly 200 
feet.  Although the majority of the County has very little gradient (slopes are generally less than 10 
percent), there are places where slopes exceed 15 percent.  The topography of the area between Three 
Notch Road and the Patuxent River and an area bordering the flat plain along the Wicomico River and 
Potomac River is more varied than that of the rest of the County, and slopes in excess of 15 percent are 
common (Figure II-4d).   

f. Significant Habitat Areas 

The complex estuarine systems that surround the peninsula of St. Mary’s County create diverse, highly 
productive, and sensitive habitat areas.  The Maryland Department of Natural Resources has designated 14 
Natural Heritage Areas in St. Mary’s County for special protection, pursuant to State Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered species regulations for plants or wildlife.  Ten other unique natural areas have been identified 
based on various biological, geographical, archeological, and paleontological characteristics (Table II-3).  
See Appendix A for detailed descriptions of each of these areas.   
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Table II-3 St. Mary’s County Natural Heritage Areas, and other unique natural areas 
ED  Acres 

 Natural Heritage Areas  
1 Carroll’s Pond Peat Bog 2 
3 Miski Run Woods 420 
3 Poplar Hill Creek 1,500 
3 Spring Creek 140 

3/6 Upper McIntosh Run 69 
4 Chaptico Run 500 
5 Charlotte Hall Power Line <1 
5 Marsh Point 35 
5 Upper Mud Creek 240 
5 Killpeak Creek Trent Hall Creek 2,400 
7 Church Swamp 644 

6/8 Mill Creek Pond 107 
8 West California Swamp 68 
8 St. Mary’s River State Park, including St. Mary’s Lake 2,644 
 Other Unique Natural Areas  

1 Cornfield Point 127 
1 Point Look-In 333 
1 The Elms 1,021 
1 St. Mary’s River 1 
2 Cherryfield Point 125 
3 Medley Creek 113 
3 Newtown Neck 174 
7 Canoe Neck Point 50 
7 St. Catherine’s Island 37 
2 Drayden Geologic Section  

Source: St. Mary’s County Department of Land Use and Growth Management 

g. Soils 

Land that qualify for the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation progarm includes land with 
at least 50 percent Class I, II, and III soils or Woodland Group 1 or 2 soils.  Based on the current soil 
survey there are approximately 118,500 acres of such soils in the County, somewhat scattered but with 
large concentrations along the Potomac River side of the County. 

h. Wetlands and Hydric Soils 

Low-lying wetlands are concentrated along the Potomac River and its tributaries, including swamps, 
marshes, bogs and other hydric soils areas.  Concentrations of such soils are also along the Chesapeake Bay 
and Patuxent River (Figure II-4).  Wetlands are formed by saturated soils that have enough moisture to 
support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to such wet conditions.  These and other inland 
streams and wetlands are valuable natural resources and serve as flood and water storage and pollution 
filtration areas, wildlife habitats, and fish spawning areas.  They also provide recreational, scientific and 
educational opportunities. 
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B. Demographic Characteristics 

The 2000 Census reported a County population of 86,211.  As of 2005, the Maryland Department of 
Planning estimates a population of 95,500.  All areas of the County are projected to experience continued 
growth, with the 2020 population projected to be 116,700, a 35 percent increase compared to 2000 (Table 
II-4).   

Table II-4 St. Mary’s County Population and Population Projections by Election District 
2000 to 2020 

     2000 to 2020 

Election District  2000 2005 2010 2020 Number 
Change  

Percent 
Change 

1 St. Inigoes 5,664 6,227 6,673 7,212 1,548  34 

2 & 9 Valley Lee &  
St. George’s 
Island 

6,342 6,877 7,277 8,235 1,893  53 

3 Leonardtown 10,785 12,076 13,099 14,836 4,051  52 

4 Chaptico 8,819 9,950 10,778 12,380 3,561  53 

5 Mechanicsville 10,677 11,784 12,756 15,515 4,838  53 

6 Hollywood 10,704 11,952 12,945 14,704 4,000  36 

7 Milestown 3,136 3,506 3,765 4,008 872  28 

8 Lexington Park 30,084 33,128 35,406 39,810 9,726  37 

Total  86,211 95,500 102,700 116,700 30,489 35 
Note: Because of the small size of the Ninth Election District (St. George's Island), it is combined with the adjoining Second 
Election District (Valley Lee) for purpose of analysis in this LPPRP.   

Source: Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland May 2003, revised by ERM (October 2004) based on Maryland Department of 
Planning projections as of May 2004. 

 

Lexington Park (ED 8) is projected to see the most growth and it will continue to house around one third of 
the County’s population.  Leonardtown, Mechanicsville and Hollywood (EDs 3, 5, and 6) are also expected 
to see considerable growth through 2020.  These three districts combined will contain almost 40 percent of 
the County’s population by 2020.  Valley Lee (ED 2) is expected to see high growth on a percent basis. 

The County’s age distribution is projected to change significantly through 2020 (Table II-5).  The 
population age 19 and under will increase by around 3,300 persons, but will decline slightly as an overall 
proportion of the County population from 30 percent in 2005 to 27 percent in 2020.  The population age 60 
and over will increase by over 12,300 and will comprise 23 percent of the population in 2020 compared to 
15 percent in 2005.  The 20 to 59 age group will increase by nearly 5,600, but as a percent of overall 
population will decline from 56 percent to 50 percent.  These trends roughly parallel those for the State. 
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Table II-5 Population Projections by Age for St. Mary’s County and Maryland, 2005 to 
2020 

 2005 2010 

 St. Mary’s Maryland St. Mary’s Maryland 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

0-19 28,258 30% 1,556,153 28% 28,725 28% 1,558,649 27% 

20-59 53,165 56% 3,138,385 56% 56,590 55% 3,220,708 55% 

60 & over 14,080 15% 915,954 16% 17,383 17% 1,076,722 18% 

TOTAL 95,503 100% 5,610,492 100% 102,698 100% 5,856,079 100% 

 2015 2020 

 St. Mary’s Maryland St. Mary’s Maryland 

  Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

0-19 29,691 27% 1,557,705 26% 31,557 27% 1,584,647 25% 

20-59 58,750 54% 3,255,151 54% 58,728 50% 3,206,448 52% 

60 & over 21,362 19% 1,247,971 21% 26,416 23% 1,433,864 23% 

TOTAL 109,803 100% 6,060,827 100% 116,701 100% 6,224,959 100% 

Source: 2004 Total Population Projections by Age, Sex and Race (9/24/04) May 17, 2004 Controls Prepared by Maryland 
Department of Planning 

 

C. Comprehensive Plan Framework 

The 2002 St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Plan forms the policy framework for County goals and 
objectives for parks, recreation and open space, agricultural land preservation, and natural resource 
protection.  It also provides the foundation for making decisions regarding the allocation of limited 
resources among various County needs and public service priorities.  Emphasis throughout the plan is to 
implement agreed upon goals and policies for preserving the unique quality of life in St. Mary’s County.  
The Comprehensive Plan’s Community Vision States: 

“Preserve and enhance the quality of life by recognizing and protecting the unique character of 
St. Mary’s County as a rural Chesapeake Bay peninsula.  Foster economic growth and create an 
atmosphere of excellence by focusing and managing growth to create vibrant, attractive 
communities, by protecting the rural character and economy of the countryside, by nurturing the 
shoreline and adjacent waters and by preserving and capitalizing on the other natural resources 
and historical quality of the County.” 

A fundamental premise of the Comprehensive Plan is to establish a consistent and equitable policy 
framework to both guide growth and preserve natural, cultural and economic characteristics of value.  It 
establishes the foundation for regulatory tools and incentive programs to guide growth and capital 
investment toward designated development districts.  The plan also establishes goals and actions to 
“…address the equity value inherent in landowners’ holdings by providing economic options to preserve 
natural areas and lands of high productive value.” More importantly, the plan “directs citizen and 
government action within the context of the community’s vision and within the context of the eight State 
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visions of Maryland’s 1992 Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act and the 1997 “Smart 
Growth” initiatives.  The structure of the Comprehensive Plan closely follows the eight visions. 

Goals and objectives are established for ten planning elements, which include land use, community 
facilities (recreation and parks), sensitive areas and natural resources, economic development (including 
agriculture, forestry and fisheries) and development regulations.  For each element the Comprehensive Plan 
articulates goals, followed by objectives and policies.  Park and recreation planning and acquisition goals 
are also contained within the Comprehensive Plan. 

The Comprehensive Plan, together with the other plans and programs, has enabled St. Mary’s County to 
develop an integrated planning framework for directing growth, preserving sensitive lands and agricultural 
resources.  The Comprehensive Plan divides the County into three land use areas to reflect this emphasis: 
growth areas, rural areas and protected areas.  For each area, the plan establishes goals and policies, 
densities and development character, and indicates areas as either sending or receiving areas for transferred 
development rights.  This framework is summarized in the Comprehensive Plans’ land use concept and 
master plan map (Figure II-5).   

General Planning Strategy and Context 
The general strategy for growth, development, infrastructure, and community enhancements as related to 
recreation and resource protection is as follows:  

1. Encourage development and growth within the two primary growth centers, the Development Districts 
of Lexington Park and Town of Leonardtown.  These areas are intended to be urban in pattern and 
form, with relatively intensive residential, commercial and industrial development supported by 
community facilities, services, and amenities.  They are designated receiving areas for transferred 
development rights.  As part of this strategy the Lexington Park Development District Concept Plan 
(Draft 2004) recommends ways to make Lexington Park a well designed and functioning area that will 
continue to be attractive to a broad population.   

2. Allow for moderate growth in the five Town Centers of Charlotte Hall, New Market, Mechanicsville, 
Hollywood and Piney Point.  A third tier of less intense development is encouraged in Village Centers 
which are intended to serve as the focus for rural community facilities and services.   

3. Preserve and protect rural agricultural and natural resource lands by channeling growth into the three 
development area tiers, while protecting and preserving rural lands through zoning, a Transfer of 
Development Rights (TDR) program, the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation 
(MALPF) program, the Rural Legacy program, and supporting private land trusts.  The combined 
efforts of MALPF, Rural Legacy, and land trusts have preserved over 13,000 acres to date.  Each of 
these programs is discussed in more detail in Chapter IV. 

4.   Protect environmentally sensitive resources in all areas of the County through regulatory controls on 
resources such as flood plains, wetlands, steep slopes, and forestland, programs such as Rural Legacy, 
and the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, watershed protection and restoration strategies.  
These and other programs are discussed in more detail in Chapter V.   
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Figure II-5 Comprehensive Plan 
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Figure II-5 Comprehensive Plan 
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D. Implications for Land Preservation and Recreation 

The County's location, physical characteristics, and demographics have significant implications for land 
preservation and recreation policies. 

• The greatest demand for recreation services will be in Lexington Park (Election District 8), the Route 
5/235 corridor (Election Districts 5 and 6), and in Leonardtown (Election District 3), where the highest 
concentrations of population exist.  

• The long, relatively narrow shape of the County, punctuated by bays off of the Potomac River, makes it 
difficult to fully service the population with centrally located recreation areas.  Some areas of the 
County are quite isolated and need their own recreation facilities that do not require long travel times.   

• Projected changes in the age distribution of the County's population over the next 20 years will result in 
increasing demand for recreation services from all age groups.  Demand will be especially strong from 
the adult 20 to 59 and the over 60 age groups. 

• Increasing demand for recreation services will create pressure to use resource lands for active 
recreational uses such as ball fields. 

• Extensive shorelines attract water-based recreation and maritime interests and are a significant draw in 
attracting new residents and visitors.  The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area is a large designated 
preservation area, but relatively little is available for public recreation.  A challenge is to acquire more 
water access property.   

• In spite of extensive environmentally sensitive areas, few areas in the County are dedicated to 
conservation or to natural resource based recreation, except for portions of the three large State parks 
and a handful of conservation areas.   

• The County lacks a large designated conservation area in its rural area.   

• Agricultural lands are found throughout the County but not in large blocks.  The main concentrations 
are in the 1st, 4th, 5th and 7th Election Districts but they are interspersed with forest lands.  This implies 
the need for a coordinated agricultural and forestland approach to land preservation. 
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CHAPTER III RECREATION, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACE 

Introduction 

This chapter establishes the policy framework by which this LPPRP incorporates and supports the goals of 
the 2002 St. Mary’s Comprehensive Plan and the State’s goals for recreation, parks, and open space.  The 
purpose is to demonstrate how the County’s priorities for providing park land, facilities and recreation 
programs are compatible with both the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and the State. 

The County has adopted a park land acquisition goal of 30 acres of land per 1,000 residents.  Priorities are 
also established for recreation facility development and rehabilitation.  These goals and priorities follow the 
supply and demand needs analysis performed as part of this LPPRP, as well as other Comprehensive Plan 
and State goals and policies for recreation and parks.  Based on the analyses, a program for land 
acquisition, facility development and rehabilitation is outlined for short (2006-2010), mid (2011-2015) and 
long-range (2016-2020) and beyond.   

A. Recreation and Parks Programs 

The following sections discuss the interrelationships between the County Comprehensive Plan and State 
goals for recreation and parks.  The State’s park and recreation goals are: 

1. Make a variety of quality recreational environments and opportunities readily available to all citizens, 
and thereby contribute to their physical and mental well-being. 

2. Recognize and strategically use parks and recreation facilities as amenities to make communities, 
counties, and the State more desirable places to live, work and visit. 

3. Use State investment in parks, recreation and open space to complement and mutually support the 
broader goals and objectives of local comprehensive master plans. 

4. To the greatest degree feasible, ensure that recreational land and facilities for local populations are 
conveniently located relative to population centers, are accessible without reliance on the automobile, 
and help protect natural open spaces and resources. 

5. Complement infrastructure and other public investments in neighborhood and community parks and 
facilities. 

6. Continue to protect recreational open space and resource lands at a rate that equals or exceeds the rate 
that land is developed at a Statewide level. 

1. Goals 
The Comprehensive Plan and its goals for recreation and parks directly complement and meet the State’s 
six primary goals for recreation and parks.  The Comprehensive Plan goals are:  
• Preserve the County’s natural, recreational, historical and cultural heritage in conjunction with 

economic and social well-being to maintain and enhance quality of life.  This goal corresponds to 
the State’s second recreation and parks goal of recognizing and strategically using recreation and parks 
as amenities contributing to quality of life and making the County a more desirable area in which to 
live and work.  The County intends that park and recreation facilities be used to complement economic 
development programs that support tourism and heritage activities.  In support of the goal, a County 
objective is to support water dependent facilities with a specific policy to provide water dependent 
recreational and water access facilities. 
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• Identify and maintain a system of open space greenways for wildlife and habitat protection, 
natural area protection and recreational use.  The supporting policies are to use the greenway 
system to link and interpret Southern Maryland Heritage Area sites, and to manage natural lands in the 
County’s recreation and parks system to provide resource protection benefits and as an education 
experience to demonstrate and learn about the benefits of a healthy environment.  This goal helps 
implement the State’s first goal to make a variety of recreational environments and opportunities 
available, such as trails, water trails and natural resource lands for leisure and nature enjoyment. 

• Create new and enhanced park and recreation facilities that link existing parks and communities, 
expand recreational opportunities and preserve environmental, aesthetic, and cultural quality.  
Supporting plan policies call for: 
− Establishing a County-wide system of recreational facilities (including boat landings, waterfront 

parks, regional parks, town and village parks, and playgrounds) in high density areas, and more 
open space and recreation land in or near development districts.  This policy supports the State’s 
fourth goal of providing recreation facilities conveniently located near population centers. 

− Accommodating and promoting fishing, boating, sailing and other water-oriented recreation by 
providing adequate public access to rivers and bays.  The policy encourages the purchase and 
maintenance of public landings, developed and natural waterfront parks, and encourages a greater 
variety of recreational opportunities such as water based activities and natural resource enjoyment. 

− Meeting existing and future demand for recreation and parks through State, local and privately 
managed facilities which are coordinated with the overall development goals of the County.   

This goal helps support the State’s third goal of using park and recreation investments to support 
broader Comprehensive Plan goals. 

• Make public and community facility investments in growth areas (development districts, town 
centers and village centers).  This goal directly relates to Maryland’s Smart Growth legislation which 
created programs designed to concentrate development in growth areas and thereby prevent sprawl.  It 
also implements the State’s fifth recreation goal of complementing investments in existing growth 
areas.   

The County’s goals support the eight State visions of Maryland’s 1992 Economic Growth, Resource 
Protection and Planning Act, as amended.  Creating new and enhanced park and recreation facilities and 
making public and community facility investments in growth areas directly relates to the first vision that 
development be concentrated in suitable areas.  Identifying and maintaining a system of open space 
greenways for wildlife and habitat protection directly relates to the second and fourth visions that sensitive 
areas are protected and that stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and the land be a universal ethic. 

2. Programs 
The following provides an overview of the County’s programs and procedures used to provide recreational 
opportunities and implement Comprehensive Plan goals for recreation and parks.   

a. Organization and planning procedures 

The St. Mary’s County Board of Commissioners delegates oversight responsibility for planning, 
developing, and implementing the recreation and parks program to an appointed nine-member Recreation 
and Parks Board.  The County Commissioners retain approval authority for plans and funding 
recommended by the Recreation and Parks Board. 

The purpose of the Board is “to preside over a comprehensive program of public recreation, including 
establishment, operation, and maintenance of a system of public parks throughout St. Mary’s County.”  The 
planning, land acquisition and facility development responsibilities are within the Recreation, Parks, and 
Community Services Department (RP&CS), with direction provided by the Board.   
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The Department is comprised of six divisions: Administration, Recreation, Parks, Museum, Golf Course 
and Community Services.  The Department employs 43 full-time staff and approximately 620 part-time and 
seasonal employees.  The Director provides oversight and management of these divisions in addition to 
capital planning for parks and facilities. 

Sports program opportunities are offered through a combination of the Department’s sponsored programs 
and through the Department’s affiliation with volunteer youth leagues. Volunteer youth sports leagues 
provide recreational opportunities for over 11,000 youth on 800 different teams.  A large number of 
volunteers (coaches, parents and Board Members) administers and operates these leagues on a daily basis.  
The Department's Recreation Division coordinates field scheduling for all leagues using county and public 
school athletic fields and also handles scheduling of some privately owned fields. 

Effective April 1, 2004, as part of St. Mary’s County Government’s reorganization plan, the Office of 
Community Services (OCS) was merged with the Department of Recreation and Parks to create the 
Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services (RP&CS).  Therefore, it should be noted that the 
increase in full-time merit employees over 2000 staffing levels is primarily due to the merger; the 
Department has actually only added 1.68 full-time equivalent positions. 

In managing the recreation and parks program, specific procedures have been established to provide a 
variety of public input: 

• The Department and Board meet at least monthly in public meetings to discuss policy and 
implementation progress, funding, fee structures, joint use agreements and other issues related to 
managing the recreation and parks program. 

• Monthly facility use reports as well as annual team sports activity reports are published and provided to 
the Recreation and Parks Board.  The Board produces an annual report summarizing its activities that it 
presents to the Board of County Commissioners. 

• Both the Board and Department are attentive to citizen requests for new facilities, facility renovations 
and new or revised recreational programs.  The Board and Department hold public meetings to discuss 
specific park and recreation projects or issues.  The Department conducts leisure assessment surveys 
asking residents to list the types of activities and programs they would like.  The Department’s web site 
(www.co.saint-marys.md.us/recreate), brochures, and recreational program guide booklets list activities 
offered and provide an inventory of activities and facilities.  The Department issues quarterly News and 
Updates newsletters to inform the public about activities and facilities.  Increasing use is made of the 
Department web site in posting information regarding the Departments programs and special events. 

b. Funding 

The County funds parks and recreation programs from a variety of sources. 

Operating Funds 

The RP&CS FY 2005 operating budget is approximately $7.5 million.  Of the total, approximately 45 
percent is from the County General Fund (Table III-1).  The other 55 percent of the budget is administered 
through two enterprise funds that are self-supporting by user fees and grants: 

• Recreation Activity Fund ($2.86 million in FY05).  These funds are collected from sports and activity 
fees, child care centers, summer day camps, youth and leisure programs, amusement park ticket sales, 
gymnastics center, regional park, indoor recreation centers, and teen centers. 

• Wicomico Shores Golf Fund ($1.20 million in FY05).  These funds are collected primarily from golf 
course greens fees and cart rentals and support operation and maintenance of the golf course as well as 
capital improvements. 

Capital Funds 
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The RP&CS FY 2005 capital budget is approximately $2.55 million, almost 72 percent of which is from 
County sources including impact fees and transfer taxes (Table III-1).  The impact fee is 15 percent ($675) 
of the County’s $4,500 development impact fee on new construction.  State Program Open Space (POS), 
Waterway Improvement (WWI) programs and a State Museum Bond Bill make up most of the remaining 
28 percent, a figure that varies from year to year.   

Between 2000 and 2005 the County’s annual POS appropriation averaged approximately $370,000.  
Between 2003 and 2005, funding was reduced because of State fiscal constraints (Table III-2).  However, 
funding for FY 2006 totals $609,000, the highest figure the County has ever received.  POS funding is 
heavily relied upon by the County as a major contributor to funding land acquisitions, as the County’s 
acreage goal of 30 acres per 1,000 population has not yet been achieved.  Since 2000, the County has 
allocated 51 percent of POS funding to land acquisitions, and 49 percent to facility development and 
rehabilitation projects.  Continued and increasing levels of POS funding is essential in helping St. Mary’s 
County reach its park, recreation, and open space acquisition goal.   

 

Table III-1 Recreation, Parks & Community Services FY 2005 Budget Summary 

 

Table III-2 Summary of Program Open Space Local Share Apportionments from 2000 to 2005 

Fiscal Year Total POS Funds Acquisition Amount Development Amount 

2000 $461,608 $236,608 $225,000 

2001 $485,264 $242,632 $242,632 

2002 $576,756 $288,378 $288,378 

2003 $233,898 $116,949 $116,949 

2004 $259,772 $127,302 $132,470 

2005 $204,622 $104,622 $100,000 

Total $2,221,920 $1,116,491 $1,105,429 
Source:  St. Mary’s Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services 10/04 

Operating
Funding Source $ Millions Percent

General Fund 3.38 45%
Wicomico Shores Golf Cours 1.20 16%
Parks and Recreation Activity 2.86 38%
Total 7.44 100%

Capital
Funding Source $ Millions Percent

Bonds 0.57 22%
Transfer Tax 0.89 35%
Impact Fees 0.39 15%
State/Federal 0.7 27%
Total 2.55 100%
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c. Planning  

The following policies and procedures govern park and recreation facility planning. 

Ensure recreational land and facilities are conveniently located in proximity to local populations.  
Under the 2000 LPRP, park acquisition and facility development recommendations are reviewed in context 
of current and projected populations in each of the County’s nine election districts.  The intent is to ensure 
that recreational land and facilities are equitably and conveniently located relative to population centers and 
the County’s overall park and recreation goals.  The recreation facilities needs analysis section, which 
follows, evaluates the relative park acreage needs countywide and for each election district.  Based on this 
analysis and other comprehensive plan goals and policies, recommendations are made for land acquisition 
and new facilities.   

Prioritize recreational land acquisition and facility development to make communities and planned 
growth areas more desirable as places to live and work.  The Comprehensive Plan’s vision and its 
policies related to recreation and parks clearly illustrate the County’s recognition that investment in focused 
growth areas will foster economic growth in such areas and thereby encourage further economic 
investment.   

Ensure a variety of recreational environments and opportunities are available to all citizens.  The 
RP&CS Department operates and manages 20 County parks and 10 recreational facilities.  It operates 15 
public landings and works with the Board of Education to provide recreation and after school programs at 
22 school sites.  In addition the Department leases State and Federal properties as part of its recreational 
and environmental education programs, for example, Elms Beach Park and John G. Lancaster Park at 
Willows Road. 

A full range of recreational programs and services are provided for all age and physical ability groups: 

• Sport camps and licensed extended day centers (before and after school care).  More than 10,000 youth 
and adults participate on 800 teams in both indoor and outdoor facilities 

• Summer camps for children with disabilities 

• Youth sport teams, gymnastics and swimming programs for all age groups 

• Special and cultural events 

• Environmental and hunter safety education programs 

• Golf and golf instruction 

• Recreation centers 

• Museums, and 

• Teen and adult leisure and crafts programs 

To encourage access by all segments of the population, the Department is nearing completion of a five-year 
initiative to retrofit all parks and facilities for handicapped accessibility.  Also, the Department has greatly 
expanded its web site to increase public awareness and also plans to make its recreational program 
registration more convenient by providing on-line registration in the future. 

Through its Museum Division, the Department is an active participant in the County’s economic 
development initiative to promote tourism and the Southern Maryland Heritage Plan.  The Division is 
responsible for the St. Clement’s Island-Potomac River Museum, the Piney Point Lighthouse Museum and 
Park, Little Red Schoolhouse and Drayden African-American Schoolhouse. 
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Partnerships.  The Department relies on partnerships, joint use agreements and leases with the State and 
Federal government; the County Board of Education; St. Mary’s College, the College of Southern 
Maryland and private organizations to provide recreation and park opportunities.  Leases are especially 
important because the County contains a significant amount of State park and resource lands that provide 
opportunities for recreation (3,062 acres), but cannot be counted toward the County’s acreage goal of 30 
acres per 1,000 population.  Another 2,800 acres are State owned natural resource lands that are used for 
nature-based recreation, but are also limited to the extent they can contribute to the County’s acreage goals.   

B. Needs Analysis and Priorities for Lands, Facilities, and Rehabilitation 

County priorities for land acquisition, facility development and rehabilitation are based on a needs analysis 
and consideration of identified needs in the context of State and County goals.  The needs analysis 
evaluates the amount of land and facilities needed both on a Countywide and on an election district basis to 
satisfy the demand for recreational facilities and activities.  The analysis uses three time frames: short 
(2006-2010), mid (2011-2015), and long-range (2016-2020 and beyond).  Estimates for short-range 
demand and need are based on projected 2010 population; mid and long-range on projected 2015 and 2020 
population. 

The State recognizes that results from the needs analysis represent the County's best estimates.  The LPPRP 
Guidelines state (page 15) that neither surpluses nor deficits in amounts of land or facilities, or County 
priorities for acquisition, development and rehabilitation are intended to represent a specific level of detail 
or accuracy beyond that identified, especially for mid to long-range planning horizons.  The State 
recognizes that priorities are subject to change for a variety of legitimate and sometimes unpredictable 
reasons.   

The following sections examine the supply, demand and facility needs in the County including a special 
analysis for 17 recreation activities selected by the State and the Recreation and Parks Board.  Detailed 
tables for the supply, demand and needs analyses are in Appendix B. 

