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PURPOSE The purpose of this Urban Growth Boundary Study is to create 
areas around each of the Towns, whereby the provision of water 
and sewer infrastructure would be closely coordinated between the 
County and the respective Towns. The primary focus of this Study 
has been to seek input from the Towns on their existing ability to 
serve areas currently outside incorporated boundaries, and to 
evaluate ways to effectuate that service. In the Route 40 corridor, 
the Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB’s) are subareas of the larger 
Development and Suburban Districts. In the outlying areas, around 
the Towns of Rising Sun, Chesapeake City and Cecilton, the 
UGB’s correspond to those areas designated as Town-Residential 
(TR) Zoning.   
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN The provision of a long-term wastewater system and water supply 
and distribution system into the I-95/Route 40 corridor, is the 
central tenet of the 1990 Cecil County Comprehensive Plan. Not 
only would a stable water and wastewater infrastructure provide 
one of the primary components needed to attract business and 
industry, but such infrastructure would also allow the County to 
focus new growth away from the northern and southern 
agricultural areas. Page 2 of the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, under 
Major Plan Features, states: 

 
“Over the 20-year planning horizon to which this Plan is 
directed, the County is forecasted to grow from its present 
78,000 residents to approximately 99,300.  (Editor’s note: 
The 1990 Census later confirmed the population to be 
71,347. See Section Three for latest year 2020 projections.) 
The distribution of new development will depend to large 
extent on the County’s ability to provide a public water 
supply and a sewer system to the Development, Town, and 
Suburban Districts recommended in this Plan. 
Development in these districts is currently limited by 
insufficient water supply and sewerage infrastructure. The 
County is studying the feasibility of a major water supply 
line along the I-95 and U.S. Route 40 corridor from an 
intake in the Susquehanna River. Until the water supply is 
available and sewerage collection and treatment facilities 
are constructed, a significant amount of the growth in the 
County will occur at low densities in the Rural 
Conservation and Resource Protection Districts. When the 
districts recommended for more intense development have 
the necessary infrastructure, the County should implement 
measures to attract development into these districts and 
discourage development in the Rural Conservation and 
Resource Protection Districts.” 
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This long narrative from the Comprehensive Plan is necessary to 
emphasize the importance accorded to water and sewer 
infrastructure in implementing the goals and objectives of both the 
growth districts as well as the agricultural districts. As will be 
discussed in Section 4, the growth districts are well served with 
sewage treatment facilities. Both the Perryville and Seneca Point 
treatment plants currently have excess capacity. Elkton is in the 
process of preparing the planning and preliminary engineering to 
upgrade its sewage treatment plant. Furthermore, although the 
regulatory requirements are increasingly stringent for sewage 
discharge permits, opportunities do exist to increase the capacities 
of treatment plants through innovative technologies. In terms of 
infrastructure, the provision of a long-term water supply has been 
the primary obstacle to a more complete implementation of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

 
HISTORY Previous attempts to provide a long-term water supply to the Route 

40 corridor began in earnest in the 1960’s with an offer from 
William DuPont to construct a reservoir and dedicate it for public 
use. This offer was rejected. This concept was resurrected in the 
1980’s by the State and the County, whereby it was proposed to 
build a reservoir on State lands at Fair Hill (previously owned by 
Mr. DuPont). This project also never came to fruition. As 
mentioned in the above passage from the Comprehensive Plan, in 
1990 the County was again attempting to provide a water source to 
the Route 40 corridor through the evaluation of several 
alternatives. This study entitled, Susquehanna River Water Supply 
Study, prepared by Gannett Fleming, Inc., recommended an 
upgrade to the Perryville Water Treatment Plant and a 24 inch 
main from Perryville to Elkton. Due to the high capital costs and 
low existing customer base, this project was also not implemented. 
 

SUSQUEHANNA PIPELINE Prior to this study, the latest attempt to plan for a water supply in 
the Route 40 corridor began in 1994. This 1994 plan also proposed 
to use the Perryville Water Treatment Plant, but first proposed to 
use the existing Mill Creek Treatment Plant in the interim to build 
a customer base prior to improvements at the Perryville Water 
Treatment Plant. In January 1998, the County received 
authorization from the Susquehanna River Basin Commission 
(SRBC) to purchase 800,000 gallons per day from the Town of 
Perryville. (The authorization letter from SRBC can be found in 
Appendix A.)  The authorization from the SRBC was conditioned 
upon, among other things, execution of an agreement with the 
Town of North East regarding service to North East, and was also 
conditioned upon the County Master Water and Sewer Plan 
receiving approval from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE).  In January 1998, MDE requested that the 
Draft Master Water and Sewer Plan be revised to include an inter-
jurisdictional agreement with the Town of North East regarding 
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water, and to organize a regional task force that would create a 
long-term strategy for the coordination of the County and Towns 
on water supply. (MDE’s January 16, 1998 letter can be found as 
Appendix B.) These items could not be accomplished and the plan 
could not be implemented. The concerns from SRBC and MDE in 
1998 can be generally be described as the following: 

 
 General lack of coordination with the Towns; 

 
 Duplication of infrastructure within the Towns; 

 
 Possible competition for water customers with the Towns; 

 
 Lack of an overall growth management policy that provided for 

staged growth, once the water infrastructure was in place. 
 
AGENCY COMMENTS As will be seen in this report,  this  Urban  Growth  Boundary  Plan  
ADDRESSED provides a mechanism for providing long-term water and sewer 

infrastructure in the Route 40 corridor and the TR Zones. This Plan 
includes the following: 

 
 Direct input from the Towns on the contents of the Plan, and 

on the path forward. 
 
 Use of the Towns’ infrastructure to disperse water and/or sewer 

service to the UGB’s. 
 
 Recognition by the County of the future annexation plans of 

the Towns. 
 
 Establishment of a policy that the UGB’s represent staged 

growth areas to allow the County and Towns to keep pace with 
other infrastructure and service needs. 

 
This Plan represents a foundation on which the County and Towns 
can cooperatively address their water and sewer infrastructure 
needs.  
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COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE  The County Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted  in 1990  and  
PLAN  revised in 1997, provides for a Land Use Plan which establishes 

seven (7) land use districts within the unincorporated portions of 
the County. Within each of these land use districts, the 
Comprehensive Plan makes varying recommendations on open 
space and density/intensity for development and for the provision 
of infrastructure. A brief description of the land use districts is as 
follows: 
 
 Resource Protection District – Located in the southern 

portion of the County, this district seeks to protect the integrity 
of the agricultural industry in the area by offering the lowest 
residential densities in the Comprehensive Plan. Public water 
and sewage should not be provided in this district unless it is to 
abate an existing public health problem. 

 
 Rural Conservation District – This district is located in the 

northern portions of the County as well as on the Elk Neck 
Peninsula. The district seeks to protect the rural character of 
the area by offering densities slightly higher than those in the 
Resource Protection District. As with the Resource Protection 
District, public water and sewer should not be provided to this 
district unless such service addresses an existing problem area.  

 
 Suburban District – The Suburban District acts as a transition 

zone between the higher densities/intensities in the 
Development District and those in the Rural Conservation 
District. Public water and sewer facilities should only be 
provided to that portion of the district contiguous to existing 
development. 

 
 Development District – The Development District, which is 

located generally along the Route 40 and I-95 corridor, offers 
the highest densities of residential uses as well as offering a 
range of commercial and industrial uses. Those portions of the 
Development District not designated for service in the County 
Ten-Year Water and Sewer Plan should be provided with 
public water and sewer if feasible.  

 
 Town District – The Town District is located around the 

Towns of Rising Sun, Chesapeake City, and Cecilton. This 
district seeks to foster County/Town cooperation by providing 
for dual review of certain subdivisions. The intent is to 
promote development within the County of the same character 
as the respective Town. Those portions of the Town District 
not designated for service in the County Ten-Year Water and 
Sewer Plan should be provided with public water and sewer if 
feasible. 
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 Village District – This district seeks to protect the character of  
several historic crossroad and waterfront villages in the 
County. The Comprehensive Plan and subsequent Zoning 
Ordinance gives the Planning Commission the authority to 
require lot dimensional standards and landscaping consistent 
with the surrounding village. Public water and sewer service to 
the Village District should only be provided to abate a public 
health problem or if service can readily be extended from 
adjacent areas. 

 
 Mineral Extraction District – The Mineral Extraction District 

seeks to protect important mineral resources of the County 
from pre-emptive development that would render the resources 
economically unrecoverable. It should be noted that not all 
areas designated as Mineral Extraction District in the 
Comprehensive Plan were subsequently zoned as Mineral 
Extraction-A or Mineral Extraction-B (overlay zone) in the 
comprehensive rezoning of 1993. These parcels should not be 
precluded from consideration of public water and/or sewer 
service because of their Comprehensive Plan designation.  

 
The Land Use District Map can be found in Map II-1. 
 

POLICY PLANS Consistent with Article 66B of the Annotated Code of Maryland, 
the Comprehensive Plan also includes a Transportation Plan, 
Housing Plan, a Plan for Business and Industry and a Community 
Facilities and Public Services Plan. Within each one of these 
Comprehensive Plan components, goals and objectives are 
established as well as specific policy recommendations. The 
provision of water and sewer into appropriate areas is central to the 
implementation of the various policy recommendations. For 
example, a policy recommendation within the Housing Plan is for 
the County to:  
 

“Work with the Towns to identify opportunities for affordable, 
high density housing in the Town Districts and Towns.” 

 
A policy recommendation in the Plan for Business and Industry 
states: 

 
“Provide public sanitary sewer, water supply, and 
transportation  infrastructure in the corridor defined by Route 
40, I-95, and the Northeast Rail corridor to accommodate new, 
more intense economic development.” 
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Although not specifically mentioned in the Transportation Plan, 
the provision of central water and sewer into appropriate areas is 
also a key component of successfully fulfilling one of the main 
goals of the Transportation Plan. One of the goals and objectives of 
the Transportation Plan is to: 

 
“Focus transportation investments on defined growth areas. 
Limit investment outside these growth areas to those that 
address state-wide needs or health and safety considerations.” 

 
Without central water and sewer in these “defined growth areas” 
that would allow developments to take advantage of the higher 
densities/intensities permitted in the Zoning Ordinance, major 
transportation investments in these areas would most likely not be 
cost-effective.  Development would continue to occur at a higher 
pace outside these growth areas, leading to pressure to make 
transportation investments in areas not recommended by the 
Transportation Plan.  
 

