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Greater Severna Park Council: Survey of Residents ς 2010-11 
 

by Dan Nataf, June 15, 2011 
(This report is available at www.gspcouncil.org/surveys/2011/GSPC2011report.pdf) 

Introduction  
 
In an effort to monitor the attitudes and expectations of residents living in the area covered by the Greater Severna Park 
Council, the latter authorized an online survey.  A committee was established to consider the contents of the survey, 
looking at least in part to a previous GSPC survey conducted in 1992-93 survey for inspiration.   
 
By December 2010, the survey design and contents were finalized. The survey was administered beginning in early 
January (2011); the last completion was received April 7, providing a total of 561 cases.  This report will present the 
findings of the survey using the sequence of sections found on the questionnaire. 

Demographics  
 
The first section of the survey focused broadly on the traits of the respondents, including such items as community of 
residence, education, income, gender and community. 

Community  
Table 1 shows the percentages of responses contributed by each of the communities, ranked by those with the highest 
number of responses.  While the entire list is in Appendix A, Table 1 only shows the top 16 communities ς those with at 
least 10 contributors.  Together, those composed about two-thirds (68 percent) of the total. 
 

Table 1: Participation by Community 

Community Count Percent 

West Severna Park 61 10.9 

Shipley's Choice 59 10.5 

Old Severna Park 46 8.2 

Whitehurst 32 5.7 

Brittingham 23 4.1 

Kensington 22 3.9 

Severndale 21 3.7 

Glen Oban 18 3.2 

Berrywood 16 2.9 

Woodbridge Forest 16 2.9 

Hollywood on the Severn 13 2.3 

Magothy Forest 13 2.3 

Cypress Creek 12 2.1 

Crain West 11 2.0 

Linstead 11 2.0 

Lower Magothy Beach 10 1.8 

Subtotal 384 68 

All others 153 27 

NONE indicated 24 4.3 

Total 561 99.3 
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¢ŀōƭŜ н ǎƘƻǿǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ partly using categories derived from the 1992-93 GSPC survey.  Four 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΥ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘ ǎƛŘŜ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ .ŜƴŦƛŜƭŘ όǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ {ƘƛǇƭŜȅΩǎ /ƘƻƛŎŜύ όмт ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύΤ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ 
south of Evergreen Road and west of Ritchie Highway (29 percent); communities east of Ritchie Highway (26 percent); 
and an area north oŦ .ŜƴŦƛŜƭŘκ9ǾŜǊƎǊŜŜƴΣ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ WǳƳǇŜǊΩǎ IƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ wƛǘŎƘƛŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ όмс ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύΦ 
 

 
Table 2: Participation by Areas 

Region  Count  Percent 

1. West north ό{ƘƛǇƭŜȅΩǎΣ .ǊƛƎƘǘǾƛŜǿΣ 9ƭǾŀǘƻƴΣ YƛƳŀǊƴƻŎƪύ 91 17 

2. West south (Ben Oaks, Pointfield, Crain West) 15 3 

3. Midwest (Chartwell/Chartwood, Lakeland, Fairwinds) 42 8 

4. Middle north (North of Benfield/Evergreen, Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ WǳƳǇŜǊǎΩ IƻƭŜ, west of Ritchie 
Hwy) 

84 16 

5. South (Communities south of Evergreen but west of Ritchie Highway) 156 29 

6. East (Communities east of Ritchie Highway) 139 26 

                  Other 10 2 

Total 537 101 

 
  Graph 1: Greater Severna Park Regional Groupings 
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Zip Code 
 
About three quarters (76 percent) of all respondents lived in the core Severna Park zip code: 21146.  The other major zip 
code was for Millersville: 21108 (19 percent).  Most of the others (4 percent) were from Arnold (21012). 
 

First Moved into Severna Par k Area 
 
Respondents were asked when they first arrived in the Severna Park area.  As seen on Table 3, a plurality of respondents 
had only recently arrived, as about one-third (32 percent) had come since 2000. 
 

Table 3: Range of Years when Respondents First Arrived in SP Area 

Range of Years Count Percentage 

1943-1969 52 10 

1970-1979 60 11 

1980-1989 109 20 

1990-1999 148 27 

2000-2011 175 32 

Total 544 100 

 

Where did Respondent Grow Up  
 
Table 4 indicates that most residents did not grow up in Maryland (55 percent).  Only ten percent grew up in the 
Severna Park area. 
 

Table 4: Area where Respondent Grew Up 

Area where R grew up Count Percentage 

Severna Park area 56 10 

Anne Arundel County outside of SP area 70 13 

Maryland but not AA County 119 21 

Outside Maryland but within USA 304 55 

Outside USA 9 2 

Total 558 101 

 

How long has Respondent Lived in Current Home  
 
Most respondents lived in their current homes for 15 years or less (62 percent); one quarter lived in their current homes 
for over 20 years.  
 

Table 5: How many Years Respondent has Lived in Current Home 

Years in current home Count Percentage 

0-5 108 19 

6-10 130 23 

11-15 113 20 

16-20 66 12 

Over 20 141 25 

Total 558 99 
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Homes Owned in Severna Park Area/Ownership vs. Rental  
 
About two-thirds of all respondents only owned a single home (68 percent), with an additional 23 percent claiming to 
own one additional home (see Table 6). 
 

Table 6: Severna Park Area Homes Owned by Respondents 

Number Frequency Percentage 

0 2 0 

1 369 68 

2 127 23 

3 34 6 

More than 3 11 3 

Total 543 100 

 
 
The overwhelming majority of respondents owned their houses (98 percent). 
 

Business Ownership in Severna Park Area  
 
Twelve percent (N=68) said that they owned a business in the Severna Park area; 88 percent did not (N=486). 
 

!ÇÅÓ ÏÆ !ÄÕÌÔÓ ÉÎ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔȭÓ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
 
Table 7 shows the percentage of adults in several age ranges.  Most households only had two adults; very few had more 
than three.  !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŦƛǊǎǘ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΩ тф ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǿŜǊŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ пл ŀƴŘ сф ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƎŜΦ  !ƳƻƴƎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΣ 
the group was slightly younger, with those under 40 constituting 18 percent of the total compared to 11 percent among 
first adults.  Graph 2 shows the contrast among the various adult groupings. 
 