1. Supply 
The County used the Maryland Electronic Inventory of Recreation Sites (MEIRS) to develop its inventory 
of recreational facilities.  Appendix C contains the MEIRS summary facility groupings list of all existing 
park and recreation facilities in the County.  It is the County’s intent to keep the State’s MEIRS inventory 
up-to-date whenever the inventory of land or facilities changes.  A detailed inventory table of existing park 
and recreation sites, acreage and facilities at each site is presented in Appendix D. 

St. Mary's County offers a wide range of park and natural resource lands and recreation sites and facilities 
(Figure III-1).  There are approximately 2,100 acres of County parks and resource land.  The State provides 
approximately 7,000 acres of recreation land.  The County public schools provide 22 school facilities 
containing approximately 190 acres of land used by the community for recreation.  There are also 128 acres 
of privately owned recreation land that the Department uses to help meet community needs.  These 
facilities and lands are primarily multi-purpose fields, ball diamonds, basketball courts and short trail 
segments serving community groups and youth sports league organizations.   
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Major park and recreational facilities in the County are: 

• Four State Parks:  Point Lookout, Greenwell, St. Mary’s River and St. Clement’s Island; 

• Three regional parks:  Chancellors Run, Chaptico and Myrtle Point (Myrtle Point is undeveloped but 
serves as a nature park).  A master plan will be developed for Myrtle Point in 2005; 

• Ten community parks; 

• The Great Mills swimming pool with a removable, air supported structure that enables year-round 
indoor/outdoor use; 

• Wicomico Shores Golf Course and driving range;  

• Four indoor recreation centers (Leonard Hall, Margaret Brent, Hollywood, and Carver), plus the St. 
Mary’s gymnastics center;  

• Skate park and water spray ground at Nicolet Park; 

• 22 State and County-owned water access points (Figure III-1 and Appendix E).  There are also 
numerous privately owned marinas, and boat yards that provide water access to members or for a fee.   

• Four unsupervised swimming beaches: Elms Beach, Myrtle Point Park, Point Lookout and Greenwell 
State Parks; 

• Three County museums: Piney Point Lighthouse Museum and Park, St. Clements Island-Potomac 
River Museum and the Drayden African-American Schoolhouse; and several other historic or museum 
sites operated by others (e.g., Historic St. Mary’s City, Point Lookout Lighthouse and Civil War 
Museum, Sotterley Plantation, the Patuxent River Naval Air Museum).   

• Approximately 155 acres of the 6,398 acre Patuxent Naval Air Station in Lexington Park are used for 
recreation including indoor and outdoor pools, an 18-hole golf course, multi-purpose fields, an indoor 
recreation center, skating rink, fishing piers, as well as 3,252 acres of hunting lands, and shooting 
facilities.  Webster Field near St. Inigoes provides 10 acres of recreational lands and several 
recreational facilities.  While these federal facilities are restricted to base employees and guests, as well 
as active and retired military, they do help meet some of the demand for recreational facilities that 
would otherwise have to supplied by the County or by others.  While the Federal facilities can be 
counted and used in the facility supply and needs analyses, the acreage cannot be counted toward the 
County’s acreage goal because the land and facilities are not available to the general public. 

• Private facilities. St. Mary’s County has 13 private baseball/softball fields at taverns that help satisfy 
demand by accommodating several adult leagues and a total of 66 teams.  Over the last two years, three 
such fields have been lost and a few others may not be available in the future.  Five private school 
gymnasiums are used for Sunday youth basketball leagues serving approximately 500 players and 
cheerleading squads. 

Should these private facilities become unavailable, there would be a severe shortage of fields and 
courts and these leagues and teams would have to compete for available County facilities.   

2. Demand 
St. Mary’s County used two State surveys as the basis for determining the demand for recreational 
facilities: 2003 Participation in Local Park and Recreation Activities in Maryland and State Parks and 
Natural Resource Areas in Maryland: A Survey of Public Opinion.  Responses were based on responses 
from 400 households in the Southern Maryland region, representative of each County’s population.   
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In the demand analysis, the RP&CS data on sports team utilization of facilities and other experience gained 
from facility operations, programs and public interaction were used where applicable.  Where State survey 
data indicated facility daily carrying capacity or season length was at variation with what the Department 
experience indicated, a closer examination was made.  In such cases, either sport season length or daily 
carrying capacity were adjusted to better represent local participation rates or demand was adjusted based 
on local activity and facility utilization experience.   

3. Needs Analysis 
The needs analysis compares recreation facility supply to demand.  The analysis results in two products: 

• A summary of surpluses or deficits in the amounts of land and facilities needed to serve County 
residents, and  

• Identification of County priorities for land acquisition, facility development and rehabilitation. 

Table III-3 summarizes results obtained from the detailed supply, demand and needs analysis tables 
contained in Appendix B.  The table lists the supply of existing facilities and shows the estimated surplus 
or deficit of facilities for 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020.   

As Table III-3 indicates, sizable deficits exist now for a number of facilities.  These deficits will grow out 
to 2020 and beyond as population increases unless facilities are programmed and developed to keep pace 
with growth.  The most significant deficits currently are: 

• Baseball/softball diamonds 

• Multipurpose fields for team sports 

• Indoor facilities for basketball, volley ball, etc. 

• Pedestrian and bike trails 

• Fishing areas 

• Boat ramps/water access 

Secondary needs are for: 

• Off-leash dog areas 

• Swimming pool 

• Equestrian facilities 

• Picnic pavilions 

• Hunting areas 
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Table III-3  St. Mary's County Summary Needs Report 

 

Activity Facility type
Number of 

facilities 2004 
2005 

Demand
2010 

Demand
2015 

Demand
2020 

Demand

Baseball/Softball Diamonds 90 (9)                 (14)               (19)               (24)               

Basketball Courts indoor - league 40 (1)                 (3)                 (5)                 (7)                 

Tennis Courts 45 28                27                26                24                

Volleyball, other indoor sports (racquetball)  Courts 11 (5)                 (6)                 (7)                 (9)                 

Field sports (football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey) Fields 47 (6)                 (10)               (14)               (18)               

Trails: hike, bike, jog, walk, nature  Miles 31 (18)               (21)               (25)               (28)               

Swimming at pools (indoor/outdoor) Pools 1 (1)                 (1)                 (1)                 (1)                 

Swimming at beach Shoreline Miles 1 (3)                 (4)                 (4)                 (4)                 

Playgrounds (Tot Lots)  Playgrounds 40 7                  5                  3                  0                  

Picnic Pavilions   Shelters 18 (1)                 (3)                 (4)                 (6)                 

Hunting  Acres 3,508 (1,003)          (1,344)          (1,679)          (2,005)          

Golf (18 hole) Courses 2 (1)                 (1)                 (1)                 (1)                 

Concerts/Festivals (outdoor theater) Seats 150 (42)               (57)               (71)               (85)               

Dog Activities/dog park (off-leash) Acres 0 (3)                 (3)                 (3)                 (4)                 

Fishing from pier Fishing spots/feet 50 (35)               (42)               (48)               (54)               

Power boating, sailing, and boat fishing Ramps 18 (1)                 (2)                 (3)                 (5)                 

Equestrian activities Centers (e.g. rings) 0 (4)                 (4)                 (4)                 (5)                 

Note:  Parenthesis in 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020 columns indicate a facility/activity deficit (e.g., 2005 deficit of 9 baseball/softball diamonds).  A number without 
parenthesis indicates a facility surplus.
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As well as considering countywide recreation facilities and acreage needs analysis, it is necessary to also 
consider findings in the context of sub-area population and relative supply of local recreation lands.  Local 
recreation lands comprise community parks, school recreation parks, and neighborhood parks, but do not 
include regional parks or state parks whose function is primarily regional or countywide.  Table III-4 
indicates that in 2005 (based on a local area recreation demand of 15 acres per 1,000 population) District 8 
has the most local recreation land, followed by Districts 3, 6, 5, and 4.  Projecting the acreage needs out to 
2020, the largest acreage deficits will occur in Districts 8 and 5, followed by Districts 3, 6, and 1.   

Table III-4 St. Mary's County Local Recreation Needs by Election District  
 Population Demand (15 acres per 

1,000 population) 
Surplus (Deficit) 

Election 
District 

2005 2020 

Local 
Recreation 

Supply 
2005 

(acres) 

2005 2020 2005 2020 

1 6,227 7,212 37 93 108 (56) (71) 
2 + 9 6,877 8,235 81 103 124 (22) (43) 
3 12,076 14,836 134 181 223 (47) (89) 
4 9,950 12,380 192 149 186 43 6 
5 11,784 15,515 96 177 233 (81) (137) 
6 11,952 14,704 150 179 221 (29) (71) 
7 3,506 4,008 145 53 60 92 85 
8 33,128 39,810 268 497 597 (229) (330) 
Total 95,500 116,700 1,103 1,103 1,751 (330) (648) 

Note: local recreation lands comprise community parks, school recreation parks, and neighborhood parks, but do not 
include regional parks or state parks whose function is primarily regional or countywide. 

Source: ERM.   

C. County Priorities 

Table III-5 lists the County’s park and recreation priorities for meeting its land acquisition, facility 
development and rehabilitation needs through 2020.   

In developing the project priorities consideration was given to need relative to: 

• The supply and demand analysis; 

• Needs by election district; 

• How a project can best satisfy recreational facility or activity needs; 

• How a recreational need can best be accommodated by facilities; and  

• How a project relates to the County’s Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives. 

The overall program through 2020 would cost approximately $46.1 million, of which $3.5 million would 
be for acquisition, $33.4 million for new development projects, and $9.2 million for rehabilitation and 
development projects including $0.5 million for public landings.  Cost estimates are the RP&CS best 
estimate in 2005 dollars, based on knowledge of recent land acquisitions, real estate values in different 
parts of the County, and facility development and rehabilitation costs. 



Project
Location 
(Election 
District)

Description Estimated Cost Fiscal Year 
Programmed

Acres to be 
Acquired Acquisition Capital 

Development Rehab Acquisition Capital 
Development Rehab Acquisition Capital 

Development Rehab

ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
Lower Patuxent Public 
Landing

California (8th) Acquire & develop public 
landing  with boat ramp and 
pier

$1,300,000 FY06 - FY09 3 - 5 Ac. $500,000 $800,000 

Leonardtown Landing 
Waterfront Park

Leonardtown 
(3rd) 

County assisting Town with 
funding for waterfront park

$1,000,000 FY04 - FY06 .75 Ac. $200,000 $800,000

Upper Patuxent Public 
Landing

Golden Beach 
Mechanicsville 

(5th) 

Acquire & develop public 
landing  with boat ramp and 
pier

$1,250,000 FY12 - FY15 3 - 5 Ac. $750,000 $500,000

Central County Park Leonardtown 
(3rd) 

Acquire & develop community 
park

$2,800,000 FY11 - FY15 75 - 100 Ac. $300,000 $2,500,000 

Neighborhood Parks Lexington Park 
(8th) 

Acquire & develop four 
neighborhood parks in major 
development district

$4,750,000 FY16 - FY20 40 Ac. $750,000 $4,000,000 

Potomac River Waterfront 
Park

Leonardtown 
(3rd) 

Acquire & develop a 
waterfront park on the Potomac 
River

$3,500,000 FY15 - FY20 25 - 50 Ac. $1,000,000 $2,500,000 

Total $14,600,000 144-196 ac. $700,000 $1,600,000 $0 $2,050,000 $3,000,000 $0 $750,000 $6,500,000 
Acquisition cost $3,500,000 

Three Notch Trail - Phase 1 
& 2

Charlotte Hall 
(5th)

Develop 3 mile hiking, biking, 
equestrian trail on railroad right 
of way from New Market to 
Charlotte Hall 

$950,000 FY03 - FY07 $950,000

Three Notch Trail - Phase 3 California (8th) Develop 2.5 mile trail from 
Wildewood Blvd. to 
Chancellor's Run Rd; 1 mile to 
be constructed by developers

$800,000 FY07 - FY08 $800,000

Three Notch Trail - Phase 4 Lexington Park 
(8th) 

Develop 2 mile section from 
Chancellor's Run Rd. to Pegg 
Road

$800,000 FY09 - FY10 $800,000

Three Notch Trail - Phases 5 - 
10

California (8th) to 
New Market

Develop remainder of trail, 
approximately 18.5 miles

$7,500,000 FY11 - FY20 $3,750,000 $3,750,000 

Charlotte Hall Park Charlotte Hall 
(5th)

Develop community park on 
existing County land

$2,000,000 FY15 $2,000,000

Charlotte Hall Recreation 
Center

Charlotte Hall 
(5th)

Construct an Indoor Recreation 
Center 

$2,275,000 FY12 $2,275,000 

Chaptico Park - Phase 2 & 3 Chaptico (4th) Complete park development $2,000,000 FY13 $2,000,000
St. Mary's Gymnastics Center Lexington Park 

(8th)
Construct a Gymnastics 
Center; current lease expires 
5/31/12

$2,150,000 FY12-15 $2,150,000

Lancaster Park Improvements Lexington Park 
(8th)

Construct walking path, off 
leash dog park 

$100,000 FY06 - FY08 $100,000

Lexington Manor Master Plan Lexington Park 
(8th)

Develop master plan for 
Lexington Manor park property

$50,000 FY12 $50,000

St. Clement's Island Museum 
Expansion

Colton's Point 
(7th)

Expand museum building $775,000 FY16 $775,000

Mobile Entertainment Stage Countywide Procure a mobile stage $100,000 FY12 $100,000
Colton's Point Park Colton's Point 

(7th)
Develop park to complement 
St. Clement's Island Museum

$1,100,000 FY20 $1,100,000

Myrtle Point Park California (8th) Develop park facilities per 
master plan

$1,675,000 FY10-14 $250,000 $1,425,000

Total $22,275,000 $0 $2,900,000 $0 $0 $13,750,000 $0 $0 $5,625,000 

FACILITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

Table III-5 Land Acquisition, Facility Development and Rehabilitation Recommendations
Estimated Long-Range (2020) CostEstimated Short-Range (2010) Cost Estimated Mid-Range (2015) Cost



Project
Location 
(Election 
District)

Description Estimated Cost Fiscal Year 
Programmed

Acres to be 
Acquired Acquisition Capital 

Development Rehab Acquisition Capital 
Development Rehab Acquisition Capital 

Development Rehab

Estimated Long-Range (2020) CostEstimated Short-Range (2010) Cost Estimated Mid-Range (2015) Cost

Seventh District Park Bushwood (7th) Construct restroom, 
playground, basketball courts, 
and improve parking

$600,000 FY06 $300,000 $300,000

Chancellors Run Park California (8th) Renovate & expand park $2,000,000 FY14 $1,500,000 $500,000
Cecil Park Valley Lee (2nd) Renovate & expand park $1,000,000 FY13 $500,000 $500,000
Elms Beach Park Lexington Park 

(8th)
Renovate & expand park $1,500,000 FY12 $1,000,000 $500,000

Piney Point Lighthouse 
Museum Renovation

Piney Point (2nd) Renovate existing buildings for 
museum operations

$725,000 FY06 - FY08 725,000

Piney Point Lighthouse 
Museum Shore Erosion

Piney Point (2nd) Shore erosion control $499,110 FY05 - FY07 $499,110 

Recreation Center 
Renovations: Leonard Hall, 
Margaret Brent, Hollywood 
& Carver Centers

Countywide Renovate buildings $2,000,000 FY12 - FY20 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

Tennis Court Rehabilitation Countywide Renovate or replace 
deteriorated courts

$250,000 FY06 - FY15 $110,000 $140,000 

Public landings
Paul Ellis Public Landing Avenue (7th) Replace pier $99,000 FY06 $99,000 
Tall Timbers Tall Timbers (1st) Replace pier $99,000 FY06 $99,000 
Great Mills Launch Great Mills (8th) Develop canoe/kayak launch 

on St. Mary's River
$25,000 FY06 $25,000 

Clarke's Landing Hollywood (6th) If parking issue can be 
addressed; renovate 
deteriorated ramp

$200,000 FY07 - FY08 $200,000 

Camp Calvert Landing Leonardtown 
(3rd) 

Canoe/kayak launch $25,000 FY12 $25,000

St. Jerome's Creek Dameron (1st) Canoe/kayak launch $25,000 FY13 $25,000
St. George's Creek Piney Point (2nd) Canoe/kayak launch $25,000 FY14 $25,000
Forest Landing Hollywood (6th) Replace bulkhead  $99,000 FY 07 99,000$         
Wicomico Shores Chaptico (4th) Extend pier  $          99,000 FY 07 99,000$        
Total $9,270,110 $0 $1,033,110 $1,522,000 $0 $3,215,000 $2,500,000 $0 $0 $1,000,000
Grand Total $46,145,110 $700,000 $5,533,110 $1,522,000 $2,050,000 $19,965,000 $2,500,000 $750,000 $12,125,000 $1,000,000 

FACILITY REHABILITATION AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
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1. Land Acquisition 
The total cost for land acquisition to 2020 is estimated at $3.5 million for key projects that will add nearly 
140 to 200 additional acres to the County’s park land inventory:  

• Satisfying a long standing land acquisition goal for water access along the Patuxent and Potomac 
Rivers.  This goal was identified in both the 1993 and 2000 LPRPs.  This need is pursued in both the 
short-term and mid-term acquisition program by proposing  
- Two small water access parks for acquisition and development along the northern and southern 

shoreline of the Patuxent River.   
- A 25 to 50 acre waterfront park along the Potomac River in the Third District in the mid-range 

years 2010–2015 and for development in the long-range 2015-2020. 
Provision of these facilities will increase beach access opportunities and provide boat ramps to increase 
public access to the water, a significant need identified in Table III-3.  Together, the proposed 
waterfront parks will provide needed access and will help the County become more of a destination for 
tourists, boating and fishing interests in line with the Comprehensive Plan goals.  Consideration will be 
given to incorporating stewardship education at these sites depending on the type and size of facilities 
that are ultimately planned at each location. 

• Acquiring four neighborhood parks of approximately 10 acres each in the Lexington Park Development 
District (District 8) in the long-term, specifically to implement recommendations in the 2005 Lexington 
Park Development District Concept Plan.  These parks are intended to strengthen the greenway 
concepts developed for the Lexington Park Plan by being adjuncts to the proposed greenway and trail 
system.  A major goal in this acquisition is to provide facilities that are convenient and accessible to 
large concentrations of residents without relying on the automobile.  Locations would be: 

− North or south of Patuxent Beach Road; 

− Between Chancellors Run Park and Three Notch Road (expected to be reserved through the 
development process); 

− South side of St. Andrews Church Road (expected to be reserved through the development 
process); and 

− South side of Great Mills Road in the Stewarts Grant area, perhaps next to the Great Mills 
swimming pool. 

• Acquiring in the mid-term, a regional park in the central portion of the County, most likely in the 3rd 
Election District, to help satisfy the projected 2020 deficit of park land and help meet the deficit of 
baseball/softball diamonds and multi-purpose fields. 

It should be noted that new acquisitions will not be necessary to meet many of the facility deficits identified 
in Table III-3, such as ballfields, field sports, basketball, concert seats.  These needs will be met through 
development/expansion of existing parks such as Chancellors Run Park, Cecil Park, and Charlotte Hall 
Park (listed on Table III-5 under Facility Development Projects) and through development of new school 
recreation parks.  Although the number of acquisition projects may appear to place an overemphasis on 
waterfront and boat access, the acreage associated with these acquisitions does not.  Further, the Potomac 
River Waterfront Park is anticipated to meet multiple needs in addition to water-related ones.   

Note on hunting.  Table III-3 indicates a current deficit of 1,000 acres of hunting land in the County even 
with a current supply of 3,508 acres, excluding 5,376 acres on federal land (see Appendix D).  During the 
LPPRP preparation process comments were received regarding the need for additional hunting land.  These 
comments were in part prompted by the decision in 2004 to reduce the hunting area at the Elms property 
which also houses an environmental education center for school children.  The County’s proposed land 
acquisition program does not include land for hunting.  While the County supports the provision of 



December 2005 III-15  St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 

additional hunting areas by the State, it cannot, at least for the life of this LPPRP, commit the necessary 
resources to acquire the large amounts of additional land needed to meet the demand for hunting and the 
specialized resources to safely manage a hunting program.   

Other Acquisition Projects 

A number of other acquisition projects are important to the County but do not show on the County’s 
priority list through 2020 (Table III-5).  Some of these acquisitions will have no associated acquisition 
costs, will develop through St. Mary’s County Public Schools or may “move up” onto the priority list 
should priorities change in the next few years.  These projects total 790 to 870 acres including: 

• 30-50 acres for a park in the 2nd District; 
• 200 to 250 acres for a nature park in the northern part of the County; 
• Reuse of County-owned former landfills and convenience centers for open space or recreational use, up 

to 500 acres; 
• Charlotte Hall property (40 acres adjacent to senior center) County-owned awaiting use and disposition 

decision.  
• School recreational parks at new schools to be built in the County over the next several years, totaling 

perhaps 20 to 30 acres, see also next section.  

2. Facility Development 
The total cost for facility development through 2020 is estimated at $33.4 million, $11.1 million associated 
with acquisition projects and $22.3 million with facility development on land already owned by the 
County.  Key projects are: 

• Completion of the planned 28-mile Three Notch Trail that will run from Charlotte Hall to the Patuxent 
River Naval Air Station in Lexington Park.  This facility will serve both County residents and visitors, 
and substantially reduce the current deficit of pedestrian and bicycle trails.  This five-phase project is 
the single costliest item in the program at $10 million. 

• Charlotte Hall Recreation Center in the 5th Election District.  This facility will provide an indoor 
gymnasium and activity center adjacent to the North County Senior Center.  It will provide needed 
activity space and will serve one of the County designated priority funding areas and a growing 
segment of the County’s older population. 

• Phase II and III development of the 250-acre Chaptico Park in the 4th Election District during the mid-
term.  This park will provide additional athletic fields, recreational activities and outdoor equestrian 
rings and trails. 

• Leonardtown Landing Waterfront Park.  The County is assisting the Town with funding for green 
space, a pier and boardwalk.   

• Charlotte Hall Park, a community park on existing County land adjacent to the North County Senior 
Center. 

• Myrtle Point Park master plan and development. 

• Improvements to Lancaster Park, including an off-leash dog area, pathway, and master plan for land 
formerly part of Lexington Manor. 

• Colton's Point Park, to complement the St. Clement's Island Museum expansion. 
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3. Facility Rehabilitation and Development 
The total cost for facility rehabilitation and development through 2020 is estimated at $9.2 million.  Key 
projects are: 

• Expansion of facilities at Seventh District Park; 

• Expansion and renovation of facilities at Chancellors Run Park in the 8th Election District;  

• Expansion and renovation of facilities at Cecil Park in the 2nd Election District; 

• Expansion and renovation of facilities at Elms Beach Park in the 1st Election District;  

• Piney Point Lighthouse Museum renovation and shore erosion control; 

• Renovation of several recreation centers, Leonard Hall, Margaret Brent, Hollywood and Carver centers;  

• Tennis court rehabilitation; and  

• Renovation and improvement of several public landings over both the short and mid-term in Election 
Districts 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8. 

Other Development Projects 

A number of other development projects are important to the County but do not show on the County’s 
priority list through 2020 (Table III-5): 

• Wicomico Shores public landing project for expanded parking area. 
• Arts center in the Lexington Park area, possibly in the former Lexington Park Library. 
• Indoor sports facility, possibly including an ice rink. 
• Swimming pool in the northern part of the County.  Although Table III-3 indicates a deficit in 

swimming beaches, the County believes this reflects a demand for beaches that is largely met by ocean 
beaches1.   

• Greenway/trail network in Lexington Park including continuation of the Three Notch Trail into 
Lexington Park; a greenway/trail through the Jarboesville Run area to connect Chancellors Run Park 
and the Three Notch Trail; a trail in the vicinity of Great Mills Road through the Hilton Run watershed; 
and another across Great Mills Road between the Hilton Run and Jarboesville Run watersheds (see 
Figure III-2). 

• School recreational parks offer a special opportunity to the County in the next few years.  St. Mary’s 
County Public Schools has a very aggressive new school construction program over the next 10 years 
including four elementary, one middle, and one high school.  The RP&CS Department by partnering 
with St. Mary’s County Public Schools can create community recreation areas and centers at these 
schools, especially the elementary and middle schools.  By building larger gymnasiums and adding 
community space, these schools can play an important role in meeting local recreation demand, and 
save money that would otherwise be spent in developing separate recreation facilities.  There is 
precedent for this in St. Mary’s County.  A community use program was made part of the renovation at 
Margaret Brent Middle School.  Other Maryland counties are also following this strategy.  Prince 
George’s County, for example, has a “park-school” program. 

• As of 2005, the County is preparing a Transportation Plan that will recommend a strategy for 
development of a County-wide bicycle network and system of pedestrian trails.  The plan proposes 
adopting design standards for on-road trails and including them as part of the County’s Road Ordinance 

                                                           
1  The State’s recreational survey asked about swimming at beaches in general, not specifically about swimming at beaches 

within the County 
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and Manual of Design and Construction Standards.  Recommendations are made to upgrade shoulders 
along certain roads and to work with the St. Mary’s Transit System to coordinate accommodation of 
bicycles on transit vehicles.  Specific recommendations are to:  
- Provide a trail network in St. Mary’s City to incorporate St. Mary’s College and the historical sites. 
- Expand trails within St. Mary’s River State park.   
- Provide trail linkages from communities to parks and recreation facilities where appropriate. 
- Encourage linkages from schools to parks and recreational facilities where possible. 
- Support future connections to the Three Notch Trail to outer trails in the Southern Maryland 

Region. 
- When feasible, encourage developers to construct trails as part of development projects. 
- Develop and promote a system of water trails for canoes and kayaks in partnership with the State 

Department of Natural Resources. 

These recommendations should be reviewed along with those in the 2000 Southern Maryland Regional 
Trail and Bikeway System Study (SMRTABS) prepared by the Tri-County Council for Southern 
Maryland.   

Figure III-2  Trails/Greenway Concept for Lexington Park  

Source:  Lexington Park Concept Plan 
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4. Funding 

Funding necessary to accomplish the project priorities will be leveraged to the maximum extent possible, 
using a combination of available revenue sources (user fees, development impact fees, general and capital 
program funds, bonds, POS and other State and Federal programs, grants and donations).  Proposals shown 
in the short term (2005-2010) are most likely to be funded by POS and County capital budget funds, along 
with other grant funding.  Some acquisitions, such as neighborhood parks, may be accomplished through 
the development process.   

The total program cost is estimated at approximately $46.1 million.  Over the 15 year period to 2020, this 
averages to $3.0 million per year.  With a RP&CS FY05 capital budget of $2.6 million and a five-year 
capital improvement program budget of $4.6 million, a total of $6.8 million will be available over the next 
six years.  This will provide a little over $1.1 million per year toward the program, but will remain $1.9 
million per year short of the funds required to fully achieve the proposed acquisition and facility 
development program relying solely on County capital funds.  The County has, however, already received 
some federal transportation funds (T-21) for the Three Notch Trail, the single costliest element of the 
program, and hopes to fund a significant portion of future phases using such funds.  The County’s growing 
population is creating a significant need for new schools.  Three new elementary schools are planned by 
2011, and by 2015 at least one additional elementary school, one middle and one high school.  These 
facilities will create a major draw on the County’s capital budget reducing available funding for other areas 
such as recreation.  As described above, a positive potential aspect of new schools is the potential to create 
new school recreational parks.   

