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To:	 	 Dru	Schmidt‐Perkins,	Executive	Director	
	 	 1000	Friends	of	Maryland	

From:	 Steve	Raabe,	President	
	 	 OpinionWorks,	LLC	

Date:		 September	6,	2013	

Subject:	 Charles	County	Voter	Survey	
	
1000	Friends	of	Maryland	commissioned	this	Charles	County	voter	survey	to	understand	
attitudes	and	preferences	surrounding	the	long‐term	development	plan	currently	proposed	
for	Charles	County.	
	
This	survey	undertook	a	thorough	exploration	of	contextual	issues	that	may	help	explain	
voter	attitudes	about	the	plan,	including	attitudes	about	growth	and	development,	
perceptions	of	long‐term	issues	and	challenges	facing	the	County,	and	citizens’	aspirations	
for	Charles	County.		Specific	priorities	that	voters	may	want	to	see	embodied	in	the	plan	
were	tested,	as	well,	as	a	key	to	understanding	how	a	plan	should	be	structured.	
	
This	telephone	survey	of	401	randomly‐selected	Charles	County	registered	voters	was	
conducted	by	telephone	July	3‐7,	2013.		The	findings	have	a	potential	sampling	error	of	no	
more	than	±	4.9%	at	the	95%	confidence	level.		A	more	detailed	methodology	statement	is	
found	at	the	end	of	this	summary.	
	
Overview	

Charles	County	voters	are	quite	unified	in	what	they	want	from	a	long‐term	development	
plan.		This	survey	clearly	identifies	a	public	that	aspires	to	“hearken	back	to	simpler	times”	
and	foster	a	close‐knit	community	feel,	with	ample	open	space,	public	safety,	and	access	to	
recreation.	
	
Voters	are	also	clear	about	what	they	do	not	want.		Burdened	by	traffic,	they	do	not	want	
unbridled	growth	and	development.		While	voters	say	some	road	improvements	must	be	in	
the	mix,	they	are	much	more	interested	in	having	better	access	to	mass	transit.		The	idea	of	
interesting,	walkable	neighborhoods	is	extremely	appealing	to	them,	as	well.	
	
In	very	large	numbers,	voters	reject	a	development	plan	that	would	lead	to	significant	
growth.		Hearing	about	rapid	future	growth	estimates	is	disturbing	to	them.		As	currently	
proposed,	the	development	plan	for	Charles	County	is	completely	out‐of‐step	with	voters’	
priorities.	
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