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Executive Summary TC "Executive Summary" \f C \l "1"  
The Catoctin Area Planning and Preservation Association (CAPPA) has reviewed all available information on three requests to the Town of Thurmont to annex land so that developments may be built. This review is offered to the Town with the hope that it can help shape the decision-making processes regarding the annexation requests in a positive direction that is consistent with the wishes of town and county residents.

It should be noted that Thurmont currently has 900-1100 land parcels within the current Municipal Growth Boundary (MGB) on which homes can be built (estimate by Denis Superzynski). At the stated preferred growth rate of 35 new homes per year (25 for larger developments and 10 for infill construction), this would provide 25-30 years of controlled slow growth capacity, lasting far beyond the current 20-year scope of the Thurmont Master Plan. Some of these parcels would require annexation, however many would not. We therefore recommend that the MGB be maintained at its present location for the current update of the Thurmont Master Plan and that only annexation requests that fall within the current MGB be considered. 

We have reviewed the three current annexation proposals (which we refer to in short as Lawyer’s Farm, Drees, and Myers’ Farm) based on our own Vision and Principles document (attached), which embodies our view of how Thurmont can best develop in line with our mission statement:

CAPPA promotes land use that sustains our rural communities and the natural resources, 
open spaces, beauty, history and culture of the Thurmont region.

In sum, we believe that not all the requests are of equal interest or merit to Thurmont. All of them present serious difficulties for the town based on added demand for services caused by a high growth rate. Development like that being proposed almost never pays for itself, with the likely result that town taxes would eventually have to be raised some time in the future to pay for the services to the new parts of town. But more importantly, none of the proposals conform to the fundamental desire of town residents (as expressed in the recent survey) that Thurmont preserve its small town character and grow at a slower rate. 

However, in our view, there might be good reason to approve one or other of these annexations (probably Lawyer’s Farm) as part of an overall Ten-Year Plan for Thurmont. We believe it is critical for Thurmont to take stock of how it has developed in recent decades and whether this development has been consistent with the wishes of its residents and its potential as a place with unique natural and historical attributes. Thurmont then needs to develop a plan that clearly and specifically charts a course for how the town can best translate its aspirations and potential into development that meets the needs and aspirations of its residents and government while preserving its unique character and heritage. The Thurmont Master Plan provides guidelines for growth, but it does not include a vision for how Thurmont can best be developed within those guidelines. That level of planning requires interaction between key stakeholders in the town (the Commissioners, Zoning and Planning Commission, Business Council, Lions Club, CAPPA, residents, etc) and experienced planners working for the town, who can develop specific proposals for how the town can best fulfill its potential. 

Since all of the annexation proposals call for over 200 residential properties to be built, a single project will provide enough impact fee revenue (at the 25 new homes a year rate that the town budget has been counting on) for about a decade. Thus, the town budget would be stabilized while a Ten-Year Plan is formulated and implemented. (CAPPA has proposed a consulting group to assist the Town in developing this plan, but the Town might want to choose another.) 
With regard to the specific annexation requests now before the town, CAPPA recommends that the Lawyer’s Farm request be denied as currently presented because it offers little to the town while promising to add to the burdens on infrastructure in the future. However, if a number of conditions were met in the future, perhaps as part of the annexation agreement, and more offered on the part of the developer, the Lawyer’s annexation might end up being in the overall best interests of Thurmont’s residents and government and, as such, supportable. The Drees request should be denied because the infrastructure of the town cannot at this time reasonably support the development planned there. The Myers’ Farm request should be denied as it creates the most problems while providing the least benefit to the Town. 
1. The 2006 Thurmont Master Plan Update Survey TC "1. The 2006 Thurmont Master Plan Update Survey" \f C \l "1"  
The following are results obtained from the Thurmont Master Plan Update Survey conducted by the town staff in 2006. The opinions of town residents cited below apply generally to all three annexation proposals.

1. Only 9% of residents wanted growth to be achieved by annexing new areas into town. 
2. 60% of Thurmont residents said that the current growth rate of 54 homes per year was too high.

3. 85% of those who responded reported they wanted to preserve Thurmont’s small-town atmosphere. 63% said the natural surroundings were one of Thurmont’s most important characteristics. Both of these factors would be damaged by development in the proposed annexation areas, although some less than others.

4. Only 7% of residents believed that access to shopping areas was an important characteristic of Thurmont.

5. 44% of residents believe that current roads are not adequate to support the current level of traffic. The proposed annexations would considerably increase this inadequacy.