The County will continue to rely on the POS annual allocation for land acquisition and development 
projects.  Achieving the County’s priorities will be more likely if POS funds continue at elevated FY2006 
levels, $600,000 per year versus the $200,000 to $260,000 amounts received between FY2003 and 
FY2005.  If funding levels return to lower levels, some of the more costly elements of the program such as 
portions of the Three Notch Trail, Charlotte Hall Recreation Center, or the St. Mary’s Gymnastics Center 
may have to be deferred.   

In order to meet the recreational priorities and needs, the County needs to give serious thought to 
alternative revenue sources.  The 2000 LPRP recommended that consideration be given to changing the 
subdivision and zoning regulations to provide for land dedication and use of fees-in-lieu of dedication 
when sufficient land cannot be dedicated.  A committee comprised of representatives from the Planning 
Commission, the Recreation and Parks Advisory Board, and the Department of Planning met in 2002 and 
2003 to discuss these issues.  The County subdivision ordinance was amended in 2002 to specify required 
recreational land dedications and to allow for fees-in-lieu of dedication, but County Commissioner action is 
needed to set the in-lieu fees.  

In summary, while the recreation program is aggressive, achieving it is feasible provided funding from 
different sources is used including County capital funds, POS funds at FY2006 levels, federal 
transportation funds, coordinated planning with St. Mary’s County Public Schools, recreation impact fees, 
and fees in lieu of recreation land dedication.  

5. Staffing 

Increased RP&CS department staffing will be needed as the recreation land and facility inventory, and 
program demand grows.  County-owned/maintained recreation land has increased by approximately 300 
acres since 1997 (21 percent) with less than two full-time staff added.  Specific staff position needs that 
have been identified are: 

• Capital projects manager to assist with park and facility development, expansion, and rehabilitation. 
• Parks division staff to assist with maintenance of recently developed parks such as Chaptico Park, and 

Nicolet Park, as well as new parks and facilities to come on line through the capital program. 
• Full-time Program Coordinator and part-time staff to manage the new Charlotte Hall Recreation Center 

when the facility is constructed. 
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• Sports specialist to help administer growing youth sports programs including implementation of a 
Youth Sports Standards Initiative. 

• Historic Site Manager and support staff for the new Piney Point Lighthouse Museum. 

D. Land Acquisition Goal 

St. Mary’s County’s goal for land acquisition is the default State recommended goal of 30 acres per 1,000 
population.   

As of 2005, the County is short of this goal by a little over 1,000 acres.  If no more land is acquired and the 
population increases as projected, the deficit will increase to over 1,600 acres by 2020 (Table III-6).   A 
second component of the goal is that a minimum of 15 acres per thousand population must come from 
locally owned recreation land. With 1,708 acres of such land, the County exceeds this minimum by 275 
acres.    

As described in the table notes, considerable recreation land acreage exists in the County that under the 
State’s guidelines may not be counted towards meeting the goal.  While this land would not help St. Mary’s 
County fully meet its goal, the County feels very strongly that the acreage goal guidelines likely overstate 
the County’s recreational acreage deficit.  
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Table III-6 St. Mary's County Recreation and Open Space Acreage Goal Analysis  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Acres 

Year 
Current/ 
Projected 

Population 

Recreation and Open 
Space Acreage Goal (30 

acres per 1,000 
population 

County 
Recreation 

Land 

County Natural 
Resources Land 

Applicable 
State and 

Federal Land 
Total Acreage Required 

to meet Standard 

2005 95,500 2,865 1,708 (1) 153 (2) 0 (3) 1,861 1,004 

2010 102,700 3,081     
1,220 

 
2015 109,800 3,294     1,433 
2020 116,700 3,501     1,640 

Notes: 

1)  Acreage in Columns 3, 4, 5 and 6 is obtained from the MEIRS Recreational Inventory.  Column 3 comprises 100 percent of County recreational land. 

(2)  Column 4 is based on 464 acres of County natural resource lands, of which one-third or 138 acres counts toward meeting the State recommended acreage goal 
(Column 2). 

(3)  There are 3,062 acres of State owned natural resource lands (State parks, forests and educational recreational areas) of which only the acreage over 60 acres per 
1,000 persons may be used to meet the acreage goal.  There would need to be over 5,160 acres in the County (86 x 60) for any of this land to count. 

There are 4,157 acres of State and Federal recreation, open space and natural resource lands that may not be counted toward the County's acreage goal because they 
are classified as: 
-  Natural resource management lands (544 acre Elms Property and the 2,124 acre St. Mary's River State Park Wildlife Management and Wildlands Area); 
-  Natural environmental areas (66 acre Chancellors Point Natural History Area and 66 acre Aqua Foods property); and 
- Wildlife and fish management areas (1,357 acre St. Mary's River State Park and Fish Management Area) 
Also not included in acreage goal calculations are: 
- 1,171 acres comprising the State owned St. Mary’s City historic/cultural area;  
-  6,398 acres comprising the Patuxent River Naval Air Station, of which 155 acres are used for active recreation, and 3,252 acres for hunting; and 
-  853 acres comprising the Webster Air Field, of which 10 acres are available for recreational use, and 683 acres for hunting. 
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E. Public participation 

Public participation was an integral part of the LPPRP preparation process.  Seven public meetings were 
held prior to the Planning Commission’s public hearing.   The project kick-off meeting was advertised 
extensively including a mailing to over 200 individuals and citizens groups interested in land preservation 
and recreation.  Meetings and interviews were held with the Town of Leonardtown and with a range of 
individuals involved in recreation, agricultural land preservation, and natural resource conservation.  Key 
project documents were placed on the County website ahead of all public meetings.  Table III-7 
summarizes public participation in preparation of the LPPRP. 

Table III-7 Public Participation Summary  
Group or Individual Summary of Participation Date Specific Recommendations or Issues 

Raised 
Recreation and Parks Board; 
Agricultural Land 
Preservation Advisory Board, 
Planning Commission and 
general public 

Project kick-off meeting 
explaining scope and schedule 
and soliciting public comment 

June 21, 2004 # Citizen comments regarding specific 
park and facility needs  

Recreation and Parks Board 
and Department staff 

Review initial findings 
regarding facility supply, 
demand and needs analysis 

September 2, 2004 Discussed variations in data resulting 
from first round use of State season 
length and daily capacity data and 
suggested revisions 

Recreation and Parks Board 
and Department staff 

Review acreage goals, 
acquisition, development and 
rehabilitation draft 
recommendations 

October 7, 2004 Requested analysis evaluate needs on 
election district basis in addition to 
Countywide and that priorities matrix 
be related to goals and needs 

Presentation to Agricultural 
Preservation Board  

Review draft agricultural 
preservation findings 

October 21, 2004  

Presentation to Recreation and 
Parks Board  

Review draft plan 
recommendations for 
recreation. 

November 4, 2004  

Board of County 
Commissioners 

Briefing of draft plan March 8, 2005  Extensive discussion. Approved 
forwarding plan for state/local review 

60-day state and local review Transmit draft plan to 
MDP/DNR and local 
jurisdictions 

April, 2005 Comments received from State and 
Charles County 

Joint Recreation and Parks 
Board; Agricultural Board, 
Planning Commission and 
general public 

Presentation of revised draft 
plan and solicitation of public 
comments 

May 9, 2005 Comments on need for additional 
hunting areas. 

Public hearing by Planning 
Commission 

Public Hearing June 13, 2005 Comments received on: 
Need for sediment and  erosion 
controls oversight. 
Pace of preservation in the County 
versus the state as a whole. 
Status of efforts on alternative revenue 
sources. 
Level of entrepreneurship among 
farmers in the County 

Planning Commission Work session July 11, 2005 Recommended plan be forwarded to 
Board of County Commissioners 

Public hearing by Board of 
County Commissioners  

Review final draft November 8, 2005 Record kept open for 10 days 

Board of County 
Commissioners 

Work session and adoption of 
Plan 

December 20, 2005  
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CHAPTER IV AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION 

Introduction 

Protection of agricultural lands is a key component of a county’s broader activity of land conservation.  
Deliberately setting aside land for public benefit - whether the purpose is food security, economic stability, 
wildlife and sensitive areas protection, or active recreation – has some commonalities and needs to be 
coordinated.  However, agricultural land protection is often far more complex because it involves leaving 
land in private hands with participation in programs being voluntary. To achieve its primary purpose - 
permanent protection of the productive land and its micro-climate resource for food production into the 
future - skilled farmers and farm families as well as a viable agricultural industry are needed.  No other 
form of land conservation needs to accommodate an economic activity as relatively intense as agriculture.  

Industry Background 
The USDA Census of Agriculture defines a farm as “any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural 
products were produced and sold, or normally would have been sold, in the census year.”  In 2002 the 
Census counted 68,153 acres of land in farms in St. Mary’s County, down from 71,920 acres in 1997.  The 
number of farms also declined during that time period from 658 in 1997 to 577 in 2002.  

Land in farms tends to be in a mixture of land uses – cropland, pasture, woodland and structures.  However, 
cropland dominates most St. Mary’s County farms growing soybeans, corn, wheat, hay and barley.  
Pastureland is used primarily for beef cattle.  Tobacco, while second in sales value (after grains/soybeans), 
uses relatively small amounts of cropland. 

 

The average size of a county farm is 118 
acres, up slightly from 107 acres in 1997.  
However, charting the distribution of farms 
by size shows a preponderance of farms 
between ten and 49 acres.  This reflects the 
County’s history of tobacco cultivation 
which can generate a high value product on 
relatively small acreages.  Over time, it has 
allowed farms to be subdivided into small 
sized but economically viable operations (at 
least with tobacco). 

The figure of 68,153 acres exceeds the 
60,307 acres noted in Chapter II for 
agricultural uses because some land on farms 
is in forest.  The data in this Chapter are 
from the Census of Agriculture which asks 
farmers about the amount of land on their 
farms.  The data in Chapter II are 
interpretations of satellite imagery that do 
not identify all the forestland that is on 
farms. 

In 2002, St. Mary’s County was first in the value of tobacco production of the seven tobacco producing 
counties in the State of Maryland.  However, that census year was two years into Maryland’s Tobacco 
Buyout Program which pays farmers to cease growing tobacco forever.  Hence, the County saw a 

Land Use on Farms - 2002
Total Acres in Farms = 68,153

Cropland
41,709

Woodland
18,958

Wooded 
Pasture
1,678

Pasture
2,604

Other
3,204

Source: 2002 US Census of Agriculture - St . Mary's County

Figure IV-1 Land Use on Farms - 2002 
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precipitous drop in the market value of its production (from $20.6 million to $12.1 million) coupled with a 
substantial increase in outside payments to farmers.  This trend continues to the present as the Buyout 
Program is completed (See Figures IV-3 and IV-4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Farms by Size - 2002 & 1997

0

50

100

150

200

250

1 to
 9

10 t
o 4

9

50 t
o 6

9

70 t
o 9

9

100
 to

 13
9

140
 to

 17
9

180
 to

 21
9

220
 to

 25
9

260
 to

 49
9

500
 to

 99
9

>1,000

Acres

N
um

be
r 

of
 fa

rm
s 1997 2002

Source: US Census of Agriculture - St. Mary's County

Market Value of Production

$20,630,000

$12,196,000

$0

$5,000,000

$10,000,000

$15,000,000

$20,000,000

$25,000,000

Sour ce:  2002 US Census  of  Agr icultur e - St.  Mar y's  County

1997 2002

Figure IV-2  Farms by Size 2002 & 1997 

Figure IV-3  Market Value of Production 1997 & 2002 
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Figure IV-4  Government Payments & Farm Related Income  1997 & 2002 

(Note: the Maryland Tobacco Buyout payments are counted by the USDA Census of Agriculture as “other farm-related income”. 
Government payments are only those directly from the Federal level and include the National Tobacco Restitution Fund 
payments.) 

 

As Table IV-1 shows, St. Mary’s County’s loss of farmland follows similar trends throughout the State; 
slightly more than the statewide percentage loss and somewhat better than the regional rate.  In terms of the 
market value of agricultural products sold, however, St. Mary’s tends toward the much larger percentage 
loss in value experienced by the region than that of the statewide average.  This means that St. Mary’s, 
along with the rest of southern Maryland, experienced a significantly greater loss of agricultural value than 
the rest of the State.  This is, no doubt, due to the Tobacco Buyout process.  Given that the Buyout Program 
results are permanent, this represents a major regional industry readjustment in an already stressed 
statewide agricultural industry. 

Table IV-1  Land in Farms and Market Value of Agricultural Products Sold -1987-2002 

Land in Farms   Market Value of Ag Products Sold  
1987-2002  1987-2002  (1,000 Constant $) 

  
Acres 

change 
% 

Change    
Value 
change 

% 
Change 

Maryland -318,999 -13.3
 

 
Maryland 
  

-$143,658 -10.3

So. Maryland Region 
  -39,158 -20.7  

So. Maryland Region 
  -$15,445 -42.3

St. Mary's County 
  -12,340 -15.3  

St. Mary's County 
  -$6,914 -37

Source: USDA Census of Agriculture - St. Mary's  Source: USDA Census of Agriculture - St. Mary's 
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A. Farmland Preservation Goals 

In 1995, as part of its agricultural land preservation certification, St. Mary’s County set a goal of 60,000 
acres of farmland in permanent protection.  The goal is based on a desire to protect nearly all the existing 
productive land base in the County.  No timeframe accompanied the goal but the creation of a local 
purchase-of-development right program was proposed to augment their participation in the Maryland 
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) Program.  A local program has yet to be funded.  

Figure IV-5 - Land Preservation Goal 

 

St. Mary's Land Preservation Goal

Total Acres in
County - 
230,984

Land in Farms 
68,152 acres

Preserved
Farmland 
10,509 acres

Acres Assessed 
Agricultural 
113,000 (includes 
woodland with mgmt 
plans)

Total Preserved 
Land 
13,180 acres

 

60,000-acre Farmland 
Preservation Goal 

49,491 acres to go 
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Slightly more than 68,000 acres (26 percent of the County) are identified as land in farms by the 2002 
Census of Agriculture.  This is a subset of the 113,000 acres that are assessed agricultural for tax purposes. 
Woodlands with forest management plans are eligible for agricultural assessment.  Farms often contain a 
mixture of cropland, pasture and woodland.  Of the 68,000 acres in farms in St. Mary’s County, the census 
identifies 45,991 acres (67 percent) as cropland, pasture, or wooded pasture.  To date, a total of 10,509 
acres of land in farms have been permanently protected by easements (7,040 acres through the MALPF 
Program and 3,469 acres of farmland through the Rural Legacy program, MET, and the Maryland 
Historical Trust).  An additional 2,672 acres have been protected through other easement programs for a 
total of 13,180 acres of preserved land. 

The qualitative goals of the State of Maryland for agricultural land preservation are shared by St. Mary’s 
County (see box next page).  They are explicitly stated in the 2002 Comprehensive Plan and many of them 
underpin the programs currently being implemented.  For example, the State’s goal of protecting high 
quality productive land in relatively contiguous blocks is reflected in the eligibility requirements for district 
creation and purchase of development rights programs.  It is reinforced in the ranking formula for 
prioritizing properties sent to the MALPF Program for easement purchase.  The goal of protecting natural, 
forestry, and historic resources as well as rural character is met by the typical presence of these additional 
elements on St. Mary’s County farms applying for preservation programs.  

The purpose of the Rural Preservation District (RPD) in which most of the farms and preserved lands fall, 
is “to foster agricultural, forestry, mineral resource extraction, and aquaculture uses and protect the land 
base necessary to support these activities”.  As such, St. Mary’s County shares the State’s intention to 
protect its natural resource industries. 

In terms of land management goals, the Comprehensive Plan states a goal aimed at agricultural resource 
protection: 

“1.2 Goal: Direct growth in rural areas to existing populations centers and protect resource areas. 

1.2.1.  Objective: In the RPD limit growth to preserve open space and promote agriculture and 
forestry. 

  A.  Policy: Limit form, type and extent of development in RPD. 

B.  Policy: Encourage preservation of rural character through use of farmstead 
subdivisions. 

1.2.2.  Objective: Limit nonfarm residential development in the RPD to be in scale with the rural 
character of the area. 

A.  Policy: Allow major subdivision development only when compatible with 
preservation of rural and community character. 

B.  Policy: Establish standards for minor subdivisions outside of growth areas which 
support preservation of rural and community character.” 
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B. Current Program/Policy Implementation 

A diverse group of organizations and agencies contributes to farmland protection policy in St. Mary’s 
County.  Significant attention is given both to direct protection of private farmland through conservation 
easement acquisition and to economic development support of the agricultural industry itself.  This 
complementary approach is carried out at state and local government levels, as well as with regional 
organizations and private non-profit initiatives.  The approach includes voluntary participation of 
landowners in statewide programs such as MALPF and Rural Legacy (both purchase-of-development-
rights programs).  The County contributes local tax dollars to staffing and easement purchase, as well as 
enforcing land-use and right-to-farm regulations.  Local, county boards such the Agricultural Land 
Preservation Advisory Board and the Agriculture, Seafood, and Forestry Commission oversee programs 
and initiatives with citizen members.  The regional Tri-County Council works on agricultural economic 
development to benefit all of southern Maryland.  The Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust, a local land trust 
formed by St. Mary’s County residents, solicits and holds conservation easements donated by landowners 

State of Maryland Goals for Agricultural Land Preservation 
  

1. Permanently preserve agricultural land capable of supporting a reasonable diversity of agricultural 
production. 

2. Protect natural, forestry, and historic resources and the rural character of the landscape associated with 
Maryland’s farmland. 

3. To the greatest degree possible, concentrate preserved land in large, relatively contiguous blocks to 
effectively support long-term protection of resources and resource-based industries. 

4. Limit the intrusion of development and its impacts on rural resources and resource-based industries. 

5. Preserve approximately 1,030,000 acres of productive agricultural land by 2020. (total state land is 
approximately 7.94 million acres) . 

6. Ensure good return on public investment by concentrating State agricultural land preservation funds in 
areas where the investment is reasonably well supported by both local investment and land use 
management programs. 

7. Work with local governments to: 

– Establish preservation areas, goals, and strategies through local comprehensive planning 
processes that address and complement State goals; 

– In each area designated for preservation, develop a shared understanding of goals and the 
strategy to achieve them among rural landowners, the public-at-large, and State and local 
government officials; 

– Protect the equity interests of rural landowners in preservation areas by ensuring sufficient public 
commitment and investment in preservation through easement acquisition and incentive 
programs; 

– Use local land use management authority effectively to protect public investment in preservation 
by managing development in rural preservation areas. 

– Establish effective measures to support profitable agriculture, including assistance in production, 
marketing, and the practice of stewardship, so that farming remains a desirable way of life for 
both the farmer and the public-at-large. 
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in exchange for tax benefits.  Finally, St. Mary’s County is home to a significant number of Amish and 
Mennonite families who have a multi-generational commitment to agriculture.  

The following is a description of the tools currently being employed by these groups and organizations to 
preserve farmland and support the agricultural industry.  The chart below summarizes their 
accomplishments in permanently protecting private lands with conservation easements as of August 2004. 

Table IV-2  Summary Table of Protected Lands – August 2004 

Program Properties Acres 

MD Agricultural Land Preservation Easements 65 7,040 

Rural Legacy Easements 10 2,702 

Donated Easements (MD Environmental Trust, MD Historic Trust, Patuxent 
Tidewater Land Trust) 

9 2,125 

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Sending Parcels 6 1,313 

TOTAL 90 13,180 

MALPF Agricultural Districts (not permanent) 40 4,627 

Source: St. Mary’s County Dept. of Economic & Community Development 

1. Designated Preservation Areas  
Land classified as Rural Preservation District (RPD), an area that covers 178,000 acres or virtually all of 
the land outside of the growth areas, is the County’s only geographic location for farmland protection.  
Although not specified as a “designated preservation area” the intent of the zone as stated in the 
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance is “to foster agricultural, forestry, mineral resource extraction, and 
aquacultural uses and protect the land base necessary to support these activities.”  This is the zoning district 
which contains the land in farms and most of the preserved land in the County.  The County does not 
further narrow its geographic focus for eligibility for preservation.  As a practical matter, the preference by 
the purchase-of-development-rights programs for parcels of land that are adjacent to previously protected 
parcels and which meet the prime soils criteria, functions as a localized prioritizing of land for preservation. 

2. Easement Acquisition Mechanisms 
The various easement acquisition programs do not, as a rule, compete among themselves for the same 
parcels of land.  Property eligibility differs among them and benefits to landowners vary.  All are voluntary 
and meant to complement each other.  However, all conservation easement efforts are in competition with 
developers who often want to buy the land outright for development.  Rarely can any easement program be 
as attractive financially to landowners as an offer to sell for development.  The landowners’ decision to sell 
an agricultural easement rather than their land is usually based on the desire to keep the land as a farm, for 
themselves or others.  

a. Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) 

St. Mary’s County has been participating in the MALPF program, run by the Maryland Department of 
Agriculture, with district creation and easement purchase since 1984.  As shown on Figure IV-6, easement 
purchases accelerated in recent years due to additional local and state funding sources.  In 1995, the 
County’s agricultural land preservation activities were certified by the Maryland Department of Agriculture 
and the Maryland Department of Planning, enabling St. Mary’s to hold back a larger percentage (75 percent 
instead of 33 percent) of agricultural transfer tax for use as matching funds to leverage state MALPF 
dollars.  In 2001, the County increased the local recordation tax and dedicated a portion of it to agricultural 
land preservation. 
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Figure IV-6  MALPF Easements by Year 

St. Mary's County MALPF Easements by Year
Total = 7,040 acres (2004)
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Note: The figure shows MALPF easements only.  The 10,509 acres of preserved farmland also includes  3,469 acres preserved  
through the Rural Legacy program, and MET and Maryland Historical Trust easements on land that is predominantly farmed.  
 

Most of the MALPF easements are located in the northwest quadrant of the county where farming is the 
predominant land use.  The average price per acre over that last five years has been $1,942.  Interest on the 
part of landowners in selling easements has always exceeded the availability of funds.  However, a recent 
change to the MALPF Program involving children’s lots has had a dampening effect on the interest of 
landowners.  In previous MALPF easements, grantees could give small residential lots to up to ten of their 
children (based on the overall acreage of the farm).  Recently, the Program changed that policy for future 
easements to limit the number of lots to three, although they are not restricted for use by children of the 
grantee.  Another deterrent to acceptance by landowners of easement offers from the State has been the 
amount of time between application and offer - sometimes up to two years.  During that time, land values 
have increased so rapidly that the landowners’ original offering price is out of step with values ‘on the 
ground’.  Since 2002, only twelve landowners have taken advantage of the 10 percent bonus offered by the 
Tobacco Buyout Program to place MALPF easements on the farms of participants.  Figure IV-7 shows the 
location of all MALPF easements and districts. 

b. Rural Legacy Program 

The Rural Legacy Program, run by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), consists of two 
concepts: first, delineating a specific geographic area of a county in need of focused land conservation 
efforts, and, second, acquiring easements from willing landowners within that area.  Run as a competitive 
grants process, the Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust won recognition and funding for the Huntersville Rural 
Legacy Area in 1998.  This nearly 5,000-acre area is located adjacent to the Patuxent River and extends to 
MD Route 5 (see Figure IV-7).  It contains farmland, wetlands, forests, extensive river and tributary 
frontages, as well as historic sites and natural heritage resources.  Since designation, funds from the Rural 
Legacy Program have been used to purchase easements on ten properties covering 2,702 acres.  About one 
third of this protected land is in agricultural use.   
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St. Mary’s also proposed designation of another area of the County, roughly described by the watershed 
boundary of the St. Mary’s River.  It is much larger than the Huntersville Area (approximately 32,215 acres 
of which 5,023 are protected) but contains three nodes that highlight a theme of buffering State or Federal-
owned assets from development.  These are 1) a large tract of state-owned forestland, 2) historic St. Mary’s 
City and St. Mary’s College, and 3) a military installation known as Webster Field.  Proposals for this 
Rural Legacy area were submitted in FY 2003, 2004, and 2005 and have not received designation or 
funding.  However, after recent comments from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, the 
County plans to resubmit an application for a small portion of the St. Mary’s River Watershed. 

c. Land Trusts/ Maryland Environmental Trust 

Local land trusts are non-profit organizations created by interested citizens to accept, monitor and enforce 
conservation easements donated by landowners in exchange for significant tax benefits at the Federal, State 
and local property tax levels.  The Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust is the only local land trust operating in 
St. Mary’s County.  It holds four donated easements on 647 acres.  The Rural Legacy Program created a 
new role for local land trusts as sponsors of Rural Legacy Area proposals and solicitors of purchased 
easements.  In the Huntersville RL Area the Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust, was not only a sponsor of the 
successful grant proposal but it also “co-holds” ten purchased easements on 2,702 acres with the Maryland 
Environmental Trust (MET), the statewide quasi-public land trust.  

3. Funding for Easement Acquisition 
Placing conservation easements on private land from willing owners is the chief mechanism for 
permanently protecting agricultural land in St. Mary’s County.  The vast majority of these easements have 
been purchased through MALPF or Rural Legacy with the State of Maryland providing the lion’s share of 
the funding (Figure IV-8).  Local funds used to match state dollars are generated from a number of sources:  

a. Agricultural Transfer Tax  

When agricultural land in Maryland is sold for development, a small percentage of the transaction value is 
paid to recapture, in part, the preferential taxation rate the land has enjoyed due to its previous agricultural 
use.  Part of the revenue collected is forwarded to the State and part remains with the County to be used 
only for farmland preservation.  A county such as St. Mary’s, with an agricultural preservation program 
that is certified by Maryland Department of Planning and Maryland Department of Agriculture, may hold 
back 75 percent of revenues collected to be used to purchase easements within three years.  The County 
applies these funds to its match of State funds in the MALPF program.  In the long run, however, this 
source of revenue is self limiting because as the amount of farmland diminishes, so does the tax on 
conversion to non-agricultural use. Conversely, increase in this source of funds indicates rapid loss of the 
resource the money is meant to protect.  

b. Recordation Tax  

In 2001, St. Mary’s County increased the recordation tax - a tax paid when documents are recorded with 
the Clerk of the Circuit Court.  At the same time, the County dedicated a portion of that revenue to 
“conserve and protect rural lands”, specifically mentioning “the purchase of development rights that will 
preserve agricultural lands.”  This revenue source adds varying amounts each year to the County’s 
contribution to land protection (Figure IV-9).  
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Figure IV-8  Land Preservation Spending 
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Figure IV-9  Local Revenue Sources for Land Preservation 
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c. Discretionary Local Funds and Bonds 

In addition to the agricultural transfer tax and the portion of the recordation tax, which are required by law 
to be spent on land preservation, St. Mary’s County has also contributed money from the County’s General 
Fund, the local Transfer Tax, and the sale of bonds to augment both the MALPF Program and Rural 
Legacy.  These amounts have varied based on fiscal conditions in the County budget.   

d. Federal Funds 

Since 1998 the Federal government has made relatively small amounts of funds available for the purchase 
of development rights on farmland through the Farmland Preservation Program of the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service in the US Department of Agriculture.  It is a competitive process in which St. Mary’s 
County has joined forces with other Maryland counties and the State to win dollars to partially fund 
easement purchases.  Since 1998 St. Mary’s County has received a total $154,030 which was applied to 
three conservation easement acquisitions. 