Table 7: Age Ranges of Adults 

Range of Years 1st Adult 2nd Adult 3rd Adult 4th Adult 

Under 30 1 2 44 33 

30-39 10 16 22 33 

40-49 29 30 11 0 

50-59 28 27 0 0 

60-69 22 20 6 0 

70-79 9 5 6 33 

80 or more 1 1 11 0 

Total 100 101 100 99 

Count 537 481 18 3 
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DǊŀǇƘ нΥ !ƎŜ wŀƴƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ±ŀǊƛƻǳǎ !Řǳƭǘǎ [ƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ IƻǳǎŜ 

 
 

!ÇÅÓ ÏÆ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÉÎ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔȭÓ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
 
Table 8 shows the percentage of children in several age ranges.  Most households only had two children; very few had 
more than three.  While 39 percent of first children were at least 16 years old, only 22 percent of second children and 6 
percent of third children were at least 16.  These patterns are depicted on Graph 3. 
 

Table 8: Age Ranges of Children 

Range of Years 1st Child 2nd Child 3rd Child 4th Child 

1-5 10 18 31 67 

6-10 22 33 33 7 

11-15 29 27 29 27 

16-20 24 17 2 0 

21-25 11 5 4 0 

Over 26 4 0 1 0 

Total 100 100 100 101 

Count 333 (59%) 269 (48%) 85 (15%) 15 (3%) 
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Graph 3: Age Ranges of Children

 

Gender 
 
Most of the respondents (59 percent) were women. 
 

Marital Status  
 
The overwhelming majority of respondents (89 percent) were married; only two percent were single. 
 

Table 9: Marital Status 

Status Count Percentage 

Married 486 89 

Single 11 2 

Divorced 30 6 

Widowed 20 4 

Total 547 101 
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Employment  
 
Table 10 shows the distribution of respondents and their spouses across various employment categories.  About one 
fifth were retired; substantial percentages worked for private companies, government or were employed part time.  
Respondents were less likely to work full-time for private companies. 
 

Table 10: Employment of Respondent and Spouse 

 Respondent Spouse R-Spouse 

Retired 20 19 1 
Self-employed 13 12 1 
FT Private company 23 32 -9 
FT Gov. Non defense 11 10 1 
FT Gov. defense 4 6 -2 
Private Nonprofit 5 4 1 
Employed part time 12 8 4 
Student 1 0 1 
Unemployed seeking job 1 1 0 
Unemployed not seeking 5 4 1 
Other 4 3 1 
Total 99 99 0 
Count 548 (98%) 463 (83%)  

 
As seen on Graph 4, gender differences were present: Men were much more likely to work for a private company (42 vs. 
15 percent) or for government in a defense related role (7 vs. 3 percent).  Women were more likely to work for 
government in a non-defense role (12 vs. 8 percent), to be employed part-time (17 vs. 4) or to consider themselves 
outside the work force (10 vs. 0 percent). 
 

Graph 4: Comparison of Men and Women in Various Employment Categories 
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Formal Education  
 
Table 11 compares the years of formal education for the respondent and spouse.  Three quarters of the respondents 

ƘŀŘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǿƻǊƪΦ  This percentage was only mildly changed from 1993 (67 

percent). 

Table 11: Formal Educational Levels of Respondent and Spouse 

 Respondent Spouse Combined 

High school diploma (or less) 1 4 3 
Some college 8 11 10 
!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 5 7 6 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 43 40 42 
Postgraduate work 36 30 33 
Professional degree 8 8 8 

Total 101 100 101 
Frequency 539  473  

 

Household Income  
 
Most respondents (56 percent) were clustered in the $100,000 to $200,000 income range.  Only ten percent claimed 
household incomes under $75,000 a year.  In 1993, 55 percent said that their incomes were under that amount. 
 

Table 12: Household Income 

 Count 2011 1993 

Under $35k 8 1 5 
$35-50k 14 3 14 
$50-75k 31 6 36 
$75-100k 67 14 20 
$100-150k 157 32 19 
$150-200k 116 24 5 
Over $200k 92 19 -- 

Total 485 99 99 
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Traveling Distance and Time  
 
The median travel distance for both respondents and their spouses was 15 miles; the median travel times were also 
identical: 25 minutes.  Only 17 percent of respondents traveled over 30 miles.  By contrast, 31 percent of respondents 
traveled for over 30 minutes. 

 
Table 13: Miles and Minutes Traveled ς Respondent and Spouse 

 Miles Minutes 

 Respondent Spouse Combined Respondent Spouse Combined 
5 or less 14 13 14 8 7 8 
6-10 18 18 18 6 5 6 
11-15 19 21 20 14 16 15 
16-20 16 15 16 19 12 16 
21-30 15 17 16 23 27 25 
31-40 8 8 8 9 10 10 
41 or more 9 8 9 22 24 23 

Total 99 100 100 101 101 101 
Frequency 327 291  319 287  

Workplace Location  
 
Table 14 shows that a majority of respondents (58 percent) and spouses (54 percent) worked in Anne Arundel County, 
with Annapolis (16 percent) and Severna Park (15 percent) as the main destinations.  The primary destination out of the 
county was Baltimore City (12 percent), as well as Howard County (around 10 percent) and Washington D.C. (around 9 
percent).  Graph 5. 
 

Table 14: Workplace Location of Respondent and Spouse 
Location Respondent Spouse Combined 

 Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage 
Inside AA County       

Annapolis 58 17 49 16 107 16 
Severna Park 62 18 38 12 100 15 
Millersville 15 4 16 5 31 5 
Pasadena 9 3 7 2 16 2 
Fort Meade 17 5 15 5 32 5 
Glen Burnie 15 4 13 4 28 4 
Laurel 7 2 7 2 14 2 
BWI Linthicum 3 1 14 5 17 3 
Other AAC 15 4 8 3 23 4 

Total AA County 201 58 167 54 368 56 
Outside AA County       

Baltimore 42 12 38 12 80 12 
Baltimore County 16 5 13 4 29 4 
Howard County 29 8 30 10 59 9 
Montgomery County 7 2 6 2 13 2 
tǊƛƴŎŜ DŜƻǊƎŜΩǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 9 3 9 3 18 3 
Eastern Shore 2 1 0 0 2 0 
Washington D.C. 25 7 33 11 58 9 
VA 11 3 7 2 18 3 
Other States 3 1 5 2 8 1 

Total Outside AA County 144 42 141 36 285 44 
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Graph 5: Workplace Locations of Severna Park Residents (Combined Respondent and Spouse) 

 

Use of Travel Modes to Access Workplaces 
 
A large majority of respondents and spouses indicated that they primarily use their vehicles to get to work.  No more 
than four percent cited any other alternative mode.  Public transportation ς bus, light rail, trains ς hardly saw any use at 
all.  Those using their cars were strongly inclined to use them as their only means of transportation, with 91 percent of 
respondents and 87 percent of spouses citing over 90 percent usage of cars.  The only other modes with users relying 
over 90 percent of time included trains (13 percent for those who use it at all) and walking (also 13 percent). 
 

