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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

October 24, 2017 
Agenda 

 
09:30 A.M. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

CALL TO ORDER, President Terry L. Baker 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 17, 2017 

 
09:35 A.M. COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
09:40 A.M. REPORTS FROM COUNTY STAFF 
 
09:45 A.M. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION 
 
09:50 A.M. FOURTH QUARTER (FINAL) ADJUSTMENTS TO WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOARD OF EDUCATION’S FY2017 GENERAL FUND BUDGET – Jeffrey Proulx, 
Chief Operating Officer and David Brandenburg, Executive Director of Finance, 
Washington County Public Schools 

 
10:15 A.M. CONTRACT AWARD (PUR-1363): BOND COUNSEL SERVICES – Rick Curry, 

CPPO, Purchasing Director and Sara Greaves, Deputy Director – Division of Budget 
and Finance 

 
10:20 A.M. POTENTIAL LEGISLATIVE ITEMS – Kirk Downey, Deputy County Attorney 
 
10:25 A.M. CITIZEN COMMENT REVIEW AND EXPRESS APPROVAL – SMITHSBURG 

ANNEXATION OF CLOVERLY HILL LLC – Stephen Goodrich, Director, Department 
of Planning and Zoning 

 
10:30 A.M. VACANCIES AND ORGANIZATION – Rob Slocum, County Administrator and 

Stephanie Stone, Director, Health and Human Resources 
 
10:40 A.M. PARKS AND FACILITIES DIRECTOR – Robert Slocum, County Administrator and 

Stephanie Stone, Director, Health and Human Resources 
 
10:50 A.M. CLOSED SESSION   
(To discuss the appointment, employment, assignment, promotion, discipline, demotion, compensation, removal, resignation, 
or performance evaluation of appointees, employees, or officials over whom this public body has jurisdiction; or any other 
personnel matter that affects one or more specific individuals; and to consult with counsel to obtain legal advice on a legal 
matter.)  
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EVENING MEETING AT THE MAUGANSVILLE RURITAN 
 Location:  18007 Maugans Avenue, Hagerstown, MD 
 
07:00 P.M. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
  CALL TO ORDER, President Terry L. Baker 
 
07:05 P.M. COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
07:10 P.M. TOWN OF MAUGANSVILLE LEADERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
07:20 P.M. REPORTS FROM COUNTY STAFF 
 
07:25 P.M. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION 
 



 

 

Open Session Item 

 

SUBJECT:   Fourth Quarter (Final) Adjustments to Washington County Board of Education’s FY2017   

                      General Fund Budget 

 

PRESENTATION DATE:  October 24, 2017 

 

PRESENTATION BY:   Jeffrey Proulx, Chief Operating Officer, Washington County Public Schools 

David Brandenburg, Executive Director of Finance, Washington County Public    

Schools 

 

RECOMMENDED MOTION:  Move to approve the requested fourth quarter adjustments to the Board   

                                                      of Education’s FY2017 General Fund Budget. 

 

REPORT-IN-BRIEF:  The Annotated Code of Maryland requires local school systems to periodically re-

forecast their financial needs and make necessary changes to their budget.  At year-end, this process serves 

to align the budget with actual performance, as the Maryland State Department of Education regulations 

require that no category may be overspent or under-spent after final adjustments. 

 

DISCUSSION:  The requested budget adjustments for the fourth quarter of FY2017 are attached.  The 

major requests for adjustments relate to social security and pension savings from vacancies and health 

insurance tax savings (Fixed Charges), reduced spending in technology, utilities, and custodial overtime 

(Operation of Plant), and a variety of Special Education costs that came in lower than the previously 

increased budgets.  

 

As several of the requested adjustments cross major categories, the County Commissioners must approve 

these adjustments.  The proposed changes are necessary to properly categorize the Board’s FY2017 budget 

and finalize the closeout of FY2017.  These requested changes yield an increase to the fund balance of 

$1,849,975 in the fourth quarter, and $2.303M for the full-year.   
 

FISCAL IMPACT:  There is a full-year change of $2,303,155, (approximately 0.88%) with a 

corresponding increase in the Board of Education’s general fund balance as a result of FY2017 operations.   

 

CONCURRENCES:  The Board of Education’s Finance Committee reviewed these adjustments at their 

meeting on September 26, 2017 and recommended them for approval by the full Board.  The Board of 

Education approved these changes at their October 3, 2017 meeting. 

 

ALTERNATIVES:  None 

 

ATTACHMENTS:   
 
1. Proposed fourth quarter budget adjustments for the Washington County Board of Education’s 

FY2017 General Fund Operating Budget, and  

2. A quarter-by-quarter schedule of FY2017 adjustments by category. 

 

AUDIO/VISUAL NEEDS:  None 

Board of County Commissioners of Washington County, Maryland 
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Note:  An increase in the revenue budget has the same effect as a decrease in the expense budget.  (They are both positive.)   Therefore, when 
adding the column, one must reverse the sign on the requested change in revenue.  