All of these results lead to the conclusion that the three proposed annexations are inconsistent with the wishes of the town residents and their vision of what their town should look like in the future. These proposals are a prime examples of “developer-driven” proposals, instead of being ones that fits in with the vision that the town has for itself and what its residents desire.

2.  The Lawyer’s Farm Annexation Proposal TC "2. The Lawyer’s Farm Annexation Proposal" \f C \l "1"  

The petition for annexation submitted by Jan H. and Kristen Lawyer Properties, Kenneth M. Angleberger and Gloria A. Angleberger Property, Roy L. Angell and Nancy E. Angell, and Sigrid B. Zimmerman, and Beazer Homes Corp. (hereinafter “Developer”) proposes that the town of Thurmont expand it’s corporate boundaries and annex 131 acres into the corporate limits, including the establishment of an R-2 (Medium Density Residential) zoning area. The property is currently zoned R-1 (Low Density Residential) and Agricultural, and includes seven contiguous parcels located on the west side of Jimtown Road (MD Route 550), and the east side of Moser Road. The land is mostly open, unwooded farmland, surrounded on two sides by residential development. 

The developer’s proposal is to build 241 single-family homes at a rate of 50 per year. The Developer proposes to disconnect the existing sewer line running between Bennett Estates and Iron Master Court and re-route the line through the property to a Developer-constructed lift station designed to serve the property and the needs of the disconnected Bennett Estates-Iron Master Court sewer line. The Developer shall dedicate these facilities to the Town at no cost to the Town. The Developer also proposes to provide water through a permitted municipal well serving the property, also at no cost to the Town. The Developer and property owners have submitted an annexation agreement to Town, but no water, sewer, or transportation studies have been completed.

A. The Pros and Cons TC "A. The Pros and Cons" \f C \l "2" 
Pros:
1. The Lawyer Property includes seven contiguous properties that, although outside the current town limits, lie within the anticipated revised Municipal Growth Boundary. It is surrounded by residential development on two sides, and the open farmland topography lends itself to residential development with minimal impact on existing forests or wetlands.
2. The Town would receive real estate taxes from new property owners and developer paid connection and impact fees on each residence.
Cons:
1. The proposal to build 241 single family homes on small lots is the least creative use possible of the many potential options available for land use and development of this property, resulting in the greatest impact on the land and minimal benefits to the citizens of Thurmont. The annexation agreement offers no plans for recreational parkland, wildlife, nature, biking or hiking trails, mixed residential options, or community gathering spots.
2. The request for up to 50 residential building permits and corresponding water and sewer taps per year is double the desired 25 per year per subdivision as stated by the Mayor, town residents, the Town Planning and Zoning Commission, and town board. This would be in addition to the potential of 10 “infill” homes being built within the current town limits in any given year.
3. Building 241 homes would increase the town population by approximately 725-950 residents, resulting in a 12-15% increase above the current population, creating a drain on the necessary services of police and fire protection, snow, trash and recycling removal, and requiring the hiring of additional town employees whose salaries and benefits must be paid ongoing.
4. Traffic out of the Development would be funneled to Moser Road and onto Route 806, adding to an already congested traffic area. The developer has not provided a traffic study or any offers of even minimal roadway improvements required to handle increased traffic, nor of funding to create a connecter road between Moser Road and an extended Thurmont Boulevard directing traffic to a traffic light and ultimately to Route 15.
5. Current parks and recreational areas would become overburdened, as the Developer has not proposed creating parkland or recreational areas within the Development.
6. Schools and public services such as police, trash and recycling, and town maintenance would become overburdened as the Developer has requested the Town exempt the subdivision and the construction of the development on the Property from any adequate public facilities ordinance or similar growth management with no reasonable argument proposed for doing so. While additions to the Thurmont Primary School are planned, this will simply bring the school up to desired levels for existing numbers of students, not anticipate the growth generated by 241 additional households.
7. The creation of a new water source (i.e., wells) presents the potential to impact the water table serving existing neighborhoods to an unknown extent, as a water study has not been conducted.
8. Pumping or lifting stations are inherently difficult to maintain and a less than ideal solution to residential sewer needs. The maintenance of the pumps and stations would fall to the town at some point.
9. Noise and light pollution would increase in an area of rolling farmland, greatly impacting the quality of life in existing neighborhoods.
B. Is the proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principals? TC "B. Is the Proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principals?" \f C \l "2" 
The following principles are relevant ones excerpted from our document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward”, each contrasted with the Lawyer Farm Proposal.