Table 15: Percentage citing use of a Travel Mode to Access Workplace 

 Respondent Spouse 

 Count Percentage Count Percentage 

Car 338 86 259 85 

Car-pool 12 3 13 4 

Bus 5 1 2 1 

Train 4 1 8 3 

Light Rail 4 1 4 1 

Bike 12 3 8 3 

Cycle 3 1 0 0 

Walk 16 4 12 4 

 394 100 306 100 
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Familiarity with Severna Park Area Organizations  
 
¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƻƴ 
Table 16 represent the percentages of the total sample including missing values (i.e., there is a column showing the 
percentage that skipped the question). 
  

Table 16: Percentage indicating a Level of Familiarity with a Local Institution 

 Unknown Limited 
familiarity 

Some 
familiarity 

Quite 
familiar 

Extensive 
familiarity 

Quite+ 
Extensive 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ 
Answer 

Total 

Local community 
association 

8 9 16 29 27 56 11 100 

Green Hornets or similar 8 12 17 29 19 48 15 100 

Religious institution 20 6 7 21 26 47 19 99 

School related committee 23 8 8 17 21 38 24 101 

Greater Severna Park 
Council 

12 34 25 13 6 19 11 101 

Civic group 39 17 7 3 6 9 28 100 

Greater Severna Park 
Chamber of Commerce 

9 39 26 7 2 9 18 101 

Others 9 0 1 2 3 5 85 100 

Anne Arundel County GDP 47 23 7 2 2 4 20 101 

ASPIRE, Inc. 51 19 8 2 1 3 18 99 

Small area plan for Severna 
Park 

50 22 7 2 1 3 18 100 

 
The items on Table 16 are ranked based on their scores for the ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǉǳƛǘŜέ ƻǊ 
άŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜέ familiarity.  Four organizations were relatively familiar to respondents (local community association, 
religious institution, school-related committee, and Green Hornets)Σ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻƴƭȅ άƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ associationsέ (56 
percent) obtained at least 50 percent.  Along with that item, religious institutions, school related committees and the 
Green Hornets were at the top of the familiarity scale.   
 
The Greater Severna Park Council was in the middle of the pack at 19 percent; the Greater Severna Park Chamber of 
Commerce registered at only 9 percent.  Other items such as civic groups (9 percent), ASPIRE (3 percent) lacked 
familiarity to respondents.  The latter were also unfamiliar with key planning documents such as the General 
Development Plan (4 percent) and the Severna Park Small Area Plan (3 percent).   Graph 6 illustrates the distribution of 
scores. 
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Graph 6: Percentage saying that they ǿŜǊŜ άvǳƛǘŜ CŀƳƛƭƛŀǊέ ƻǊ ƘŀŘ ά9ȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ CŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅέ  

 
 
 
 
Table 17 shows various measures of involvement with various organizations; items are ranked by the percentage 
summarizing an overall level of involvement. This ranking showed that the same entities which were familiar also 
displayed the greatest overall level of involvement: local community associations (34 percent), religious institutions (30 
percent), school related committees (27 percent) and the Green Hornets (25 percent) all showed a larger scope of 
involvement than was true of the GSPC (18 percent).  This was especially true when considering differences in 
ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΦέ The Greater Severna Park Council has performed well based 
ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŦƻǊ άǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣέ ǇƻǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ όрр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύΦ    
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Table 17: Percentage indicating a Degree of Involvement with a Local Institution 

 Received 
info 

Attend 
meetings 

Donated 
time/money 

Active 
participant 

Other 
contact 

Overall 

Local community association 44 43 33 44 5 34 

Religious institution 29 34 39 41 5 30 

School related committee 30 32 33 34 4 27 

Green Hornets or similar 36 15 26 44 5 25 

Greater Severna Park Council 55 14 5 9 5 18 

Greater Severna Park Chamber of Commerce 42 7 4 5 4 12 

Civic group 18 9 11 10 5 11 

ASPIRE, Inc. 23 4 3 3 3 7 

Anne Arundel County GDP 19 5 1 1 2 6 

Small area plan for Severna Park 18 3 1 1 2 5 

Others 5 5 5 5 1 4 

 
 

Graph 7: Overall Level of Involvement in Various Local Institutions 
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Greater Severna Park - Importance  and Satisfaction  
 
The next section focused more on activities which are associated with the Greater Severna Park Council; specifically, 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ άƭƻǿΣ ƳŜŘƛǳƳΣ ƘƛƎƘέ 
scale.  Table 18 shows the activities ranked by their high scores regarding importance; Table 19 ranks the activities by 
high score on satisfaction. 
 

Table 18: Importance of Certain GSPC Activities 

Activity    Importance 

  Low Medium High Count 

Being open and transparent   2 18 80 477 

Working with county officials on policies  3 19 78 469 

Ensuring funding for local schools  4 18 78 471 

tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ  2 21 77 474 

Protecting the {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
Plan 

 3 21 77 472 

Keeping the community informed about crime  4 20 76 479 

Defending communities in zoning conflicts  6 22 73 471 

tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {Ƴŀƭƭ !ǊŜŀ Plans.  4 24 73 459 

Dealing with transportation/road issues  3 26 71 472 

Helping to publicize and protect the environment  7 31 62 478 

Keeping communities informed via email  6 34 61 490 

Lobbying local officials  7 32 61 472 

Gathering/presenting information  8 36 56 464 

Posting information on the Web site  7 38 55 471 

Holding regular meetings  11 46 43 466 

 

Judging by the ranking of items of importance, the GSPC is understood to be an entity whose major role is to safeguard 