Washington County Public Schools 

Requested Fourth Quarter FY2017 Budget Adjustments 

 

 

 

Line Category 

Increase/ 

(Decrease) The primary reason for the requested change is: 

1 Revenue $149,739 
Nonpublic reimbursements from State, grants for quality teachers from State 

and risk management from MABE 

2 Administration (72,835) Savings in contracted services and supplies 

3 Mid-Level Administration (70,500) School communications and technology services lower than expected 

4 Instructional Salaries (15,711) Substitutes lower 

5 Instructional Textbooks & Supplies 118,918 Replacement iPads purchased for outdated ones 

6 Other Instructional Costs 38,304 Staff development increased, partially offset by contracted services adjustment 

7 Special Education (351,377) Savings in travel, materials, substitutes and salaries 

8 Student Personnel Services 15,200 Social workers salaries higher 

9 Student Health Services (87,483) Adjustment of prior year service contracts 

10 Student Transportation Services (274,806) 
Field trip reimbursements higher, fuel tax refunds due to law change, vacancies 

due to bus driver shortage 

11 Operation of Plant (463,294) Savings in technology, utilities lower due to mild weather, lower overtime 

12 Maintenance of Plant 475,721 Additional maintenance projects, including Boonsboro ES HVAC 

13 Capital Outlay (1,245) Savings in travel, dues, and wages 

14 Food Service (7,636) Outdoor school meals less than estimated 

15 Fixed Charges (1,003,492) 
Social security and pension savings from vacancies and health insurance tax 

savings. 

16 Net Change in Fund Balance $1,849,975  

 



  

Category Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4 Full Year

Revenue ($389,617) $0 $48,000 $149,739 ($191,878)

Administration 137,530 0 (482,732) (72,835) ($418,037)

Mid-Level Administration 0 (553,390) 0 (70,500) ($623,890)

Instructional Salaries 24,180 (298,470) (994,074) (15,711) ($1,284,075)

Instructional Textbooks and Supplies 86,850 0 (347,365) 118,918 ($141,597)

Other Instructional Costs (20,000) 200,000 342,851 38,304 $561,155

Special Education 0 250,000 400,000 (351,377) $298,623

Student Personnel Services 0 0 (18,295) 15,200 ($3,095)

Student Health Services 0 (109,390) (64,120) (87,483) ($260,993)

Student Transportation Services (82,552) (200,000) (150,642) (274,806) ($708,000)

Operation of Plant 0 (480,870) (190,000) (463,294) ($1,134,164)

Maintenance of Plant 62,000 695,575 1,802,837 475,721 $3,036,133

Capital Outlay (597,625) (5,285) 25,040 (1,245) ($579,115)

Food Service 0 0 0 (7,636) ($7,636)

Fixed Charges 0 501,830 (728,680) (1,003,492) (1,230,342)

Undesignated Fund Balance Change $0 $0 $453,180 $1,849,975 $2,303,155

Note:  An increase in the revenue budget has the same effect as a decrease in the expense budget.  They are both positive.

Therefore, when adding the column, one must reverse the sign on the requested change in revenue.

Washington County Public Schools

Summary of FY2017 Budget Adjustments by Quarter

Increase/(Decrease)



 

 

Open Session Item 

SUBJECT:  Contract Award (PUR-1363) - Bond Counsel Services 

PRESENTATION DATE:  October 24, 2017  
 
PRESENTATION BY:  Rick Curry, CPPO – Purchasing Director and Sara Greaves 
– Deputy Director of Budget and Finance    
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: Move to award the contract for Bond Counsel Services as 
related to bond issues and for all other work.  

REPORT-IN-BRIEF: Attached is an excerpt from the Request for Proposal (RFP) 
document of the “Scope of Services” to be rendered under this contract.  The RFP was advertised 
locally in the newspaper and on the County’s web site, as well as on the State’s “eMaryland 
Marketplace” web site.  Fifteen (15) persons/companies registered/downloaded the bid document 
on-line.  The following persons served as members on the Coordinating Committee: County 
Administrator (Chairperson), Deputy Director of Budget & Finance, Senior Accountant, County 
Attorney, and Director of Purchasing. 
 
Four (4) firms were represented at the pre-proposal conference.  Three (3) proposals were received 
for the subject services.  The Qualifications & Experience/Technical Proposals of the three (3) 
firms were considered to be responsive by the Committee and their Price Proposal was opened for 
evaluation as shown on the attached Fee Schedule. 
 
The initial term of this contract is anticipated to be for a one (1) year period tentatively 
commencing November 1, 2017 and ending October 31, 2018, with an option by the County to 
renew for up to four (4) consecutive one (1) year periods thereafter, based on the annual lump sum 
fees proposed by the successful firm.  For your easy reference, the pricing under the present 
contract with Funk & Bolton, P.A. is shown on the attached Fee Schedule. 
 