4. Agricultural Districts 
There are two kinds of Agricultural Districts operating in St. Mary’s County: those created by the 
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) Program for its process, and those created 
by St. Mary’s County for taxation purposes.  The creation of an Agricultural District is a pre-requisite for 
participation in the MALPF Program.  It involves a five-year commitment by the landowner to not develop 
the property and makes the farm eligible to offer to sell a permanent easement to the State of Maryland.  
The district may be dissolved after five years or continued indefinitely.  While a property is under district 
status, small residential lots for landowner’s children may be subdivided and built.  There are currently 
4,626 acres on 40 farms committed to MALPF Agricultural Districts in the County. 

St. Mary’s County, itself, offers a tax credit to landowners who enroll in its own County Agricultural 
District Program.  It is also a five-year commitment to not develop, but is somewhat more restrictive than 
the MALPF districts.  No children’s lots or agricultural subdivisions are permitted.  Landowners in these 
districts receive a 100 percent credit on the County portion of their tax bill for their agriculturally assessed 
land and for their farm buildings.  After five years they can renew or dissolve the district.  If they do not 
fulfill the five-year commitment, they must repay the credited taxes plus interest and penalties.  Owners of 
MALPF district properties may also apply for the County tax credit Districts, thereby creating some 
overlap in the statistics.  There are now 4,985 acres in 144 County Districts – some of which are also 
MALPF Districts. 

5. Land Use Management Authority  

a. Zoning 

The vast majority of the acreage in St. Mary’s County outside of the development districts and the priority 
funding areas is zoned Rural Preservation District (RPD).  The RPD covers approximately 178,000 acres 
and virtually all of the County’s permanently protected private lands are contained within it.  The purpose 
of this district is “to foster agricultural, forestry, mineral resource extraction, and aquaculture uses and 
protect the land base necessary to support these activities”.  Residential development is permitted at a 
density of one dwelling unit per five acres (1:5) with provisions to achieve 1:3 with purchase of transferred 
development rights (TDRs) for the additional units.  Major subdivisions (>5 lots) must cluster development 
on 50 percent or less of the parent parcel. 

b. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) 

St. Mary’s County zoning ordinance contains provisions for the transfer of development rights from one 
property to another with some modest incentives to do so.  The ‘sending’ area is land zoned RPD and 
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SOUTHERN MARYLAND: Transitioning 
away from a tobacco heritage. 
 

“Agricultural trends in Southern Maryland reveal a 
major social, cultural, and economic shift as the region 
transitions away from its 300-year-old tradition of 
tobacco production. Southern Maryland was home to the 
original settlement and has been the least changed in 
terms of its agricultural economy. Settled in 1634, the 
region quickly established its economy and its currency 
as one backed by tobacco. Until the later half of the 20th 
century, tobacco remained the economic keystone of the 
region and the primary economic engine. In the latter 
portion of the 1900’s, the region became economically 
dependent on several military bases, while agriculture 
continued to be dominated by tobacco. In 1992 tobacco 
accounted for two-thirds of the total values of all 
agricultural commodities produced in the region and 
provided the mainstay for over 900 full/part time 
growers. In 2000, the state of Maryland instituted a 
voluntary tobacco buy-out program to transition farmers 
out of tobacco production forever, to be administered by 
the Tri-County Council of Southern Maryland. The result 
of the Buyout has been unprecedented and significant 
cultural and economic shift as has not been experienced 
since the advent of European settlers.” 

Source:  Excerpted from Southern Maryland Regional 
Strategy: Action Plan for Agriculture 2003 

development rights may be sent at a rate of one per three acres (1:3) of eligible land.  Sensitive areas such 
as steep slopes, highly erodible soils, wetlands and flood plains are subtracted from the acreage before the 
density calculation is done.  The transferred rights may be used to increase commercial square footage or 
residential density in about a dozen zones including the Rural Preservation District from which they came.  
TDRs have not been widely utilized to date.  Six sizable sending parcels in the RPD, which are protected 
from development with restrictive easements, currently total 1,313 acres. 

c. Right-to-Farm 

The County’s zoning regulations contain general right-to-farm provisions for landowners in the RPD.  
Since agriculture, aquaculture and silviculture are the preferred land uses in the District, the ordinance 
attempts to limit “the circumstances under which agriculture and forestry operations may be deemed to 
interfere with the reasonable use and enjoyment of adjacent land.”  

6. Farming Assistance Programs 

a. Regional Economic Development 

In the box on the right of this page, the 
Agricultural Development Commission of 
the Tri-County Council for Southern 
Maryland summarizes the historic 
background that underpins the current state 
of the agricultural industry in this part of 
Maryland.  The dramatic shift away from 
tobacco production in recent years greatly 
affects all economic development activity 
for agriculture in St. Mary’s County and the 
Southern Maryland region.  

The Tri-County Council Strategy goes on to 
say that “according to a recent study, the 
region’s heavy dependence on tobacco has 
left other agricultural sectors poorly 
developed.  Little non-tobacco agricultural 
infrastructure is currently in place in 
Southern Maryland.  Agricultural 
innovation and entrepreneurship are 
severely lacking.  Economic indicators show 
that agriculture in southern Maryland does 
worse than in other parts of the state as well 
as elsewhere in the nation.  The lowest net 
returns per acre are in Southern Maryland, 
and very little of those returns circulate 
through the rest of the southern Maryland 
economy.  With the exception of hay, all 
agricultural sectors are down and there is no 
critical mass in any sector.  The average age 
of the tobacco farmer is 62, and many taking 
the Buyout view it as a part of a retirement package…Farmers say that traditional agricultural forms of 
assistance have failed them.  These factors make it difficult for younger farmers to see a bright future.  All 
of this coupled with statistics that show urban sprawl and land development are occurring faster on 
Southern Maryland’s remaining 244,000 acres of farmland than anywhere else in the State.  In short 
agriculture and the natural resource base in Southern Maryland are in need of help.”  
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The approach to economic development by the southernmost counties, including St. Mary’s, is formalized 
in the regional strategic plan developed and adopted by the Tri-County Council in 2003. It is intended to be 
a comprehensive approach to the loss of tobacco to the local agricultural economy and contains three 
components: 

• Tobacco Buyout  

• Infrastructure/Agricultural Development 

• Agricultural Land Preservation  

b. Tobacco Buyout Program 

Funded by a legal settlement with the tobacco 
industry at the end of the 1990s, the State of 
Maryland initiated the Tobacco Buyout 
Program to offer monetary incentives to 
growers who produced tobacco in 1998 to 
forever cease tobacco production for human 
consumption.  The amount of money paid to 
growers is pegged to the amount of tobacco 
produced by them during a specified time 
frame.  Begun in 2001 and coming to a close 
in 2004, the Program has entered into contracts 
with 877 growers (86 percent of all growers) 
in seven counties to reduce tobacco production 
by 94 percent.  This represents 45,301 acres 
with St. Mary’s County, home to the largest 
block of affected land (see Figure IV-10. Note: 
Cecil and Queen Anne’s counties each had 
only a single participant).  In St. Mary’s 
County, almost $16.5 million has been spent to 
enter into contracts with 260 growers.  

The Buyout Program, which is voluntary, pays 
growers over a ten-year period to refrain from 
growing tobacco permanently.  It involves a contract with individual growers as well as a covenant on their 
land that prohibits future owners, as well, from ever growing tobacco.  The grower also agrees to remain in 
agriculture for the ten years of the payment.  If, during that time, landowners who have taken the Buyout 
wish to place their land in a County or State farmland protection program, they are paid a 10 percent bonus.  

The Strategic Plan set a goal of contracting with 85-90 percent of eligible growers to cease tobacco 
production. This regional goal has been met. 

Maryland Tobacco Buyout Acres
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c. Infrastructure/Agricultural Development Program 

This program is designed to “foster profitable natural resource based enterprises … by assisting farmers 
and related business to diversify and develop and/or expand market-driven agricultural enterprises in the 
region through economic development and education.”  This component calls for 1) targeted marketing 
programs (e.g. wholesale and retail markets); 2) support for on-farm diversification (e.g. value-added 
processing, agritourism, and new agribusiness ventures and, 3) providing information (e.g. trade fairs, 
seminars, workshops) and education (e.g. training in agriculture, leadership, and business management) to 
facilitate the diversification. 

d. Agricultural Land Preservation 

The Tobacco Buyout Program does not directly protect land from development.  It is a contract with 
individual growers (some landowners, some not).  If growers also own property, a covenant is placed on 
their land prohibiting all future owners from growing tobacco.  Further, growers taking the Buyout also 
pledge to remain in agriculture for the ten-year duration of the payments.  The connection the Buyout 
makes to permanent land preservation is to offer a 10 percent bonus to landowners who, during the 
payment period, choose to sell a permanent conservation easement to a county or State purchase-of-
development rights program such as MALPF or Rural Legacy.  Roughly $1.2 million is set aside annually 
for the region to fund land preservation bonuses.  The distribution of these funds is tied to the proportion of 
the Buyout dollars spent in each county.  For example, almost 40 percent of the Buyout contract value is in 
St. Mary’s County, therefore approximately 40 percent or $400,000 of the bonus money is available to be 
spent there each year.  So far, the bonus funds exceed the demand among eligible tobacco farmers.  To 
date, only twelve landowners, representing 1,497 acres have exercised the option of both getting out of the 
business of tobacco production AND permanently protecting their farmland.  This represents 5 percent of 
growers who took the Buyout and 10 percent of the land under Buyout contract in the County.  

e. County Economic Development 

In addition to local initiatives, St. Mary’s agricultural economic development has been deeply involved in 
regional initiatives because of the significant impact of the Tobacco Buyout Program on the County – and 
its resultant loss of production value and instability of the land base.  Responsibility for farmland 
preservation program administration resides in the Department of Economic and Community Development 
as well.  Highlights of recent activities include: 

• A major regional initiative is a branding campaign for Southern Maryland agricultural products called 
So. Maryland, So Good.  It encourages area farmers and waterman to identify their products as local 
and market them as such.  It includes a Harvest Directory for producers and buyers and a marketing kit 
for stores, markets, and restaurants. 

• The County is home to three retail farmers’ markets – Charlotte Hall, California, and Historic St. 
Mary’s City – with at least one more in the planning stage.  The County assisted the Mennonite 
Community set up a wholesale produce auction that opened in Loveville in April 2005. 

• Several recent conferences in the region include one on Cut Flowers production in July and an 
Agritourism Field Day in August of 2004.  These are educational opportunities for farmers interested in 
diversifying or changing their operations. 

• Bell Nursery, a large grower of horticultural products, is hoping to expand its production and 
distribution facilities into Southern Maryland and the County is working to facilitate the process. 

• With the Tri-County Council, the County is also studying its equine industry potential as well as the 
viability of a food processing center. 
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C. Evaluation of Agricultural Land Preservation Program/Policy Implementation 

1. Overall Preservation Strategy 
St. Mary’s overall preservation strategy contains all of the elements to be effective in securing a land base 
for the agricultural industry and, in doing so, protect the heritage and rural character of the County.  
However, some of the weaker elements threaten the effectiveness of the whole package.  The success of 
each program or policy is highly dependent on the support of each of the other components.  

A leading weakness in the overall strategy is the lack of a designated preservation area.  This is usually a 
subset of a county’s rural zoning that contains good farmland and a concentration of farms both protected 
and unprotected.  It becomes the geographic focus of all program and policy implementation and increases 
the likelihood of meeting realistic goals.  

The 1999 St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Plan proposed an Agricultural District Overlay that would 
function as a designated preservation area.  It was intended to cover approximately 73,000 acres or 41 
percent of the land in the Rural Preservation District (RPD), whose base zoning allowed one residential 
dwelling per three acres (1:3).  The Overlay was designed to limit residential development to one minor 
subdivision (5 lots or less) plus 15 acre farmettes.  Major subdivision was to be prohibited.  However, the 
Overlay was not incorporated into the comprehensive rezoning that followed the 1999 Plan and was 
eliminated in the Comprehensive Plan amendment that immediately preceded the rezoning in 2002.  The 
only density-related zoning change in the RPD was to allow residential development at a rate of one 
dwelling unit per five acres instead of one per three acres.  

The Huntersville Rural Legacy Area is a designated preservation area and has been highly successful in 
concentrating easement purchases and producing large contiguous or adjacent tracts of protected private 
lands.  However, agricultural lands are not the primary focus of the area as less than a third of the area is 
farmed.  

2. Funding 
Local sources of revenue have been increased in recent years with the initiation of the recordation tax, a tax 
that elected officials believe provides a larger and more consistent level of funding compared to other 
sources.  The recordation tax augments the funds coming from the agricultural transfer tax.  However, it is 
replacing general fund and local transfer tax contributions as well as bond funding rather than bolstering 
them.  The result has been a dramatic increase in recent years of funds available for purchase of 
development rights (see Figure IV-9).  Nevertheless, the totals are far from the amount needed to meet 
County goals for farmland preservation while the land is still undeveloped. 

To illustrate this, Figure IV-11 shows the rate of farmland loss is projected over time along with the current 
rate of easement protection of agricultural land.  The County’s goal of 60,000 acres is noted and the 
timeframe (2022) relates to the State of Maryland’s target date to have protected 1.2 million acres of 
farmland statewide.  The chart shows that, at current rates of development and easement purchase, the 
County will, by 2013, have lost even a pool of farmland sufficient to meet its 60,000-acre goal.  At the 
current average easement cost of approximately $2,000 an acre, it would cost more than $105 million to 
meet the acreage goal, equivalent to or $13 million and 6,500 acres a year for the next eight years.  Local 
funding from all sources in the past four years has averaged about $834,000 a year, part of which is then 
used to leverage maximum MALPF dollars, to allow for the purchase of about 1,000 easement acres a year. 
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Figure IV-11  Trends: Preservation vs. Loss of Land in Farms 
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3. Land Use Management Tools 
In spite of the stated intention of the rural preservation district (RPD) to protect the land base for the natural 
resource-based industries in the County, a look at the actual numbers and location of residential lots in the 
last 14 years suggests that zoned density and transfer of development rights (TDRs) have done little to 
direct growth away from areas intended for preservation.  Figures IV-12 and IV-13 show that the change in 
zoning in 2002 that reduced density from 1:3 to 1:5 in the RPD had virtually no effect on the pattern of 
substantial percentages of new lots being created in the rural zone.  Experience in other places in Maryland 
and around the country has shown that residential density of 1:20 is generally the highest underlying 
zoning that allows preservation programs to flourish.  The widespread infiltration of residential subdivision 
activity throughout the Rural Preservation District has continued fairly consistently since at least 1990.  

Contributing to St. Mary’s County’s problem is the ability for developments rights to be transferred within 
the RPD.  In other words, the preservation district can also be used as a receiving area for development 
rights sent from other parts of the same district.  This greatly undercuts the potential of TDRs to completely 
remove density from an area to avoid incompatible land uses and to protect public investments in the land 
base for agriculture.   
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Figure IV-13 – Residential Lots Created by District 
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Source: St. Mary’s County Department of Land Use and Growth Management. 

4. Combined Performance of Preservation Tools 
The farmland preservation tools currently being employed by St. Mary’s County nominally present a 
package that should work, but, in fact they are working at cross purposes.  A severely underfunded and 
slow-moving purchase-of-development rights (PDR) program has no chance of meeting its intended target 
acres given the rate of land conversion out of agricultural use.  The land will long be gone if funding levels 
remain the same.  The tools that could be used to give a PDR program a chance to work, by eliminating or 
shifting residential density away from an area, are not being utilized for that purpose.  Zoning in the RPD 
allows low density suburban development which, at either three or five acres per unit, eats up farmland 
extremely fast.  The use of TDRs in the RPD protects more open space than standard development because 
receiving areas must preserve half their site as well as the land used to send the TDRs.  However, the 
differential between the densities allowed by the base zoning compared to with TDRs is too small, and to 
allow for transfers within the sending area is essentially counterproductive.  Efforts to help transition farms 
from tobacco is a vital effort but one which takes time.  Unchecked residential development may also 
overtake the agricultural economic development activity.  Right-to-farm legislation, no matter how strong it 
is, may eventually become impossible to enforce when zones of influence around residential developments 
converge. 

5. Effects of Potential Development on Land Markets 
No studies have been done in St. Mary’s to measure the impact of development on land markets but it is 
widely known that land prices are rising with the development pressure from the growth of Patuxent River 
Naval Air Station.  The pressure is being relieved, in large part still, by the ability to develop throughout 
the Rural Preservation District.  This, in turn, has made it harder for landowners to choose preservation 
over development, not only because of the price differential but also because of the instability created in the 
market for agricultural land. It is expected to also push easement acquisitions costs up.  

6. Farming Assistance Programs 
Agricultural economic development in St. Mary’s faces enormous challenges with the transition of so many 
of its farmers from such a lucrative crop as tobacco.  Currently, many farms are breaking even, due largely 
to the income from the government payments or farm-related income (mostly related to tobacco).  But these 
are not perpetual payments and, in six years, many of these contracts will be coming to a close.  The lure 
for landowners to sell for development in a fast growing county is strong now but, without the development 
of viable farming alternatives, it may be the only option for many early in the next decade.  
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The County’s farming assistance activities are vigorous and diverse and they are bolstered by the regional 
approach of the Tri-County Council.  They include the work of the Soil Conservation District, the Farm 
Services Agency, the Maryland Cooperative Extension Service, and the Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECD).  The fact that the administration of the MALPF Program is housed in 
the ECD highlights the County’s understanding that protection of the land base is essential to the economic 
viability of agriculture.  

7. Summary 
The Comprehensive Plan states that “while the County has made some strides toward land preservation, 
significant protection of farmlands as an economic component of rural character has not occurred.”  St. 
Mary’s County employs a mix of tools to preserve agriculture and farmland.  These include purchase of 
developments rights, zoning, TDRs, right-to-farm, and economic development programs.  However, as 
currently designed and funded, their effectiveness to meet their goal is severely limited in the face of 
widespread undirected development activity. 

D. Program Development Strategy for Agricultural Land Preservation 

There are a number of steps that could be taken to shore up several of the tools currently in place in order to 
achieve the County’s goals for farmland protection and to protect the public investment already made in 
easement purchase: 

1. Agricultural Land Preservation Goal 

• Adopt a realistic, achievable goal for farmland in permanent protection.  The County’s current goal of 
60,000 acres was adopted in 1995, as part of its agricultural land preservation certification and was 
based on a desire to protect a large percentage of all the then-existing farm land in the County (77,491 
acres as of the 1992 Agricultural Census).  Given today’s farmland economics, a better goal may be to 
seek to preserve a base of farmable land for future generations, even if all of this land is not currently in 
active agricultural production.  This base could be 60,000 acres or, perhaps, even more. 

As shown in Figure IV-11, based on the continued decline in the amount of land in farms (68,153 acres 
in 2002), preserving 60,000 acres of active farmland is unattainable; by the year 2013 the entire pool of 
active farmland in the County will have fallen below 60,000 acres.  Much has changed in the County 
since the goal was established in 1995 especially the continued expansion of Patuxent River Naval Air 
Station – with its effects on local property markets – and the tobacco buyout. 

What is a realistic, achievable farmable land-base goal?  Unfortunately, there is no easy answer to this 
question.  The question might be asked in a number of ways: 

- How much farmable land exists in the County?  Farmable land would include land with at least 50 
percent Class I, II, and III soils or Woodland Group 1 or 2 soils1.  Such land may not be in 
farmland use today but could be converted in the future.  Based on the current soil survey there are 
approximately 118,500 acres of such soils in the County, somewhat scattered but with large 
concentrations along the Potomac River side of the County.  60,000 acres would be a little over 
half this total.  

- What lands should count toward the goal? Should all lands set aside in cluster subdivisions count?  

- How much farmland does there need to be to ensure a sustainable agricultural industry in the 
County? 

                                                           
1  The soils that are a prerequisite to establishing an agricultural district under the MALPF program.  
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- How much farmland does there need to be to ensure that the County’s valued farming communities 
see a long-term future viability for their continuing to farm in the County, including sufficient 
farmland for young people to get farms of their own? 

- Given the farmland base – including its geographic distribution - and available funds and programs 
for protection, how much land can realistically be protected in, say 10 to 20 years? 

- How much farmland needs to be protected to ensure preservation of traditional agricultural 
landscapes as part of the County’s vision of protecting rural character? 

The input of key parties in the County should be sought to respond these questions.  The answer(s) to 
each question may be different, but in considering all the responses the County can be in a better 
position to adopt to a realistic, achievable goal. 

2. Land Use 

• Designate a true agricultural preservation area, perhaps as an overlay zone, and take steps to preserve 
agriculture and the farmland base in this area.  It would be a portion of the RPD that is least 
compromised by residential development and which contains protected lands and working farms.  A 
map showing the potential boundaries of this area is shown in Chapter VI.   

First Steps 

- Make this area the focus of an enhanced package of farmland preservation tools, (for example, 
ramped up spending with installment purchase agreements begins there, TDR incentives are the 
strongest, economic development programs give priority, business and regulatory improvements 
are made etc.). 

- Enact a local PDR program to be able to act more quickly and consistently than the MALPF 
Program.  Ramp up spending dramatically at the local level by leveraging funds to buy easements 
while the land is still available.  Consider another dedicated revenue source (perhaps a portion of 
the local transfer tax) and the use of installment purchase agreements/zero coupon bonds.  Direct 
these funds into the designated preservation area.   

- Explore the possibility of a local land trust acting as an intermediary with the Amish and 
Mennonite communities to conserve their lands without government action or participation.  
Research efforts of the Lancaster Land Trust in Pennsylvania which has been successful in working 
with these communities (www.savelancasterfarms.org). 

- Consider a very-low density voluntary overlay or floating zone, perhaps one dwelling unit per 20 
acres, within the RPD.  Incentives to apply for the zone would include: the ability to conduct 
auxiliary commercial enterprises (see below under Financial, Business and Regulatory); bonus 
TDR sending area rights; and assurance that land in the zone could not be developed at a rate 
higher than one dwelling unit per 20 acres or be a TDR receiving area.  

Steps to be considered if first steps are not succeeding.  An annual review of development in the RPD 
should be conducted and the following steps be considered for adoption by late 2008 (three years after 
adoption of the LPPRP) if the first steps to preserve agriculture and the farmland base are not 
succeeding.   

- Amend the Zoning Ordinance to implement the agricultural preservation area with map delineation 
and development parameters.  Significantly reduce the amount of residential development allowed 
by-right in this area.  This could be done by lowering overall density significantly (to at least 1:15) 
or by allowing only minor subdivisions. 

- Restructure the TDR program to 1) eliminate the ability to transfer density to this preservation area, 
and 2) to create real incentives for use with large differential densities, e.g. 1:15 to build, 1:3 to 
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send.  As of July 2005 the Planning Commission and the County Commissioners are considering a 
number of alternative proposals for enhancing the TDR program.  

• Continue efforts to preserve the farmable land-base in areas outside the agricultural preservation area, 
especially through the creation of rural legacy areas and other land conservation measures.  

3. Financial, Business and Regulatory 
As noted in Section C.2, demand to sell agricultural easements exceeds available funding through the 
MALPF program, and the County is at risk of not meeting its agricultural land preservation goal.   

• Increase State funding for the MALPF program consistent with the final report of the Task Force to 
Study the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (Final Report January  2005). As noted 
in Section B.2.a., interest on the part of landowners in selling easements has always exceeded the 
availability of funds.  Increased funding would enable the County to ramp up the pace of easement 
acquisition.  The time to increase funding is now while the tobacco buyout contracts are still operative.   

• Revise the MALPF program to remove disincentives to participation.  As noted in Section B.2.a recent 
change to the MALPF Program limiting the numbers of children’s lots to three has had a dampening 
effect on the interest of landowners.  Another deterrent to acceptance by landowners of easement offers 
from the State has been the amount of time between application and offer - sometimes up to two years, 
during which time the increase in land values means that the landowners’ original offering price is out 
of step with current values. 

• Consider restoring County general fund revenues to the County’s Agricultural and Land Preservation 
Program to bolster the recordation tax revenues, if revenues from the recordation tax begin to decrease 
again following their recent increase.  Increase the general fund contribution in years of surplus.  

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to define agritourism, to allow wineries, and to permit small scale 
commercial processing kitchens for value-added products on farms.  These actions would allow for 
new types of farming that can assist the industry’s transition from tobacco.  

• Amend the Zoning Ordinance to designate an Ag/Cottage industry zone to allow auxiliary commercial 
enterprises on farms.  This zone could be a part of or similar to the floating zone described above under 
Land Use.  This would affirm existing valued elements of the rural economy.  These types of 
businesses are an integral part of the Mennonite and Amish communities, which are, in turn, critical to 
St. Mary’s County agriculture.   

• Amend Right-to-Farm provisions in the Zoning Ordinance to align it with surrounding counties and 
improve its effectiveness with clear definitions, processes and a pro-active approach to potential land 
use conflicts. 

• Eliminate the ability to transfer density under the TDR program to Rural Legacy Areas.  
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CHAPTER V  NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION 

Introduction 

This chapter evaluates St. Mary’s County’s implementation strategy to achieve State and County goals for 
protecting natural resource lands and conserving resources.  Natural resource lands contain the forests, 
wetlands, floodplains, stream buffers and other sensitive natural features that help define the rural character 
of St. Mary’s County.  The 2002 Comprehensive Plan identifies protection of forest resources, sensitive 
natural lands, and the stewardship of watersheds and waterfront lands as significant issues to be addressed 
in addressing planning objectives. 

Natural resource lands provide significant benefits.  They help maintain the County’s rural character, the 
attractiveness of developed areas, and provide wildlife habitat, natural filtration systems for pollutants, and 
opportunities for resource-based recreational pursuits.  They form the natural framework around which the 
built environment is planned and developed.  In return, natural resource lands require few government 
services and provide opportunities for eco-tourism.  If planned for properly, St. Mary’s County’s 
abundance of natural resource lands can create the types of places where the “bonds between people and 
the natural world create a pattern of connectedness”1. 