AGRICULTURAL  Another  central  tenet of  the County’s Comprehensive Plan  is to  
PRESERVATION maintain the County’s agricultural character as well as to maintain 

the farming infrastructure to support the continuance of agriculture 
as a viable industry. Again, without the provision of central water 
and sewer in defined growth areas, development pressure will 
continue on the agricultural areas of the County. In addition to 
providing another housing market within the County, central water 
and sewer could also assist in other agricultural preservation 
efforts.  For example, transfer of development rights may be used 
to preserve agriculture while allowing property owners to realize 
land value equity of their farms. Currently, there is little 
opportunity for development within the defined growth areas to 
realize the maximum densities/intensities permitted under the 
current zoning. Even higher densities/intensities typically needed 
in the receiving areas of an incentive-based transfer of 
development rights ordinance, cannot be provided under the 
current infrastructure scenario.  
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POPULATION As can be seen in Table III-1, Cecil County experienced a steady 
rate of growth between 1970 and 1990 with an increase of 18,056 
persons over those two decades.  

 
Table III-1 

Population Change 1970 - 1990 
 

    
Increase 

Annual Average 
Growth Rate 

1970 1980 1990 1970-1990 1970-1980 1980-1990
53,291 60,430 71,347 18,056 1.26% 1.67% 

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census 

 
 

This steady pace of growth has continued and even increased in the 
1990’s as evidenced in Table III-2. The County realized an 
increase of 11,175 persons within that eight (8) year period with an 
annual average growth rate of 1.84%. 
 

Table III-2 
Population Change 1990 – 1998 

          
   

Increase 
Annual Average 

Growth Rate 
1990 1998 1990-1998 1990-1998 

71,347 82,522 11,175 1.84% 
 

Source: Maryland Office of Planning 
 
 
Compared to other Eastern Shore Counties, Cecil County 
experienced the largest absolute increase in population between 
1990 and 1998, and the second highest annual average growth rate. 
Of the 24 counties in Maryland, Cecil County experienced the 
ninth highest growth rate during this period in the 1990’s. 
Population changes from 1990 to 1998 for all the counties in 
Maryland can be found in Table III-3. 
 
The Maryland Office of Planning (MOP) also estimates future 
population for Maryland counties in five (5) year increments to the 
year 2020. These estimates for Cecil County can be found in Table 
III-4. 

 



Table III-3
Population Change 1990 - 1998

Maryland Counties

Census
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

MARYLAND 4,780,753 4,855,948 4,902,664 4,943,092 4,985,453 5,023,442 5,057,839 5,094,924 5,134,808

BALTIMORE REGION 2,348,219 2,376,192 2,392,437 2,405,056 2,416,858 2,425,675 2,430,878 2,436,973 2,444,280 96,061 0.50
 Anne Arundel County 427,239 433,896 440,072 447,497 455,035 461,153 465,166 470,234 476,060 48,821 1.36
 Baltimore County 692,134 699,332 703,322 706,260 709,066 712,855 717,099 720,520 721,874 29,740 0.53
 Carroll County 123,372 127,262 130,092 132,618 136,066 139,926 143,449 146,834 149,697 26,325 2.45
 Harford County 182,132 188,968 194,616 196,684 201,496 205,116 208,746 212,339 214,668 32,536 2.08
 Howard County 187,328 194,622 199,669 207,375 213,826 219,372 224,509 229,501 236,388 49,060 2.95
 Baltimore City 736,014 732,112 724,666 714,622 701,369 687,253 671,909 657,545 645,593 -90,421 -1.63

0
SUBURBAN WASHINGTON 1,635,788 1,665,735 1,684,854 1,703,952 1,724,716 1,743,626 1,763,017 1,782,352 1,805,467 169,679 1.24
 Frederick County 150,208 156,149 160,762 166,614 172,110 176,050 179,256 183,099 186,777 36,569 2.76
 Montgomery County 762,207 773,022 782,912 793,272 800,597 809,066 818,241 828,467 840,879 78,672 1.24
 Prince George's County 723,373 736,564 741,180 744,066 752,009 758,510 765,520 770,786 777,811 54,438 0.91

0
SOUTHERN MARYLAND R 228,500 236,725 242,087 245,791 251,103 256,462 262,338 269,864 277,510 49,010 2.46
 Calvert County 51,372 54,448 56,995 59,578 62,054 64,359 66,759 69,327 71,877 20,505 4.29
 Charles County 101,154 103,969 105,619 107,266 109,042 111,320 113,037 115,233 117,963 16,809 1.94
 St. Mary's County 75,974 78,308 79,473 78,947 80,007 80,783 82,542 85,304 87,670 11,696 1.81

0
WESTERN MARYLAND RE 224,477 227,213 228,864 229,001 229,181 229,796 229,451 229,469 227,923 3,446 0.19
 Allegany County 74,946 74,871 74,599 74,141 73,687 73,564 72,946 72,101 71,333 -3,613 -0.62
 Garrett County 28,138 28,687 28,995 29,176 29,351 29,399 29,356 29,435 29,238 1,100 0.48
 Washington County 121,393 123,655 125,270 125,684 126,143 126,833 127,149 127,933 127,352 5,959 0.60

0
UPPER EASTERN SHORE 180,726 184,517 187,063 189,576 192,032 194,914 197,690 200,848 203,673 22,947 1.51
 Caroline County 27,035 27,355 27,846 28,186 28,602 28,891 29,113 29,427 29,489 2,454 1.09
 Cecil County 71,347 73,218 74,484 75,769 76,874 78,129 79,231 80,771 82,522 11,175 1.84
 Kent County 17,842 18,105 18,412 18,448 18,603 18,708 18,848 18,927 18,925 1,083 0.74
 Queen Anne's County 33,953 34,658 35,048 35,620 35,978 36,809 38,086 38,979 39,672 5,719 1.96
 Talbot County 30,549 31,181 31,273 31,553 31,975 32,377 32,412 32,744 33,065 2,516 0.99

0
LOWER EASTERN SHORE 163,043 165,566 167,359 169,716 171,563 172,969 174,465 175,418 175,955 12,912 0.96
 Dorchester County 30,236 30,129 30,226 30,280 30,159 29,861 29,933 29,847 29,503 -733 -0.31
 Somerset County 23,440 23,249 23,428 23,721 24,233 24,217 24,466 24,388 24,296 856 0.45
 Wicomico County 74,339 75,865 76,547 77,594 78,226 78,894 79,010 79,048 79,367 5,028 0.82
 Worcester County 35,028 36,323 37,158 38,121 38,945 39,997 41,056 42,135 42,789 7,761 2.53

Absolute 
Change 

1990-1998

Annual 
Average 

Growth Rate 
90-98

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\TABLE III-3
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Table III-4 
Population Projections 1990 – 2020 

 
1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

71,347 85,200 90,200 94,600 98,800 102,500 
 
 

The MOP estimates that the rate of growth will decrease over the 
next twenty (20) years from that experienced in previous decades. 
Using information from above, the annual average growth rate for 
the past and future decades is as follows in Table III-5 

 
Table III-5 

Annual Average Growth Rate by Decade 
 

1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000 2000-2010 2010-2020 
1.26% 1.67% 1.60% 1.07% .67% 

 
 
POPULATION  Although  the  rate of  population  growth is projected to  decrease,  
DISTRIBUTION the accommodation of the additional 17,300 people (21% of the 

1998 population) over the next 20 years into appropriate areas as 
defined by the Comprehensive Plan, will be one of the major 
challenges faced by the County. Using the MOP projections, the 
Wilmington Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO) disaggregates 
the population projection totals down into transportation analysis 
zones (TAZ’s). This “breakdown” of the population figures for the 
entire County into smaller geographic regions, allows one to better 
estimate the distribution of the new population per land use 
districts of the Comprehensive Plan. The WILMAPCO projections 
should be considered the “trend” growth pattern since they reflect 
past trends and projects that are currently in the County’s 
development review process. The WILMAPCO projections do not 
assume any major policy changes or infrastructure projects that 
may cause a redistribution of these projections. Although there is 
no explicit quantitative benchmark, the County wishes to 
accommodate large portions of this new population into the growth 
districts of the Comprehensive Plan. Map III-1 shows the 
distribution of the increased population for the years 2000-2020 as 
the percentage of total change by TAZ using WILMAPCO figures.  
Map III-2 shows the absolute population change by TAZ for the 
years 2000–2020 using WILMAPCO figures. The Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Districts can be found in Map II-1.  

 
 
 
 
 



 



 



SECTIONTHREE  Demographics and Land Use 
 

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\CHAP3 III-6 

As one can see in Maps III-1 and III-2, large portions of the growth 
districts between Route 40 and I-95 will go under-utilized 
compared to the goals and objectives of those districts in the 
Comprehensive Plan. It should be noted that portions of the Route 
40/I-95 corridor are zoned for commercial or industrial and would 
not reflect increased population even if developed fully. Clearly, 
however, ample opportunity exists for the growth districts to 
accommodate more of the future population of the County. 
Conversely, several TAZ’s located predominantly in the Rural 
Conservation District show large increases relative to the total 
increase in population. TAZ’s 660, 680 and 810 located in the Fair 
Hill, Calvert and Rising Sun areas respectively, show a 
disproportionate increase in population per the goals and objectives 
of the Rural Conservation District. 

 
The WILMAPCO population estimates can be found in Table III-
6. It should be noted that some discrepancy exists between the 
County totals of the WILMAPCO projections and the MOP 
projections for the County with the MOP projections being slightly 
higher. This discrepancy would most likely not impact the 
distribution by percent of the total population by TAZ. 