DISCUSSION:  N/A  
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) – Bond Issuance Cost, Account 
No. 30-10500-ADM001 and other operating accounts will be utilized to cover costs if needed.   
 
CONCURRENCES:  As recommended by the Coordinating Committee that included the 
County Administrator 

 

  

Board of County Commissioners of Washington County, Maryland 
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ALTERNATIVES:  N/A 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  (1) Fee Schedule and (2) Scope of Services from the RFP document.  
 
AUDIO/VISUAL NEEDS: N/A 
 



PUR-1363 BOND COUNSEL 
 

II. SCOPE OF SERVICES: 
 

All firms responding to this proposal shall demonstrate the capabilities and experience to 
conduct the following scope of services if requested: 

 
A. Assist in the planning of the financing and structuring of the debt issue. 
 
B. Review the transcripts of proceedings taken to date to authorize the debt and 

determine whether there is legal authority to issue debt.  
 

C. Assist with the bond sale proceedings, including preparation of documents 
necessary or appropriate for the authorization, issuance, sale, and delivery of the 
bonds or other debt. 

 
D. Prepare the appropriate resolutions authorizing the issuance of the debt and 

determine if the debt was legally sold or placed. 
 

E. Assist in various aspects of preparing the official statements or other disclosure 
documents to be disseminated in connection with the issuance of debt. 

 
F. Obtain from governmental authorities such approvals, rulings, permissions, and 

exemptions as bond counsel determines are necessary or appropriate with respect 
to the issue. 

 
G. Render legal opinions approving the validity of the debt.  In this capacity, bond 

counsel shall inform the County through the approving opinion of the nature of the 
security for the debt; the legality, validity and tax-exempt status of the securities; 
and the legality and validity of the requisite documentation and procedures. 

 
H. Render legal opinions on such related matters as: 

 
 1. the applicability of particular provisions of federal and state securities 

 laws; 
 
  2. the applicability of tax law provisions governing estate and gift taxation; 
 

3. the eligibility of the debt for investment by various fiduciaries and other 
regulated investors; 

 
4. the status of the debt and related obligations under laws relating to creditors’ 

rights; and 
 

5. the validity and enforceability of security agreements, indentures, and other 
documents related to the debt and its security. 

 



I. Assist in preparing information for submission to rating agencies and bond insurers. 
 

J. Assist in other specified activities related to debt such as special taxing districts and 
tax increment financing.  

K. Advise the County on legal considerations relating to financing alternatives within 
the context of statutory and constitutional constraints. 

 
L. Answer questions about the debt by prospective purchaser in the secondary market 

or by public officials. 
 

M. Answer questions about the application of “arbitrage” and other federal tax 
regulations, the County’s obligations contained in covenants securing outstanding 
debt, the investment and expenditure of proceeds, and the collection, investment 
and application of funds used to pay debt. 

 
N. Attend various conferences and meetings, including public hearings and meetings 

of the Board of County Commissioners for the reception of bids and adoption of 
awarding resolutions. 

 
O. Perform all other requested legal services necessary and appropriate to the 

completion of County transactions concerning debt and reviewing related 
responsibilities. 

 



 

 

Open Session Item 

SUBJECT:  Potential Legislative Items 

PRESENTATION DATE:  October 24, 2017 

PRESENTATION BY:  Kirk C. Downey, Deputy County Attorney 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: N/A. Discussion only. 

REPORT-IN-BRIEF: This is a preliminary discussion about potential issues the County 
may like to see addressed during the next session of the General Assembly.  

DISCUSSION:  The following have been identified from county staff as being 
items of potential interest: 

1. Bond borrowing authorization; and 
2. Disabled Veterans Tax Credit. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  N/A.  

CONCURRENCES:  N/A. 

ALTERNATIVES:  N/A. 

ATTACHMENTS:  N/A. 

AUDIO/VISUAL NEEDS: N/A. 
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Open Session Item 

SUBJECT: Citizen Comment review and Express Approval – Smithsburg Annexation of                                      

Cloverly Hill LLC 

PRESENTATION DATE:  October 24, 2017 

 

PRESENTATION BY:  Stephen T. Goodrich, Director Department of Planning and Zoning 

 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Following review, questions and answers, Move to 

grant/not grant express approval to the Town of Smithsburg to allow development on the 

annexed Cloverly Hill LLC property in conformance with the Town Residential and General 

Commercial zoning district in the acreage amounts and densities proposed which may be 

substantially different than the uses and densities that would be allowed under the current County 

zoning districts of Residential Transition and Business Local. 