Severna Park core budgetary and land use interests ς ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

budget, dealing with zoning conflicts, representing the area regarding small area and general development plans.  All of 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ όŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦŜǿ ƻǘƘŜǊǎύ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ άƘƛƎƘέ ƛƳǇortance scores over 70 percent.    Apparently a level below, 

activities such as communicating, gathering information, posting information or holding meetings were less valuable to 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ άƘƛƎƘέ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻǿ ƻŦ 43 to a high of 62.  However, it should also 

ōŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ƛǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘΥ άōŜƛƴƎ ƻǇŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘέ όул ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύΦ 

¢ŀōƭŜ мф ƛǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ άƘƛƎƘέ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΦ  Worth noting is the fact that the number of 

respondents offering an opinion in this section was considerably lower than those offering views on importance, 

suggesting that many residents felt unable to comment due to lack of relevant experience or knowledge. 
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Overall, the scores were considerably lower for satisfaction than for importance. The answer choices received relatively 

similar satisfaction scores, with a range from 19 to 42 (23 point difference) compared to the 37 point difference on 

importance.  

The highest score was received for the ƛǘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜέ ǎŎƻǊŜΥ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ (42 percent).  

{ƻƳŜ ΨŘŜŦŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŀƴƪŜŘΥ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ (36 

percent); ensuring funding for schools (36 percent); defending communities in zoning conflicts (34 percent).  The lower 

ranked items included community outreach efforts ς publicizing/protecting the environment (24 percent), keeping 

communities informed via email (24 percent), and posting information on the Web site (19 percent), suggesting that the 

GSPC may have to improve its performance in these areas.  ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŜƴŘ ǿŀǎ άƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎǊƛƳŜέ όпм ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύΦ  DǊŀǇƘ у ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƘƛƎƘέ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ǌŀƴƪƛng across 

all items. 

Table 19: Satisfaction with Certain GSPC Activities wŀƴƪŜŘ ōȅ tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ άIƛƎƘέ 

Activity                      Satisfaction 

 Low Medium High Count 

Holding regular meetings 10 48 42 301 

Keeping the community informed about crime 13 46 41 305 

Working with county officials on policies 11 54 36 284 

Ensuring funding for local schools 16 48 36 291 

Defending communities in zoning conflicts 18 48 34 286 

Lobbying local officials 14 53 33 282 

Gathering/presenting information 17 50 33 294 

Being open and transparent  12 58 32 282 

 tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 
Development Plan 

15 55 31 286 

 tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {Ƴŀƭƭ !ǊŜŀ tƭŀƴǎΦ 15 54 30 259 

 tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 12 59 29 276 

 Helping to publicize and protect the environment 20 56 24 287 

 Keeping communities informed via email 35 41 24 304 

 Dealing with transportation/road issues 21 56 23 284 

 Posting information on the Web site 23 59 19 309 
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Graph 8: Satisfaction with /ŜǊǘŀƛƴ D{t/ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ wŀƴƪŜŘ ōȅ tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ άIƛƎƘέ 

 

Attitudes towards Aspects of the Severna Park Area  
 
 
This section of the survey focused on the attitudes held by respondents towards several aspects of the community.  
These have been categorized into five elements: Transportation, housing, community amenities, recreation and 
environment, and government and local services.  Tables 20 through 24 organize responses using the five point 
άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜέ scale. 
 

Transportation  
 
By providing relatively easy access to workplaces, medical facilities, cities and airports, the strategic location of the 
{ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀ ǎŜŜƳǎ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ όǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻm means of 3.5 to 3.9 on the five 
point scale).  Of lesser importance was the availability of public transportation or park and ride lots (2.4, 2.3); this was in 
ǎƘŀǊǇ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƻǊŜ όоΦуύ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŦƻǊ άƎƻƻŘ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎκǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦέ  This finding confirms what a 
previous discussion of preferred transportation options revealed: residents perceive their transportation choices 
virtually entirely in terms of the use of private vehicles; facilitating the movement of cars to their destination is the 
prime value.  
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Table 20: Attitudes towards Transportation Aspects 
Element Not Important 1 2 3 4 5   Very  important  Mean Count 

Proximity/time to medical facilities 4 5 23 33 36 3.9 530 

Good traffic/transportation conditions 3 7 27 33 30 3.8 526 

Proximity/time to workplace 11 9 21 23 37 3.7 520 

Proximity/time to major cities 7 8 25 36 26 3.6 533 

Proximity/time to trains/planes 7 10 28 31 24 3.5 533 

Proximity/time to higher education 16 14 30 22 19 3.1 528 

Availability of public transport 30 25 26 10 8 2.4 519 

Presence of local "park and ride" lots 34 26 22 11 7 2.3 521 

Transportation totals 14 13 25 25 23 3.3 526 

 
 
 

Graph 9: Importance of Transportation Items (Ranked by Mean Score) 
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Housing 
 
¢ŀōƭŜ нм ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛǘǎ άƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣέ ƭƻǿ 
density, and upscale options.  Not surprisingly, those attitudes which might favor increased diversity in housing types 
(affordability or dedicated to seniors) were less favored.   
 

Table 21: Attitudes towards Housing Aspects 
Element Not Important 1 2 3 4 5   Very  important Mean Count 

 Good quality of housing 2 2 13 36 47 4.2 530 

 Low housing density (few or no  
apartments, condos or townhouses) 

10 9 19 23 39 3.7 532 

 Availability of upscale housing 10 9 26 29 26 3.5 532 

 Availability of housing with water privileges 12 17 24 22 26 3.3 530 

 Good variety of housing types 14 15 32 21 17 3.1 524 

 Availability of affordable housing 16 14 32 23 15 3.1 523 

 Availability of senior housing 25 21 28 17 8 2.6 527 

Housing totals 13 12 25 24 25 3.4 528 

 
Graph 10: Importance of Housing Items (Ranked by Mean Score) 
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Lƴ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƛƪŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴŀ tŀǊƪΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ 
ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭȅ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ƛǘŜƳ όоΦоύΦ There was some statistically significant (p<.05) variation in the percentage 
of those coƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜǎΦέ  As seen on Table 21a, the region south of 
.ŜƴŦƛŜƭŘ .ƭǾŘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ wƛǘŎƘƛŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ όǘƘŜ ά{ƻǳǘƘέύ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ (43 percent) on 
this trait, followed by the ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ά9ŀǎǘέ ς east of Ritchie Highway 25 percent).  Other 
regions with fewer communities with water privileges placed a lower importance on that trait (scores ranging from 9 to 
17). 
 