A. Goals for Natural Resource Land Conservation 

The following section discusses the interrelationship between the State’s and County’s goals for natural 
resource conservation and describes the rationale behind County goals.  

1. State Goals  
The State’s goals for conservation of natural resource lands are shown in the box on the following page. 

2. County Goals  
St. Mary’s County’s Comprehensive Plan and its vision statement (see Chapter II of this LPPRP) provide 
the framework and foundation for the County’s natural resource conservation goals and strategies.  These 
goals in turn form the basis for policies, regulations, and implementation programs.  Together, each 
contributes to implementing a comprehensive strategy of natural resource conservation that is compatible 
with the State’s goals. 

The rationale behind the County’s goals is grounded in the opening sentence of the Comprehensive Plan’s 
vision statement: “Preserve and enhance the quality of life by recognizing and protecting the unique 
character of St. Mary’s County as a rural Chesapeake Bay peninsula.” 

In 1994, the County held a community character workshop to begin soliciting citizen input for updating the 
1988 Comprehensive Plan.  Results indicated that citizens favored the concept of designing development 
around the natural environment through use of clustering, agricultural overlay zones or an Amish overlay 
zone, and through conservation of sensitive environmental areas.  Also favored were providing open space 
linkages, greenways, and additional water access points.  Additional community meetings were held in 
1996 to survey citizen opinion on county trends and preparation of the new comprehensive plan.  Opinions 
relating to natural resource conservation favored maintaining rural character, clustering growth, minimizing 
the breakup of farmland and open space, and implementing a transferable development rights program 
(TDR). 

                                                           
1  Management Plan for Hilton Run, by Citizen’s of St. Mary’s County and the Hilton Run Team. 2003 
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State of Maryland Goals for Natural Resource Land Conservation 

1. Identify, protect and restore lands and waterways in Maryland that support important natural 
resources and ecological functions, through combined use of the following techniques: 

• Public land acquisition and stewardship; 
• Preservation and stewardship on private lands through easements and assistance; and 
• Local land use management plans and procedures that conserve natural resources and 

environmentally sensitive areas and minimize impacts to resource lands when 
development occurs. 

2.  Focus conservation and restoration activities on priority areas within the statewide green 
infrastructure. 

3. Develop a more comprehensive inventory of natural resource lands and environmentally 
sensitive areas to assist State and local implementation programs.  Accomplish this by 
synthesizing local inventories with DNR’s inventory of green infrastructure in each county. 

4. Assess the combined ability of State and local programs to: 
• Expand and connect forests, farmlands, and other natural lands as a network of 

contiguous green infrastructure. 
• Protect critical terrestrial and aquatic habitats, biological communities, and populations. 
• Manage watersheds in ways that protect conserve, and restore stream corridors, riparian 

forest buffers, wetlands, floodplains, and aquifer recharge areas and their associated 
hydrologic and water quality functions. 

• Support a productive forestland base and forest resource industry, emphasizing 
economic viability of privately owned forestland. 

5. Establish measurable objectives for natural resource conservation and an integrated State/local 
strategy to achieve them through State and local implementation programs. 

6. Preserve the cultural and economic value of natural resource lands. 

7. Encourage private and public economic activities, such as eco-tourism and natural resource-
based outdoor recreation, to support long-term conservation objectives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The vision and goals contained in the adopted 2002 Comprehensive Plan both reflect community opinion 
and support Maryland’s eight planning visions.  The Plan’s land use concept (Figure II-5, above) 
emphasizes resource protection as one of its eight major policy areas.  However, having defined a preferred 
future, the Plan’s Chapter II notes several problems regarding natural resource conservation including: 

• Implementation and enforcement of laws and regulations in the Critical Area Protection Act, the Forest 
Conservation Act and County zoning ordinance; 

• Development impacts on the natural carrying capacity of land not being addressed by either the 
comprehensive plan or the zoning ordinance; 

• Sensitive lands within subdivisions in private ownership and how this limits proper management and 
contributes to fragmentation of resources; 

• Insufficient development tracking mechanisms; 

• Insufficient information about the importance and economic value of preserving sensitive areas and 
natural resources; and 
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• The potential loss to development of 2,000 acres per year by 2010 (26,000 acres) in the “rural 
preserve” based on trends since adoption of the 1988 Comprehensive Plan. 

In response, the natural resource conservation goals in the 2002 Comprehensive Plan are: 

Goal 2.1: Promote universal stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and of the land as an ethic for 
county citizens, businesses, industry, and government agencies.   

This goal and its accompanying objectives further State goals to manage watersheds to reduce impacts from 
development while preserving the economic value of natural resources.  Objectives relate to: 

• Conserving habitat through implementation of the Critical Area Program, the Forest Conservation Act, 
and other State and Federal policies; and 

• Establishing a comprehensive water quality management program (tributary strategies) to achieve 
nutrient pollution reduction goals (40 percent of 1985 levels) and minimize disturbance to hydric soils, 
highly erodible soils, and surface and groundwater hydrology. 

Goal 2.2: Protect sensitive areas. 

This goal seeks to identify and conserve significant natural habitats and features while supporting State 
goals for developing natural resource inventories, protecting and restoring sensitive lands and waterways, 
and using best management practices.  Objectives relate to: 

• Developing comprehensive inventories of natural resource lands (streams, rare, threatened and 
endangered species (RTES), floodplains, wetlands, hydric soils, stream buffers, forest cover, and steep 
lands); 

• Protecting and restoring sensitive lands, habitats, and water quality; and 

• Managing watersheds to minimize disruption to natural processes by promoting best management 
practices. 

Goal 2.3: Preserve the natural, recreational, historical and cultural heritage in conjunction with 
economic and social well-being to maintain and enhance the quality of life. 

Two supporting objectives relate to: 

• Promoting activities and programs that preserve natural, historic, heritage and cultural resources to 
encourage economic activities such as eco-tourism and resource-based outdoor recreation; and 

• Providing open space greenway systems to provide buffers for streams, shorefront, wetlands, roadside 
development, wildlife corridors, public and private resource based recreational areas, and utility 
corridors. 

Goals 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5 addressing interjurisdictional coordination and directing the County to 
coordinate planning activities with the: 

• Town of Leonardtown; 

• Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland and neighboring counties regarding the Wicomico River 
Commission and Southern Maryland Heritage Partnership; 

• State government in conducting a Patuxent River watershed demonstration project and tributary 
strategies; and 

• Federal government in Chesapeake Bay programs and the permitting process for development affecting 
sensitive areas. 
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In summary the State’s and County’s goals are fully consistent.  The Comprehensive Plan’s goals date, 
essentially, to 19992.  As a result, the goals text does not refer to later concepts such as green infrastructure.  
However, in referring to “providing open space greenway systems”, for example (the late 1990s period 
language), the Plan’s goals are consistent with the State’s goals, especially goals 3 and 5.  Further, as 
detailed below in Section B, the County gone further than most jurisdictions in the State in incorporating 
green infrastructure terminology into its zoning ordinance.   

The Comprehensive Plan’s goals are inconsistent with the State’s goal number 3 in that the Plan’s goals do 
not refer to focusing conservation and restoration activities on priority areas.  However, this inconsistency 
has been made good upon in the County’s implementation program.  For example, and as discussed below 
in this chapter, the County has prepared a Watershed Restoration Action Strategy for the priority Breton 
Bay Watershed and in this LPPRP identifies a priority area for natural resources land conservation and 
restoration actions.  

The Comprehensive Plan’s goals are also inconsistent with the State’s goal number 6 in that the Plan’s 
goals do not refer to establishing measurable objectives for natural resource conservation.  This again, in 
part, is a reflection of the less data intensive time in which the goals were drafted (prior to the State’s Clean 
Water Action Plan, for example) but also reflects lack of capacity at the local level to establish such 
objectives.  This lack of capacity is discussed in this LPPRP as well as recommendations that the State 
assist the County in easing access to stated data inventories and in establishing measurable objectives.  

B. County Implementation Program for Natural Resource Land Conservation 

The following discusses major components of the County’s implementation program for natural resources 
conservation.  

1. Comprehensive Planning Context 
The 2002 Comprehensive Plan’s vision and goals establish the countywide framework and foundations for 
planning and regulatory functions related to integrating natural resources conservation and land use.  The 
framework has four basic elements: 

a. Concentrating development in designated development districts, town centers and village centers.   

These areas comprise about 20 percent of the County’s land area.  The basic land use premise is that 
concentrating development in designated growth areas will limit the sprawl pattern of development into the 
County’s rural areas.  Figure II-3 shows the primary areas where growth is directed; the two development 
districts of Lexington Park and the Town of Leonardtown (also priority funding areas (PFAs)), and other 
County designated PFAs along MD Route 5 (Hollywood, Mechanicsville, New Market, and Charlotte Hall) 
and at Piney Point.  These areas are designated receiving areas for transferred development rights (TDRs). 

b. Preserving open space, scenic and rural character.   

The 178,000-acre Rural Preservation District (RPD) is also shown on Figure II-3 – the area in white.  The 
RPD contains prime farm and timber lands and low density non-farm residential developments.  These rural 
areas are to be preserved from urban or suburban encroachment in order to maintain the County’s rural 
character and attributes.  Such areas are acknowledged as important in attracting the service and technology 
industries that are located primarily in the Lexington Park Development District.  Limited commercial and 
rural service centers located at major rural crossroads are designated.  TDRs from the RPD can be used 
elsewhere in the RPD. 

                                                           
2  Although the Comprehensive Plan was readopted in 2002 with changes to the land use element, the plan text remained 

largely as adopted in 1999. 
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c. Protecting sensitive areas.   

Figure II-4 shows selected natural resource lands.  Such areas are to be protected as they contain sensitive 
areas (steep slopes, floodplains, wetlands, stream corridors, hydric soils, and natural habitats) where 
development would be detrimental or hazardous.  These areas are also designated sending areas for TDRs. 

d. Preserving and conserving large contiguous natural areas.   

The County has several large and contiguous areas, generally intact from development, that contain both 
sensitive natural features and critical habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered species (RTES).  The four 
largest areas are: 
• Portions of the St. Mary’s River Watershed; 
• McIntosh Run Watershed; 
• Chesapeake Bay Critical Area; and 
• Huntersville Rural Legacy Area. 
Appendix A describes 14 State-designated Natural Heritage Areas as well as several other unique natural 
areas.  Figure II-3 shows the St. Mary’s River Wildland, the 5,000-acre Huntersville Rural Legacy Area, 
and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA).  These and other areas offer significant natural, cultural 
and historic resource areas that could be subject to loss or harm resulting from significant development, 
alteration, or inadequate protection from off-site development impacts.  These are also sending areas for 
TDRs.   

2. Use of resource data and inventories 
The County’s planning and development review process uses available State and County data inventories 
of land cover, natural resource lands, conservation areas, protected lands and other environmental features.  
The county has developed a good, comprehensive GIS-based data inventory.  The County is willing to 
share data with the State. 

3. Designated conservation and other natural resource areas 
St. Mary’s County’s designated conservation areas are the Huntersville Rural Legacy Area, St. Mary’s 
River Wildland, and the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (see Figure II-3). 

The County acknowledges and makes extensive use of Maryland’s Department of Natural Resources’ green 
infrastructure assessment (Figure V-1).  The assessment is cited in the Zoning Ordinance (Article 7, Section 
71.8 4.d (8)) in reference to preserving forest interior dwelling species (FIDS) habitat.  The largest green 
infrastructure hubs are the St. Mary’s River Wildland and State Park, areas along both sides of Three Notch 
Road in the 1st Election District; areas west and south of MD Route 6 near Huntersville; the Huntersville 
Rural Legacy Area; and the McIntosh Run watershed northwest of the Town of Leonardtown. 

Figure V-1 shows the green infrastructure assessment in relation to both developed lands and the County’s 
designated conservation areas.  Since the green infrastructure mapping was completed, several areas have 
either developed or been approved for development thereby compromising the connectivity that is so 
important for green infrastructure. 

The County has not completed an independent inventory assessment of its green infrastructure.  However, a 
considerable amount of natural resource and watershed inventory and assessment work has been completed 
by the County and by others that, in combination with the State’s green infrastructure provides a solid basis 
for implementing the County’s natural resource protection goals.  Table V-1 summarizes this work.  
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Table V-1 Watershed and Related Natural Resources Studies 
Watershed Report/date/author Description, Findings and Recommendations 

Sensitive Lands 
(RTES) – 
Countywide 

Natural Resource 
Conservation Summary for 
St. Mary’s County, 
Maryland - U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, January 
2003 

• This document inventories potential conservation resources and is part of a series of investigations dealing 
with watershed management and restoration in the County, as part of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers St. 
Mary’s River Feasibility Study.  Three types of conservation resources are investigated (rare, threatened, and 
endangered species (RTES); wetlands that are located beyond the limits of regulatory controls within the 
Lexington Park and Leonardtown Development Districts; and contiguous forest areas within the County). 

• Inventory of potential conservation resources as part of the Corps of Engineers St. Mary’s River Feasibility 
Study (25 sites of rare, threatened, and/or endangered species (RTES) and their habitats; wetlands in the 
Lexington Park and Leonardtown development districts; and contiguous forest using 1995 DNR forest 
inventory map), including two special areas (St. Mary’s River Watershed and 9,065 acre McIntosh Run 
Protection Area); 

• Identifies Countywide green infrastructure areas (hubs, corridors) and major forest blocks in the St. Mary’s 
River Watershed and McIntosh Run Protection Area; 

• Findings:  
1.  McIntosh Run warrants highest level of protection from land use impacts; 
2.  St. Mary’s River Bottomland (containing the State Park and Fish Management Area) needs its 5,000 

acres of forest, open land and aquatic habitat protected; 
3.  Use contiguous forest mapping inventory during development review to maintain connections between 

hubs and corridors. 
Countywide Maryland’s Clean Water 

Action Plan (1998) – Clean 
Water Action Plan 
Technical Workgroup, 
December 1998 

• Clean water action plans are required by the Federal government to identify watersheds not meeting clean 
water and other natural resource goals for purposes of developing restoration strategies.  All of Maryland’s 
watersheds were examined using a standard classification system to evaluate conditions and develop 
watershed restoration, protection and preservation priorities.  The three categories are: 1) watersheds not 
meeting clean water and natural resource goals; 2) watersheds meeting goals but needing preventive actions 
to sustain quality; and 3) pristine or sensitive watersheds meeting goals but needing extra levels of 
protection. 

• All seven watersheds fail one or more clean water/ natural resource goals.  The St. Clement’s, Wicomico and 
Lower Potomac River watersheds meet two or more indicators of high quality and are classified as Category 
3 watersheds meaning an extra level of protection is needed to enhance positive indicators; St. Mary’s River, 
Gilbert Swamp and Lower Patuxent watersheds meet four or more indicators of high quality and are 
classified as Selected Category 3 watersheds, again needing protection to enhance positive indicators.  
Breton Bay was added as a Selected Category 3 watershed after the action plan was released because it was 
found to be both a Category 1 Priority (Restoration) watershed and a Selected Category 3 watershed – one of 
only 18 such watersheds in the State. 

St. Mary’s River  Watershed Evaluation for 
St. Mary’s River and 
McIntosh Run Watersheds- 
Watershed Assessment Plan 
–KCI Technologies, April 
1998 

• Examines six sub-watersheds of the St. Mary’s River watershed and five sub-watersheds of McIntosh Run 
(see Breton Bay Watershed below).  Identifies percent of watersheds unsuitable for development, areas with 
development constraints, and areas for wetland and forest mitigation; calculated watershed/land use carrying 
capacity (amount of acceptable impervious surface without effects on water quality); 

• Based on zoning and the amount of unsuitable lands (bad soils, slopes, etc.) conservation recommendations 
are made to reduce impacts and zoning/land use changes are suggested where necessary. 
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Watershed Report/date/author Description, Findings and Recommendations 
St. Mary’s River  
 - Hilton Run 
Tributary 
 

Management Plan for Hilton 
Run – Citizen’s of St. 
Mary’s County and the 
Hilton Run, Team, October 
2003 
 

• Examines water quality degradation of this 2,230 - acre sub-watershed to St. Mary’s River; 
• Recommendations encourage stewardship and best management practices by homeowners, neighborhoods, 

farm management, solid waste and air quality; and 
• Recommendations encourage policy changes regarding stormwater management, site design, building codes, 

promotion of mixed-use development to combat sprawl, creation of incentives for green design, enforcement 
of regulations, and for activating the St. Mary’s River Watershed Commission. 

St. Mary’s River 
and Tidal Creeks 

Opportunities to Preserve 
and Enhance the Quality of 
the St. Mary’s River and the 
County’s Tidal Creeks – 
Richard D. Klein, 
Community and 
Environmental Defense 
Services, October 1994 

• Examines land use and resulting water quality impacts on 56 tidal creeks with emphasis on the St. Mary’s 
River, Blake Creek, Cuckold Creek, Hickory Landing Creek, and Saint Jerome’s Creek; 

• Findings: 
1.  Most tidal creeks have characteristics that inhibit tidal flushing  
2.  Stormwater regulations need improvement to control runoff pollution and maintain groundwater 

discharge; 
3.  Cluster development is encouraged in tidal creeks that do not flush well; 
4.  Allow TDRs from cropland located on highly erodible soils and from crops/forest in creek watersheds 

that flush poorly. 
Breton Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

McIntosh Run 
Tributary  

Breton Bay Watershed 
Restoration Action Strategy  
(WRAS)– The Center for 
Watershed Protection in 
cooperation with the MD 
DNR, July 2003; follow-up 
to the Breton Bay Stream 
Corridor Assessment 
Survey by MD DNR, 
January 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Watershed Evaluation for 
St. Mary’s River and 
McIntosh Run Watersheds- 
Watershed Assessment Plan 
–KCI Technologies, April 
1998 (developed as part of 
the St. Mary’s River 
Watershed Study) 

• 60 square mile watershed that includes the 22,000 acre McIntosh Run watershed, its largest tributary and a 
Natural Heritage Area with 80 percent forest cover (10,480 acres) and several RTES (plants and dwarf 
mussels). 

• The WRAS presents ways to reduce nonpoint source pollution and other impairments while conserving this 
unique, high quality natural resource; 

• Severe channel, stream bank, and sites with inadequate buffers are identified for restorative action 
• Findings: 

1.  Reduce sediment/nutrient inputs via infrastructure upgrades, riparian buffer and stream enhancements, 
stormwater retrofits and sewerage plant upgrades; 

2.  Use best agricultural and forestry practices via conservation, protection and stewardship (promote the 
McIntosh Run Land Conservation Partnership and Patuxent Tidewater Trust); 

3.  Promote stewardship awareness (education/outreach, pollution prevention programs); 
4.  Train development review staff and local development community and promote best practices in 

development; and 
5.  Enhance aesthetic and recreational interactions (integrate town, county, civic, and homeowner 

association projects and promote water-oriented recreation). 
 
• Examines five sub-watersheds of McIntosh Run regarding percent of the watershed and tributaries unsuitable 

for development, areas with development constraints, and areas for wetland and forest mitigation; produced 
watershed maps; calculated watershed/land use carrying capacity (amount of acceptable impervious surface 
without effects on water quality); 

• Based on zoning and the amount of unsuitable lands (bad soils, slopes, etc.) conservation recommendations 
are made to reduce impacts and zoning/land use changes are suggested where necessary. 
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Watershed Report/date/author Description, Findings and Recommendations 
Wicomico River 
 

Wicomico Scenic River 
Study and Management 
Plan - MD DNR and 
Wicomico Scenic River 
Local Advisory Board, 1994 

• This watershed is a designated Maryland Scenic and Wild River; 
• Extensive inventory of natural, historic, and cultural resources. 
• Numerous recommendations for: compatible land use, agricultural and conservation practices to enhance 

water quality; conserve soil resources; control source sewerage discharge; urban nonpoint pollution, 
stormwater and sediment loads; facilitate compatible forestry operations and maintain/restore riparian forest 
buffers; and conduct a full environmental impact study for restoring nine miles of channelized Gilbert Run. 

St. Clements Bay No watershed studies • However, the Soil Conservation Service has been very active in achieving soil conservation and water 
quality plan goals it this largest agricultural watershed.  Plans have been approved on 15,187 acres out of a 
proposed 21,154 acres. 

Lower Patuxent 
River  

Patuxent River Feasibility 
Study - U.S Army Corps of 
Engineers, 

• Potential problems, needs, and opportunities for restoration identified. 
• No projects in St. Mary’s County pursued to date although many issues have been addressed through Soil 

Conservation District projects or through individual permits as development  has proceeded.  
• Recommendations for better management of highly erodible soils implemented through amendments to the 

zoning ordinance.  
Lower Potomac 
River  

 To date the portion of this watershed in St. Mary’s County has been addressed only by Klein (1994) - see above 
in this table, and through the Tributary Strategies. 

Gilbert Swamp  This watershed is mostly in Charles County where it has been studied intensely along with the Zekiah Swamp 
Run 
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4. Planning, Land Use Management Authority, Easements and Funding 
The major component of the County’s planning strategy to implement natural resource goals is its land use 
management, zoning and subdivision authority.  Key regulations are summarized in Table V-2.  As 
development occurs, these regulations help protect sensitive resource lands, and provide an opportunity to 
fill green infrastructure gaps. 

To date, as discussed in Chapter IV, the County’s easement acquisition efforts have been geared primarily 
to agricultural land preservation.  The Rural Legacy Program has been valuable in that it has enabled the 
conservation of both farmland and natural resource land.  In the Huntersville Rural Legacy area, over 2,700 
acres have been preserved with about two-thirds of the easements on non-agricultural land.  The Maryland 
Environmental Trust (MET) holds easements on approximately 1,650 acres (including 330 acres in 
Huntersville), and the Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust holds four easements on 647 acres, including some 
held jointly with the MET. 

Funding specifically for natural resources conservation is limited.  Table III-2 summarizes POS 
apportionments in the County since 2000, but these funds have declined in recent years and are earmarked 
primarily for non-resource-based recreation. 

Agricultural land preservation also serves to protect natural resources from development.  As discussed in 
Chapter IV, the County has a dedicated Agricultural and Land Preservation Programs line item in its capital 
budget and CIP.  The FY 2005 budget is approximately $1.5 million of which about half is made up of 
County funds.  The 2005-2010 Capital Improvement Program allocates approximately $14.4 million to 
Agricultural and Land Preservation Programs. 
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Table V-2 St. Mary’s County Natural Resources Protection Requirements Summary 
Subject 

 
Zoning 

Ordinance 
Criteria 

For actual requirements, see St. Mary’s County Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance 
Natural 
Resources 
Conservation 
(streams, 
wetlands, hydric 
soils, 
floodplain, 
steep slopes, 
erodible soils, 
habitat 
protection, 
shoreline 
resources),  

Chapter 71 
Sections 1-9 

• Streams – maintain natural stream buffers (replant if needed) of 50’ width from edge of bank outside of Critical Area for 
intermittent steams; 100’ width from edge of bank for perennial and intermittent streams inside Critical Area (CBCA); 
maintain fish movement; prohibits disrupting stream flow with rip-rap or other artificial means. 

• Wetlands and hydric soils – 100’ buffer for tidal wetlands; 25’ buffer for non-tidal wetlands (expanded up to 100’ for 
adjoining hydric soils); mitigation required for any disturbance. 

• 100-year Floodplain protections – establishes environmental review procedures and minimum floodplain protection 
standards such as prohibiting any new development within floodplains; requiring permits for any work within 
floodplains; requiring easements for all floodplain areas; and requiring 50’ buffers around edges, reduced to 25’ with 
approved water quality plan. 

• Steep Slopes/Erodible Soils – no disturbance on slopes over 25 percent; on highly erodible soils with 15-25 percent 
slope; no grading on steep slopes within 50’ of streams in CBCA and stream buffers (many detailed requirements for 
each). 

• Highly Erodible Soils – Soil Conservation Service review required for disturbed soils and wetlands; stream buffers 
expand to include these soil types; requires use of infiltration, flow attenuation, stormwater retention or detention. 

• Habitat Protection – required for 100’ CBCA buffer, forest interior dwelling species (FIDS) habitat on tracts generally 50 
acres or more and adjacent to MD. DNR’s green infrastructure network, habitats for rare, threatened, endangered species 
(RTES), colonial water bird nesting areas, historic waterfowl concentration areas, Natural Heritage Areas, anadromous 
fish propagation waters; (many detailed requirements for each). 

Forest 
Conservation 
(timber, forest, 
and woodlands) 

Chapter 72 
Sections 1-5 

• Timber Harvests- forest management plans required for over one acre in CBCA, plus sediment control plan; all 
harvesting subject to review; no cutting in buffer; harvested lands must remain in forest reuse, with regeneration, for 
minimum of five years; 

• Forest/Woodland Protection CBCA mitigation required to offset clearing/cutting impacts; (many other requirements);  
Mitigation-banking allowed with approved plans for native species reforestation or afforestation. 

Forest 
Conservation 

Chapter 75 
Sections 1-12 

• Regulations for cutting and clearing certain forests and to require forest stand delineations and conservation plans for 
sites greater than 40,000 square feet for many development activities. 

Floodplain  
Regulations 

Chapter 76 
Sections 1-6 

• Establishes standards and regulations related to development within floodplains; requires site plans and permits for any 
disturbance; flood elevation and location standards for structures are established; numerous other County, State and 
Federal permits and procedures required.   

Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area 

Sections 22.5 
and 24.4, 
Chapters 41, 
72, 73 and 74 

• Applies to all land and water within 1,000 feet beyond private wetland and heads of tide boundaries (many more 
requirements for Intensely Developed Areas, Limited Development Areas and Resource Conservation Areas). 
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5. Other Regulatory or Management Programs 
The County’s transfer of development rights (TDR) program (described in Chapter IV) also contributes to 
the County’s natural resources conservation strategy.  As of 2004, the TDR program has permanently 
protected 1,313 acres on six properties.  The County is considering changes to the TDR provisions to make 
the program more attractive to property owners in the RPD as well as to TDR purchasers for the receiving 
areas.  One possible change is to eliminate the requirement to deduct acreage for sensitive natural resource 
lands from the TDR calculations. 

Provisions in the subdivision ordinance provide for protection of natural features in the RPD by requiring 
major subdivisions to use cluster design.  In a cluster development, at least 50 percent of the lots, parcel, or 
tract must be preserved in open space.  The subdivision regulations also allow for the provision of 
greenways where they preserve or establish sections of designated green infrastructure corridors or routes 
listed in the Maryland Greenways Atlas.  In addition, major subdivisions in the RPD must either increase 
the width of resource protection buffers by 50 feet outside of lot boundaries, establish or enhance natural 
forest vegetation, and plant or pay a fee-in-lieu to plant or protect riparian buffers off site. 