 

REPORT-IN-BRIEF:  On September 26, 2017 Commissioners heard a presentation about a 

proposal by Cloverly Hill LLC for annexation into the Town of Smithsburg.  In the annexation 

process County government is afforded the opportunity to grant express approval to the 

Municipal government to apply zoning which can result in substantially different land uses on 

the annexed land than uses that would be permitted under County zoning.  The County 

Commissioners delayed action on the proposal until it could receive and evaluate additional 

information and citizen feedback.  The Mayor and Council of Smithsburg were also interested in 

conferring on the annexation application.  A portion of the County Commissioners October 10, 

2017 meeting was conducted in the evening in the Town of Smithsburg. With the Mayor and 

Council present, Commissioners included a Citizen Participation session during that meeting.  

Citizen comment received that evening was exclusively directed to the Cloverly Hill annexation. 

 

Following the meeting, Planning and Zoning staff prepared and includes herein a summary of 

citizen questions and concerns accompanied by information to address them.  The opportunity 

for discussion and action on express approval remains.  The information provided may help to 

clarify a position on the annexation and lead to action.   

 

DISCUSSION:  As a refresher and for consistency, all of the information provided for the initial 

annexation discussion from the September 26, 2017 meeting is enclosed.   

Board of County Commissioners of Washington County, Maryland 
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The basis for seeking Washington County Commissioners express approval of the annexation 

comes from the Local Government Article of Maryland’s Annotated Code, §4-416(b)  which 

says: 

“Without the express approval of the county commissioners or county council of the county in 

which the municipality is located, for 5 years after an annexation by a municipality, the 

municipality may not allow development of the annexed land for land uses substantially different 

than the authorized use, or at a substantially higher density, not exceeding 50%, than could be 

granted for the proposed development, in accordance with the zoning classification of the county 

applicable at the time of the annexation.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:   No cost to Washington County 

CONCURRENCES:  N/A 

ALTERNATIVES:   

ATTACHMENTS: Questions and Concerns Raised During Citizen Participation 

Agenda Report Form and attachments from September 26, 2017 

meeting 

AUDIO/VISUAL NEEDS:  N/A 



QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS RAISED DURING CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MEETING 

SMITHSBURG, MD 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 10, 2017 

QUESTIONS AS THEY WERE PRESENTED DURING CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

Where is all the money coming from? - Property owner/developer Cloverly Hill LLC will pay for 
all activities necessary to construct the development as well as any additional costs to upgrade public 
infrastructure if improvements are determined necessary through analysis in the development review 
process.  In addition, many fees will be paid to government agencies that review and approve plans to 
offset the cost of the agency’s review before the development will start construction.  

Will the taxpayers get stuck? - Hard to know what the questioner means by “stuck”.  Developers 
typically do extensive research to determine if their product is needed at the chosen location. 
Developers don’t normally proceed with projects without knowing that they have the financial resources 
to insure the development plan will come to fruition and be profitable and therefore continue it through 
to the end.  The development review, approval and construction permitting process has many 
protections in the form of legal agreements and sureties (bonds, letters of credit, etc) to insure that if 
the developer does not follow through there will be financial resources to finish or correct the situation.  
On rare occasions developers do abandon unfinished projects.  They are usually purchased by a new 
developer and finished.  Projects abandoned in mid-construction will have sureties in place that can be 
claimed and used to resolve immediate concerns.  I know of no development project in Washington 
County that required County funds to complete because the developer didn’t complete it.  

What’s it going to cost the people in Smithsburg? - In terms of actual dollars from current Smithsburg 
residents there should be no cost, the developer will pay all costs to construct the development.   

How will it benefit Smithsburg? - Whether it’s annexed into the Town or not, residents of the 
development will likely patronize businesses in the community for food, gas, residential services and 
support community organizations.  If it is annexed the property owners will pay property taxes and 
various utility charges that will increase the revenue to the Town and service providers.  These revenues 
support the continued operation and maintenance of the service and may provide additional revenue 
for enhanced amenities in the community such as parks. 

How to make it work (make it happen without the negative aspects)? - Civil participation in an open 
process is the key to making citizen concerns known and development of solutions for those issues.  
Participation often reveals unknown concerns that developers are often willing to address on their own.  
There are multiple reviews that have a public meeting requirement attached to them such as the 
annexation hearing(s), the County open meeting where express approval is discussed and Planning 
Commission multiple plan reviews and approvals. 

Will I have to hook up to sewer? (The developer will make a profit but it costs me) - Multiple factors 
contribute to answering this question and various combinations can lead to a yes, no or maybe. The 



factors include the service provider (Washington County owns and operates the treatment plant and 
Smithsburg owns the collection system), the location and capacity of the new sewer lines, the distance 
to the unserved property, the condition of the existing septic system, the service provider’s adopted 
regulations and policies and others.  By State law on-site septic systems are considered temporary and 
all new lots created since at least 1980 have been approved with the condition for connection to a 
public sewer system if it becomes “available”.  The County code and Sewer Service policy do require 
connections under certain conditions and the policy specifies a distance of 350 feet as the threshold 
when connection is required.  The type of line that becomes available has a bearing on required 
connection. For example, if it is a “force main” that is constructed, service laterals cannot be connected. 