1.
Development decisions, including land use and zoning, should be guided by two primary considerations:

A. Thurmont will remain a small town

B.
Thurmont should be an attractive Gateway to the Mountains, in harmony with its natural surroundings and its heritage


Analysis: The proposed annexation grows the town at a rate of 50 homes per year, twice the stated town goal, a rate that would quickly damage and impact “the small town feel” present in Thurmont. It is unknown if the developer would agree to meet the 25 homes per year requirement, which is in keeping with appropriate growth for a town of Thurmont’s size. There is nothing in the proposal or annexation agreement which indicates a desire to integrate the development into the natural surroundings through the use of wildlife and nature preserves and trails, or open spaces. Community gathering spots, such as a park, gazebo, amphitheater, or small social hall, all hallmarks of small town culture and the heritage of neighbor meeting neighbor in a public space, are absent. Although this parcel of land offers the potential for meeting both principles, nothing in the proposal indicates a desire or willingness on the part of the developer to do so. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

2.
To preserve its small-town identity, and to limit sprawl, the town should encourage a green belt that limits expansion beyond the town’s growth boundary. Only developments that enhance Thurmont’s integration with the nature of the area, the wooded Catoctin Mountains and farmland, would be permitted (such as trails, nature preserves, agro-tourism projects, etc) in the green belt.

Analysis: While the development does lie within the anticipated revised Municipal Growth Boundary, the proposed 241 homes leads to the “any development in any town – anywhere look”, and is a poor choice for pristine farmland with a scenic view of the Catoctin Mountains to the West. Lacking in the creative intermingling of residences with open space such as community wildflower or butterfly gardens, a wildlife sanctuary, or nature and hiking/biking trails, the development does nothing to enhance Thurmont’s integration into the nature of the area, or in keeping with our country legacy. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

3.
Development of residential, commercial and industrial areas should be limited to within the town’s growth boundary. There is considerable land in Thurmont that can be developed in creative ways without affecting its small-town identity.

Analysis: The development of this property, while outside the town limits, is within the anticipated revised Municipal Growth Boundary. The proposal is consistent with this principle.

4.
Developments should be encouraged that broaden the tax base beyond single-family homes, which over time create the greatest burden on town infrastructure and services. Mixed developments that include commercial with residential properties, and various residence types (single homes, town houses, condos and apartments, for singles and the elderly as well as families) should be encouraged. Developments should also be well integrated with recreational areas, and be connected with pedestrian and bike routes to other parts of the town, especially the center. However, only new developments that meet the town’s APFO (Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance) should be approved.

Analysis: The Development calls for single-family homes only. Missing is any creative use of mixed residential types, including town homes, condo’s and/or apartments over retail/office/or dining areas, thereby preserving more land for open spaces and natural settings. Lacking also are rental units designed to serve our most vulnerable populations of senior or disabled citizens, showing a lack of commitment to affordable or starter housing. In addition to these shortcomings, the developer has requested the town waive the APFO, with no good argument for doing so being provided. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

5.
Make Thurmont pedestrian- and bike-friendly, with sidewalks, bike-paths and trails within the town and connecting the town to surrounding natural areas.

Analysis: Although the Development is ideally located to connect bike and walking trails to existing recreational areas of Little League and soccer fields, as well as the Thurmont Senior Center, there is no mention of these in the proposal. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

6.
Coordinate nature-and Scenic Byway-related developments with Frederick county, as well as Mount St. Mary’s University and Emmitsburg, so that residents and visitors can enjoy the whole area as part of an integrated experience.
Analysis: The development is located in an area that would lend itself to include a nature-based area such as the nearby Fountain Rock Park, set apart from the residential development. Such an area, even on a small scale, would provide a setting for visitors as and residents to experience and enjoy, creating a unique residential setting of distinction from other sub divisions. Again, this proposal lacks the creativity to differentiate it from any other development in any other town. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

C. CAPPA Recommendation TC "C. CAPPA Recommendation" \f C \l "2" 
CAPPA opposes this annexation request as presented because, although the potential exists for creative land use, the current proposal is disappointedly like many other proposals across the county, with the unimaginative placement of more homes, using more land, in the least beneficial way possible. The proposal is mostly inconsistent with the CAPPA principles presented in the document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward”. 