 
 
  



Table III-6
Population Projection 2000-2020

Cecil County, Maryland

TAZ 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2000-2020 Absolute Chang2000-2020 % Chang
400 2629 2778 2771 2800 2795 2771 2682 2632 -89 -3.21
410 132 142 145 149 152 154 152 152 7 4.83
420 688 726 724 731 728 721 697 683 -27 -3.73
430 1570 1668 1673 1700 1707 1701 1656 1633 -17 -1.02
465 657 721 1000 1221 1474 1766 2066 2450 1066 106.6
470 576 717 1056 1272 1515 1791 2067 2419 1011 95.74
475 342 357 352 352 348 341 326 317 -26 -7.39
480 168 188 198 212 224 236 242 251 44 22.22
485 323 343 343 348 349 348 338 333 -5 -1.46
490 2645 2831 3655 3717 3735 3727 3632 3587 -23 -0.63
495 446 489 762 926 1112 1326 1544 1822 782 102.6
500 493 531 828 1064 1351 1703 2097 2616 1269 153.2
503 34 57 547 621 695 774 841 926 294 53.75
505 818 861 855 861 856 845 815 796 -40 -4.68
508 12 16 20 26 33 42 52 65 32 160
510 30 32 31 31 31 31 30 29 -1 -3.23
511 103 111 113 116 118 119 118 117 5 4.42
513 388 423 435 453 467 477 476 482 41 9.43
515 575 610 611 620 622 619 602 593 -9 -1.47
516 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0
518 774 833 846 871 886 894 881 881 35 4.14
519 127 134 133 134 133 132 127 124 -6 -4.51
520 557 600 610 629 640 647 639 639 29 4.75
525 1762 2050 2250 2503 2750 3001 3197 3453 947 42.09
528 249 304 350 409 472 540 604 685 254 72.57
533 712 788 822 870 909 943 956 982 134 16.3
535 1407 1594 1704 1845 1974 2097 2176 2289 472 27.7
540 2252 2470 2558 2683 2780 2860 2874 2927 316 12.35
543 381 484 580 704 844 1004 1168 1376 588 101.3
545 2196 2355 2385 2446 2478 2493 2449 2439 64 2.68
550 1604 1811 1931 2085 2225 2357 2438 2556 507 26.26
551 72 77 78 79 80 80 79 78 1 1.28
552 1327 1482 1563 1670 1762 1847 1890 1961 327 20.92
553 247 283 306 336 363 391 410 436 104 33.99
555 386 413 416 426 430 431 422 419 6 1.44
560 1609 1790 1880 2000 2102 2194 2236 2310 356 18.94
562 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
563 210 244 268 297 326 355 378 408 110 41.04
565 971 1115 1209 1328 1441 1553 1635 1743 426 35.24
570 819 942 1023 1125 1222 1319 1389 1484 366 35.78
575 471 504 510 522 528 531 521 518 11 2.16
580 823 885 898 923 937 945 930 929 32 3.56
582 294 317 322 332 337 341 336 336 14 4.35
585 416 462 485 515 540 562 572 590 87 17.94
590 848 909 919 942 954 958 941 936 22 2.39
591 749 799 806 822 829 830 811 804 5 0.62
595 376 397 395 399 397 393 380 372 -15 -3.8
600 746 817 845 886 917 942 946 962 101 11.95
602 300 316 314 316 315 311 300 293 -14 -4.46
605 1191 1251 1240 1246 1237 1219 1173 1144 -67 -5.4
610 1169 1294 1352 1432 1497 1555 1577 1621 225 16.64
615 372 395 396 402 403 402 391 385 -5 -1.26
620 396 422 424 432 435 434 424 419 0 0
625 309 325 322 324 321 317 305 298 -17 -5.28
630 747 797 802 818 824 824 806 798 4 0.5
635 278 296 297 302 303 302 294 290 -3 -1.01
640 269 299 314 335 352 367 375 387 61 19.43
645 150 159 159 161 161 160 155 152 -4 -2.52
650 187 200 200 205 206 207 202 200 2 1
660 1447 1702 1888 2124 2359 2603 2804 3062 916 48.52
670 410 481 532 597 661 728 782 852 250 46.99

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\TABLE III-6



Table III-6
Population Projection 2000-2020

Cecil County, Maryland

TAZ 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2000-2020 Absolute Chang2000-2020 % Chang
680 1277 1520 1707 1944 2186 2441 2661 2942 954 55.89
690 438 519 581 658 737 820 890 979 309 53.18
695 677 741 765 800 826 848 850 863 85 11.11
700 2608 2833 2905 3017 3095 3152 3136 3162 231 7.95
705 825 907 941 989 1027 1059 1066 1088 125 13.28
710 1304 1389 1396 1422 1430 1429 1394 1379 -2 -0.14
720 1374 1500 1545 1613 1663 1703 1703 1727 158 10.23
730 685 745 765 795 817 833 830 838 65 8.5
740 2060 2207 2231 2285 2312 2324 2280 2268 49 2.2
750 1232 1334 1362 1410 1442 1464 1451 1459 89 6.53
760 1347 1472 1518 1586 1637 1678 1679 1704 161 10.61
770 2720 2967 3054 3185 3281 3357 3354 3397 300 9.82
780 783 859 888 932 965 993 998 1016 110 12.39
790 1090 1174 1193 1228 1249 1261 1244 1243 51 4.27
810 1589 1864 2064 2315 2565 2822 3033 3304 969 46.95
820 1264 1426 1519 1639 1747 1849 1911 2002 392 25.81
900 1485 1628 1684 1765 1828 1880 1887 1921 203 12.05
910 535 578 591 611 624 632 626 629 35 5.92
920 189 204 207 214 218 220 218 218 11 5.31
930 916 988 1005 1036 1055 1067 1054 1055 49 4.88
940 1319 1461 1527 1618 1693 1760 1786 1837 259 16.96
950 760 815 824 845 856 860 845 841 21 2.55
960 426 466 481 503 519 532 533 541 52 10.81
970 472 520 540 568 591 610 614 628 74 13.7
980 692 769 807 857 900 938 955 986 148 18.34
990 474 510 518 532 541 546 538 538 20 3.86
995 562 607 618 638 650 659 652 653 34 5.5

Total 71347 78402 83700 88700 93100 97300 99600 103668

Source:  WILMAPCO

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\TABLE III-6
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This chapter briefly describes the existing water and/or wastewater 
facilities for each of the Towns in Cecil County.  In addition, any 
future plans for expansion or improvements are also noted.  Most 
of the information contained in this report concerning the water 
and wastewater was received during a series of interviews and 
telephone conversations with Town representatives.  The 1993 
Cecil County Master Water and Sewer Plan and recent studies 
performed by Elkton, North East, Perryville, and Rising Sun also 
provided sources of information used in this report. 

 
CECILTON The Town of Cecilton currently provides both water and sewer 

service within the incorporated limits of the Town.  
 
 Water 
 
 The Town’s water system draws from the Magothy aquifer through 

two wells approximately 300 feet deep. The wells are currently 
producing flows of 85 gallons per minute (gpm) and 200 gpm. The 
Town’s Groundwater Appropriation Permit (GAP) currently 
permits withdraw of an average daily flow of .050 million gallons 
per day (mgd). Treatment of the groundwater is provided by 
softening and filtration to remove iron and manganese. Storage is 
provided via a 0.125 million gallon (mg) tank. Existing demand is 
approximately .045 mgd. 

 
According to a 1998 report prepared for the Town, when the water 
demand reaches approximately 0.065 mgd, additional storage will 
be needed to provide adequate domestic and fire storage.  This 
demand would be reached if a proposed 80 unit development on 
the north side of Town proceeds. The Town is undertaking 
planning considerations for additional storage capacity and a new 
water treatment facility to serve future Town needs. 

 
 Sewer 
  
 The Town operates a wastewater treatment and disposal system 

comprised of a lagoon system, sand filtration and ultra-violet 
disinfection which discharges into Duck Creek. The existing 
design capacity of the wastewater treatment and disposal system is 
0.080 mgd and the permitted capacity of the system is 0.050 mgd. 
The Town has initiated planning to upgrade the capacity of the 
system to 0.100 mgd to accommodate future flows and increased 
flows due to infiltration and inflow (I/I).  
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CHARLESTOWN The Town of Charlestown currently provides water service to 
Town residents with sewer being provided by the County’s Seneca 
Point Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

 
    Water 
 

The Town’s system is comprised of three wells, with only two of 
the wells being used regularly and the third used as a back-up. The 
currently permitted capacities of the system are 157,000 gpd 
average daily flow and 250,000 gpd maximum daily flow. Current 
demand on the system is approximately 71,000 gpd. The Town 
anticipates that, given recently proposed developments requesting 
service and existing developed areas that will request service 
(Charlestown Manor), the near-term (0-5 years) demands will be 
approximately 102,000 gpd.  Treatment of water supply is 
provided for iron removal, pH adjustment and disinfection. 

 
Storage is currently provided with a 500,000 gallon elevated 
storage tank. 
 
According to the Town Manager, there are no immediate plans to 
upgrade the system. 
 
Sewer 

 
 Sewer would be provided via the County’s Seneca Point WWTP.   
 
CHESAPEAKE CITY As mentioned in the introduction of this report, the UGB for the 

Town of Chesapeake City corresponds to that area currently zoned 
Town Residential (TR). Since the only area zoned TR is located 
adjacent to South Chesapeake City, this report will focus on the 
water and wastewater facilities serving the south side of the Town. 

 
 Water 
 
 Chesapeake City, which is split by the Chesapeake and Delaware 

Canals, maintains two separate water systems overall.  The Town 
is served by four wells which take water from the non-marine 
cretaceous deposits.  The GAP allows for an overall withdraw of 
an average daily flow of .170 mgd and a maximum daily flow of 
.220 mgd.  South Chesapeake City is served by two of the four 
wells with a capacity of .085 mgd and a .075 mg elevated storage 
tank.  The Town must provide substantial treatment to remove iron 
from the groundwater. 
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 Sewer 
 
 South Chesapeake City is served by an activated sludge package 

plant with a permitted capacity of .080 mgd.  Current flow to the 
treatment plant is approximately .069 mgd.  

 
ELKTON The Town of Elkton currently provides both water and sewer 

service to the residents of the Town. Water service is also provided 
to the Triumph Industrial Park which is not within the Town limits. 
The information contained in this section regarding the water and 
sewer systems of Elkton, and current and future demands on said 
systems, was taken from a report prepared by McCrone Inc., dated 
May 18, 1999 entitled Comprehensive Water and Sewer Study, as 
well as information supplied by Town staff.  

 
 Water 
  
 The Town currently provides water to its customers from two 

sources – a surface water treatment plant located on the Big Elk 
Creek, and a well system that consists of two wells. The surface 
water treatment plant is permitted by MDE to withdraw 1.5 mgd 
average daily flow and 2.0 mgd maximum daily flow. The design 
capacity of the surface water treatment plant is 2.0 mgd. The 
Town’s well system is currently permitted by MDE to withdraw 
0.65 mgd on a yearly basis and for the month of maximum use an 
average daily flow of 1.2 mgd.  
 
Storage is currently provided with the following facilities: 
 
 Two 900,000 gallon reservoirs 
 A 500,000 gallon elevated storage tank located on Blue Ball 

Road 
 A 500,000 gallon elevated storage tank located on Dogwood 

Road 
 A 400,000 gallon storage tank located on the southeast corner 

of the I-95/Route 279 interchange 
 A 200,000 gallon standpipe in Thomson Estates 

 
As stated in the McCrone study, this report will assume a total 
current capacity of the Town’s water system of 2.15 mgd. Total 
current demand on the entire water system is 1.35 mgd. This 
current demand is the sum of the demands emanating from the five 
different pressure zones of the Town’s water system. 
 
In addition to estimating current water demands based on meter 
readings, previous reports and water and wastewater treatment 
plant records, the McCrone study also estimated future water 
demands for a 0-10 year period and a 10-20 year period. It is 
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important to note that the future demands used in the McCrone 
study for the 10-20 year period include areas that are currently 
unincorporated but are anticipated to be annexed in the future. 
Water demands for the 0-10 year period are based on pending 
subdivisions and the Town’s knowledge of other potential 
developments within that time period. A summary of existing and 
future demands on the Town’s total water system used in the 
McCrone study is shown in Table IV-1. 