How many people will it take to sign a petition to stop this? - There is no known or predetermined 
number of signatures on an opposition petition that would be needed to convince the Mayor and 
Council to vote down the annexation.  There are so many more factors that are considered to determine 
each council members vote and how that would affect the collective vote.  However, there is a defined 
process in Maryland annexation law that creates the opportunity for citizens or the governing body of 
the County to bring the annexation decision to a referendum (vote of town residents and voters in the 
annexed area). Within 45 days after enactment of the annexation resolution by the Town, at least 20% 
of the qualified voters in the Town or 20% of the registered voters in the area to be annexed may 
petition the Mayor for a referendum on the annexation resolution. By a two thirds majority vote, the 
governing body of the County may also petition the Mayor of the Town for a referendum on the 
annexation resolution.  There are specific requirements in Maryland’s Local Government Article in the 
Annotated Code about advertising and conducting a referendum.  A majority of the votes must be in 
favor of the annexation for it to be enacted.  The annexation resolution becomes void unless a majority 
of the votes are in favor.  If County government petitions for a referendum, eligible voters would be the 
residents/property owners in the annexed area.  Since the developer is the sole property owner of the 
area to be annexed a County initiated request for referendum may not be an effective method to 
resolve the question.  This may need further legal evaluation (Local Government Article of the Maryland 
Annotated Code, Subtitle 4-400).    

What is County’s vision for Smithsburg area?  - On a micro scale, the zoning on a property, applied by 
the Town or the County, defines the uses that the Town or the County determines are appropriate (or 
not appropriate) for that location.  The zoning will implement the jurisdictions plan for the overall 
arrangement of land uses.   

Most of the property has a County zoning designation of Residential Transition (RT) which means the 
County would allow and desires to have one and two family residential development and a few other 
compatible uses (day care, schools, churches and civic uses).  A little over an acre has County Business 
Local (BL) zoning which allows local or small scale businesses and services, neighborhood shopping 
centers, funeral establishments and several senior care alternatives.  If the annexation occurred 
according to the application, the Town of Smithsburg would apply its Town Residential (TR) zoning to 
approximately 40 acres of the site.  The Town Residential zoning would allow a similar mixture of single 
and two family dwellings but the density (permitted # of units per acre) would be greater.  TR also 
allows elementary and middle schools and cemeteries but churches are a special exception. 



Approximately 25 acres would receive the Town’s General Commercial (GC) zoning district which allows 
many of the same commercial uses allowed in the County designation but also allows additional uses of 
a more intense commercial nature (for example indoor recreation facilities, building material sales, 
hotels and motels or a shopping mall).   

On a greater scale, Washington County and the Town of Smithsburg have worked cooperatively since 
the early 1980’s to establish and maintain a Town Growth Area, a major component of the County’s 
growth management plan.  It is an effective and often used strategy of defining an area where 
development supporting infrastructure is available or can be efficiently extended and adopting 
regulation or policy to further encourage most new development to locate in that area. Within the 
growth area, land use laws (most often zoning and water and sewer availability) are designed to 
encourage most new development to locate in the growth area and additional design guidelines to 
produce a desirable living environment.  More recently, municipalities have been required by State laws 
to incorporate future annexation boundaries in their Comprehensive Plans to better plan for providing 
utility extensions in relation to capacities. When the County is the decision maker on land use matters, 
the vision or intention is to permit or encourage development that will make the most efficient and safe 
use of available infrastructure and provide design guidelines that produce a desirable residential, 
commercial or employment product appropriate for the location in the Smithsburg community.  
Channeling development to locations where it can be supported by existing infrastructure takes 
development pressure off rural areas where the intent is to preserve and protect resources. The Town 
of Smithsburg (or any other town that is the focus of a growth area) plays a major role in the 
development that occurs in its growth area by participating in the process of setting the growth area 
boundary and County zoning within that area, coordinating its annexation boundary and its policies for 
annexation and providing services inside and outside of its corporate boundaries.  In other words, the 
Town and County act as partners in a citizen inclusive process to make future land use decisions to 
create an environment that reflects citizen needs and benefits and consistency for the Town. 

What is plan for safety (unclear if its crime, traffic, etc)? - Safety is built into most decisions in the 
development approval process.  The annexation process is supposed to include consideration for the 
Towns ability to provide protective services for the annexed area or a plan to improve services in the 
future to meet that need.  The Town is also considering if it can provide all of the other services needed 
by future Town residents and their development review processes all have safety components (Will the 
road be safe and convey traffic in an efficient and safe manner?  Will the water be safe to drink and will 
the distribution system operate in a way that it will not present risks to users?  Will it provide sufficient 
water pressure for fire protection?  Will stormwater be managed safely so that it doesn’t present unsafe 
conditions?  Will structures in the development be arranged in such a manner that unsafe conditions are 
not created?  etc., etc.).  Another example is the requirement for traffic impact studies and 
consideration discussed below.   