The County’s recreation and parks land acquisition program is another component of the program for 
natural resources conservation.  Myrtle Point Park is evolving into a center for resource-based recreation 
including environmental education, supplementing the excellent program at the St. Mary’s Public Schools 
Environmental Education Center at the Elms.  The park land acquisition program in this LPPRP 
recommends acquiring approximately 140 to 200 acres of land by 2020 (Table III-5).  Some of this land 
will contain resource lands that will be protected.  In addition, the RP&CS would like to develop a nature 
park in the northern part of the County. 

6. Eco-tourism and Resource-Based Recreation 
The County Comprehensive Plan encourages both heritage tourism and resource-based recreation.  Both 
activities are complementary components to the County’s natural resource conservation program strategy.  
In 2003, St. Mary’s County, adopted a regional Heritage Tourism Management Plan designed to increase 
and enhance visitation in Southern Maryland.  The Plan was incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan in 
20043. The Heritage Plan documents St. Mary’s County’s cultural, natural and recreational lands.  The 
County’s recreation sites inventory (see Appendix D of this LPPRP) includes a diverse array of resource-
based recreational opportunities: 

• Museums, environmental and living history education centers such as Elms Beach and Environmental 
Education Center, St. Mary’s City, St. Mary’s River State Park, and St. Clements Island State Park and 
Museum; 

• Natural resource lands, such as the Myrtle Point and the St. Mary’s River Wildland. 

St. Mary’s County has an active historic preservation program.  There are over 700 historic sites and 
structures, of which over 30 are on the National Register of Historic Places. 

                                                           
3  The Southern Maryland Heritage Area Tourism Management Plan, Southern Maryland Heritage Area Tourism Management 

Plan Steering Committee, 2003. 
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C. Evaluation of the Natural Resource Land Conservation Program  

This section examines the ability of the County to achieve natural resource goals by evaluating strengths 
and weaknesses of both the State’s and County’s natural resource implementation strategies and programs. 

1. Strengths and Weaknesses of the Natural Resources Implementation Program  

a. Comprehensive Planning Process 

Strengths 

Natural resource conservation goals, objectives and polices are well integrated into the comprehensive 
planning process.  Although qualitative in nature, they provide a framework in which to implement 
planning strategies, programs, regulations, and decision-making.  The goals are grounded in the 
Comprehensive Plan’s vision statement.  They support and are compatible with the State’s goals for natural 
resources, thereby facilitating compatible County and State implementation strategies. 

The 2002 Comprehensive Zoning incorporated many of the Comprehensive Plan’s natural resource 
conservation and protection recommendations. 

Weaknesses 

The Comprehensive Plan is a countywide policy plan that establishes goals and objectives.  To date the 
County has not established countywide or area-specific measurable objectives against which to evaluate 
growth and development impacts, other than the regulatory criteria contained in the Zoning Ordinance and 
subdivision regulations.  Such regulations and criteria only apply to individual developmental submittals 
and do not facilitate comprehensive reviews based on area-wide objectives, such as the Tributary 
Strategies. 

The State can assist with development of measurable objectives by working with the County to develop 
measurable natural resource planning objectives relating to those contained in the Chesapeake Bay 2000 
Agreement and the tributary strategies.  Such objectives could be incorporated into the next Comprehensive 
Plan update thereby facilitating coordinated efforts to restore the Bay. 

Watershed strategies and related studies, as described in Table V-1, are not yet well integrated into the 
comprehensive planning process.  Recent examples include the Breton Bay Watershed Restoration Action 
Strategy and the Management Plan for Hilton Run.  Both these plans recommend changes in land use and 
development practices, but in some cases these changes conflict with other county policies and practices.  
The County needs to develop better integration between these watershed plans and the comprehensive 
planning process.  This would also facilitate incorporating measurable objectives into the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

b. Use of resource data and inventories 

Strengths 

The County has developed a comprehensive GIS-based system that provides access to a wide range of both 
County and State natural resource inventories and data.  The County makes effective use of these in its 
small area planning and in day-to-day subdivision and site plan review4.   

                                                           
4  Recent examples include the Lexington Park Development District Concept Plan, 2004 draft, and in the Callaway Village 

Plan, 2003. 



December 2005 V-14 St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 

Weaknesses 

There are two main weaknesses in the data inventory.  The current County soil survey is from 1978 and is 
insufficiently accurate for today’s needs.  The County and State are working to provide a more accurate 
inventory.  An updated survey will facilitate regulation of erodible soil protection requirements, especially 
as they pertain to steep slope protection.  

The inability of County government to access the State’s secured inventory of sites with RTES sites 
impedes the County from flagging development applications as they come through the development review 
and permit processes.  Early identification is essential and provide adequate protection to sensitive habitats 
and minimize impacts to RTES.  Easier access to this inventory on a GIS base compatible with the 
County’s would greatly facilitate and improve County and state review of sites with RTES.  

c. Designated conservation and other natural resource areas 

Strengths 

The Huntersville Rural Legacy Area (RLA) has been highly successful in concentrating easement 
purchases and protecting a large contiguous area.  The County would like to expand the Huntersville RLA.   

The St. Mary’s River Wildland is an important designated protection area in the central part of the County 
and serves as the anchor for conservation efforts in the St. Mary’s River Watershed.   

Weaknesses 

The County’s designated conservation areas (CBCA, Huntersville RLA, and St. Mary’s River Wildland) 
are too small in overall area to be effective in meeting state goals to create a network of contiguous green 
infrastructure and focus conservation and restoration activities on priority areas.   

Feedback mechanisms in the RLA review process need improvement in order that local applicants (land 
trusts and the County) get direction regarding the status of applications.  Prompt feedback is important so 
that the local community can use its resources to respond to evolving opportunities.  In the case of the 
application to create an RLA in the St. Mary’s River Watershed, proposals were submitted in FY 2002 and 
2003 and did not receive designation or funding.  However, after recent comments from the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources, the County now plans to resubmit an application for a smaller portion of 
the St. Mary’s River Watershed based on comments received in Fall of 2004. 

d. Planning and Land Use Management Authority, Easements and Funding 

Strengths 

The County’s zoning and subdivision ordinance’s natural resource protection requirements are generally 
effective in addressing impacts related to specific development projects.  The regulations address all 
sensitive resources, as summarized in Table V-2. 

Environmental planners and review staff are plugged in procedurally to the development review process 
facilitating their input into subdivision and site plan review. 

As discussed in Chapter IV, local funds for land preservation increased in 1999 and more dramatically in 
2001 when the County dedicated a portion of its increased recordation tax to conserve and protect rural 
lands.  

Weaknesses 

Coordinated natural resources planning functions are inhibited because of insufficient staff with specialized 
training to cover the diverse range of necessary environmental planning and review functions.  Presently 
the County has only two environmental planners who perform a wide variety of duties that include 
maintaining environmental inventories, planning and research, site plan and subdivision review, CBCA 
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program implementation; grant writing; project implementation, and internal and community, training and 
coordination.  There is simply too much to do, and insufficient staff to do it all.  The result is that 
environmental review is not conducted in sufficient detail, items fall through cracks, and opportunities to 
make connections and close feedback loops are lost.  

There are also weaknesses in the County’s ability to protect portions of green infrastructure using its 
planning authority.  In the zoning and subdivision regulations, the County has linked protection of sensitive 
habitats, such as forest interior dwelling species (FIDS) habitat to green infrastructure, but the requirements 
are only one of several ways an applicant may meet the plan approval requirements.  Green infrastructure 
needs to be better integrated into County laws and regulations, thereby giving staff more authority to work 
with site designers and engineers to integrate green infrastructure into subdivision and site plans. 

Environmental review needs to occur earlier in the plan review process before development applications 
advance beyond a point of accommodating reasonable changes. 

Lack of funding for natural resource conservation, especially for fee simple and easement acquisitions, is a 
major weakness.   

• State funding for land conservation through programs such as Greenprint and Rural Legacy has been 
sharply reduced in recent years. 

• Program Open Space (POS) funding in 2005 totaled $204,000, down from a high of $576,756 in 2002.  
Although the County would like to conserve natural resource lands through POS, it has primarily used 
these funds to acquire park land to meet the increasing demand for recreation. 

• The County’s Agricultural and Land Preservation Program has been used primarily to match state 
funds to preserve agricultural lands.  While this has also helped natural resource conservation, such as 
in the Huntersville RLA, no resources are dedicated specifically for natural resource conservation.  

e. Other Regulatory or Management Programs 

Strengths 

The County’s suite of programs for natural resource protection is largely complete and includes sensitive 
area protection regulations, a TDR program, and cluster development requirements in the RPD.   A special 
strength is the 50 percent minimum required open space provision for cluster subdivisions in the RPD 
through which natural resource land and farm land can be protected.  

Weaknesses 

While the suite of programs is in place, details relating to specific program provisions such as minimum 
requirements or the mechanics of how a particular program is implemented mean that well-meaning 
programs are not functioning effectively or as envisioned by policy makers. 

The County's TDR program, adopted in 1990, was little utilized until 2004.  In 2004, landowners and 
developers began to make use of several program revisions adopted in the 2002 comprehensive Zoning 
Ordinance.  These program revisions allow use of TDRs in the designated Growth areas not only for 
residential development, but also for increases in commercial development.  The TDR ordinance revisions 
also allow use of TDRs to increase Rural Preservation District density from the base of one dwelling per 
five acres to one dwelling per three acres (using two TDR's for each added unit over the base density).  
These changes have resulted in an increase from a total of six TDR's transferred between 1990 and 2004 to 
the current (as of 1/2005) total of 13 projects pending approval that will use up to 595 TDRs.  These 
pending projects are split between the development districts and the rural areas; five projects in the Growth 
Areas that need to acquire 338 TDRs and which could result in 1,014 acres protected in the RPD and eight 
projects in the RPD that need to acquire 257 TDRs and which could result in 1,542 acres protected in the 
RPD.   
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Additional changes are being considered to simplify the TDR program processes and further increase use of 
TDRs. The actions currently being considered would allow transfers based on gross acreage and increasing 
the number of TDRs that can be transferred are intended to make the program more attractive.   

Using the RPD as both a sending and receiving area needs to be reevaluated.  From a natural resource 
conservation perspective, such transfers do serve to protect open space since even 50 percent of receiving 
areas must be preserved as open space thereby preserving both the sending parcel and half of the receiving 
parcel.  However, from an agricultural preservation perspective, as discussed in Chapter IV, such transfers 
undercut the potential of TDRs to completely remove density from an area to avoid incompatible land uses 
and to protect public investments in the land base for agriculture.  

St. Mary’s County is a non-delegated county for sediment and erosion control.  The County relies on the 
Soil Conservation Service to review sediment and erosion plans and on the Maryland Department of 
Environment (MDE) to inspect sites for compliance.  There are only two assigned MDE staff, which 
impedes timely inspection and enforcement and reduces regulatory effectiveness. 

The County also needs trained staff and/or funding for contract inspections to keep up with required 
stormwater management requirements.  Although development plans are reviewed to ensure that 
stormwater impacts are minimized on developing sites, insufficient attention is paid to inspections and 
maintenance.  The County is considering outsourcing sediment and erosion control and stormwater 
management inspections for construction projects.  

f. Eco-tourism and Resource-based Recreation 

Strengths 

St. Mary’s County actively promotes its rural character and cultural heritage as a participant in the 
Southern Maryland Heritage Area program.  Both the County and State have done a good job documenting 
and promoting the area’s rich natural and historic resources.  Opportunities for more diverse resource-based 
recreational activities will increase as the County moves to implement its park land acquisition program for 
water access properties along the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers and its trail development program (see 
Table III-4).  Expansion of the Huntersville RLA and designation of portions the St. Mary’s River 
Watershed as a RLA will further opportunities for eco-tourism.   

Weaknesses 

The major weakness is the slowness in implementing the capital projects program and program 
development activities set forth in the Heritage Tourism Management Plan due to lack of funding and other 
competing priorities.  

2. Summary of Needed Improvements in the Implementation Program  
Resource protection is a key component of the County Comprehensive Plan’s vision statement that 
establishes a strong policy foundation for implementation strategies.  Overall, the County has made good 
progress in inventorying, mapping and understanding its natural resources.  Substantial progress has been 
made by the County, citizens and others in inventorying and analyzing resources and the impacts of 
development in most of the County’s watersheds.  The Zoning Ordinance has been updated to incorporate 
quite strong environmental and conservation criteria.  Easement programs have permanently preserved over 
13,000 acres of agricultural and natural resource lands.   

The County’s suite of programs for natural resource protection is largely complete, but details relating to 
specific program provisions or the mechanics of how the program is implemented mean that well-meaning 
programs are not functioning effectively or as envisioned by policy makers.  Based on the above analysis, 
the key weaknesses are:  

• Lack of countywide or area-specific measurable objectives against which to evaluate growth and 
development impacts.  
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• Lack of funding for natural resource conservation, especially for fee simple and easement acquisitions. 

• Weak integration of green infrastructure, watershed strategies and related studies into the 
comprehensive planning process, and the zoning and subdivision ordinances. 

• The County’s designated conservation areas are too small in overall area to be effective in meeting 
state goals to create a network of contiguous green infrastructure.  

• Insufficient county staff to cover the diverse range of necessary environmental planning and review 
functions.   

• The County’s TDR program is not operating as effectively as hoped.  

The improvements that appear necessary to achieve State and local goals are described in the following 
section. 

D. Program Development Strategy for Natural Resource Conservation 

1. County steps 
The County is taking a number of steps to overcome weaknesses and achieve State and local goals. 

i. Through this LPPRP, the County is proposing a natural resource conservation focus area connecting 
the proposed St. Mary’s River Watershed RLA, through the Breton Bay watershed to the Huntersville 
RLA.  This area is described in more detail in Chapter VI.  This step is intended, in part, to further the 
State’s goal of concentrating conservation and restoration activities in priority areas where public 
investment can be leveraged for maximum effect.   

ii. The County is working with the State to expand the Huntersville RLA and to create an RLA in portions 
of the St. Mary’s River watershed.  

iii. The County is considering amendments to the TDR program to make it more attractive: allowing 
transfers based on gross acreage and increasing the number of TDRs that can be transferred.  

iv. Working with the Natural Resource Conservation Service and the St. Mary’s Soil Conservation District 
to update the County Soil Survey.   

2. Additional County and State Actions 
This LPPRP recommends the following additional County and State actions to better support the County’s 
program development strategy: 

County 

• Incorporate measurable objectives into County plans that can be used to assess natural resource 
conservation implementation.  In developing objectives all lands should be considered including 
protected forest land, forest conservation easements, wetlands, protected stream buffers, undevelopable 
floodplain, subdivision open space that contributes to natural resource conservation, and so on. 

• Integrate green infrastructure more closely into the comprehensive planning and development review 
processes.  Strengthen the green infrastructure requirements in the zoning and subdivision ordinances 
so that they are not just one of several ways an applicant may meet the plan approval requirements. 

• Integrate and watershed restoration strategies more closely into the comprehensive planning and 
development review processes.   



December 2005 V-18 St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 

• Create a natural resource focus area to achieve the best return on investment of financial and staff 
resources (see Chapter VI).  

• Reevaluate using the RPD as both a sending and receiving area for TDRs.  As discussed above, this 
may achieve natural resource conservation goals but undercut the agricultural land preservation 
program.   

• Implement the Breton Bay WRAS. 

• Increase environmental planning, development review, and stormwater management maintenance and 
inspections staff and/or funding for contract inspections to ensure responsive and effective 
implementation of county and state programs and regulations. 

• Revise development review procedures to incorporate environmental review early in the plan review 
process before development applications advance beyond a point of accommodating reasonable 
changes.  

State 

• Restore and increase State funding for natural resource conservation. 

• Assist the County in developing measurable natural resource planning objectives relating to those 
contained in the Chesapeake Bay 2000 Agreement and the tributary strategies.    

• Streamline the easement acquisition and Rural Legacy application process to make it more responsive 
to County and land trust needs.  

• Increase access to the state’s RTES inventory to improve and flag development sites for RTES habitat 
review. 

• Increase the number of MDE inspectors for sediment and erosion control inspections and compliance. 
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CHAPTER VI  SYNTHESIS 

A primary purpose of this LPPRP is to provide greater integration and coordination between recreation, 
agricultural preservation, and natural resources conservation policies so that the three elements of land 
preservation and recreation work together, support each other, and achieve state and local goals, including 
ensuring a good return on public investment in various land preservation and recreation programs.  This 
chapter provides a synthesis of chapters III, IV, and V, and outlines a framework for synthesis of the three 
elements.   

As discussed in earlier chapters, St. Mary’s County has extensive natural and agricultural resources.  
Approximately 51 percent of the County is wooded and 26 percent of the County is in agricultural use.  
But, as the pace of development has picked up, these resource lands have been declining as an overall share 
of the County’s land; from 85 percent in 1990 to 79 percent in 2002, a loss of almost 14,000 acres.  

From a policy perspective, to protect the County’s agricultural and natural resources, the County needs to 
set aside areas for development and areas for preservation/conservation.  While relatively large areas have 
been set aside for development, to date few areas have been designated for preservation/conservation – the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, Huntersville Rural Legacy area, and the St. Mary’s River Wildland (see 
Figure II-3)1.   

This chapter recommends that the County establish agricultural and natural resource “focus areas”.  
Development would not be precluded in these areas.  From a practical standpoint, it would not be possible 
to preserve/conserve these areas in their entirety.  However, a primary focus for these areas would be 
preservation and conservation, and policies would be adopted to ensure that where development does occur 
it respects, fits into, and is subordinate to the agricultural and natural resources focus.  Recreation land can 
play an important supportive role in these areas, with active recreation areas generally located in 
development areas and nature parks and more passive recreation areas in natural resource areas.  

A. Synthesis Analysis 

Figure VI-1 is the synthesis analysis map used to analyze and assess the County for potential 
preservation/conservation areas.  It is a fairly complex map, as a number of resources have been laid on top 
of each other using a geographical information system.  Table VI-1 describes these areas.  

                                                           
1  The Comprehensive Plan’s Rural Preservation District is not a designated preservation/conservation district as the amount of 

permitted residential development is too high. 
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Table VI-1 Synthesis Analysis Areas 

Area Notes/Comments 

Designated growth areas; 
development districts and 
priority funding areas 

These are the areas where through the Comprehensive Plan and 
implementing regulations, the County encourages the highest density and 
intensity development. 

The largest development district is the Lexington Park Development District.  
The area shows the proposed boundary of the Lexington Park Development 
District (LPDD) in the LPDD Master Plan, draft October 2004.  Under the 
plan, some areas would come out of the LPDD and in other areas the LPDD 
would expand.  

Agricultural lands from 
the MDP’s 2002 land use 
land cover data set 

Agricultural lands are scattered throughout the County but the map clearly 
shows the primary concentration of agricultural land in the 4th ,5th , and 7th 
election districts, as well as a secondary concentration in the 2nd district.  

Green Infrastructure 
assessment prepared by 
MD DNR in 2001 

The Green Infrastructure assessment shows large, contiguous “hubs” of 
woodland as well as with “corridors” that might serve to connect the hubs 
into an interconnected network.  For legibility, hubs and corridors are shown 
in the same color on Figure VI-1.  See Figure V-1 for a more detailed 
depiction of Green Infrastructure.  

The largest hubs are in the 3rd and 6th election districts north of 
Leonardtown, west of the Lexington Park Development District in the St. 
Mary’s River Watershed, and south of the Lexington Park Development 
District in the 1st election district. 

Green Infrastructure and agricultural lands tend not to overlap, as Green 
Infrastructure’s base is large forested areas.  Green Infrastructure areas in the 
4th and 5th districts are associated with the major stream valleys – Chaptico 
Creek and St. Clements Creek.  

Note, there are several areas where Green Infrastructure and development 
districts and priority funding areas overlap.  These are most apparent on 
Figure V-1 – see, in particular, the hubs west of MD 235 and south of MD 
246.  Because these areas are in the Lexington Park Development District 
and are designated for intense development, it will be difficult to preserve 
these hubs intact.  The Lexington Park Development District Master Plan 
discusses ways in which that plan can support Green Infrastructure. 

Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Area, Huntersville Rural 
Legacy Area 

These areas are the County’s only designated conservation areas.  These 
areas are mostly designated for very low density development (Critical 
Area), or are the focus of volunteer/county efforts for preservation 
(Huntersville), or are in public ownership with development restrictions 
(Wildland).  The rural legacy area boundary in Huntersville is the expanded 
area the County would like to establish.   
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Area Notes/Comments 

Breton Bay Watershed 
boundary 

As discussed in Chapter 5, St. Mary’s County has completed extensive 
watershed inventory and assessment work.  The Breton Bay watershed has 
been included on Figure VI-1 because it contains some very sensitive natural 
resources (Natural Heritage Area with 80 percent forest cover and several 
RTES) and is the subject of a Watershed Restoration Action Strategy 
(WRAS) in 2003. 

Proposed expanded Rural 
Legacy areas 

The County applied to the state in 2003, 2004, and 2005 to create a second 
Rural Legacy area in the St. Mary’s River Watershed and south of Lexington 
Park. 

Federal, State, and 
County owned lands 

 

Parks and school 
recreation facilities 

State and local parks and recreation areas from the MEIRS inventory 
(including publicly owned natural resource areas such as the St. Mary’s 
River Wildland and the Elms property).  Note that in relative terms, parks 
and recreation areas occupy far less land area than agricultural or natural 
resource lands. 

Public/quasi-public lands Land owned by the Southern Maryland Electrical Cooperative (SMECO) 
that has potential to form part of greenway corridors. 

 

Criteria 

In conducting the synthesis analysis, the resource areas shown on Figure VI-1 were examined with 
reference the following criteria:  

• Land preservation/conservation efforts should focus on the areas with the most valuable resources. 

• Preservation/conservation areas need to be outside designated development areas.  

• To the extent possible, new preservation/conservation areas should build on existing conservation 
areas. 

• To the extent possible, preservation/conservation should be large contiguous areas.  

• Preservation/conservation areas should be sized such that preservation/conservation efforts are focused 
and mutually supportive and not scattered and dissipated.  In other words, preservation/conservation 
need to be not too big and not too small.  

• Parks and recreation areas can be a component of preservation/conservation areas. 

B. Synthesis  

Figure VI-2 shows the results of the analysis.  It shows two focus areas, one focused on agriculture and the 
other focused on natural resources.  As stated above, development would not be precluded in these areas, 
and they should not be regarded as comprehensive plan districts or zoning districts.  Rather, these are areas 
where the County would “focus” its land preservation and conservation efforts thereby ensuring, in the 
state’s words, “a good return on public investment”. 
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An agricultural preservation focus area is delineated (in yellow) in the northwest part of the County.  It is 
approximately 52,500 acres and is the portion of the County’s Rural Preservation District that contains the 
largest concentration of protected lands and working farms and is relatively little compromised by 
residential development.  This is the part of the County with the best opportunity to preserve and maintain a 
working agricultural landscape.  As discussed in Chapter IV, this area would be the focus for an enhanced 
package of farmland preservation and enhancement tools such as: 

• Ramped up spending on preservation easements with installment purchase agreements,  

• Strong TDR incentives,  

• Very low-density floating zoning districts, 

• Economic development programs,  

• Business and regulatory incentives, and,  

• Possible outreach efforts on the part of land trusts to the Amish and Mennonite communities.  

This agricultural area extends into one of Charles County’s areas of agricultural concentration and the 
opportunity exists to coordinate preservation activities among the two counties (symbolized by the large 
arrow on the Figure VI-2).  

A natural resources conservation focus area is delineated (in green) running more or less north-south 
through the north central part of the County.  This area is anchored by the existing Huntersville Rural 
Legacy area in the north and the St. Mary’s River Wildland in the south.  Between these areas is the Breton 
Bay watershed with its valuable natural resources.  The natural resources conservation focus area is 
approximately 28,800 acres.  

This natural resources focus area would become the focus for the following: 

• Rural legacy applications;  

• Watershed restoration activities;  

• Green infrastructure enhancement, especially efforts to restore green infrastructure “gaps” 

• Conservation subdivision design 

• Best agricultural and forestry practices 

• Conservation, protection, and stewardship;  

• Pollution prevention programs;  

• Education/outreach through the McIntosh Run Land Conservation Partnership and the Patuxent 
Tidewater Trust – including easement donations.    

Parts of the County that are not in the proposed focus areas are not unimportant, and their resources are 
worthy of protection.  The designation of focus areas is a recognition that preservation/conservation 
resources are limited, and that the County needs a strategic plan to focus its financial and staff resources so 
as to achieve the best return on investment.  The resources in areas outside the proposed focus areas will 
continue to be protected through the County’s zoning and environmental protection programs.  Private 
preservation/conservation efforts, similar to those of the Patuxent Tidewater Trust in Huntersville, may be 
helpful in these areas.   

In the future other focus areas could be designated.  One possible candidate area is the area around St. 
Mary’s City and St. Mary’s College extending over to the Elms property, an area that has been the subject 
of past landscape preservation interest and is part of a proposed Rural Legacy Area. 
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Appendix A  Significant Habitat and Natural Area Descriptions 

A. Natural Heritage Areas:  mapping of the following locally significant habitat areas 
have been defined  

1. Carroll's Pond Peat Bog 
This site is the largest un-mined coastal peat land known in Maryland.  It is located on the Chesapeake Bay, south of the Elms 
Wildlife Management Area.  Mats of sphagnum moss are found in the pond and along its three tributaries.  In addition to 
Sphagnum which dominates the northern tributary, the area is characterized by a scrub-shrub association that includes other 
significant species.  Rose pogonia (Pogonia ophioglossoides) which is uncommon in Maryland and Weak Stellate Sedge (Carex 
seorosa) which is State Rare are found in this area. Nash's Sea Lavender (Limonium nashii), which is a regionally rare species in 
danger of extirpation in Maryland, has historically been found in this area. 

This area also provides the benefits associated with a large nontidal wetland complex with a hydrological connection to the 
Chesapeake Bay. These benefits include providing habitat for a variety of plant and animal species and filtering sediment, 
nutrients, and pollutants. 

The shrub swamps near Carroll’s Pond cover an area of about 62 acres.  The site is located near Three Notch and Carroll Roads 
and not far from the Chesapeake Bay.  Alder is the dominate shrub species, red maple, willow, sweet gum, and button bush are 
also present.  The fairly dense herbaceous layer consist of swamp loosestrife, marsh mallow, cattail, dodder, various ferns, and 
lizards tail.  The juxtaposition of different habitats: shrub, swamp, pond, agricultural fields, woods, and bay; have much 
significance to wildlife.  Copperhead, black racer, deer, Redtail-hawk, various song birds, and signs of beaver were observed. 