 
Table IV-1 

Existing and Future Total Water Demand 
 

Existing Demand 0-10 year Period 1-20 year Period 
1.35 MGD 2.77 MGD 4.88 MGD 

 
Given a linear projection of growth for the pressure zones served, 
the surface water treatment plant will reach its permitted capacity 
of 1.5 mgd by the year 2003.  Considering the entire water system, 
the total capacity of 2.15 mgd will be reached by 2005. 
 
The Town has initiated preliminary discussions with a consultant 
who is currently preparing a wellhead protection program for the 
Town.  This program will also address the availability of additional 
groundwater to serve the future needs of the Town. To date, no 
formal investigation is underway.  
 
In addition to making recommendations to find additional sources 
of water for the future demands, the McCrone study also makes 
numerous recommendations for other operational upgrades to the 
system. 
 
Sewer 
 

 The Town currently provides sewer service to Town residents via a 
collection and conveyance system comprised of gravity lines, force 
mains and 10 pumping stations. Treatment is provided at the 
Elkton WWTP located on the south side of Route 40 adjacent to 
the County Detention Center. The Elkton WWTP has a design 
capacity of 2.6 mgd but only has a permit from MDE to discharge 
1.6 mgd of effluent into the Big Elk Creek.  

 
As with the current demands on the Town’s water system, the 
existing flow to the WWTP is 1.35 mgd. The McCrone study 
indicated that the projected 0-10 year and the 10-20 year flows to 
the WWTP are within 1% of the projected water demands for the 
same time period. Therefore, the future water demands included in 
Table IV-1 above should also be considered as future wastewater 
flows. Assuming a linear projection of growth, the WWTP will 
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reach its permitted capacity of 1.6 mgd by the middle of the year 
2000.  
 
The Town is currently in the planning stages to upgrade the 
permitted capacity of the WWTP to its current design capacity of 
2.6 mgd. The planning for said upgrade would also allow for 
modular upgrades to accommodate future flows of 5.0 mgd. In 
pursuit of these upgrades, the Town has requested from MDE the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
limitations for a flow of 2.7 mgd, and more general planning 
effluent limits for the ultimate 5.0 mgd upgrade. The Town is 
currently in discussions with MDE regarding future effluent 
limitations.  
 
The McCrone study also makes numerous recommendations 
concerning upgrades to the Town’s wastewater collection and 
conveyance system. 

 
NORTH EAST The Town of North East currently provides water to its customers 

via two surface water treatment plants (WTP) located at Rolling 
Mill and Leslie. In addition to serving Town residents, the Town 
also provides water service to unincorporated areas of the County 
in accordance with two service area agreements executed between 
the Town and the County dated November 6, 1972 and June 7, 
1983, respectively.  Sewer is provided to Town residents by the 
County’s Seneca Point WWTP. 

 
 Water 
 

The Town is currently in the process of designing upgrades to the 
two water treatment plants to accommodate growth over the next 
20 years within the Town and service area. Improvements to the 
Rolling Mill WTP include the addition of two 1.0 mgd maximum 
daily flow modules with room for a third.  The Town has a permit 
pending with MDE to withdraw .956 mgd average daily flow and 
1.84 mgd maximum daily flow.  In order to meet minimum flow-
by requirements in the North East Creek, the Town is currently 
evaluating the environmental impacts of pumping water from the 
tidally influenced portion of the North East Creek upstream, above 
the water treatment plant intake.  This two year study is a 
requirement of MDE.  It is unclear whether or not MDE will issue 
a permit to increase withdraws from the North East Creek prior to 
the conclusion of the study.  
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Upgrades to the Leslie WTP include the installation of three new 
filters (seven foot diameter each), capable of filtering 
approximately 830,000 gpd. The Town also has a permit pending 
with MDE for the Leslie WTP to withdraw .406 mgd average daily 
flow and .620 mgd average daily flow.  Pumping of water 
upstream of the Leslie intake to meet low-flow requirements is not 
proposed. During periods of low-flow, the Leslie WTP will not 
operate. Improvements to the Rolling Mill WTP will allow transfer 
of water to the pressure zones served by the Leslie WTP during 
periods the plant is shut down.  

 
The Town is also designing two new elevated storage tanks.  

 
County/Town Service Area Agreement  
 
As  mentioned  earlier,  the County and Town entered  into service  

 area agreements in 1972 and 1983. The purpose of the agreements 
was for the County to utilize water from the Town to serve an area 
generally associated with the Route 272 corridor, extending from 
the Town to Bayview. The agreements benefited both jurisdictions 
in that they increased the Town’s customer base and allowed the 
County to provide service to employment centers and to 
concentrate development in accordance with the 1974 and 1990 
Comprehensive Plans. The 1983 agreement expanded the service 
area from that described in the 1972 agreement as a result of the 
Town accepting from the County, the Leslie WTP. Concomitant 
sewer service was provided by the County to the 1983 service area 
via the Stoney Run interceptor.  Salient features of the 1983 
agreement include the following: 

 
 The Town shall serve the area described in the agreements 

(“areas to be served”). 
 
 Upon request for service by the County, outside the Town 

limits, within the “area to be served”, the cost of extending 
facilities to provide said service shall be shared by the County 
and Town “…in a fashion to be negotiated at the time of such 
request.” 

 
 In addition to water service to the “areas to be served”, the 

County retained the right to purchase an additional 300,000 
gpd to serve other areas. 

 
 The Town is not obligated to commit more than one-half of its 

reserve operational capacity to the County for new service at 
any time. 
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 The Town will provide water to areas outside the “area to be 
served” on a bulk rate basis with the rate not exceeding that 
charged to customers within the Town. 

 
 The Town and the County will share the cost of extending 

facilities to the perimeter of the “area to be served”, with the 
County bearing the cost of constructing any facilities outside 
the “area to be served”. 

 
 If the Town annexes an area outside the “area to be served”, 

the Town shall reimburse the County for the cost of any water 
facilities originally constructed in the area by the County. 

  
The 1983 agreement was subsequently amended in 1986 and 1989. 
The 1986 amendment stipulated financial and administrative 
responsibilities of the Town and the County relative to upgrades to 
the Leslie WTP extension of service to the Community College 
and Bayview Elementary School.  The 1989 amendment stipulated 
that the Town had the right to review construction drawings for 
water line extensions. The 1989 amendment also granted the Town 
the authority to require annexation or the payment of 
commensurate fees in return for water service. This 
annexation/payment clause applies to service anywhere outside 
Town limits. The County, in return, retained the right to review the 
Town’s water rate structure for customers outside Town limits. 
Finally, the 1989 amendment permits the Town to charge up to 
100% more for connection fees and user fees to customers outside 
Town limits. 
 
The 1972 and 1983 service area agreements and subsequent 
amendments can be found in Appendix C. 

 
    Sewer 
 
    Sewer would be provided by the County’s Seneca Point WWTP. 
 
PERRYVILLE The Town of Perryville currently provides both water and sewer 

service to residents of the Town. 
 

Water  
 

The Town owns two surface water treatment plants located on the 
Susquehanna River and Mill Creek, respectively. The Mill Creek 
WTP is no longer in operation. The Susquehanna River WTP, 
which is located on Frenchtown Road, is permitted by MDE to 
withdraw an average daily flow of 2.0 mgd and a maximum daily 
withdraw of 4.0 mgd. However, the Susquehanna WTP can 
produce only .80 mgd in a 24 hour period due to water quality 
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standards required by MDE and the operational constraints of the 
facility. Specifically, the pumping, sedimentation, filtration and 
storage facilities of the Susquehanna WTP do not allow it to 
accommodate the permitted amount without expansion of the 
facility. Under normal operating conditions (16 hours of operation 
at a normal pump rate), the plant produces approximately .40 mgd. 
At a maximum pump rate during a 16 hour period, the plant can 
produce approximately .50 mgd. Average daily demand is 
approximately .376 mgd. 
 
The Town has been advised by MDE that the Susquehanna WTP 
can no longer discharge backwash from the filtration process 
directly into the river. The Town is currently evaluating it options 
regarding backwash, including an operational change or 
discharging backwash into the sanitary sewer system. The Town is 
also currently evaluating various treatment alternatives to meet 
new public drinking water standards. 
 
Storage is currently provided via a .50 mg tank at I-95 and a .25 
mg tank at Cedar Corner Road. Recent evaluations of existing and 
future water service needs of the Town indicate that there is 
presently inadequate storage to provide for the existing demand. At 
least one day of emergency storage should be available since no 
emergency power generators are available at the Cedar Corner 
Road Booster Station and emergency power is only available for 
one finish water pump at the water treatment plant.  
 
Additional storage is also required for projects that currently have 
an executed Public Works Agreement (PWA), with even more 
storage needed for other known projects without an executed 
PWA. A summary of the additional storage requirements for the 
existing demand and those projects with an executed PWA is as 
follows: 

 
                   Total 

    Additional Storage  
  Project Status          Required  
 
Existing Demand     310,000 gallons 
Executed PWA     450,000 gallons* 
 
* Assumes that no system improvements are made to address the 

existing demand. 
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Sewer 
 
The Town operates a WWTP which includes rotating biological 
contactor treatment and discharge into Mill Creek. The design and 
permitted capacity of the WWTP is 1.65 mgd with a current flow 
of approximately .85 mgd. The Town has recently completed an I/I 
report for the collection and conveyance system which serves 
downtown Perryville. The I/I report identifies various sources of 
inflow that, if corrected, would provide additional excess capacity 
at the WWTP. 

 
PORT DEPOSIT The Town of Port Deposit currently provides water and sewer 

service to Town residents. 
 

Water  
 
The Town operates a surface water treatment plant located on the 
Susquehanna River. The WTP is currently designed to 
accommodate a hydraulic capacity of approximately .86 mgd.  
Given permit limitations, the WTP can realistically accommodate 
approximately .40 mgd and still meet water quality standards. The 
existing WTP was constructed by the Navy and later dedicated to 
the Town. Prior to the existing WTP’s construction, the Town 
received its water from the Bainbridge Naval Training Center.  

 
Sewer 
 
The Town operates an activated sludge wastewater treatment plant 
with stream discharge into the Susquehanna River. The capacity of 
the WWTP is .150 mgd. 

 
The Town of Port Deposit has recently annexed the former 
Bainbridge Naval Training Center. The Town also recently 
initiated a study to determine the future needs of the recently 
annexed area, as well as to evaluate alternatives for the provision 
of water and sewer to the site. The provision of water and sewer to 
the Bainbridge site could possibly entail relocating the existing 
WTP and WWTP onto the Bainbridge site to accommodate future 
as well as existing needs. 
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RISING SUN  The Town of Rising Sun currently provides both water and sewer 
service within the incorporated limits of the Town. 