Table 21a: wŜƎƛƻƴ ōȅ ά!Ǿŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ²ŀǘŜǊ tǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜǎέ 
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle 

North 
South East Overall 

Not important 15 20 17 15 7 8 11 

Somewhat important 30 33 26 19 9 16 18 

Important 18 20 21 32 18 27 24 

Quite important 28 13 21 17 23 23 22 

Very important 9 13 14 17 43 25 26 

Total 100 99 99 100 100 99 101 

Count 57 15 42 106 149 134 503 

 

Community Characteristics  
 
ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎέ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻǿ ƻŦ 2.7 
to a high of 4.7 and an overall mean of 4.0.  The item of least concern was whether Severna Park was incorporated into a 
ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ нΦт ŀƴŘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ όом ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘύ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άƴƻǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ 
 
The most valued ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŎŜƴǘŜǊŜŘΥ άDƻƻŘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅέ ŀƴŘ άpƭŜƴǘȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴέ 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ όпΦтΣ пΦпύ ŀǎ ŘƛŘ άǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊǎ όпΦрύΦ  Several other items were 
ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜƭƭ ŦŀǾƻǊŜŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǇŜŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǉǳƛŜǘέ όпΦнύΣ ƘƛƎƘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ όпΦлύΣ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
(3.9), and a presumed consensus about civic and national matters (3.7). 
 

Table 22: Attitudes towards Community Characteristics 
Element Not Important 1 2 3 4 5   Very  important Mean Count 

Good place to raise family 2 1 3 13 82 4.7 530 

Strong sense of community among 
neighbors 

1 3 8 24 64 4.5 531 

Plenty of activities for children 4 2 8 20 67 4.4 528 

Peace and quiet 1 3 18 34 44 4.2 533 

High educational levels of residents 3 4 18 36 39 4.0 527 

Strong community associations 4 8 22 31 36 3.9 526 

Many people think like I do about civic 
and national matters 

12 13 33 27 16 3.7 529 

Not incorporated into a municipality 31 15 28 12 15 2.7 513 

Community totals 7 6 17 25 45 4.0 527 
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Graph 11: Importance of Community Items (Ranked by Mean Score) 

 

Recreation and Environmental Traits  
 
There was little variance among the scores for items classified within the recreation and environment category: The 
range was small ς ŀ ƭƻǿ ƻŦ оΦс ŀƴŘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƻŦ пΦоΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ άŀōǳƴŘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŜŜǎκǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ς 
which conveys the importance of the physical characteristics typical of suburban Severna Park.  This was clearly an 
important draw to the area. 
 

Table 23: Attitudes towards Recreation and Environment 

Element Not 
Important 

1 

2 3 4 Very  
important 

5 

Mean Count 

Abundance of trees/vegetation 2 3 13 32 51 4.3 525 

Availability of recreational sites 2 5 21 34 38 4 526 

Access to Baltimore-Annapolis Trail 3 6 21 32 38 4 532 

Access to Kinder Park 7 8 25 28 32 3.7 530 

Access to water/boating 9 11 21 23 35 3.6 522 

Recreation and environmental totals 5 7 20 30 39 3.9 527 
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Graph 12: Importance of Recreation/Environment Items (Ranked by Mean Score) 

 
 
¢ƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ όпΦлύ ǿŀǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭǘƛƳƻǊŜ-!ƴƴŀǇƻƭƛǎ ¢Ǌŀƛƭέ ŀƴŘ 
slightly more important than access to Kinder Park (3.7) or to water/boating (3.6).   
 
Table 23a shows the variability in scores for these items by region by summarizing the percentages saying άǾŜǊȅ 
importantΦέ  ¢ǿƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ Φлр ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘΥ  άAccess 
ǘƻ ǿŀǘŜǊκōƻŀǘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ YƛƴŘŜǊ tŀǊƪΦέ  ²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ά{ƻǳǘƘέ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
highest importance as over one half (51 percent) ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ƛǘ άǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ  !ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ YƛƴŘŜǊ tŀǊƪ 
seemed of greatest concern to the two regions which were closest to tƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΥ ǘƘŜ άaƛŘŘƭŜ bƻǊǘƘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άaƛŘǿŜǎǘΦέ  
²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŎƛǘŜ άŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ .ŀƭǘƛƳƻǊŜ-!ƴƴŀǇƻƭƛǎ ǘǊŀƛƭέ ǘƘŀƴ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ ƛǘ 
(e.g., Middle North). 
 

Table 23a: Region by Recreation and Environmental Traits όtŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ά±ŜǊȅ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέύ 
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle 

North 
South East Overall Sig. 

Access to water/boating 20 13 30 26 51 33 35 .001 

Access to Kinder Park 32 33 47 45 24 24 32 .02 

Access to Baltimore-Annapolis Trail 26 33 47 43 43 30 38 .09 

Availability of recreational sites 33 33 35 43 43 33 38 .55 

Abundance of trees/vegetation 44 40 57 55 54 44 50 .9 
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Government and other Services 
 
The last section of this battery of questions about general attitudes covered some aspects of government ς its 
services/schools/libraries, crime rates and taxes.  Two other questions included in this section deal with commercial or 
cultural services. 
 
Scores in this section also did not show much variability, ranging from a low of 2.9 to a high of 4.7, but with most scores 
clustered around 3.5 to 4.5.  The overall mean was relatively high: 3.9. 
 