2. Miski Run Woods 
Miski Run Woods is a 420-acre second growth bottomland forest, contiguous with Miski Run, located north of Leonardtown. This 
area contains unusually diverse species because the soils at this site are calcareous (containing calcium and/or limestone), due to 
shell deposits in the underlying geologic formation. These soils are rarely found on the Coastal Plain and contribute to the area's 
biodiversity. Mosses and liverworts thrive along the banks of the relatively clean Miski Run.  Two rare plant species are found in 
this area, and the limited numbers of other known sites support very small populations. 

The Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act adopted in 1991 designated this area as a non-tidal wetland of special state 
concern. 

This area is one of a rapidly decreasing number of large, mature forested tracts in the state. It provides habitat for many forms of 
wildlife, including Forest Interior Dwelling birds. 

3. Poplar Hill Creek 
This 1,500-acre natural area is located off of the Potomac River, south of Leonardtown.  The area is characterized by an important 
stand of upland mature hardwoods.  Two active Bald Eagle nests are found in the area. 

4. Spring Creek 
This area is located just south of Marsh Point on the Patuxent River.  The area is comprised of 140 acres of tidal and freshwater 
marshes with rare plants and numerous wildlife species.  Recommended by Smithsonian Institute, Chesapeake Bay Foundation and 
Nature Conservancy for preservation for its importance as habitat for mink, otter, oysters, clams, wood ducks, bald eagles, and 
many marsh plants, this privately-held area was protected in 2004 by a Rural Legacy easement within the Huntersville Rural 
Legacy Area. 

5. Upper McIntosh Run 
This site encompasses McIntosh Run and its tributaries, the associated stream floodplain, and contiguous sensitive areas. This 
floodplain forest, a type of nontidal wetland, supports a threatened plant species, Red Turtlehead (Chelone obliqua).  The 
freshwater stream area of McIntosh Run also provides habitat for a rare shellfish, the Dwarf Wedge Mussel (Alasmidonta 
heterodon). This exquisite mussel is confined to only ten known sites, three of these are found in Maryland.  This species is 
classified as State Endangered Species, because it is extremely rare. Although the shells of freshwater mussels were once used 
extensively to make pearl buttons, they are primarily used today as the nuclei for the formation of cultured pearls. 

The Dwarf Wedge Mussel is a key element of its habitat and contributes to the biological diversity of McIntosh Run.  Because this 
mussel has very specific habitat requirements, it is a species whose presence serves as an indicator of the relative health of an 
ecosystem. It needs a stable, silt-free streambed and well-oxygenated water, free of pollutants.  The continuing existence of this 
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mussel in Maryland serves as a gauge of water quality indicating through its continued survival that its habitat is relatively clean 
and healthy. 

This area also provides many other benefits of nontidal wetlands including stormwater storage, natural filtration of runoff 
pollutants, floodwater dissipation, and diverse habitat. 

6. Chaptico Run 
This is a 500-acre natural tidal and freshwater marsh complex. 

7. Charlotte Hall power line 
This bog and adjacent meadow beneath a power line right-of-way simulate natural open habitats which are becoming rare in 
Maryland.  Three rare species grow within this open habitat near the wooded edge of the right-of-way where there is a small 
seepage area.  A large population of state threatened sedge covers this area along with patches of sphagnum moss.  Within the 
moss patched grows a State threatened carnivorous plant.  In the open drier habitat grows a State endangered plant which is known 
from only 7 other sites (all on the Eastern Shore).  The plants are both dependent upon and threatened by management practices for 
the right-of-way and by aggressive weedy species growing on the site and likely to increase due to disturbances from cutting on the 
site.  Buffering and implementation of appropriate vegetation management is recommended for the site. 

8. Upper Mud Creek 
Mud Creek enters a tidal wetland just south of Cremona Creek and north of Marsh Point.  The creek’s upper watershed is 
characterized by older growth mixed deciduous forest that covers the slopes surrounding the upstream portion of this clear winding 
creek.  The trees appear to be over 100 years old, many between two and three feet in diameter.  The canopy is diverse though 
dominated by Tulip tree.  A well developed-sub canopy, characteristic of mature forest, is dominated by American holly.  A 
diverse herbaceous layer grows in the narrow floodplain and surrounding forest.  The rich soil here supports species more typical 
of the Piedmont and Western Maryland. The major threat to this mature forest is logging which eliminates the deep shade, large 
trees, and well developed canopy structure that provide important habitat for many wildlife and bird species.   

A state endangered plant species grows at the edge of the side ravine and the main floodplain.  This species is known from only 5 
sites in the state and all sites contain small populations.  Logging could threaten this species.   

In order to maintain the ecological integrity of the mature forest it is important to maintain a forested buffer around the mature 
forest so that it is never surrounded by cleared land.  Additionally, maintaining a large tract of forest around the site is important to 
wildlife and bird species that require large forested tracts for survival. 

The entire length of Mud Creek including the Upper Mud Creek watershed with its mature forest habitats are in permanent 
protection through a Rural Legacy Easement held jointly by the state and the Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust. 

9. Marsh Point 
This site is an area of marsh located on the Patuxent River between Cremona Creek and Spring Creek. It provides habitat for the 
Sedge Wren, a bird species listed by the state as in need of conservation.  This area also has value as a tidal wetland which serves 
as a natural filter for excessive nutrients, sediment, and pollutants and provides a habitat for waterfowl, wildlife, and shellfish. 

Marsh Point and the surrounding agricultural fields and forest areas of Cremona were placed in permanent protection in 2004 
through a Rural Legacy easement held jointly by the state and the Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust. 

10. Killpeck Creek - Trent Hall Creek 
This 2,400-acre natural area is located at the northern end of the county. Killpeck Creek and Lockes Swamp Creek join just before 
entering Trent Hall Creek, a tidal inlet off of the Patuxent. The area is a classic example of a coastal plain watershed with large 
areas of forest and wetlands in the upper watershed and tidal wetlands and marsh in the lower reaches. The watershed provides 
habitat for many wildlife species including mink, otter, raccoons, over-wintering Swan and Wood Duck.  

This important natural area is heavily forested and currently water quality in Killpeck Creek is especially good, but has 
deteriorated somewhat in recent years because of development pressure in the Mechanicsville and Charlotte Hall areas. The 
Killpeck stream valley bottom is almost entirely comprised of wetlands even in the upper elevations. This stream valley and 
network of nontidal wetlands lead to estuarine intertidal marshes in Trent Hall Creek. Adjacent to the stream valley are steep 
slopes with soils having high erosion potential in some areas. The high proportion of forest currently protects water quality and 
stream habitat, with only minor increases in sediment and nutrient levels during heavy storm flow.  Killpeck Creek has been 
strongly recommended by Smithsonian Institution, Chesapeake Bay Foundation and Nature Conservancy for preservation and 
protection of high tidal marsh and freshwater marsh areas.  

 



 A-3 St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 

11. Church Swamp 
This 644-acre habitat area includes swamp forest, bottomland hardwood forest, and mesic deciduous woods. The area is 
characterized by streams, seeps, and moist depressions which ultimately form Canoe Neck Creek. There are several stands of 
mature hardwood forest with numerous old trees with large trunk diameters. Areas that are normally inundated create a mosaic 
with seasonally flooded areas creating amazingly diverse wetland habitats. Numerous thickets of common greenbriar and poison 
ivy are extremely dense. Within this habitat area, five species can be found that are rare in Maryland.  Three of the species are 
known from fewer than eight sites in the State. 

In addition to providing habitat for rare species, Church Swamp provides excellent habitat for forest interior dwelling birds, 
reptiles, and amphibians. This area is an excellent example of a mature bottomland forest which is uncommon on the Western 
Shore. 

12. Mill Creek Pond 
Mill Creek Pond which was created by the damming of Mill Creek is located in California between Clarkes Mill Road and Route 
4. This 107-acre area includes the pond, adjacent wetlands, upland forest, and adjacent ravines and gullies. This boomerang shaped 
pond supports a rare aquatic plant species, and it is likely that future survey work will reveal more rare plant species and possibly 
rare amphibians. Water quality in this pond is excellent due to the relatively undisturbed character of the watershed and the 
extensive forest cover there. 

Along with providing habitat for rare species, ponds like this one have become increasingly important as an artificial habitat that 
has replaced freshwater ponds created by beaver activity. As development activity and clearing has increased, the beaver 
population has declined dramatically, creating a scarcity of freshwater pond habitats on the western shore of Maryland.   

Development of adjacent sites was raised by citizens as a concern for the area in 2003 and 2004.  The developers responded to 
these concerns in their designs and will implement enhanced stormwater management measures and wide buffers to assure minimal 
impacts from the development  

13. West California Swamp 
This important site is a unique natural area that is located in one of the county's development districts.  It contains a wetland 
system composed of a seepage swamp with herbaceous openings and long open marshes. The shrub swamp, dominated by alder 
and sweet bay magnolia, is characterized by a well-developed vegetation structure and a rich, diverse flora. Its many berry-
producing shrubs provide excellent food sources and habitats for many birds and other wildlife species. 

West California Swamp supports a large population of sedge that is listed as endangered in Maryland.  This species is known from 
fewer than five sites in Maryland. At this site it occurs in a large patch of approximately 1,000 square feet as well as several 
scattered smaller patches.  The site has been searched only briefly and should be further surveyed and inventoried for additional 
rare species. 

The site area noted in Table I-3 includes the forested upland and the up-stream wetlands recommended to be retained in order to 
protect the water quality and the hydrology of the swamp. 

14. St. Mary's River State Park 
This 2,644-acre tract is characterized by numerous sensitive environmental areas including steep slopes, 100 year floodplain, 
streams and their buffers, wetlands, hydric soils, and threatened and endangered species habitat (Eastern narrow-mouthed toad).   
In 1996 the Maryland General Assembly designated 1,500 acres of St. Mary's River State Park as "wildlands", which guarantees 
that the area will be preserved in its natural state. Included in the park is St. Mary’s Lake (also known as St. Mary's River Fish 
Management Area).  This 520-acre natural area is comprised of a lake and surrounding forested buffer area.   

Adjacent to the two areas of state-owned park lands is an approximately 800-acre tract purchased with Program Open Space funds, 
and 68 acres of land owned by the County.  Several land transfer agreements between the state, county and private individuals for 
portions of these sites are being contemplated to provide school sites on Indian Bridge Road, and enhanced protection of habitats 
adjacent to the St. Mary’s River State Park and the Fish Management Area.   

B. Other Unique Natural Areas 

1. Cornfield Point Geologic Section - 127 acres south of Potter Creek, north of Boys Camp 
Cornfield Point, a 127-acre pine and mature hardwood forest, is bordered by Potter Creek to the North, the Potomac to the West, a 
boys’ camp and agricultural fields to the south.  Loblolly pine forest covers a substantial portion of the site.  The sparse under story 
contains black cherry, sweet gum, and black gum which are present in the equally sparse shrub layer.  Honeysuckle and poison ivy 
grow profusely in the herbaceous layer.  The mature hardwood forest situated to the northeast supports canopy species of white 
oak, northern red oak, black oak, sweet gum, and swamp white oak with diameters in the 18- to 24-inch range.  The same species 
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as well as black gum and red maple grow in the moderately dense under story.  The herbaceous layer is very dense with poison 
ivy, honey suckle, and English ivy predominating.  The juxtaposition of water bodies, forest and field allow good potential for 
wildlife.  Dear, bobwhite, great blue heron, osprey, black vulture, and egret are among the species observed.  The bluffs along the 
Potomac contain a rare exposure of Pleistocene age clay rich in fossils and molluscan shells. (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 
1976)  

2. Point Look-In - 333 acres on Chesapeake Bay south of St. Jerome’s Creek on Fresh Pond 
Neck 

The site is approximately 350 acres on the Chesapeake Bay south of St. Jerome’s Creek on Fresh pond Neck.  Point Look-in is 
primarily an area of undeveloped woodland, with a 9 acre cleared field and an area of thinned woods in the vicinity of Fresh Pond.  
The shoreline is approximately 1 mile long and is fronted by a wide sandy beach.  The beach is generally backed by small 1 to 4 
foot wooded banks, except in the vicinity of Fresh Pond where some pond and farm field backs the beach.  Point Look-in has 
potential for boat launching, beach swimming, picnicking, camping, or pier fishing. (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 1976) 

Recommended by SI for preservation of mature upland hardwoods. 

3. Bay Forest Drive -- Briscoe Pond (The Elms property) 
Bay Forest Drive – Briscoe Pond Natural Area contains 400 acres of upland mixed forest and 21 acres of shrub swamp.  The site is 
located west of the Chesapeake Bay, North of Bay Forest Road, and South of St. James Road.  The canopy is dominated by 
loblolly pine, black oak and tulip poplar.  Other associated canopy species are white oak, southern red oak, red oak, red maple, and 
sweet gum. DBH’s range from 6 to 12 inches.  The area has been selectively cut in the past and is consequently only moderately 
dense. Some scattered areas in the uplands have a greater percentage of white oak present than the sampling would indicate.  Most 
of the canopy species are being reproduced in the under story.  The shrub swamp runs along the primary streams which meet in a 
tidal wetlands.  The under story is very sparse with some red maple present.  Alder dominates the dense shrub layer, along with 
some pepperbush, sweet gum, red ample, and button bush.  The herbaceous layer contains mainly sphagnum, lizard’s tail, swamp 
loosestrife and royal fern.  The site is presently used as a public hunting area.  In conjunction with this, the wildlife administration 
is manipulating approximately 25 acres in the north central area for wildlife habitat.  A lot of regeneration and edge is being 
produced as a result.  A variety of birds were noted over the entire site.  This area, though, not unusual for the county, is a pleasant 
area: the topography is somewhat rolling in portions, there are a few streams, shrub swamps, and a diversity of birds (Upland 
Natural Area Study, SI, 1976). 

The St. Mary’s County Public Schools operates an outdoor education center on a bay-front portion of the property leased from the 
state. 

4. St. Mary's River bottomland 
High tidal and fresh water marshes support species of cattails, mink, and nesting Wood Ducks.  Archeological sites and 
excavations are in the vicinity of St. Mary's City.   

5. Cherryfield Point - 125 acres between St. Mary's River and St. George Creek 
Cherry field Point is a peninsula of land bounded by St. Mary’s River and St. George Creek.  The peninsula contains two stands of 
loblolly pine, totaling 60 acres and a contiguous salt marsh, approximately 65 acres.  The pines are essentially an even age stand 
and thinning is evident. Loblolly is the only canopy species and DBH’s range from 9 to 12 inches.  The under story is very sparse 
with a few specimens of loblolly, black cherry, black gum, and black walnut present.  The shrub layer is extremely dense with 
poison ivy comprising almost 90 percent.  Poison ivy and similax are the most prevalent ground plants.  A small sandy beach 
surrounds the portions of the peninsula, and many dead loblolly pines are, however littering the beach.  The salt meadow is 
comprised primarily by spikerush, with some scattered dense growth of low tide bush. The marsh has been trenched by mosquito 
control.  The marsh offers excellent bird habitat and herons, osprey, and other marsh birds were seen.  The Potomac Task Force, 
U.S. Department of the Interior, considers this area ecologically unique. (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 1976) 

The site is recommended by Smithsonian Institution (SI), Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) and Nature Conservancy (NC) for 
preservation. 

6. Medley Creek - 113 acres shrub swamp bordering the creek 
A shrub swamp with surrounding loblolly—hardwood forest characterize Medley Creek natural area located very near the Potomac 
River.  Surrounding the site are agricultural lands.  Man-made disturbance is not evident in the shrub swamp: there is a small 
amount of dumping in the forest.  Vegetation in the shrub swamp occurs on small hillocks of soil above the very mucky wetter 
areas.  Dominant species in the sparse under story are sweet gum and red maple.  The dense shrub vegetation includes alder, red 
maple, sweet gum, sweet bay magnolia, and swamp rose. The ground cover supports greenbrier, lizard’s tail, grass and dodder.  
The forest canopy species are loblolly, sweet gum, red oak, scarlet oak, sycamore, tulip poplar, black cherry, persimmon, and red 
maple—none of which is very dominant.  Their diameters are in the 9 to 12 inch range.  Black cherry, sweet gum, black gum, and 
red maple occur in the under story; Hercules club, spicebush, and blueberry are found in the shrub layer.  Groundcover species 
include greenbrier, poison ivy, honeysuckle, and various ferns.  The shrub swamp develops into a more open marsh toward the 
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Potomac River.  This site is potentially valuable for wildlife and is recommended by Smithsonian Center for natural areas for 
preservation for ecological reasons.  (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 1976)   

The study characterizes the site as an “Unusually scenic area.” 

7. Canoe Neck Point - 50 acres between Canoe Neck Creek and St. Clements Bay 
This 50-acre natural area lies on a point of land between canoe neck creek and St. Clements Bay neat the town of Clements.  
Contiguous land use is agricultural.  The major canopy species of the site include white oak, southern red oak, loblolly pine, and 
red maple with diameters in the 9 to 12 inch range.  Under story, more dense than the canopy is predominately made up of red 
maple, with persimmon, black gum, and post oak present as well.  Holly, sweet gum, blueberry, and dogwood are present in the 
relatively sparse shrub layer.  Specimens of lycopodium, partridge berry, spotted wintergreen, and rattlesnake plantain grow here 
and there on the forest floor.  The outstanding feature at Canoe Neck Point is the Heron rookery on the western half of the site near 
the bay.  It is heavily populated with Great Blue Heron and Great Egret in a stand of loblolly and Virginia pines (Upland Natural 
Area Study, SI, 1976). 

This was the only heron rookery on the Potomac at the time, a second probable rookery was observed in 2002 on the eastern 
shoreline of New Town Neck.   

8. Newtown Neck - 174 acres between St. Clements Bay and Breton Bay 
Newtown Neck is a 174-acre wooded area located on a peninsula of land between St. Clements Bay and Breton Bay.  Most of the 
site is surrounded by agricultural lands except a small contiguous wooded section and a 1300 foot stretch of coastline to the west.  
A 10 acre pond is located near the site on Payne Point.  Sedges, grasses, and high tide bush grow around the pond.  A hardwood 
area forms the greater part of the site.  Dominant canopy species include white oak, southern red oak, red maple, and sweet gum 
with average diameters of 9 to 12 inches.  The under story contains specimens of holly, black gum, sweet gum, beech, and red 
maple and the shrub layer consists mostly of these species plus pawpaw and blackberry.  The herbaceous layer was almost 
nonexistent due to heavy leaf litter.  On the north lies a small loblolly pine forest.  In the sparse under story are sweet gum, and red 
maple.  Wax myrtle, sweet gum, black gum, black hawk, and black cherry are found in the shrub layer though none in abundance.  
Poison ivy and trumpet creeper dominate the ground cover with Christmas fern, honeysuckle, and spotted wintergreen present as 
well.  The variety of habitat types, hardwood forest, pine stand, pond, fields, and open water lend to the site a high potential for 
wildlife.  Osprey nest near the site, and Great Blue Heron, Red Shouldered Hawk, and Common Egret are a few of the birds 
observed (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 1976). 

The site is recommended by SI as a primary natural areas site with numerous osprey nest sites. A possible heron and egret rookery 
was observed during field visit investigation planned shoreline erosion control measures installed in 2002. 

9. St. Catherine's Island - 37 acres in Potomac River off Whites Neck Point 
St Catherine’s Island is located in the Potomac River off White’s Neck Point.  The island supports predominately shrub vegetation. 
High tide bush, wax myrtle, persimmon, and low tide bush are in abundance.  In the very sparse canopy and under story 
cottonwood, black poplar, loblolly pine, willow, red cedar, and Virginia pine occur.  The relatively abundant herbaceous layer 
contains honey suckle, grape, grass, and various salt marsh sedges.  A sandy beach surrounds most of the island.  The site is 
impressive in the abundance and variety of birds that nest or frequent the island; including osprey, great blue heron, common egret, 
royal tern, and numerous gull species.  The site appears undisturbed by man over most of the area although natural disturbances of 
erosion and flooding are evident.  The department of Natural Resources notes that the island has the only colony of nesting 
common egrets and black crowned night herons.  (Upland Natural Area Study, SI, 1976) 

Recommended by SI for preservation to protect the colonies of nesting Common Egrets and Black Crowned Night Herons. 

10. Drayden Geologic Section 
Recommended by SI, CBF, and NC for preservation of rare exposure of clay with abundant Miocene age gastropod (snail) fossils. 
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Appendix B  Recreational Facilities Needs Analysis Tables (Supply, Demand, 
Needs) 

All counties are required to complete a needs analysis for recreational facilities based on a common 
methodology prescribed by the state.  The analysis is required to estimate needs for 2005, 2010, 2015, and 
2020 and beyond.  The county is given flexibility to measure its own facility and activity needs, season 
length for an activity, daily carrying capacity or participation rates at a facility and acreage required for 
facilities.  The analysis is based on results from two statewide recreational use surveys1, county specific 
information or trends, population and demographic projections and other local experience or insights into 
facility use experience.  Mandatory activities common to all counties must be evaluated; baseball/softball 
diamonds, basketball and tennis courts, and multi-purpose fields.  In addition the county evaluated the other 
activities identified in the tables as need or interest has been expressed for such recreational facilities or 
activities.  

Private or quasi-public facilities have been included in the facility supply analysis because they help satisfy 
the demand for recreation facilities.  However, they are excluded from the acreage inventory analysis 
because they are not in public ownership.  Likewise, most state and federal properties are included for 
purposes of calculating facility supply, but are excluded from the acreage analysis.   

The analysis consists of three tables: supply, demand and needs.  The supply report lists 17 recreational 
activities.  Four were required to be analyzed by the State, the other 13 were selected by the County.  The 
result of the analysis is an expression of the surplus or deficit of facilities to support the particular 
recreational activity in 2005 based on current population, and in 2010, 2015, and 2020 based on projected 
population.  The results are shown on the needs table and summarized in Table III-3.  

Notes following the three tables explain how the various demand and supply factors were derived.   

                                                           
1  2003 Participation in Local Park and Recreation Activities in Maryland and State Parks and Natural Resource Areas in 

Maryland: A Survey of Public Opinion.  These scientific surveys accessed a total of 400 households in St. Mary's, Calvert 
and Charles counties that were drawn at random to reflect the distribution of households among these counties. 



SUPPLY REPORT - ST. MARY'S COUNTY 1 2 3 4 5 6

Activity Facility type Number of 
facilities 2004 

Season 
length 

Daily carrying 
capacity per facility 

Annual 
carrying 
capacity  

Total supply of all 
facilities 

Baseball/Softball (match play) Diamonds 81                             100            30                                   3,000               243,000                      

Baseball/Softball (match and practice) Diamonds 90                             42              15                                   630                  56,700                        

Basketball - indoor
Courts indoor - 

league 22                             161            40                                   6,440               141,680                      

Basketball - outdoor
Courts outdoor/ 

recreation 18                             161            10                                   1,610               28,980                        

Tennis Courts 45                             220            16                                   3,520               158,400                      

Volleyball, other indoor sports (racquetball)  Courts 11                             220            16                                   3,520               38,720                        

Field sports (football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey) Fields 47                             210            27                                   5,565               261,555                      

Trails: hike, bike, jog, walk, nature  Miles 31                             270            128                                 34,560             1,054,080                   

Swimming at pools (indoor/outdoor) Pools 1                               335            830                                 278,050           278,050                      

Swimming at beach Shoreline Miles 1                               98              704                                 68,992             68,992                        

Playgrounds (Tot Lots)  Playgrounds 40                             270            30                                   8,100               324,000                      

Picnic Pavilions   Shelters 18                             144            60                                   8,640               155,520                      

Hunting  Acres 3,508                        240            0.1                                  24                    84,192                        

Golf (18 hole) Courses 2                               220            360                                 79,200             158,400                      

Concerts/Festivals (outdoor theater) Seats 150                           240            1                                     240                  36,000                        

Dog Activities/dog park (off-leash) Acres -                            335            400                                 134,000           -                              

Fishing from pier Fishing spots/feet 50                             240            3                                     720                  36,000                        

Power boating, sailing, and boat fishing Ramps 18                             185            51                                   9,435               169,830                      

Equestrian activities Centers (e.g. rings) -                            256            60                                   15,360             -

             Total supply (derived by multiplying Columns 2 and 5) represents the total number of occasions/users per year that a facility is used by all participants.
Notes:  Annual Carrying Capacity derived by multiplying Columns 3 and 4.

   



DEMAND REPORT - ST. MARY'S COUNTY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Activity Facility type 2005 Projected 
Population (1)

Individual 
Participation 
Rate (%) (2)

Frequency of 
Participation 

Rate (2)

2005 
Demand 

(3)

2010 
Population

2010 
Demand

2015 
Population

2015 
Demand

2020 
Population

2020 
Demand

Baseball/Softball Diamonds 95,500 0.144 24.80 341,050 102,700 366,762 109,800 392,118 116,700 416,759

Basketball
Courts indoor - 

league 95,500 0.105 17.54 175,882 102,700 189,143 109,800 202,219 116,700 214,926

Tennis Courts 95,500 0.070 8.89 59,430 102,700 63,910 109,800 68,329 116,700 72,622

Volleyball, other indoor sports (racquetball)  Courts 95,500 0.048 12.30 56,383 102,700 60,634 109,800 64,826 116,700 68,900

Field sports (football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey) Fields 95,500 0.150 20.58 294,780 102,700 317,004 109,800 338,920 116,700 360,218

Trails: hike, bike, jog, walk, nature  Miles 95,500 0.788 22.08 1,661,608 102,700 1,786,881 109,800 1,910,415 116,700 2,030,468

Swimming at pools (indoor/outdoor) Pools 95,500 0.457 11.48 501,027 102,700 538,801 109,800 576,050 116,700 612,250

Swimming at beach Shoreline Miles 95,500 0.463 6.62 292,713 102,700 314,782 109,800 336,544 116,700 357,693

Playgrounds (Tot Lots)  Playgrounds 95,500 0.388 7.12 263,824 102,700 283,715 109,800 303,329 116,700 322,391

Picnic Pavilions   Shelters 95,500 0.385 4.54 166,924 102,700 179,509 109,800 191,919 116,700 203,980

Hunting  Acres 95,500 0.083 13.66 108,276 102,700 116,439 109,800 124,489 116,700 132,312

Golf (18 hole) Courses 95,500 0.136 16.57 215,211 102,700 231,437 109,800 247,436 116,700 262,986

Concerts/Festivals (outdoor theater) Seats 95,500 0.185 2.61 46,112 102,700 49,589 109,800 53,017 116,700 56,349

Dog Activities/dog park (off-leash) Acres 95,500 0.160 25.76 393,613 102,700 423,288 109,800 452,552 116,700 480,991

Fishing from pier Fishing spots/feet 95,500 0.107 6.01 61,413 102,700 66,043 109,800 70,609 116,700 75,046

Power boating, sailing, and boat fishing Ramps 95,500 0.492 28.81 439,022 102,700 472,121 109,800 504,760 116,700 536,480

Equestrian activities Centers (e.g. rings) 95,500 0.037 16.43 58,055 102,700 62,432 109,800 66,749 116,700 70,943
Note:  Demand for  2005 (Column 4) is derived by multiplying Columns 1, 2 and 3.  Demand for 2010, 2015 and 2020 is derived by multiplying respectively Columns 5, 7 and 9 by Columns 2 and 3.