 
Water 

 
The Town currently utilizes four wells to provide water service to 
its customers. The 1998 demand for water was an average daily 
flow of .148 mgd and a maximum daily flow of .192 mgd. The 
Town is permitted by MDE to withdraw an average daily flow of 
.260 mgd and a maximum daily flow of .320 mgd. A 1.0 mg 
standpipe offers emergency protection for the concentrated 
commercial and residential areas. 
 
The Town has recently purchased land with two existing wells to 
provide an additional 50 gallons per minute to meet current 
demands.  In addition, recent studies have indicated that the Town 
needs new storage facilities to maintain adequate fire flows. The 
Town is considering a new .50 mg tank near the library.  

 
Sewer  
 
The Town owns and operates a 10 acre waste stabilization lagoon 
with a total of five cells, with aeration provided in two of the cells. 
The wastewater treatment system is currently designed and 
permitted by MDE to treat 275,000 gpd. The 1999 average daily 
flow to the wastewater system was 226,000.  In 1995, the Town 
installed an ultra-violet disinfection system that is capable of 
accommodating 600,000 gpd. In addition, the Town will begin 
engineering design to upgrade the treatment plant headworks, 
lagoon and air diffusers in the summer of the year 2000. Along 
with these improvements the Town will slip-line one of the major 
interceptors to the treatment plant to reduce I/I.  Existing I/I has 
been estimated at 50,000 gpd.    
 

SENECA POINT WWTP The County owns and operates the Seneca Point WWTP which 
provides sewer service to the Towns of North East and 
Charlestown and the surrounding unincorporated areas. The 
Seneca Point WWTP has a design capacity of 2.0 mgd and a 
permit capacity of 1.2 mgd. The County is currently in the process 
of designing upgrades to the treatment plant to provide Biological 
Nutrient Removal (BNR) for a flow of 2.0 mgd. 
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INTRODUCTION As noted in the Executive Summary, the main purpose of this 
study is to delineate potential Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB’s) 
around each of the municipalities and to investigate the 
implications of municipal water and/or sewer service to these 
areas.  This section will describe potential UGB’s around the 
Towns of Charlestown, Elkton, North East, Perryville and Port 
Deposit.  In addition to delineating the potential UGB’s around 
these Towns, this section will also estimate the future water and 
sewer needs of the UGB’s.  Since the Towns of Cecilton, 
Chesapeake City and Rising Sun are surrounded by rural and 
agricultural land use districts, the County’s Town Residential (TR) 
zoning classification adjacent to these respective Towns essentially 
acts as an urban growth boundary.  For this reason, this study will 
estimate the future water and sewer needs of those areas designated 
as TR zoning as described below. 

 
In creating the UGB’s around the Towns, the following factors 
were considered: 

 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Districts  

 
Only those areas designated as Suburban, Development and 
Mineral Extraction District in the Land Use Plan of the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan were considered for inclusion in the UGB’s. 
Mineral Extraction District areas were considered due to the fact 
that some areas classified as such in the Comprehensive Plan, were 
subsequently zoned as other than mineral extraction during the 
County’s comprehensive rezoning in 1993.  In addition, some 
industrial uses are permitted in the Mineral Extraction-A (MEA) 
zone.  No area classified as Rural Conservation District or 
Resource Protection District in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
were considered for inclusion in a UGB. 

 
Future Annexation Areas of the Towns 

 
As directed by the County, one of the primary considerations in the  

 creation of UGB’s around the Towns was the extent of future 
annexation by the respective Towns.  That is, the County does not 
wish to hamper the ability of the Towns to annex additional area 
into the incorporated limits.  For this reason, the UGB’s begin at 
the outer perimeter of areas designated as future annexation.  For 
the Town of Elkton, future annexation areas were derived from the 
previously mentioned McCrone Study. The future annexation areas 
as described in the McCrone Study and as used in this study, also 
generally correspond to the Future Annexation Areas map as 
prepared and adopted by the Town in 1988.  For the Town of 
Perryville, future annexation areas were derived from the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  Future annexation areas for the Town of 
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North East were derived from the Town’s draft Comprehensive 
Plan currently being considered.  The Town of Charlestown does 
not have a formal annexation plan, nor does the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan designate future growth areas. The future 
annexation areas depicted in this study for Charlestown were 
created by Tatman & Lee and were generally deemed acceptable 
by the Town.  No future annexation areas were shown for the 
Town of Port Deposit, since the Town just recently annexed 
approximately 1,200 acres of the former Bainbridge Naval 
Training Center.  As noted below, there is considerable overlap 
between areas zoned TR and future growth areas of the Towns of 
Cecilton, Chesapeake City and Rising Sun. 

 
Land Necessary to Reasonably Accommodate Future Growth 

 
In lieu of attempting to utilize the Town's water and/or sewer 
facilities to provide service to the entire growth corridor of the 
County between Route 40 and I-95, this plan evaluates service to 
smaller geographic areas.  Not only will this facilitate the County’s 
ability to provide other services such as roads and schools, it is 
also somewhat necessary given the Towns’ limited ability to 
provide additional water and sewer capacity.  

 
Natural and Manmade Features 

 
Natural features such as streams, rivers and adjacent riparian 
habitats, and manmade features such as roads often provide for 
logical boundaries and breaks between varying intensities of 
development.  

 
ESTIMATION OF FUTURE  In addition to establishing the geographic extent of the UGB’s, this 
WATER AND SEWER NEEDS chapter also provides an estimation of the future water and sewer 

needs of new and existing development in the UGB’s.  Water and 
sewer needs were also estimated for those areas designated as TR 
zoning as mentioned above.  Using a geographic information 
system (GIS) and data provided by the Maryland Office of 
Planning, the number of dwelling units that could be 
accommodated within each UGB was estimated.  Densities for 
development utilizing public sewer from the Cecil County Zoning 
Ordinance were used to estimate the number of dwelling units that 
could be accommodated per acre.  An environmental constraint 
factor of 25% was also applied to the maximum densities permitted 
in the Zoning Ordinance.  The environmental constraint factor 
reduces the overall number of dwelling units that could be 
constructed due to features such as steep slopes, wetlands, riparian 
buffers, etc.  Water and sewer needs for industrially zoned land 
were considered as 1,000 gpd/acre.  Overall, in estimating future 
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water and sewer needs of the UGB’s and the areas zoned TR, the 
following methodology was used: 

 
 Acreage of each zoning district within each UGB was 

calculated from the acreage field of the parcel data contained in 
MdProperty View. 

 
 Residential zoning acreage was reduced by 25% to account for 

environmental constraints which generally limit development 
at maximum densities. 

 
 Residential development potential was calculated using the 

densities permitted in the Zoning Ordinance for development 
utilizing public sewer.  

 
 Water and sewer needs for residential zones were based on 250 

gpd/dwelling unit. 
 
 Water and sewer needs for industrial zones were based on 

1,000 gpd/acre. 
 
 Water and sewer needs for existing dwellings within the 

UGB’s were relatively minor, but were considered in the 
overall needs of the UGB. 

 
 Except for UGB 3 around Elkton, the amount of land of the 

various UGB’s zoned commercial was minor, and the water 
and sewer needs of these areas are assumed to be 
accommodated in the overall residential needs. 

 
 Acreage associated with existing platted subdivisions was not 

used in calculating the overall development potential of a 
UGB. 

 
 For parcels zoned Mobile Home (MH), a density of six 

units/acre was applied to parcels greater than ten acres due to 
the potential to develop a mobile home park. A density of four 
units per acre (DR zone density) was applied to MH zoned 
parcels less than ten acres. 
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URBAN GROWTH  
BOUNDARIES AND TR  
ZONING DESIGNATIONS 
 
CECILTON The TR zoning adjacent to the Town of Cecilton extends from both 

the north and south side of Town limits. It should be noted that the 
TR zoning overlaps areas designated as future growth areas as 
shown in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan of 1998.  Specifically, 
Map 3, entitled Growth Plan in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, 
designates a mixed use area adjacent to the northeast side of Town 
limits, an employment area on the southeast side and a planned 
development area on the southwest side. The northwest side is 
shown as agriculture.  

  
The TR zoning adjacent to Cecilton comprises approximately 318 
acres and is shown in Map V-1. The water and sewer needs of this 
area are approximately 239,000 gpd and were derived from the 
following: 

 
318 acres zoned TR 
 
318 acres - 25% (environmental constraints) = 238 acres 
 
238 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 952 units 
 
952 units x 250 gpd/unit = 238,500 gpd 

 
CHARLESTOWN The UGB for the Town of Charlestown extends westerly from the 

Town limits to include an area between Carpenter Point Road and 
the CSX Railroad as shown on Map V-2.  As noted earlier, 
Charlestown has no formal annexation plans, and the future 
annexation area used for this report was created by Tatman & Lee. 
The future annexation area extends generally north from Town to 
include relatively large undeveloped residentially zoned parcels 
surrounding the recently annexed Trinity Wood development, as 
well as to include the Charlestown Manor area.  

 
The UGB for Charlestown does not include areas directly to the 
north of Town since the vast majority of the area between the 
Town and Route 40 is zoned MEA. The area to the south of Town, 
on the southeast side of Carpenter Point Road, was not considered 
for inclusion in the UGB since several large lots have recently 
been created that are restricted from further subdivision. It should 
be noted that there is some residentially zoned acreage in the 
Charlestown UGB shown on Map V-2, however the acreage and 
subsequent water and sewer needs are negligible.  As shown 
below, the water and sewer needs for the Charlestown UGB were 
generated solely from potential industrial users. 
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The water and sewer needs of the Charlestown UGB are 
approximately 0.36 mgd and were derived from the following: 

 
  364 acres zoned  M2 

   
    364 acres x 1,000 gpd/acre = 364,000 gpd 
 
CHESAPEAKE CITY The TR zoning adjacent to South Chesapeake City generally 

extends south from Town along Routes 213 and 342 as shown on 
Map V-3. It should be noted that the TR zoning adjacent to South 
Chesapeake City overlaps areas shown as future growth areas on 
the Land Use Plan – Growth Plan of the Town’s Comprehensive 
Plan. The TR zone along Route 213 corresponds very closely with 
a mixed-use growth area, and the TR zone along Route 342 is 
encompassed by an area shown as a residential growth area.  

 
The TR zone adjacent to South Chesapeake City comprises 
approximately 245 acres. The water and sewer needs of this area 
are approximately 184,000 gpd and were derived from the 
following: 

 
245 acres zoned TR 
 
245 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 184 acres 
 
184 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 736 units 
 
736 units x 250 gpd/unit = 184,000 gpd 
 

ELKTON Three potential UGB’s have been created around the Town of 
Elkton.  At this time, these UGB’s can be considered alternative 
UGB’s or phased components of a larger UGB comprised of all 
three. The three UGB’s for the Town of Elkton can be found on 
Map V-4.  None of the UGB’s overlap the areas shown as future 
annexation.  