An examination of the results depicted on Table 24 (and Graph 13) shows that three items were of greatest importance: 
the quality of public schools (4.7), low crime rates (4.7), and the presence of a public library (4.3).  While the high 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
group (2.9), implying that having top quality public schools rather than just the availability of excellent schools in general 
was the core value being expressed.  While attitudes towards public schools implied generous government spending, the 
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ άƭƻǿ ǘŀȄŜǎέ ς while not as highly rated as having good schools ς was still favored (3.8).  Indeed, low 
ǘŀȄŜǎ ŀƴŘ άƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ όоΦуύΦ 
 

Table 24: Attitudes towards Government and Other Services (Ranked by Mean Score) 

Element Not 
Important 

1 

2 3 4 Very  
important 

5 

Mean Count 

Good quality of public schools 2 1 4 13 80 4.7 528 

Low crime rates 1 1 4 16 79 4.7 528 

Presence of public library 1 4 15 27 54 4.3 523 

High quality of government services 4 6 28 34 29 3.8 531 

Low taxes 5 7 27 23 39 3.8 528 

Ample commercial services in local area 3 8 30 36 24 3.7 520 

Ample entertainment options in local area 4 8 31 34 22 3.6 520 

Availability of good quality private schools 24 17 23 18 18 2.9 532 

Government and other services total 6 7 20 25 43 3.9 526 

 
Graph 13: Importance of Govt./Other Services Items (Ranked by Mean Score) 
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Graph 14 presents all the items that registered a mean score of at least 4.0.  These twelve items emphasize 
schools/family, safety, a sense of community, and various amenities associated with the greater Severna Park area. 

 
Graph 14: Importance Items with Mean 4.0 Minimum Mean Scores 
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Table 24a: Ranking of All Attributes 

Attribute Percentage 

Good quality of public schools 53 

Good place to raise family 38 

Low crime rates 20 

Strong sense of community among neighbors 12 

Access to water/boating 8 

Low taxes 6 

Peace and quiet 6 

Abundance of trees/vegetation 4 

Low housing density (few or no apartments, 4 

Availability of housing with water privileges 4 

Good quality of housing 4 

Availability of affordable housing 3 

Proximity/time to workplace 2 

Proximity/time to medical facilities 2 

Access to Baltimore-Annapolis Trail 2 

Plenty of activities for children 2 

Presence of public library 2 

Availability of good quality private schools 2 

Good traffic/transportation conditions 1 

High quality of government services 1 

Availability of recreational sites 1 

High educational levels of residents 1 

Strong community associations 1 

Availability of upscale housing 1 

Ample commercial services in local area 1 

Proximity/time to major cities 1 

Availability of senior housing 1 

Proximity/time to trains/planes 1 

Proximity/time to higher education 1 

Access to Kinder Park 1 

Good variety of housing types 0 

Ample entertainment options in local area 0 

Not incorporated into a municipality 0 

Availability of public transport 0 

Presence of local "park and ride" lots 0 

Many people think like I do about civic and 
national matters 

0 
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Problems facing the Severna Park Area  
 

This section of the survey focused upon a host of possible problems afflicting the Severna Park area.  The items have 

been categorized into seven groupings: crime, environment, affordability, recreation, government services and budget, 

transportation, and miscellaneous. 

Crime 
 
As seen on Table 25 and Graph 15, underage drinking (3.6) and the presence of illegal drugs (3.4) were the two most 

cited problems within the category of crime.  Property crimes (3.2) were seen as more serious than crimes against 

individuals (2.6). 

Table 25: Problems ς Crime (Ranked by Mean Score) 

  Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Underage drinking 4 14 29 25 28 3.6 

Presence of illegal drugs 5 17 32 26 20 3.4 

Too much property crime (burglary, thefts) 6 23 33 23 15 3.2 

Too much crime against individuals (assaults, robbery) 15 36 29 12 7 2.6 

Crime total 8 23 31 22 18 3.2 

 
Graph 15: Seriousness of Problems ς Crime  

 
  

2.6

3.2

3.4

3.6

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

Too much crime against 
individuals (assaults, 

robbery)

Too much property crime 
(burglary, thefts)

Presence of illegal drugs Underage drinking



26 
 

¢ŀōƭŜ нрŀ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ άŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎέ ŀƴŘ 

άǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŎǊƛƳŜέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ statistically significant relationships, despite some differences among 

the regions.  The southwest area (N=15) apparently had the highest overall perception of crime, followed by the 

Midwest and south.  The middle north has the lowest crime perception. 

Table 25a: Problems ς Crime by Regions (Percentages saying Quite or Very Serious) 
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle 

North 
South East 

Crime against individuals 34 33 40 31 41 40 

Property crimes 23 40 24 12 23 17 

Combined 57 73 64 43 64 57 

Environment  
 
¢ŀōƭŜ нс ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ άŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊǎέ όоΦфύΦ  hǘƘŜǊ 

environmental conditions were closely clustered between mean scores of 2.6 to 2.9. 

Table 26: Problems - Environment  

  Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Too much environmental degradation of the rivers 4 9 24 22 41 3.9 

Too much air pollution 15 24 30 16 15 2.9 

Too many illegal signs 19 21 26 16 18 2.9 

Too much noise pollution from aircraft 17 25 26 17 15 2.8 

Too much noise pollution from cars or boats 19 31 31 14 6 2.6 

Environmental total 15 22 27 17 19 3.0 

 
Graph 16: Seriousness of Problems - Environment 
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Three aspects of the environment are presented in Table 26a ς river degradation, air noise, and access to water (which is 
found on Table 28) ς by region.  Two aspects were statistically signification: river degradation and air noise.  Taken 
together, the river degradation and access to water variables highlighted the relevance of the Severn River to those in 
the south ς they were the most likely to cite river degradation as a problem and least likely to cite access to the water as 
a problem.   
 
Air noise was apparently the most severe for those in the middle west (56 percent) ς Chartwell, Chartwood, Fairwinds, 
etc.   ¢ƘŜ {ƘƛǇƭŜȅΩǎ /ƘƻƛŎŜ area has also relatively high on the perception of aircraft noise as a serious problem: 46 
percent.  Both of these areas are under the flight path of aircraft approaching BWI-Thurgood Marshall airport. 
  

Table 26a: Problems ς Environment by Regions (Percentages saying Quite or Very Serious) 
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle 

North 
South East 

River degradation 51 60 64 46 73 70 

Lack of access to the water 37 47 40 40 23 35 

Aircraft noise 46 27 56 24 30 23 

Affordability  
 
Table 27 (and Graph 17) reveals that two affordability items were most prominent: the high cost of living (3.3) and 
excessive property taxes (3.2).  However, the overall affordability of housing (2.5) or elderly housing (2.4) were not 
important concerns highlighting the irony that while respondents lamented the high costs of living in the area, they were 
not especially concerned with the lack of affordable housing options. 