NEEDS REPORT - ST. MARY'S COUNTY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Activity Facility type 2004 Supply
Annual 

Carrying 
Capacity

2005 Demand
2005 

Unmet 
Need (1)

2010 Demand 2010 Unmet 
Demand (2)

2010 
Unmet 

Need (3)

2015 
Demand 

2015 Unmet 
Demand (4)

2015 
Unmet 

Need (5)
2020 Demand 2020 Unmet 

Demand (4)

2020 
Unmet 

Need (5)

Baseball/Softball Diamonds 299,700               4,840             341,050             (9)               366,762            (67,062)              (14)             392,118      (92,418)        (19)             416,759            (117,059)     (24)             

Basketball Courts indoor - league 170,660               6,440             175,882             (1)               189,143            (18,483)              (3)               202,219      (31,559)        (5)               214,926            (44,266)       (7)               

Tennis Courts 158,400               3,520             59,430              28              63,910              94,490                27              68,329        90,071          26              72,622              85,778         24              

Volleyball, other indoor sports (racquetball)  Courts 38,720                 3,520             56,383              (5)               60,634              (21,914)              (6)               64,826        (26,106)        (7)               68,900              (30,180)       (9)               

Field sports (football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey) Fields
261,555               5,565             294,780             (6)               317,004            (55,449)              (10)             338,920      (77,365)        (14)             360,218            (98,663)       (18)             

Trails: hike, bike, jog, walk, nature  Miles 1,054,080             34,560           1,661,608          (18)             1,786,881         (732,801)            (21)             1,910,415   (856,335)       (25)             2,030,468         (976,388)     (28)             

Swimming at pools (indoor/outdoor) Pools 278,050               278,050         501,027             (1)               538,801            (260,751)            (1)               576,050      (298,000)       (1)               612,250            (334,200)     (1)               

Swimming at beach Shoreline Miles 68,992                 68,992           292,713             (3)               314,782            (245,790)            (4)               336,544      (267,552)       (4)               357,693            (288,701)     (4)               

Playgrounds (Tot Lots)  Playgrounds 324,000               8,100             263,824             7                283,715            40,285                5                303,329      20,671          3                322,391            1,609          0                

Picnic Pavilions   Shelters 155,520               8,640             166,924             (1)               179,509            (23,989)              (3)               191,919      (36,399)        (4)               203,980            (48,460)       (6)               

Hunting  Acres 84,192                 24                  108,276             (1,003)        116,439            (32,247)              (1,344)        124,489      (40,297)        (1,679)        132,312            (48,120)       (2,005)        

Golf (18 hole) Courses 158,400               79,200           215,211             (1)               231,437            (73,037)              (1)               247,436      (89,036)        (1)               262,986            (104,586)     (1)               

Concerts/Festivals (outdoor theater) Seats 36,000                 240 46,112 (42)             49,589              (13,589)              (57)             53,017        (17,017)        (71)             56,349              (20,349)       (85)             

Dog Activities/dog park (off-leash) Acres -                       134,000         393,613 (3)               423,288 (423,288)            (3)               452,552 (452,552)       (3)               480,991 (480,991)     (4)               

Fishing from pier Fishing spots/feet 36,000                 720                61,413 (35)             66,043 (30,043)              (42)             70,609 (34,609)        (48)             75,046 (39,046)       (54)             

Power boating, sailing, and boat fishing Ramps 169,830               9,435             175,609 (1)               188,848 (19,018)              (2)               201,904 (32,074)        (3)               214,592 (44,762)       (5)               

Equestrian activities Centers (e.g. rings) -                       15,360           58,055 (4)               62,432 (62,432)              (4)               66,749 (66,749)        (4)               70,943 (70,943)       (5)               

(2)     2010 Unmet Demand derived by subtracting Column 5 from Column 1.
(3)     2010 Unmet Need derived from subtracting Column 5 from Column 1 and dividing by Column 2.
(4)     2015 and 2020 Unmet Demand derived from subtracting respectively Column 8 and Column 11 from Column 1.
(5)     2015 and 2020 Unmet Need derived from subtracting respectively Column 8 and Column 11 from Column 1 and dividing by Column 2.

(1)     2005 Unmet Need derived by subtracting Column 3 from Column 1 and dividing by Column 2.  Parenthesis indicates a facility/activity deficit.  A number without parenthesis indicates a facility surplus (e.g., 2005 unmet need indicates a 9 



1.  The County used its own season length and daily carrying capacity factors in instances when more accurate data than that provided by the state was available (e.g., season length 
factors from the County’s 2003 Sports Participation and Facility Use Report for baseball/softball, basketball and multipurpose fields).  The same was done in instances where the 
County had more detailed program knowledge or experience (e.g. knowledge of fishable pier areas and actual demand for multi-purpose fields, ball diamonds and tennis courts).  
When state data yielded results that were at variance to Department experience, a closer examination was made to more closely estimate either season length or daily carrying 
capacity.  Season length for swimming pools and playgrounds is based on local experience and utilization.  Factors for other recreation activities were taken from the county’s 2000 
LPRP or from the earlier 1993 state LPRP.  Season length for dog exercise and playgrounds was estimated based on a reasonable season length for such activities. 

3.  Carrying capacity supply data for baseball/softball assumes 30 participants per game (15 per team), playing one evening game each weekday evening on unlighted fields and three 
games on Saturday for a total eight weekly games per facility.  Over six days this equates to 1.33 games per day and yields a daily participation carrying capacity of 40 users per day 
lower than the capacity of 54 used in the 1993 State LPRP.  Assigning 42 days of individual team practice and two 100-day match regular seasons, the combined daily capacity is 30.  
Field availability is extremely short during practice season when one team uses a field.  Nine of the 90 ball diamonds are only suitable for practice and not available for match use.   

6.  Carrying Capacity for fishing from a pier assumed 400 feet of fishable pier length with eight feet of length assigned per angler, for a total of 50 fishing spots or areas, 
accommodating three anglers each in a 12 hour period. 
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5.  Carrying capacity supply data for field sports reflect 47 existing multi-purpose fields, four of which are lighted.  Existing fields are shared among different sport teams for weekly 
practices and Saturday games.  Football practice starts early and lacrosse plays late into the spring, followed by 369 teams of youth soccer.  Season length reflects shared and 
competing use of fields for all sports.  Daily carrying capacity reflects the competition for fields as the soccer season begins. In addition, several fields are only suitable for practice. 

1.  Need is determined from the supply and demand estimates.  Unmet need is determined by subtracting demand for respective years from 2004 total supply and dividing the 
difference by annual carrying capacity. 

2.  Baseline demand data for individual participation rates and frequency of participation rates was obtained from the two state surveys.  Baseball/softball and multipurpose field 
participation and frequency rates combine rates for baseball/softball and individual sports of football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey and other field sports because of cross usage of 
fields for multi-sport activities.  Demand is obtained by multiplying population for respective years by individual participation rates and frequency of participation factors. 

4.  Carrying capacity supply data for basketball reflect that 22 existing indoor courts accommodated 106 teams in 2003.  Indoor courts are mostly limited to school gyms and are only 
available during certain days and times as they must accommodate school and other community activities.  Teams practice once per week and games are on Saturdays.  Leagues 
continually express need for more weekly practice time.  Only six gyms are available five days per week, with the remainder available three days per week.  The 18 outdoor courts are 
only used for school and non-organized community pick-up games. 

2.  Daily carrying capacity is the estimated number of individual "uses" or occasions that can be accommodated at a facility per day.  These factors are obtained from the county’s 
2000 LPRP, the 1993 state LPRP, or are based on Department experience.  Annual carrying capacity (average number of total users/ occasions accommodated during the year) is 
obtained by multiplying season length by daily carrying capacity per facility.  Total supply is obtained by multiplying number of facilities by annual carrying capacity. 

7.  Carrying capacity for boat ramps assumes one boat per 15 minutes over a 12-hour period, 17 single ramps 1 double ramp ((17x12x4)+(1x12x8))/18 = 50.6. 

3. The demand for boat ramps was discounted to reflect the fact that much boating demand is met by persons with slips or using private launching facilities.  

1.  Population projections for 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2020 were prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning Data Services, May 2004. 

Demand Table: 

Supply Table: 

Table Notes 

Need Table: 

 



 



Appendix C  Maryland Electronic Inventory of Recreation Sites (MEIRS) 
Recreational Facility Groupings 

 

The following table summarizes the recreational facilities in St. Mary’s County based on the MEIRS 
database maintained on an ongoing basis by the Maryland Department of Planning. 
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 MEIRS: Facility Groupings -  ST. MARY'S 
 
 

 
 03/21/2005 Page -1 of 1 
 

 Count of Sites Number of Units 
 Baseball/Softball 42 90 
 FIELD, BALL DIAMOND 41 86 
 FIELD, BALL DIAMOND, LIGHTED 1 4 
 Basketball 35 52 
 COURT, BASKETBALL 34 50 
 COURT, OTHER 1 2 
 Boating 2 2 
 BOAT RAMP, LARGE 2 2 
 Camping 4 142 
 CAMPSITE, GROUP 1 1 
 CAMPSITE, RV 1 24 
 CAMPSITE, TENT 2 117 
 Canoe/Kayak 28 958 
 BOAT RAMP, SMALL 9 12 
 CANOEING 5 11 
 FISHING, ESTUARINE 12 685 
 FISHING, POND_LAKE 2 250 
 Concert/Theater 1 150 
 OUTDOOR THEATER 1 150 
 Cycling 1 8 
 TRAIL, BIKE 1 8 
 Education 10 10 
 ARTS CENTER 1 1 
 ENVIROMENTALEDUFACILITY 2 2 
 RECREATION CENTER, INDOORS 6 6 
 VISITOR CENTER 1 1 
 Equestrian 2 9 
 EQUESTRIAN CENTER 1 1 
 TRAIL, EQESTRAIN 1 8 
 Field Sports 36 68 
 FIELD, MULTIPURPOSE 30 61 
 FIELD, MULTIPURPOSE, LIGHTED 6 7 
 Fishing 36 2,229 
 FISHING, ESTUARINE 12 685 
 FISHING, OCEAN 2 104 
 FISHING, PIER 20 1,190 
 FISHING, POND_LAKE 2 250 
 Golf 3 30 
 GOLF COURSE 2 19 
 GOLF DRIVING RANGE 1 11 
 Horseshoes 7 7 
 HORSESHOE PIT 7 7 
 Maintenance/Support/Operations 159 359 
 ACCESS CONTROL 81 85 
 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 10 10 
 BATH HOUSE 3 32 
 CONCESSION 6 8 
 MAINTENANCE BUILDING 4 4 
 REST ROOM 55 220 
 Mountain Biking 1 2 
 TRAIL, OFFROAD VEHICLE 1 2 
 Parking 71 3,489 
 PARKING 71 3,489 
 Picnic 53 488 
 PICNIC PAVILION 18 18 
 PICNIC TABLE 35 470 
 Playgrounds 37 42 
 COURT, OTHER 1 2 
 TOT LOT 36 40 
 Skating-Inline/Roller 2 2 



 MEIRS: Facility Groupings -  ST. MARY'S 
 
 

 
 03/21/2005 Page -1 of 1 
 

 SKATING RINK, ROLLER, INDOOR 1 1 
 SKATING RINK, ROLLER, OUTDOOR 1 1 
 Swimming 20 2,114 
 BEACH 12 8 
 SWIMMING POOL, INDOOR 1 1 
 SWIMMING POOL, OUTDOOR 3 3 
 SWIMMING, OTHER 4 2,102 
 Tennis 18 45 
 COURT, TENNIS 18 45 
 Trails 14 47 
 TRAIL, BIKE 1 8 
 TRAIL, EQESTRAIN 1 8 
 TRAIL, HIKING_NATURE 11 30 
 TRAIL, OFFROAD VEHICLE 1 2 
 Volleyball 13 15 
 COURT, VOLLEYBALL 7 9 
 RECREATION CENTER, INDOORS 6 6 
 Walking/Jogging/Fitness 11 30 
 TRAIL, HIKING_NATURE 11 30 
 



 



Appendix D  St. Mary’s County Recreation Sites and Facilities Inventory 

 

Appendix D contains the same information as in the Maryland Electronic Inventory of Recreation Sites but 
is maintained by the County and is organized by Election District.  It allows an “at a glance” listing of all 
sites and facilities in the County.  Minor discrepancies may exist between Appendix C and D based on 
when the data were updated. 
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 County  State/Federal Facilities (Number given refers to the number of facilities unless otherwise specified)

 Appendix D - St. Mary's County Recreation Sites Inventory,  12/2005
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1 Cardinal Gibbons Park              15.0 Community Park County Roads, walks, comfort station 2         2         1         1         1         4         4         50       
1 Chancellor's Point Natural History Area              66.0 National Envir. Area State Environmental Education Ctr. p/o St. Mary's City, leased to Bd. of Ed. 2         

1 Elms Beach Park & Environmental Center              80.0           396.0 Natural Resource Area State Environmental Education Ctr., swimming beach, bath house, 2 canoe launch
areas, bay fishing, maint. building. 1         0.70    0.10    1         1         20       2         25       

1 Elms Property            544.0 Natural Resource Area State 544 acre hunting area 744     
1 Fox Harbor Landing                1.0 Special Use Area County Acres estimated: no deed; fishing pier and 30' estuarine fishing 50       
1 Historic St. Mary's City         1,171.0 Historic/cultural State Premier outdoor living history museum and archeological park 
1 Murry Road Waterfront Park                0.2 Special Use Area County
1 Patuxent River Naval Air Station Webster Field            693.0            160.0 Special Use Area Federal 683 acres hunting, fishing pier 1         1         1         683     50       25       

1 Point Lookout State Park        1,046.0 State Park State
Fishing pier/100' fishing estuarine/pond, historic sites, nature center, 2,000
swimming beach, bath house, camping (tent/group/RV), 4 small boat ramps, 
2 canoe ramps, admin./maint. building

3         3.00    2.00    1         1         175     200     50       4         32       150     

1 Ridge Elem. School/Park                6.0 School Rec Park County Multi-purpose room 1         1         1         25       
1 St. Inigoes Public Landing              14.6 Special Use Area County Fishing pier, Smith Creek, 1 small boat ramp 0.20    1         3         50       1         1         20       

Total            116.8           396.0        1,739.0 1941.0 3         4         2         2         1         3         3.70    2.30    3         3         204     1,627  200     5         40       295     

2 Aqua Foods Property (Former)              66.0 Natural Resource Area State Oyster propagation site 
2 Cecil Park (George E. Cecil Memorial Park)              60.0 Community Park County Acquisition by donation 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 10 6 100
2 Dryden African-American Schoolhouse                1.0 Special Use Area County Historical/cultural
2 Piney Point Elem. School                7.0 School Rec Park County 1 1 1 25
2 Piney Point Public Landing                1.0 Special Use Area County Fishing pier, 1 large double boat ramp, 100' fishing estuarine 4 50 1 2 25
2 Piney Point Lighthouse Museum & Park                8.0 Special Use Area County Pier, Museum, Visitor Center - First Lighthouse on Potomac River 0.4 2 50 2 15
2 Tall Timbers Landing                0.1 Special Use Area County Fishing pier; estimated acreage; no deed. 50

Total              77.1              66.0 3 1 2 1 2 1 0.4 2 1 16 150 1 10 165

3 Abell's Wharf                1.0 Special Use Area County Breton Bay, 1 small boat ramp 0.1 50 1 1 10
3 Banneker/Loveville Elem. School                8.0 School Rec Park County 1 1 1 50
3 Camp Calvert Landing, 1 canoe launch area                0.9 Special Use Area County Breton Bay 0.1 1 2
3 Community College @ St. Mary's County              17.0 School Rec Park County 17 ac. mostly passive open space 1 100
3 Fairgrounds - St. Mary's County 43.1 Special Use Area County Managed by private non-profit organization, outdoor theater 1 75 150 10
3 Forest Technology Center                6.0 School Rec Park County 1 50
3 Leonardtown Elem. School/Park                6.0 School Rec Park County Lighted tennis courts 2 2 1 1 2 20
3 Leonardtown High School              20.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 6 1 100
3 Leonardtown Landing (Wharf)                1.0 Special Use Area Leonardtown Fishing pier, 1 large boat ramp 1 10 50 1 4 20
3 Leonardtown Middle School                6.0 School Rec Park County Gymnasium 1 2 1 50

3  McIntosh Run Canoe/Kayak Landing
(Leonardtown)                1.0 Special Use Area Leonardtown 1 canoe and kayak launch area 5

3 Robert Miedzinski Park (Leonard Hall Rec.
Center)                8.0 Community Park County Indoor recreation center (former drill hall) 1 1 4 50

3 St. Clements Shores Park              10.0 Neighborhood Park County 3 1 4 1 50
3 St. Mary's Co. Tech. Center                6.0 School Rec Park County

Total            134.0 10 4 8 5 0.2 4 2 90 100 2 150 22 507

4 Chaptico Park            250.0 Regional Park County 4 8 100
4 Chaptico Wharf                1.2 Special Use Area County Wicomico River, 1 large boat ramp, 100 ' estuarine fishing, pier 0.1 2 50 1 1 20
4 Chopticon High School              30.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 4 1 6 100
4 Margaret Brent Middle School                9.9 School Rec Park County 2 1
4 Margaret Brent Recreation Center                6.0 School Rec Park County Recreation center 1 4 30
4 Wicomico Shores Golf Course            152.4 Special Use Area County Public 18-hole golf course & 11-tee driving range 2 1 6 50
4 Wicomico Shores Landing                2.6 Special Use Area County Wicomico River, pavilion, 50' fishing pier/ estuarine, 1 small boat ramp 0.1 1 1 3 50 1 2 10

Total            452.1 4 3 6 1 0.2 1 1 9 1 100 2 27 310

5 5th District Park              76.6 Community Park County Pavilion, roads & parking, lighted fields, comfort station 3 1 2 1 6 1 1 1 20 8 200
5 Country Lakes Park            56.6 Private quasi-public Private Homeowners' Association, pavilion, county maintenance 3 1 2 1 1 10 2 30
5 Golden Beach Field              1.0 Private quasi-public Private Gold Beach Neighborhood 1 1
5 Laurel Ridge Park                6.6 Neighborhood Park County 1 1 30
5 Lettie Marshall Dent. School                6.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 1 1 25
5 Mechanicsville Elem. School                4.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 1 1 25
5 White Marsh Elem. School                3.0 School Rec Park County 1 2 1 1 25

Total              96.2            57.6 13 5 4 1 9 1 1 4 2 30 13 335

6 Clarke's Landing                0.1 Special Use Area County Acreage estimated: no deed; 1 small boat ramp 1
6 Forest Landing                1.5 Special Use Area County Fishing pier & public landing, 30' estuarine fishing 2 50 1 1 10
6 Greenwell State Park           596.6 State Park State Equestrian center, fishing pier, 410 acres hunting, admin. building 1 10 2 1 1 10 410 190 4 50
6 Hollywood Elem. School                7.0 School Rec Park County Soccer fields 1 1 1 1 2 50

6 Hollywood Rec. Center & Field  (Old Hollywood
School                5.9 School Rec Park County Recreation Center, admin. building 1 6 20

6 Hollywood Soccer Complex                6.0 School Rec Park County 6 2 60
6 John V. Baggett Park at Laurel Grove               43.0 Community Park County Hard surface multi-purpose courts, comfort station 4 1 2 1 1.5 1 1 6 6 100
6 Judge P.H. Dorsey Memorial Park              79.0 Community Park County Volleyball & multi-use courts, pavilion, comfort station 3 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 25 6 200
6 Oakville Elem. School                7.0 School Rec Park County 1 1 1 25

Total            149.5           596.6 9 4 4 1 12 1 13.5 2 6 3 43 410 240 2 27 515
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 County  State/Federal Facilities (Number given refers to the number of facilities unless otherwise specified)

 Appendix D - St. Mary's County Recreation Sites Inventory,  12/2005
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7 Bushwood Wharf                0.8 Special Use Area County Wicomico River, public landing, pier, 1 small boat ramp, estuarine fishin 50 1 2 15
7 Coltons Point Park              22.3 Natural Resource Area County Purchased for future park, museum needs
7 Dynard Elem. School                4.0 School Rec Park County 1 1 2 1 25
7 Paul Ellis Landing                0.1 Special Use Area County Pier, White Neck Creek, 25' fishing estuarine 50
7 River Springs Landing (Wise Road Landing)                0.1 Special Use Area County Fishing pier, White Neck Creek; acreage estimated: no deed 50
7 Seventh District Park              63.5 Community Park County 3 2 1 2 1 50
7 Seventh District Optimist Park            50.7 Private quasi-public Private Neighborhood park 2 1 1 20 2

7 St. Clement's Island Museum                3.6 Historic/cultural State Museum, 50' fishing pier/50' fishing estuarine, birthplace of Maryland
County leased 0.1 8 50 4 25

7 St. Clement's Island State Park (Blackistone Isl.)             62.0 Natural Resource Area State Fishing pier, 100' estuarine fishing, hiking 1 2 100
Total              94.4                 -              50.7             62.0                 -   6 1 2 0 0 1 0 0.1 4 1 32 -     0 300 1 10 115

8 Carver Rec. Center (former Carver Elem.)                8.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 6 25
8 Carver Elementary School (new)              19.9 School Rec Park County

8 Chancellor's Run Regional Park              82.0 Regional Park State Part of St. Mary's River State Park, Arts Center, Rec. Center, admin. & 
maint. buildings 4 2 2 1 4 1 1 2 1 10 10 200

8 Dean Field              3.0 Private quasi-public Private Town Creek Area 1 1 10
8 Esperanza Middle School                8.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 1 2 1 50
8 Great Mills High School                6.0 School Rec Park County Gymnasium & track 5 1 2 2 100
8 Great Mills Road Property (Waring Property)              19.1 Sports Complex County Indoor/outdoor pool, bath house 1
8 Green Holly School                9.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 1 1 25
8 Greenview Knolls Elem. School                4.0 School Rec Park County 2 1 1 1 25

8 Indian Bridge Road Watershed (St. Mary's River 
Conservation Land)              83.0 Special Use Area County Bay fishing 2

8 Jarboesville Park                5.0 Neighborhood Park County Behind Lexington Park Elementary School 1 1 2 1 4 1 30
8 John G. Lancaster Park at Willows Road              46.7 Community Park Federal Leased from the Navy for ballfields 2 2 3 1 1 1 4 12 100
8 Lexington Park Elem. School and Park                6.0 School Rec Park County Multi-purpose room 1 1 1 25
8 Lexington Manor (Flat Tops)              50.0 Community Park County
8 Myrtle Point Park            192.5 Regional Park County Beach and hiking trails, mostly undeveloped 2 2 6 2 20
8 Nicolet Park              34.8 Community Park County Skateboard park, spray-ground pool, admin. building 1 2 1 2 1 2 12 100
8 Park Hall Elem. School                3.0 School Rec Park County 1 1 1 1 25

8 Patuxent River Naval Air Station        3,407.0         2,991.0 Other Public Land Federal Restricted to base employees/guests (beach, I campsite, 1 canoe area, bay 
fishing, hunting, skating rink) 11 8 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 10 3,252 1 50 12 200

8 Seven Gables Landing                0.3 Special Use Area County Town Creek Marina
8 Shady Mile Drive Soccer Field              1.2 Private quasi-public Private Neighborhood park 1 10
8 Spring Ridge Middle School                7.0 School Rec Park County 3 1 1 1 50
8 St. Andrews Estate Park                4.3 Neighborhood Park County 1 1 1 1 2 1 20
8 St. Mary's River Conservation Land             68.3 Special Use Area County

8 St. Mary's River State Park & Fish Management
Area        1,357.0 State Park State 250 acre fishing pond, 5 canoe launch areas, 1 small boat ramp, 7.5 mi

hike/bike/equestrian trail,   7.5 1 5 1 X 6 50

8 St. Mary's River State Park Wildlife Mgmt. &
Wildlands         2,124.0 Wildlife Mgmt. Area State Includes 1,445 acre wildlands, 2,124 acres hunting 2,124 50

8 Town Creek Elem. School                2.0 School Rec Park County Multi-purpose room 1 1 1 1 1 25
8 Town Creek Park                2.2 Neighborhood Park County Lighted tennis courts 2 1 2 20
8 Tubman Douglas Field              3.4 Private quasi-public Private Homeowner's Association 1 1 10
8 Wildewood Recreation Area            12.0 Private quasi-public Private HOA Outdoor swimming pool for Homeowner's Association 1 1 2 1 25

Total            592.8             68.3            19.6        4,764.0         5,115.0 42 18 17 4 2 17 2 12.5 3 3 16 5 45 5,376  1 71 1195

9 St. George's Island Landing                0.2 Special Use Area County Fishing pier, Island Creek 50
9 St. Georges Park                1.5 Special Use Area County St. Georges Creek

Total                1.7 50 50

County 
Total         1,714.5           464.3          127.9        7,161.6         7,122.0 90       40       45       9         2         47       8         31.7    3         8.2      40       18       469     7,413  1         1,140  14       -     150     220     3,487  
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Appendix E  Inventory of Publicly Owned Water Access Points  

 

 

Site Election 
District 

# Boat 
Ramps 

# Trailer 
Parking 

Pier Beach 

Abell's Wharf 3 1 small 10 Y Y 
Bushwood Wharf 7 1 small 15 Y N 
Camp Calvert  3 1 canoe 0 N Y 
Clark's Landing 6 1 small 2 N N 
Chaptico Wharf 4 1 large 15 Y N 
Elms Beach  1 2 canoe 0 N Y 
Forest Landing 6 1 small 6 Y N 
Fox Harbor Landing 1 0 0 Y N 
Leonardtown Landing (*) 1   Y N 
McIntosh Run Canoe/Kayak 3 1 canoe 0 N N 
Myrtle Point Park (*) 8 0 0 N Y 
Paul Ellis Landing 7 0 0 Y N 
Piney Point Lighthouse 2 0 0 Y Y 
Piney Point Public Landing 2 1 double 

large 
20 Y N 

Point Lookout State Park 1 2 canoe 
4 small 

86 Y Y 

River Springs Landing 7 0 0 Y N 
St. Clements Island Museum 7 0 0 Y Y 
St. George Island Landing 2 0 0 Y N 
St. Inigoes Landing 1 1 small 10 Y Y 
St. Mary's River State Park 
Lake 

2 1 small 25 Y N 

Tall Timbers Landing 2 0 0 Y N 
Wicomico Shores Landing 4 1 small 10 Y Y 

(*)     Master Plan is under development.   

 

 

 

 

 E-1 St. Mary’s County 2005 LPPRP 
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