 
UGB 1 

 
UGB 1 extends north and northwest from Town limits to I-95 
between Routes 316 and 213. On the southerly end, UGB 1 
terminates at Nottingham Road, and on the westerly end, UGB 1 
terminates along the westerly property lines of several large 
parcels including the industrially zoned property of the Thiokal 
Corporation. UGB 1 also encompasses the Triumph Industrial Park 
as well as portions of the Little Elk Creek and Big Elk Creek. 
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The water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 1.17 mgd 
and were derived from the following: 

 
  DR Zone 

 
    217 acres zoned DR 
 

  217 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 163 acres 
 
 163 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 651 

units 
 

  651 units x 250 gpd/unit = 163,000 gpd 
 

SR Zone 
 
1,065 acres zoned SR 
 
1,065 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 800 acres 
 
800 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 1,600 
units 
 
1,600 units x 250 gpd/unit = 400,000 gpd 
 
M1, M2 and BI Zones 
 
603 acres zoned M1, M2 or BI 
 
603 acres x 1,000 gpd/acre = 603,000 gpd 
 
 
Total of all zones in UGB 1 = 1,170,000 gpd 
 
UGB 2 

 
UGB 2 is not contiguous to the Town of Elkton and extends from 
UGB 1 westerly to Marley Road encompassing an area between 
Nottingham Road and I-95. UGB 2, which contains very little 
commercially or industrially zoned land, is also bisected by the 
CSX railroad. The water and sewer needs of UGB 2 are 
approximately .674 mgd and were derived from the following: 

 
DR Zone 
 
188 acres zoned DR 
 
188 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 141 acres 
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141 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 564 
units 
 
564 units x 250 gpd/unit = 141,000 
 
SR Zone 
 
1,318 acres zoned SR 
 
1,318 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 989 acres 
 
989 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 1,978 
units 
 
1,978 units x 250 gpd/unit = 495,000 gpd 
 
MH Zone 
 
Assume 100 existing and proposed units at Forest Green Mobile 
Home Park 
 
100 units x 250 gpd/unit = 25,000 gpd 
 
M1 and M2 Zones 
 
13 acres zoned M1 or M2 
 
13 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 13,000 gpd 

  
Total of all zones in UGB 2 = 674,000 gpd 

 
UGB 3  

 
UGB 3 extends from the Town of Elkton starting at the Little Elk 
Creek and Route 40, westerly in a linear fashion along Route 40 
and Route 7. UGB 3, which is generally bounded by Nottingham 
Road to the north, Marley Road to the west and the Amtrak rail 
line to the south, encompasses many small commercially zoned 
parcels along Route 40. The water and sewer needs of this 
commercially zoned land were accommodated as an overall “set-
aside” flow of 50,000 gpd.  At 10 gpd/employee, 50,000 gpd is 
capable of accommodating the needs of 5,000 retail employees. 
UGB 3 also includes the Mason Dixon Sand and Gravel site 
(zoned DR) which is a Superfund site that is currently undergoing 
groundwater remediation. The water and sewer needs of UGB 3 
are 1.03 mgd and were derived from the following: 
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DR Zone 
 
649 acres zoned DR 
 
649 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 487 acres 
 
487 acres x 4 units per acre (DR density with public sewer) = 1948 
units 
 
1948 units x 250 gpd/unit = 487,000 gpd 
 
MH Zone 
 
64 acres zoned MH on parcels greater than 10 acres in size 
 
64 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 48 acres 
 
48 acres x 6 units/acre (Mobile Home Park Density) = 288 units 
 
288 units x 250 gpd/unit = 72,000 gpd 
 
98 acres zoned MH on parcels less than 10 acres in size 
 
98 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 74 acres 
 
74 acres x 4units/acre (MH density with public sewer) = 296 units 
 
296 units x 250 gpd/unit = 74,000 gpd 
 
Total MH zone = 146,000 gpd 
 
BG Zone 
 
179 acres zoned BG 
 
Total BG zone = 50,000 gpd 
 
M2 Zone 
 
349 acres zoned M2 
 
349 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 349,000 gpd 
 
  
Total of all zones in UGB 3 = 1,032,000 gpd 

 
 
 



SECTIONFIVE Urban Growth Boundary  
 
 

V-9 
C:\Documents and Settings\dblack\My Documents\Official Forms\Urban Growth Boundary Plan\CHAP5.DOC  

NORTH EAST One area is proposed as a UGB’s for the Town of North East (Map 
V-5). 

 
 UGB 1 
  
 UGB 1 is to the west to the Town limits but is not contiguous to 

the Town itself.  The UGB extends the current water service area 
westward bounded by Red Toad Road.  The CSX railroad creates 
the northern boundary and Razor Strap Road makes the southern.   

   
 The total water and sewer needs of UGB 1 are approximately 0.21 

MGD. 
  
 SR Zone 
 
 249 acres zoned SR 

  
249 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 187 acres 
 
187 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 374 units 
 
374 units x 250 gpd/unit = 93,375 gpd 
 
RM Zone 
 
101 acres zoned RM 
 
101 acres - 25% (environmental constraints) = 78 acres 
 
78 acres x 6 units per acre (RM density with public sewer) = 455 
units 
 
455 units x 250 gpd/unit = 113,225 gpd 
 
 
Total of all zones in UGB 1 = 206,600 gpd 
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PERRYVILLE The UGB for the Town of Perryville extends from the existing 
Town limits and future annexation areas northerly to I-95, and 
easterly from future annexation areas to the eastern property line of 
large industrially zoned parcels south of the CSX railroad.  The 
portion of the UGB north of Town is bounded by Jackson Station 
Road to the east, I-95 to the north and the Susquehanna River to 
the west. The easterly portion of the Perryville UGB generally is 
bounded parcel lines to the east, the CSX railroad to the north, 
future annexation areas to the west and the Amtrak Railroad to the 
south. As shown on Map V-6, no portion of the UGB overlaps 
areas shown as future annexation.  As shown below, the vast 
majority of the water and sewer needs for the Perryville UGB were 
generated from industrial needs. 

 
The water and sewer needs of the Perryville UGB are 
approximately 2.04 MGD and were derived from the following: 

 
DR Zone 
 
306 acres zoned DR 
 
306 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 230 acres 
 
230 acres x 4 units/acre (DR density with public sewer) = 920 
units 
 
920 units x 250 gpd/unit = 230,000 gpd 
 
SR Zone 
 
241 acres zoned SR 
 
241 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 181 acres 
 
181 acres x 2 units/acre (SR density with public sewer) = 362 units 
 
362 units x 250 gpd/unit = 91,000 gpd 
 
MH Zone 
 
22 acres Zoned MH 
 
22 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 17 acres 
 
17 acres x 6 units/acre (Mobile Home Park density) = 102 units 
 
102 units x 250 gpd/unit = 23,000 gpd 
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M1/M2/MEA Zones 
 
1,700 acres zoned M2 or MEA 
 
1,700 acres x 1000 gpd/acre = 1,700,000 gpd 
 
 
Total of all Zones = 2,044,000 gpd 

 
PORT DEPOSIT The UGB for the Town of Port Deposit extends from town limits 

in a northwesterly direction and is bounded by Route 276 to the 
southeast, Rock Run Road to the northwest and town limits to the 
southwest. As mentioned earlier, no areas are designated as future 
annexation areas due to the fact that the Town has just recently 
annexed the entire former Bainbridge Naval Training Center. The 
UGB for the Town is shown on Map V-7, and contains several 
large undeveloped parcels as well as an existing mobile home park.  

 
The water and sewer needs of the Port Deposit UGB are 
approximately .300 mgd and were derived from the following: 

 
SR Zone 
 
683 acres zoned SR 
 
683 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 512 acres 
 
512 acres x 2 units/acre = 1024 units 
 
1,024 units x 250 gpd/unit = 256,000 gpd 
 
MH Zone 
 
Approximately 200 existing units in Benjamin’s Mobile Home 
Park 
 
200 units x 250 gpd/unit = 50,000 gpd 
 
 
Total of all Zones = 306,000 gpd 



SECTIONFIVE Urban Growth Boundary  
 
 

V-12 
C:\Documents and Settings\dblack\My Documents\Official Forms\Urban Growth Boundary Plan\CHAP5.DOC  

RISING SUN The TR zone adjacent to the Town of Rising Sun is shown on Map 
V-8 and extends easterly from Town limits along Route 273 and 
south of Route 1 and Little New York Road, and northerly from 
the western portion of Town limits. It should be noted that the TR 
zoning, especially that portion that extends east from town limits, 
overlaps areas designated for phased annexation in the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the area zoned TR west of 
Sylmar Road, south of Little New York Road, east of Stevens 
Road and north of Route 273 is designated as a Phase 3 
Annexation area; the area zoned TR west of Stevens Road, south 
of Route 1 and east and north of Town limits is designated as a 
Phase 2 Annexation area; and the area zoned TR west of Red 
Pump Road south of Route 1 is also designated as Phase 3 
Annexation area. The small portions of TR zone south of Route 
273 is designated as a Phase 1 Annexation area.  

 
The TR zoning adjacent to the Town of Rising Sun comprises 
approximately 1,060 acres which includes some existing platted 
subdivisions whose acreage (40 acres) was not used to calculate 
overall development potential of the TR zone. The water and sewer 
needs of the TR zone are approximately .765 mgd and were 
derived from the following: 

 
1,060 acres zoned TR 
 
1,060 acres – 40 acres (area of platted subdivisions) = 1,020 acres 
 
1,020 acres – 25% (environmental constraints) = 765 acres 
 
765 acres x 4 units/acre (TR density with public sewer) = 3,060 
units 
 
3,060 units x 250 gpd/unit = 765,000 gpd 
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INTRODUCTION  This chapter will discuss the ability of the respective Towns to 
provide water and/or sewer service to the areas identified as 
UGB’s and the areas zoned as Town Residential (TR). Where 
appropriate, recommendations have been made for physical 
improvements as well as for administrative activities to effectuate 
such service.  Prior to the above discussions, it is first necessary to 
evaluate the implications of annexations relative to Town service 
to the UGB’s or TR zones.  

 
    Annexation 
 
 The provision of water and/or sewer by the Towns to new 

developments, and the requirement that those new developments 
be annexed into the Town providing service, has long been a tool 
of the Towns to grow and increase revenue. In addition, property 
taxes paid to the Town on the land being annexed helps to defray 
the cost of providing such service. During the discussions with the 
Towns while preparing this study, the issue of annexation often 
arose. That is, could the Towns require annexation as a condition 
of providing service to areas identified as UGB’s or TR zoning? 
For the purposes of this study, no overall policy has been 
established regarding this issue. The primary purpose of this study 
is to identify currently unincorporated areas for potential service 
with the respective Town’s water and/or sewer facilities consistent 
with the County’s Comprehensive Plan. Said service would only 
be provided in joint cooperation between the Towns and County. It 
is envisioned that, ultimately, service would be provided in 
accordance with service area agreements which would specify any 
conditions of providing such service. Annexation issues would be 
discussed in more detail during the negotiations between the 
County and Town(s) regarding the service area agreements. 

