
Public Testimony – Budget Hearing – March 20, 2018 

Keep Calvert Country Community Group by Miriam Gholl 

I know citizens are no longer permitted to ask questions at public hearings, but I am going to raise some 

questions to hopefully have them addressed in future drafts of this budget.  

Issue # 1: Economic Development Strategic Plan & Development of Town Centers 

1. The Economic Development Strategic Plan, presented a year ago, describes the revenue from

Dominion as “a bonanza” for the County. The Plan recommends making development of town

centers a high priority by “supporting local resident entrepreneurs” and “offering tax and training

incentives and to invest in infrastructure to more aggressively develop Town Centers.”

The Plan also recommends massively increasing incentives to agribusinesses. Again, the Plan states,

“given the additional resources to be supplied by Cove Point, we believe that an ambitious incentive

program … makes sense at this time”.

Yet Slide #31 Shows $0 being allocated for Town Centers and there is no mention of tax incentives

for agri-businesses. Question: At what point will these recommendations show up in the County

budget?

2. The proposed Comprehensive Plan shows substantial increases to the size of all Town Centers,

including an 83% increase in the size of the Prince Frederick Town Center. A great deal of public

comments submitted thus far have requested a study of the current traffic problems and an analysis

of the impact on traffic that the proposed expansions will have. Yet the consultant has said she “isn’t

being paid to study traffic”.

A quick poll on Facebook over the weekend asked citizens this question: DO YOU BELIEVE

FUNDS SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TO STUDY TRAFFIC BEFORE ADOPTION OF THE

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN? As of right now, _______ citizens have responded, and _____%

have answered Yes.

The Planning Commission has requested that traffic be studied. Question: When will funds be

budgeted for such a study? None of the Town Centers should be expanded until a traffic analysis is

funded and completed.

3. These Commissioners like to boast that what they’re proposing at Armory Square is consistent with

the Charrette that was held 5 years ago. The Charrette IS NOT A MASTER PLAN even though the

Commissioners have been treating it as such. It was only the beginning of the process, and that

process needs to be continued before any other changes to Prince Frederick are approved.

Commissioner Slaughenhoupt frequently criticizes former staff, including myself, for failing to finish

drafting Town Center Master Plans, referring to a time period around 2007. He knows why that

happened – that after completing the Solomons and St. Leonard Plans, the County Commissioners

shifted staff priorities. But I believe his allegations are just a distraction from the fact that that was

over 10 years ago (8 of which he has been Commissioner) and the Master Plans are still not done!



 

Question: At what point will funding for the updating of the Town Center Master Plans show up in 

the County budget? 

Issue #2: Increasing our debt and our children’s debt. 

This is not adequately explained in staff’s presentation tonight. It was, however, included in the 

February 12th presentation to the Commissioners. The two slides from that presentation which have 

since been omitted, show our debt service increasing from $100 million to $270 million or 8.3% by 

2025. The same slide from last year’s budget presentation shows our debt service was being reduced to 

5.9%.  

 

This needs to be explained to the citizens. Question: What has changed since last year? The only 

changes I’m aware of are that the Commissioners raised our income taxes and property taxes, and 

started receiving money from Dominion, so why would we need to increase our debt? 

 

A portion of the debt proposed in this budget is to fund the construction of a new County office building 

at the old Armory. Keep Calvert Country is opposed to this, and over 300 emails opposing the bond 

authority have been sent to the Southern Maryland delegation. 

We are opposed for several reasons, mainly because it is premature and violates the Prince Frederick 

Master Plan. Citizens have had no say in this proposal. The Plan currently states that County services 

should remain where they are and moving them to the Armory violates the current Master Plan. 

Question: At what point do we citizens get to weigh in on major projects that create excessive debt for 

us and our children? 

Keep Calvert Country’s Formal Requests: 

1. As recommended by the Economic Development Strategic Plan, add funding for Town Center 

infrastructure and tax incentives for local entrepreneurs and agri-businesses. 

 

2. Include funding in this budget for a traffic study that takes into account current traffic issues and the 

expansions of all Town Centers proposed in the new Comprehensive Plan. The Planning Commission 

has made this request but does not have funding authority. The Commissioners do and should fund 

such a study now. 

 

3. Add funding to this budget to rewrite the Town Center Master Plans and do not spend any more 

money, or request any additional bonding authority, for the relocation of the County Services 

building until the 29-year old Prince Frederick Master Plan is updated.  

 

4. Share with the public the reasons why, after raising our income taxes and real estate taxes, and 

accepting money from Dominion, $270 million in debt services is proposed. Better yet, do not 

increase our debt!  



Estimate of Future Debt
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Note: Debt for Enterprise Funds not included in this graph.
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Note: Debt for Enterprise Funds not included in this graph.
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