We should have a say in what happens - Any party that wishes to participate in the process whether it’s 
the initial annexation or multiple development reviews has an opportunity to participate if they desire.  
However, participants should not expect that if they are opposed development that it will be denied on 
citizen input alone. Approvals are also a matter of meeting regulation and guidelines and overall effects 



on the general health, safety and welfare of entire community.  Annexation law has provisions for 
citizens opposed to petition for a referendum. Other development review processes also have appeal 
options. 

Will this happen for sure?  - Developers do not request annexation or prepare development plans 
without serious consideration and investment for a successful outcome. However, there isn’t a 
guarantee because some factors are unpredictable such as the economy, market demand for a 
particular product or regulatory requirements that were not planned for.   Odds are that the property 
will be developed soon or in the future regardless of annexation.  

Previously voted down, what has changed?  - Can’t answer the question of what was in the minds of 
Smithsburg officials that caused them to vote the annexation proposal down in the past.  The 
annexation process that the Town of Smithsburg is conducting now is a required response to a formal 
application.  The results are unknown at this time.  Ultimately the annexation request could be rejected 
again or approved.  

What will it do to my property values? - This is impossible to answer definitively.  If an annexation 
allowed an undesirable use (slaughterhouse for example) next to a single family subdivision, then it 
would be fairly certain that property values could be negatively affected. However, it could easily work 
in the opposite direction. If the annexation resulted in the construction of million dollar homes next to 
that same single family subdivision or created permanently protected park land or a school, it could 
raise the property values in the entire area. Neither the proposed Town zoning nor current County 
zoning allows a slaughterhouse on the property.  Zoning can only limit dwellings by type but not by cost 
or value.    

Even with an approved development plan for the site, property values are determined most often by 
what a willing buyer will pay and what a willing seller will accept.  These values, called comparable sales, 
are most often what determine property value. 

GENERALIZED ISSUES 

Effects on schools, Teacher/student ratio  – As noted briefly during the meeting, the development 
proposal will be reviewed by school authorities on multiple occasions with an opportunity to 
communicate to the Town the effects of the additional students on schools.  The Town has an Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and has the ability to deny the development proposal for over 
capacity issues.  There is also the ability for the developer to negotiate contributions (monetary, land or 
other) to mitigate over capacity issues and gain approval. Development approvals can be phased to 
spread out the number of new students over time to lessen the effects, the BOE could redistrict or 
request use of additional tax revenue gained from additional property taxes that result from the new 
dwelling units to schedule capital improvements for the affected school. If the development occurred in 
the County which also has an APFO, all of the above options exist also. The County would also perform 
an “adequacy test” and could require an Alternate Monetary Contribution (AMC) to gain approval if the 
projected students cause an over capacity situation. The fees are earmarked for education 
improvements.  The public school system has all of the authority and many options to make decisions 



and adjustments within its organization’s operations to address additional students from new 
development. 

Traffic concerns and specifically at school entrance  – Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances also 
address road adequacy and traffic concerns.  Again, the development plan, in the Town or in the County, 
will be evaluated by all agencies that have jurisdiction over road construction, maintenance and access 
permits to determine the effects of the development. A detailed traffic impact study will be required.  It 
will project the amount of traffic based on the actual development proposal, define portions of the road 
network that are likely to be affected, use sophisticated traffic analysis models to determine how the 
network will be affected, where it will be adequate to support the additional traffic, where it won’t be 
adequate and specify improvements (that the developer pays for) that will be needed to resolve the 
inadequacies. The developer would have to agree to make those improvements or at least pay for them 
before approval is granted. These contributions are most often included in Developer Agreements that 
are binding legal documents and have back up provisions if developers default on the agreement.    

Loss of small town character/feel - There may not be a way to address this concern if it comes from a 
strong objection to any new development.  However, the Town of Smithsburg should be considering the 
effects of the annexation on its current citizens and will be assigning a Town zoning designation to the 
property that should have compatibility with existing development in the Town.  These zoning districts 
are developed by the Town with Town citizen input and should reflect the design guidelines acceptable 
to them.  The Town officials can also place certain design requirements on the annexed property that 
will improve the compatibility of the new development with existing development. Since the actual 
development proposal including the number of units and design intentions have not been presented it 
may be premature to assume that the character of the development will not enhance the existing Town 
character. 

Property tax break  – The possibility of a tax break was addressed by the developer’s attorney during 
the meeting.  The developer requested a waiver of Town property taxes for 10 years.  It would become 
void if the period expires, the land is sold or the land is developed.  The Town has the authority to 
approve the tax waiver, shorten the time frame, alter the conditions, add its own conditions or reject it 
completely.  It is only a waiver of Town property taxes if approved, not County property taxes.  

Town doesn’t need expansion - This is a very subjective opinion and can’t be addressed. 