 
It is important to note that, as mentioned earlier in this study, the 
UGB’s do not overlap any areas designated for future annexation. 
It may be in the best interest of both the County and Towns to 
negotiate service area agreements to provide service to areas 
clearly designated for future annexation. Said service would 
implement Town land use policies while also potentially lessening 
the overall pressure to convert agricultural lands to residential 
development in the County’s Rural Conservation District and 
Resource Protection District.  

 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE Using the information presented in the previous chapters, Tables 

VI-1 and VI-2 summarize the water and sewer capacities of the 
Towns relative to existing need, future Town needs, future UGB 
and TR zone needs. Except for the Towns of Elkton, North East  
and Rising Sun, no other Town has recently evaluated future water 
and/or sewer needs for its incorporated boundaries and future 
annexation areas. The water demand and wastewater flow 
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estimates for the year 2020 for the remaining Towns assumes that 
the Towns will utilize all remaining capacity of the water and 
sewer systems for their own use (Year 2020, Town Use). Given the 
limited remaining capacity of these systems, these Towns may 
need to make improvements to accommodate their own future 
needs. 

 
 Cecilton   
 
 Tables VI-1 and VI-2 indicate that the Town is currently incapable 

of providing water or sewer service to the areas designated as TR 
zone surrounding the Town. There is currently only 5,000 gpd 
available capacity in the water system and only 11,000 gpd 
available in the sewer system. At 250 gpd/dwelling unit, this 
remaining capacity in the water and sewer system would 
accommodate 20 and 40 dwelling units, respectively. This would 
allow for limited in-fill or new development but would not allow 
for any substantial new growth in or surrounding the Town.  

 
As stated in Section 4, the Town is currently considering upgrades 
to the wastewater treatment plant as well as the water system. The 
Town has begun the planning to upgrade the wastewater treatment 
plant to .100 mgd, but has not quantified a future demand for water 
system improvements. The Town does anticipate having to provide 
additional storage once water demand reaches .065 mgd. Assuming 
water system improvements that provide a corresponding capacity 
to the wastewater treatment plant planned improvements (.100 
mgd), there will be limited potential to accommodate new growth.  
 

 Charlestown 
 

With an existing water supply capacity of .157 mgd and an existing 
demand of .071 mgd, the Town currently has an excess water 
supply of .086 mgd.  The Town Manager estimates that recently 
proposed developments would require an additional water supply 
of .031 mgd, leaving approximately .055 mgd of unallocated 
excess capacity. This excess capacity would supply approximately 
220 dwelling units and would be needed to supply the area 
designated for future annexation. In order to provide service to the 
UGB the Town would need to develop an additional supply of 
water. In order to accomplish this, the following should be 
investigated: 
 
 Developing additional groundwater supplies.  

 
 Connecting to any water supply that is provided to the eastern 

portion of the Perryville UGB. This will be discussed in more 
detail below. 



TABLE VI-1
WATER NEEDS

CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY PLAN

TOWN

Charlestown

Cecilton

Elkton
UGB 1
UGB 2
UGB 3

North East

Perryville

Port Deposit

Rising Sun

* Considers both permit and treatment capacity. Does not consider storage requirements.
** For Cecilton, Chesapeake City, Perryville and Port Deposit, assumes that Town will utilize any remaining capacity.
***Does not include storage requirements.

0.157 0.071 0.157 0.157

0.239

Water Supply Year 
2020 Programmed 
Capacity

Year 2020 Deficit, 
Town Needs**

NA

Water Supply 
Demand Year 2020, 
Town Limits

0.000 1.030 1.030

2.650

0.080

Water Supply 
Capacity* Total Deficit***Existing Demand UGB  Buildout Water 

Demands

Chesapeake 
City South

NA

0.400

0.260

0.085

NA

0.870

0.050

NA

0.114

0.148

0.069

0.045

2.150 1.350

(information from Town is pending)

0.449

0.080

0.050

0.400

0.260

NA
NA

2.150

0.050

0.189

0.000

0.000

NA

0.765

0.184

3.324

0.300

0.954

0.184

0.674

0.3000.0000.400

0.239

NA NA
4.800

1.170 3.820

0.400 0.376 0.400 0.400 0.000 1.340 1.340

NA NA

3.680NA NA NA NA 1.030

k:cecilcnty\urban growth boundary\water needs.xls



TABLE VI-2
WASTEWATER NEEDS

CECIL COUNTY URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY PLAN

TOWN

Cecilton

Elkton
UGB 1
UGB 2
UGB 3

Perryville

Port Deposit

Rising Sun

* For Cecilton, Chesapeake City, Perryville and Port Deposit, assumes that Town will utilize any remaining capacity.
** Does not include storage requirements.

0.239

WWTP Year 2020 
Programmed 

Capacity
Year 2020 Deficit, 

Town Needs*

NA

0.080

0.080

0.000

0.000 0.239

NA

WWTP Existing 
Permitted Capacity Total Deficit**Existing Flows UGB  Buildout 

Wastewater Flows

Year 2020 
Wastewater Flow, 

Town Limits

Chesapeake 
City South

NA

0.150

0.275

0.080

NA

1.650

NA

0.114

0.226

0.069

0.850

0.080

0.080

NA

0.080 0.045

4.370

0.150

0.275

0.000

0.174

0.150

0.449

0.300

0.765

0.184

3.874

0.300

0.939

0.184

1.170
3.200

NA NA 0.674

1.600 1.350 1.600 4.800

1.650 0.000 1.340

NA

1.340

NA NA

4.230NA NA NA NA 1.030

1.650

k:cecilcnty\urbangrowthboundary\wastewater needs.xls
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Chesapeake City 
 

 Similar to Cecilton, Chesapeake City also does not currently have 
the ability to provide water or sewer service to areas designated as 
TR zoning.  A remaining capacity of 16,000 gpd (64 dwelling 
units) and 11,000 gpd (44 dwelling units) in the Town’s water and 
sewer systems respectively, will allow for infill and limited new 
development. A new development consisting of 41 units has 
recently received concept approval from the Town’s Planning 
Commission which would generate approximately 10,000 gpd of 
water and sewer needs. In addition, the Mayor of Chesapeake City 
stated during the interviews, that the Town wishes to accommodate 
new growth mostly on the north side of Town to better preserve the 
historic character of the south side and the accompanying tourism 
business. According to the Mayor, the extension of water and/or 
sewer outside of existing Town limits on the south side, would 
only occur to address serving existing dwellings.  

 
    Elkton 
 
 As reported in the McCrone study, the Town of Elkton is facing 

considerable deficits in water and sewer capacity for the expected 
growth over the next 20 years. As can be seen in Table VI-1 and 
VI-2, the Town can expect a water supply deficit of 2.65 mgd, and 
a sewer capacity deficit of 3.2 mgd over the next 20 years if no 
improvements are made. The Town is in the planning stages of 
upgrading the wastewater treatment plant to allow for a staged 
accommodation of flows over the next 20 years. More significantly 
perhaps, is the estimation in the McCrone study that the surface 
water treatment plant permitted capacity and the overall water 
system permitted capacity will be reached in the years 2003 and 
2005, respectively. This deficit, of course, does not include the 
needs  of the  potential UGB’s  provided  in this study.   Given  this  
near term water supply deficit, the following alternatives were 
discussed with the Town that could address future Town needs as 
described in the McCrone study as well as the needs of the UGB: 
 
 Development of additional groundwater supplies by the Town. 

A study conducted in 1987 by the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, entitled Northern Cecil County Water 
Supply Resources Development and Management Plan, states 
that an additional 1.5 mgd of water is potentially available 
from the coastal plain aquifers south of Route 40 near the 
Town. Given the long-term water supply needs of the Town 
and the County’s UGB, this scenario would only provide short-
term relief. 
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 Interconnection with the Artesian Water Company supply in 
Delaware. Artesian currently owns and operates wells and a 
treatment plant on Old County Road (Williams Road in Cecil 
County) on the Maryland/Delaware border. According to 
telephone interviews conducted as part of this study, Artesian 
officials stated that there is available capacity to provide 
service to Elkton. Interconnection could potentially occur at the 
State border on Williams Road. Depending on the amount of 
water available from Artesian, the Town could purchase water 
directly from Artesian and, in turn, sell to the County for 
service to the UGB’s. 

 
 County purchase of water from Artesian with use of the 

Town’s distribution system to provide water to the UGB’s.  
 
 Interconnection with the County’s Meadowview water system 

which obtains most of its water supply from the United Water 
Company in Delaware. Given recent water supply problems in 
Delaware, this scenario would most likely not provide a long-
term solution, but could provide alternatives in times of 
drought.  

 
Along with recommendations to increase the water supply and  
upgrade the wastewater treatment plant, the McCrone study also 
made numerous recommendations to upgrade the Town’s water 
distribution system and wastewater collection and conveyance 
system. In order to determine where future improvements were 
needed, McCrone developed a model of the wastewater collection 
system using a spreadsheet framework created in Quattro Pro, and 
a model of the water system using Cybernet, by Haestad Methods. 
These models could be used to test system impacts of service to the 
UGB of any of the above alternatives. 
 
North East 
 
As noted in Section 4, the County and Town have previously 
entered into service area agreements whereby the Town provided 
water service to areas outside of Town limits.  The County and 
Town should begin discussions on revising these agreements to 
provide coordinated water service to the future annexation areas of 
the Town and the surrounding UGB.  In light of the potential 
municipal interconnection discussed below, the Town should 
decide to what extent it wishes to pursue its currently anticipated 
upgrades.  Even with the possible interconnection, increased 
capacity within the Town’s existing system would provide 
additional flexibility during times of drought or other emergencies. 
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    Perryville 
 
 Under current operating conditions, the Town of Perryville has 

only .024 mgd of additional capacity at the WTP. Although the 
surface water withdraw permit allows for an average daily 
withdraw of 2.0 mgd, the normal operating conditions of 16 hours 
of operation at normal pumping rates produces only .40 mgd. In 
addition, there is inadequate storage to meet current demands. The 
Town is also currently considering alternatives to improve the 
treatment plant or treatment operations to meet State water quality 
requirements. Under the current situation, the Town is incapable of 
providing water service to the UGB.  