 
Table 27: Problems - Affordability 

  Not serious 
       1 

2 3 4      Very Serious 
          5 

Mean 

Excessive property taxes 9 18 33 21 19 3.2 

High cost of living 7 13 33 33 14 3.3 

Overall lack of affordable housing 20 31 31 11 6 2.5 

Lack of affordable elderly housing 26 30 27 11 6 2.4 

Affordability total 16 23 31 19 11 2.9 
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Graph 17: Seriousness of Problems - Affordability

 

Recreation Problems  
 
Table 28 (and Graph 18) shows that recreation problems are generally not high ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

range was very low: 1.8 to 3.0.  The areas of greatest concern were άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŜƴŀƎŜǊǎέ όоΦлύΣ 

pǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǿŀǘŜǊέ όнΦуύ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜέ όнΦтύΦέ  !ƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǘŜƳǎ trailed.  

Table 28: Problems - Recreation 

  Not serious  1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Lack of places for activities for teenagers 14 18 34 21 14 3 

Lack public access to water 22 23 22 19 15 2.8 

Lack of open space 20 25 30 15 11 2.7 

Lack of recreational areas 32 28 28 7 5 2.2 

Lack access to B/A trail 51 26 18 3 2 1.8 

Recreation total 28 24 26 13 9 2.5 
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Graph 18: Seriousness of Problems - Recreation

 

Government Services and Budget 
 

Table 29 (and Graph 19) shows a consistent distribution of views regarding the elements in this category: the high was 

3.0 and the low was 2.7.  The public displayed ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ άǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ŦŀǾƻǊ ŀ 

άǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭŜŀŦ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ŏǳǘǎ ƻƴ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ 

was asked prior to the political turmoil surrounding the funding of a new Severna Park high school in late May; perhaps 

public concern would have been greater had the survey been fielded after the controversy had materialized.  In general, 

all of the items show a moderate level of concern without singling out any one element. 

Table 29: Problems ς Government Services and Budget 

  Not serious  1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Quality of political leadership 15 24 36 14 11 3 

 Lack of effective public leaf removal system 20 18 23 20 18 3 

 Efficiency of county govt. as a problem 11 27 38 16   9 2.9 

 Impact of budget cuts on quality of government services 11 23 37 18 10 2.9 

 Adequacy of government response to complaints 15 25 37 17   7 2.8 

 Inadequate snow removal services 20 25 25 17 14 2.8 

 Overall quality of government services  12 25 45 12   6 2.7 

Quality of local schools 31 22 11 16 20 2.7 

Government services, budget total 17 24 32 16 12 2.9 

  

1.8

2.2

2.7
2.8

3

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

Lack access to B/A 
trail

Lack of recreational 
areas

Lack of open spaceLack public access to 
water

Lack of places for 
activities for 
teenagers



30 
 

 

Graph 19: Seriousness of Problems ς Government Services and Budget

 

Transportation  
 

Table 30 (and Graph 20) lists the six transportation items included in this section of the survey.  Concern for a few of 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘΥ άǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎέ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ оΦрΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

highest scores for any item among all problemsΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǎƛŘŜǿŀƭƪǎκǘǊŀƛƭǎ ƻƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎ όоΦоύΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ άǘƻƻ 

ƳǳŎƘ ǎǇŜŜŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊƻŀŘǎέ όоΦнύ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ 

views seemed consistent in that ǘƘŜ άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴέ was among the lowest rated items: Clearly, 

respondents wanted relief on major streets so that they could continue their car-dependent lifestyles. 

Table 30: Problems - Transportation 

  Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Traffic congestion on major streets 6 15 30 27 23 3.5 

Lack sidewalks/trails on major streets. 12 14 28 23 23 3.3 

Too much speeding on local roads 11 20 28 22 19 3.2 

Lack sidewalks/trails in neighborhood 24 21 22 16 18 2.8 

Lack public transportation 26 24 28 13 10 2.6 

Traffic within neighborhood 28 23 29 11   9 2.5 

Transportation total 18 20 28 19 17 3.0 
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Graph 20: Seriousness of Problems ς Transportation

 

Miscellaneous 
 

The last category in this section about problems included a few items that could not be effectively grouped in another 

category.  These included: lack of a town center; aging housing stock; uncontrolled growth/development; unsightly 

commercial development; and, lack of multi-family housing.  The results are summarized on Table 31 and Graph 21. 

Table 31: Problems - Miscellaneous 

  Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean 

Lack of adequate town center 20 25 26 15 15 2.8 

Aging housing stock 22 27 31 15   4 2.5 

Uncontrolled growth/development 10 16 23 24 28 3.4 

Unsightly commercial development 10 19 23 26 21 3.3 

Lack of multi-family housing 59 26 11 3   2 1.6 

Misc. total 19 21 26 16 18 2.9 

 

Two elements seemed of particular concern: uncontrolled growth and development (3.4) and unsightly commercial 

development (3.3).   The public had less concern with aging housing stock (2.5).  Consistent with its preference for single 

family housing, the lack of support for multi-family housing (1.6) was not unexpected. 
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Graph 21: Seriousness of Problems - Miscellaneous
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Overall ranking  
As with the section on general attitudes, at the end of the problems section respondents were asked to indicate their 

top two problems.  Table 31a shows the results for the combined scores.  Environment, uncontrolled 

growth/development and traffic conditions were the top three elements. 

Table 31a: Ranking of Problems 

Problem Percentage 

Too much environmental degradation of the rivers 17 

Uncontrolled growth/development 16 

Traffic congestion on major streets 13 

Excessive property taxes 12 

Too much property crime (burglary, thefts) 10 

Presence of illegal drugs 9 

Underage drinking 9 

Too much speeding on local roads 9 

Quality of local schools 8 

Lack sidewalks/trails on major streets. 8 

High cost of living 7 

Unsightly commercial development 7 

Too much noise pollution from aircraft 6 

Lack public access to water 6 

Lack of adequate town center 6 

Inadequate snow removal services 6 

Lack sidewalks/trails in neighborhood 5 

Lack of places for activities for teen-agers 4 

Quality of political leadership 4 

Impact of budget cuts on quality of government services 4 

Too much air pollution 3 

Lack of effective public leaf removal system 3 

Efficiency of county govt. as a problem 3 

Traffic within neighborhood 3 

Too many illegal signs 2 

Lack of open space 2 

Overall lack of affordable housing 2 

Adequacy of government response to complaints 2 

Lack public transportation 2 

Too much crime against individuals (assaults, robbery) 1 

Too much noise pollution from cars or boats 1 

Aging housing stock 1 

Lack of multi-family housing 1 

Lack of recreational areas 1 

Overall quality of government services  1 

Lack of affordable elderly housing 0 

Lack access to B/A trail 0 
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Graph 22: Seriousness of Problems ς Top Choices (Ranked by percent received)