Need more information - This appears to have been addressed in three ways.  The developer’s attorney 
provided some explanations and verifications of truth, rumors and misinformation.  Town officials 
indicated that they were inclined to hold additional information meetings.   The developer offered to 
supply additional information as well.  Any individual can view any of the information submitted with 
the annexation application at the Town Hall.   

Property values - See property values question above 

Detracts from existing local business – Additional business entities of the same kind currently located in 
and around the Town could experience competition from new businesses that may locate on the 



annexed area.  There will be substantially more commercial zoning on the property if it is annexed into 
the Town than if it retains its current County zoning.  However, new businesses could also serve to 
generate additional customer traffic for existing business. Zoning law would not allow the Town to 
restrict certain business if they are permitted by the zoning district.    

Need reserve sewer capacity for other areas that will need to hook up in future to correct problem 
(Holiday Acres, etc.) – Sewer treatment authorities indicated that capacity and hook ups are on a first 
come first served basis upon payment. Since treatment plant operations are supported by user fees, 
they are not in a financial position to not receive revenue while waiting for unknown future users. 

Town needs additional revenues – Can’t verify or deny if the Town needs additional revenue or if that is 
a factor in an annexation decision. A decision has not been made.  Of course if Town services are to be 
provided to an expanded area the Town will need additional revenue to support that.   

Need to be able to participate  – This seems to be addressed by the additional information concern 
above and the better advertising of opportunity below. 

Better advertising of opportunity to participate – This is a frequent concern by citizens that don’t follow 
the notification methods required by annexation law or the additional methods chosen by the Town.  
The Town may or may not change or add to its notification methods in the future as a result of this 
concern.  Many note their concern that they were not notified when they attend a meeting.  

It is important to understand that the Town must initiate this annexation review process if an 
annexation application is submitted. Annexation is not guaranteed.  After the required process is 
completed, the Town can certainly deny the application and not annex the property.  Development on 
the property is still a possibility under County guidelines if the annexation is not approved. 

Next steps: 

 Washington County – determine if Express Approval will be granted 

 Town of Smithsburg – The Town has conducted the required public hearing. It must decide if 
additional hearings are desired or needed. Then it must act on the application for annexation.  If the 
action is favorable, it will be accompanies by a resolution spelling out the terms and conditions of the 
annexation such as the zoning to be assigned, property tax arrangements, etc. 













































 

 

SUBJECT:  Vacancies and Organization 
 
PRESENTATION DATE: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 
 
PRESENTATION BY:  Robert Slocum, County Administrator, Stephanie Stone, Director of 
Health and Human Services 
   
RECOMMENDED MOTION: Motion to approve the reclassification and advertisement of 
various vacant positions and move to eliminate a budgeted position, as explained below. 
 
REPORT-IN-BRIEF:   Recently one deputy director position (Permits Department) was 
eliminated.  The surrounding staff was promoted to address their additional responsibility.  A 
cost savings has been observed.  A strategy for competitive selection and succession of 
responsibility was successfully employed.  This report will share similar work in progress in 
other divisions then make specific recommendations upon five positions.  The theme of these 
recommendations is to empower people to fill the County’s needs and their capabilities at the 
highest level possible. 
 
There are six vacant positions to be addressed across multiple departments.  Staff has 
contemplated the best use of each position to address customer service, efficiency, and 
operations.  First in this agenda is a brief summary on the status of two departments.  These will 
be presented separately and in further detail, by the appropriate Directors, later in October. 
 
The Director of Information Systems will bring before the Board recommendations for a vacant 
position and customer service enhancements in that department.  The Director of Health and 
Human Services will bring before the Board a proposal regarding recent legal recommendations. 
 
The discussion below will make recommendations upon the remaining positions in greater detail: 

 
o Vacant Project Liaison Grade 14 (position eliminated) – New Position - Business 

Leader, Grade 15 
 

o Budgeted Workforce Development & Partnership Manager, Grade 17 – Never filled -  to 
be eliminated 

 
o Vacant Director of Engineering and Construction Management, Grade 20 – New Position 

- Chief Operations Officer, Grade 19 
 

o Vacant Assistant County Administrator, Grade 19 – New Position - Director of Public 
Relations and Marketing, Grade 18 

 
o Vacant Public Relations Coordinator, Grade 15 – to be advertised as is 
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DISCUSSION:   The vacant Project Liaison will be eliminated and a new position will added 
to the Business Development Department named Business Leader at Grade 15; the existing Ag 
Business Development Specialist will become Ag Business Specialist and upgraded from Grade 
13 to  Grade 14; the Business Development Specialist will become  Business Specialist and 
upgraded from Grade 13 to  Grade 14 , the existing Business Support and Retention Specialist 
will be renamed Business and Event Coordinator and upgraded from Grade 11 to Grade 12; 
The Administrative Assistant will be upgraded to Office Manager, from Grade 9 to Grade 10.  
The Office Manager will be responsible for the front desk of Business Development and Public 
Relations and Marketing.  The Business Development Director will report directly to the 
County Administrator and be upgraded from Grade 17 to Grade 18.  The Business Development 
office, with other County offices, will be available in person and via telephone during all 
business hours.  The Director will develop a plan to proactively serve and recruit business.  A 
Workforce Development and Partnership Manager that had been budgeted yet not filled will be 
eliminated. 
 