 
The Town does have approximately .80 mgd of available capacity 
at the wastewater treatment plant. Given the fact that the eastern 
portion of the Town’s UGB could easily be served by the County’s 
Seneca Point WWTP, the total sewer needs of the UGB to be 
potentially served by the Town is .34 mgd. Again, the Town will 
need to evaluate its own long-term needs relative to service to 
existing and future annexation areas prior to determining if there is 
excess capacity to serve the UGB. 

 
    Port Deposit 
 
 Although there appears to be excess capacity available at the 

Town’s water treatment plant, and to a lesser extent at the 
wastewater treatment plant, the future water needs of the recently 
annexed Bainbridge site will require additional capacity. The 
Town is currently in the process of evaluating the future water and 
sewer needs of the Bainbridge site as well as evaluating 
alternatives to provide service. Due to the proximity of the 
potential UGB to the Bainbridge site and given the similar 
topographical characteristics of the two areas, water and sewer 
service to the Bainbridge site would greatly facilitate potential 
service to the UGB. During the interviews conducted as part of this 
study, the Town Manager did agree to have the Town’s consultant 
consider the additional needs of the UGB (.30 mgd) when 
evaluating service alternatives to the Bainbridge site. 

 
    Rising Sun 
 

Tables VI-1 and VI-1 indicate that there is currently .112 mgd of 
excess capacity in the Town’s water system and .049 mgd of 
excess capacity at the Town’s wastewater treatment plant. In a 
study prepared by Whitman, Requardt and Associates, LLP for the 
Town entitled, Water/Wastewater Preliminary Engineering Report, 
dated July 29, 1998, improvements to the water system are 
proposed to meet a 20-year demand of .449 mgd. This 20-year 
demand is based on the needs of the existing Town as well as the 
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needs of the Phase I Annexation Area as shown in the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan. Improvements to the water system include 
the development of several wells, upgrades to the distribution 
piping and the addition of a .250 mg storage tank.  

 
Improvements to the wastewater system are proposed in the above-
mentioned study that would allow for a limited increase in 
treatment capacity from .275 mgd to .375 mgd. An evaluation of 
improvements that would permit a larger increase in capacity is 
deferred pending a more detailed analysis of the lagoons. 
Improvements to the North Branch Interceptor are recommended 
to reduce I/I and increase available capacity in the lagoon 
treatment system.  

 
RECOMMENDATIONS  Memorandums of Understanding 
 
    As can be seen throughout the previous chapters, none of the Towns 
 currently have the excess capacity to accommodate the total needs 

of the UGB’s or TR zones. Much additional work needs to be 
performed prior to providing service, such as feasibility 
evaluations and preliminary engineering, cost estimating, final 
engineering, permitting, etc. To begin implementation of service to 
any UGB, the County and Towns should enter into Memorandums 
of Understanding (MOU’s). The MOU should establish the 
potential area to be served as well as the roles of the County and 
Town relative to future engineering costs. Items such as 
County/Town contribution to capital costs, user fees, annexation 
policies need not be included in the initial MOU’s until such time 
as the cost of providing service is established in the more detailed 
engineering studies.  

 
    County Actions 
 
 ▪ The County should seek comments from each Town relative to 

this study and the Towns’ willingness to proceed with further 
investigations into service to the UGB’s or TR zones. The 
County should assure the Towns that such a willingness in no 
way obligates the Towns to provide future service to these 
areas, but only establishes the impetus to move forward with 
more detailed investigations.  

 
 The County should seek to update the Master Water and Sewer 

Plan to include the UGB’s and TR zones of the willing Towns 
as potential service areas. Again, the Water and Sewer Plan 
should be written is such a way so as to assuage any fear the 
Towns may have that such a designation obligates service to 
the areas.  
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 The County should seek to enter into MOU’s with the willing 
Towns. The MOU’s would further refine the path forward such 
as establishing the roles and financial commitments of the 
parties relative to more detailed preliminary engineering 
reports.  

 
Town Actions 

 
 ▪ Each Town should carefully review this study and determine if 

it is in their best interest to enter into a MOU with the County 
as described above. Such a consideration should be made in 
light of the Town’s ability to meet the long-term needs of its 
customers and the potential for improved service or increased 
capacity by cooperating with the County.  

 
 Each Town should evaluate, and attempt to quantify, their 

future water and sewer needs. This has recently been 
accomplished in the Towns of Elkton, North East and Rising 
Sun. Such evaluations will assure that the County will not be 
requesting allocations that are needed to serve areas within the 
existing limits of the Towns or future annexation areas of the 
Towns. 

 
FACILITY    The  following  recommendations  assume  that  the  Towns  have  
RECOMMENDATIONS  decided to pursue potential service to the UGB’s or TR zones. 
 
    Cecilton 
 
 The area within and immediately surrounding the Town of 

Cecilton has been the subject of recent development proposals.  In 
light of the extreme growth occurring in Southern New Castle 
County, Delaware, the Town expects this growth pressure to 
continue.  The Town is in the process of preparing a water and 
wastewater facilities plan.  The Town and County should begin 
discussions on cooperatively planning for, and ultimately 
providing for, the long-term water and wastewater needs of the 
area.  These future needs should be based on in-fill potential in the 
Town, the Town Growth Areas as defined in the Town 
Comprehensive Plan and the County’s TR zoning. 

 
 Charlestown 
 
 Based on the Town’s comments on the Draft Plan, included in 

Appendix C, there is no need to pursue discussions with the Town 
at this time. 
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    Chesapeake City 
 
 Since the Town only wishes to expand on the north side, it does 

not appear appropriate for the County to pursue possible upgrade 
to the south side’s water and sewer system to provide service to the 
TR zones. 

 
 Elkton 
 
 The County and Town should jointly pursue the investigation of 

additional water supplies to address the future needs of the Town 
as well as the UGB’s. A phased approach to providing service to 
the UGB’s should be undertaken based on the availability of 
additional water and the timing of future upgrades to the 
wastewater treatment plant. A summary of the potential options to 
increase water supply is as follows: 

 
 Development of additional wells on the south side of Town. 

 
 Execution of a service agreement between the Artesian Water 

Company and the Town with the Town providing service to the 
UGB’s via a service area agreement between the Town and 
County. 

 
 Execution of a service agreement between the Artesian Water 

Company and the County, with the County using the Town’s 
distribution system to provide water to the UGB’s.  

 
The Town should continue to pursue upgrades to the wastewater 
treatment plant.  

 
    North East 
 
 The Town should decide to what extent it wishes to pursue its 

currently contemplated upgrades.  The Town could continue to 
pursue upgrades to its existing system, or pool its resources with 
the County and other Towns to implement the interconnection 
discussed below. 

 
    Perryville 
 
 The County and Town should jointly pursue upgrades to the 

Susquehanna River WTP to provide additional water to the Town, 
the UGB and other areas as will be discussed below. In addition to 
increasing the water supply, the County and Town should jointly 
pursue upgrades to the water system to address existing storage 
deficiencies and future storage needs.  
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Depending on the future sewage needs of the Town, the Town and 
the County should jointly pursue upgrades to the Town’s 
wastewater treatment plant to accommodate the western portion of 
the UGB. 

 
    Port Deposit 
 
 The Town should continue its evaluation of alternatives to provide 

water and wastewater service to Bainbridge and the UGB.  Once 
this study is completed, the County and Town can begin 
discussions on how to provide such service. 

 
 Rising Sun 
 
 The County and Town should jointly seek to revise the 1998 

Preliminary Engineering Report to determine what improvements 
are necessary to the Town’s water and sewer systems to 
accommodate the TR zones.  

 
MUNICIPAL    Given  the limited  resources and  recent droughts, clearly the most 
INTERCONNECTIONS challenging issue facing the County and the Towns is the provision 

of a long-term water supply. All the recommendations above have 
attempted to address the future needs of the Towns and County 
UGB’s in isolation. Numerous previous studies have proposed to 
utilize the Susquehanna River to provide a long-term water supply 
to the Route 40/I-95 corridor.  Major obstacles that prevented the 
implementation of these plans included concerns over the extent of 
potential service, lack of coordination with Towns, and the lack of 
an existing customer base relative to the up-front capital costs.  
The Susquehanna River still provides the most sustainable water 
supply to the County. The County should begin discussions with 
the Towns, State agencies and the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission (SRBC) regarding the use of the Susquehanna River 
to meet the long-term needs of the County and Towns under the 
following parameters: 

 
 Intake will occur at the Perryville Water Treatment Plant. 

 
 Service will be provided only to the Towns of Perryville,  

North East and Elkton, those Towns’ future annexation areas, 
and the surrounding UGB’s as defined in this study and 
ultimately in the Master Water and Sewer Plan. 

 
 The Towns will act as nodes of distribution. 

 
 To the extent that service can reasonably be provided to the 

County UGB’s, the Towns will administer service to the 
UGB’s in accordance with service area agreements to be 
negotiated in the future. 



SECTIONSIX  Municipal Service to Urban Growth Boundaries 
 

K:CECILCNTY\URBANGROWTHBOUNDARY\CHAP6 VI-12 

 
 Service will be denied to areas not designated as the above, 

unless such service will abate an existing health hazard.  
 

Service to the Towns and the County UGB’s in accordance with 
the above parameters offers the following advantages over the 
County attempting to provide a water source to its growth areas 
independent of the Towns: 

 
 The County will not be perceived as competing with the Towns 

for customers and potentially hindering the Towns’ ability to 
use the provision of water as a means to annex. 

 
 Phased service to the UGB’s, which are smaller subareas of the 

County’s growth areas, allows the County to better keep pace 
with the provisions of other public facilities such as schools 
and roads. 

 
 Utilization of the Town’s distribution system to the maximum 

extent feasible to provide water to the UGB’s.  
 
 Consistency with the Maryland Smart Growth and 

Neighborhood Conservation Program which calls for state 
resources (funding) to be applied to areas where infrastructure 
is already in place or planned to be in place. 

 
MUNICIPAL INPUT As stated in the introduction to Section 4, information on the 

condition and future plans for the Town’s facilities was received 
from the Towns during a series of interviews and telephone 
conversations.  Prior to the initiation of the study, the overall scope 
and concept of the project were presented to Town representatives 
on October 27, 1999.  In addition, an Informational Meeting on the 
completed Draft Plan was held at the Cecil Community College on 
Saturday, March 18, 2000. Written invitations to attend were 
extended to all Town Planning Commission members, as well as 
Town elected officials. All of the Towns were represented.  At this 
Informational Meeting, copies of the Draft Plan were distributed 
and written comments on the Draft Plan were requested by the 
County.  Copies of the written correspondence from the Towns can 
be found in Appendix D.  No written comments were received 
from the Towns of Port Deposit or Rising Sun. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
CORRESPONDENCE 
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APPENDIX B 
 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT  
CORRESPONDENCE 
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APPENDIX C 
 

NORTH EAST SERVICE AREA AGREEMENTS 
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APPENDIX D 
 

TOWN COMMENTS 
 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 

 
 