 

 

Graph 22a ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 

ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƎŀǾŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ-point scale.  There is consistency in placing the degradation of the 

rivers, traffic congestion and uncontrolled growth as the top of the list.  While underage drinking comes in second using 

the mean score on the five-point scale (3.6), it comes in seventh using the most important problem frequency (9  

percent citing it).  By contrast, property crime and high taxes would seem to be more important based on their most 

important frequencies than would have been indicated using their mean scores.  Thus, while there is considerable 

overlap between the mean scores and the most important frequencies, there were some divergences as well. 
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DǊŀǇƘ ннŀΥ IƛƎƘŜǎǘ aŜŀƴ {ŎƻǊŜǎ /ƻƴǘǊŀǎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ IƛƎƘŜǎǘ άaƻǎǘ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ tǊƻōƭŜƳέ Citations (percentages)
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Solutions for the Greater Severna Park Area  
 
Once respondents had identified problems, they were presented a number ƻŦ ΨǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ 
favorable they were to each proposed solution, using a five-point low/high scale.  Table 32 presents a ranking of all 
solutions by the highest mean score on the five point scale (thus a higher score indicates greater favorability). 
 

Table 32: Solutions Ranked by Average per Item 

 Low    High  

Solution 1 2 3 4 5 Mean 
Ensure that there are adequate public facilities prior to development 1 3 11 23 62 4.4 
Improve school facilities 3 4 18 19 56 4.2 
Apply stricter controls on residential development 3 5 22 26 45 4.1 
Apply stricter controls on commercial development 2 5 21 25 48 4.1 
More restrictions on building in Critical Areas 6 8 19 19 49 4 
Improve quality of instruction in public schools 5 5 20 24 45 4 

Stricter penalties for youths and parents for underage drinking 6 7 28 24 35 3.8 
Establish more activities for teenagers 4 7 32 26 31 3.7 

Build sidewalks on major streets leading to commercial areas or schools 9 9 21 24 37 3.7 

Have more police on patrol to enforce laws and respond to crimes 4 8 35 26 28 3.7 

Create a more vibrant town center area 9 12 24 23 32 3.6 

Enforce sign laws more fully 10 9 26 23 33 3.6 

Beautify existing roadways 7 14 28 25 26 3.5 

Build pedestrian overpass on Ritchie Highway 15 14 20 21 30 3.4 

Bring a greater range of entertainment options to our local area 
 (e.g., restaurants, cinemas, plays) 

12 15 25 26 22 3.3 

Add bike lanes 15 14 23 22 27 3.3 
Create cultural center 13 15 29 21 20 3.2 

Add buses to Baltimore, DC or other job centers 22 21 26 17 15 2.8 
Build light rail to Annapolis 2 12 19 16 21 2.8 
Build housing/health facilities for the elderly 17 27 33 15 8 2.7 
Add buses/shuttles/taxis within the local area 24 23 27 15 11 2.7 
Build sidewalks in your neighborhood 33 14 20 11 22 2.7 
Add buses up and down Ritchie Highway 28 24 27 13 9 2.5 
Build multi-family apartments for those over 55 28 27 28 10 7 2.4 
Permit multi-family apartments for all ages 57 19 15 5 4 1.8 
Allow higher building densities on available land near you 74 11 9 2 3 1.5 

 
Table 32 shows that growth and development solutions were most favored, taking 4 of the 6 highest averages.  
άLƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎέ ŀƭǎƻ displayed the high favorability 
averages, signaling a high measure of concern for education. 
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Graph 23: Top 6 Solutions (All Receiving a Mean Score of at least 4.0) 

 
 
Tables 33 through 38 present the solutions grouped by category. 

Growth/development  
 
While growth related items received the highest scores, they also received the lowest ones, thereby accounting for the 
relatively low category average of 3.1.  The four items that had average scores of at least 4.0 were all related to placing 
more restrictions or controls on development.  The four items with the lowest scores were generally those favoring 
higher densities.  Respondents clearly did not want to see much change in the prevailing pattern of single family 
dwellings. 

Table 33: Growth/Development 

Solution Low    High  

 1 2     3       4      5 Average 
Ensure that there are adequate public facilities prior to development 1 3 11 23 62 4.4 
Apply stricter controls on residential development 3 5 22 26 45 4.1 

Apply stricter controls on commercial development 2 5 21 25 48 4.1 
More restrictions on building in Critical Areas 6 8 19 19 49 4 
Build housing/health facilities for the elderly 17 27 33 15  8 2.7 
Build multi-family apartments for those over 55 28 27 28 10  7 2.4 
Permit multi-family apartments for all ages 57 19 15 5  4 1.8 
Allow higher building densities on available land near you 74 11 9 2  3 1.5 

Averages 24 13 20 16 28 3.1 
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Graph 24: Solutions - Mean Scores for Growth and Development

 

Environment  
 
Items shown on Table 34 deal with visual enhancements rather than any general restrictions on development.  These 
two items had very similar scores, and suggest that the public is generally favorable to these measures, although 
without the wild enthusiasm of policies that would be more likely to reduce growth and avoid higher densities. 
 

Table 34: Environment 

Solution 1 2 3 4 5 Average 

Beautify existing roadways 7 14 28 25 26 3.5 
Enforce sign laws more fully 10 9 26 23 33 3.6 

Averages 9 12 27 24 30 3.6 

 

Transportation  
 
The overall score for items in this category was relatively low (3.0) and without the extremes found in the 
growth/development category.  There was some support for building sidewalks on major streets (3.7), building a 
pedestrian overpass on Ritchie Highway (3.4) and adding bike lanes (3.3).  All measures meant to enhance public 
transportation received only lukewarm support.  In the absence of a specific solution that would seem to reduce traffic 
congestion ς the highest priority problem ς while keeping respondents in their cars, the public did not seem to have too 
much interest in the solutions presented. 
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