The vacant Director of Engineering and Construction Management, Grade 20 will be changed to 
Chief Operations Officer, Grade 19.  This position will serve and report to the Administrator 
and in the absence of the Administrator, the Board.  The Position will handle special projects as 
assigned, facilitate and coordinate with senior staff to execute County business in a timely and 
effective manner.  The position will serve various assignments independently with critical 
thinking, priority, and problem solving skills.  Communication and collaboration with a wide 
variety of organizations and staff are essential to the success of the position. 
 
The vacant Assistant County Administrator, Grade 19, will be eliminated and will become the 
Director of Public Relations and Marketing at Grade 18 and advertised as such. The position 
will report directly to the County Administrator. The recently vacated Public Relations and 
Community Affairs Manager position will be advertised. With staff and the assistance of the 
Office Manager above, the Public Relations office will also be available to customers during 
business hours.  The Director will expand communication with the Board, Staff, and media. The 
Director will capitalize upon the successful branding to date to develop and execute the next 
generation of County marketing via conventional media, social media, the web, and live events. 
 
With no additional cost and no additional positions, the proposal will reinvigorate the County’s 
investment in Business Development and Public Relations for future success. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:   The proposal above will result in a savings of $87,154 
 
CONCURRENCES:   N/A 
 
ALTERNATIVES: Staff has believes this proposal will most cost effectively 

serve the Public and the Board. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:   Vacancies and Organization Fiscal Impact 
 
AUDIO/VISUAL TO BE USED:  N/A 



Current              Proposed

Project Liaison to Business Leader 54,380             69,760                    

Workforce Development & Partnership Manager (budgeted never filled) eliminated 66,190             -                         

Director of Engineering and Construction Management to Chief Of Operations 124,195           94,910                    

Assistant County Administrator to Director of Public Relations Marketing 105,230           87,860                    

Public Relations Coordinator to be filled as is (formerly PR & Community Affairs Man.) 60,790             60,790                    

Ag Business [Development] Specialist 55,820             58,250                    

Business [Development] Specialist 61,880             64,580                    

Business Support & Retention Specialist to Business and Event Coordinator 53,060             55,380                    

Administrative Assistance to Office Manager 38,309             39,970                    

Director of Business Development to be upgraded 90,220             94,120                    

Total Savings 84,454                    

(2,320)                    

(1,661)                    

(3,900)                    

66,190                    

29,285                    
-                         

17,370                    

-                         

(2,430)                    
-                         

(2,700)                    

             Vacancies and Organization Fiscal Impact

        Difference

(15,380)                  



SUBJECT:   Parks & Facilities Director 

PRESENTATION DATE: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 

PRESENTATION BY: Jim Sterling, Director of Public Works 
Stephanie Stone, Dir., Health and Human Services 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Motion to approve the establishment of the Deputy Director 
of Public Works, Parks & Facilities position as recommended below 

REPORT-IN-BRIEF:   When the current Director of Public Works was promoted from the 
position of Parks & Facilities Director to Public Works Director on February 14, 2015, the 
position left vacant was not approved to be filled.  The budget was adjusted such that the position 
no longer existed.  This proposal is to properly establish the leadership role in Parks and 
Facilities as the Deputy Director of Public Works, Parks and Facilities.  The proposal is 
consistent with the naming convention adopted many years ago for department and director 
positions throughout the County.  If approved, the current Deputy Director of Parks & Facilities, 
under a legacy naming convention, will assume the position. 

DISCUSSION:   The essential workload and leadership required of the current Deputy Director 
position has only increased since 2015.  The current Deputy Director is a grade 15.  The position 
Deputy Director position was never addressed, despite the addition role and responsibilities since 
February 14, 2015. 

The other positions reporting to the Director of Public Works range from Grade 16 to Grade 
18, with various roles and responsibilities.  Upon review of the Division, staff recommends that 
the proposed Deputy Director of Public Works, Parks and Facilities position is a Grade 17.  To 
his credit the current Deputy Director has handled the same or more workload that the former 
Director of the Department handled, with no adjustment or change in position.  Staff strongly 
recommends that Mr. Pennesi be granted the proposed adjustment and position for the work he 
has been performing and will continue to perform for the County. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The proposal above will result in an increase to the Parks 
and Facilities department of $6,640 (Current salary $74,740 (Grade 15, Step 9) to $81,370 
(Grade 17, Step 7) as per policy.  

CONCURRENCES: County Administrator 

ALTERNATIVES: do nothing, or modify the proposal above 

ATTACHMENTS: N/A 

AUDIO/VISUAL TO BE USED:  N/A 
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