However, CAPPA does acknowledge that the proposal would warrant further examination should the petitioners come forward with a more creative proposal incorporating the principles of mixed use residential development to facilitate a diverse population – something that has been historically part of the Thurmont culture as a town where families of varied employment and economic backgrounds live side by side, show a commitment to affordable housing, and propose land use that is in harmony with the natural surroundings of the area. The petitioners should also be required to comply with the APFO, complete traffic, water and sewer studies, and provide the funds for a traffic solution by linking Moser Road to an extended Thurmont Boulevard. It is also suggested that a negotiated annexation agreement should provide funds to enhance the nearby Thurmont Senior Center, as well as assist the town in managing growth and development in a manner that preserves the landscape, pristine natural resources, and rural legacy of the area.
3. The Drees Annexation Proposal TC "3. The Drees Annexation Proposal" \f C \l "1"  
The annexation proposal submitted by Ferguson, Myers, Vest, and Morris and the developer (Drees and Ausherman Homes) proposes that the Town of Thurmont annex 113 acres of county land so that the zoning may be changed from the current county zoning (agricultural), in order that the land may be developed for a mix of residential uses. The land is located south of Thurmont Blvd. and east of MD Route 806, and east of Route 15. The land is currently Frederick County land and is zoned agricultural. The developer’s proposal is to zone 113 acres R5, or maximum density residential, which would allow 329 homes to be built. The overall density of 2.896 dwelling units per acre is consistent with the low-density residential land use recommended for the Subject Property in the Thurmont Region Plan of Frederick County. 
Although some of this land is contiguous to the current town limits of Thurmont, it is not within Thurmont’s current Municipal Growth Boundary. The developer proposes to pay a total of $1,486,000 to service, maintain and/or improve the Town’s public sewer system. The Petitioners shall provide sufficient water by constructing on-site wells and are requesting a tap agreement with the Town. The developer will also provide landscaping, “Tot Lots”, sidewalk construction, and other incentives designated for town improvements. The Town would be required to get waivers from the county for inconsistent land usage from the Frederick County Comprehensive Plan for the Thurmont Region. A draft annexation agreement and water and utility studies were submitted.  

A. The Pros and Cons TC "A. The Pros and Cons" \f C \l "2"  
Pros:

1. In addition to the real estate taxes which will be generated from the new homes in the annexation area, Drees also seems to be willing to offer a substantial financial contribution to the community in fees and donations.
2. Development plans include condos and townhouses, which use less land and fewer resources. Large single homes create the most burdens on town infrastructure. Condos and townhouses, if they are reasonably priced, may also be in step with the needs and means of the current residents of Thurmont. 
3. Another pro may be traffic impact; there is a major intersection at this location, with on and off ramps and a stoplight. Developments located “at-grade” intersections are extremely dangerous. In addition, it appears traffic will not be routed through existing neighborhoods. No neighborhood streets would be inundated with the traffic of 329 homes. However, the sheer volume of traffic may offset this “pro” unless it can be shown otherwise.  
Cons:
1. If 329 homes were built, that would mean an increase of at least 800-1,000 people to Thurmont, approximately a 20% increase from the current population. Thurmont's current infrastructure and goods/services industries cannot comfortably support that kind of a population increase, even if it is spread out over several years. The developer would likely not agree to abide by the Mayor’s and town residents stated goal of growing the town only by 25-35 new homes per year.

2. The building of hundreds of new homes would greatly increase traffic congestion and accidents along both Rt. 15 and Catoctin Furnace Road and the small rural roads surrounding the area. 

3. With the large influx of new residents, schools would eventually become overcrowded. Teacher-student ratios would suffer and there would be a need for additions to existing schools and/or new schools at some point in the future, much sooner than if these homes were not built.

4. Congestion would increase for local recreational areas such as parks, ball fields, etc.
5. Such a large residential development would have a negative environmental impact on the land and streams surrounding the proposed annexation area. Stream pollution and air pollution would increase. This area is a known wetlands area, which has not been addressed in the proposal. A water study was submitted with the annexation proposal stating that the developer is pursuing alternative water sources that would provide an adequate water supply. The impact of so many new wells on this area is unknown. Thus it is unknown how the developer would deal with the negative environmental affects.
6. Noise and light pollution would greatly increase in an area that is currently a peaceful, rural setting.
7. With a large, sudden population explosion, crime would likely increase and the police force would need to be increased to provide adequate service and protection.
B. Is the proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principles? TC "B. Is the proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principles?" \f C \l "2" 
The following principles are the relevant ones excerpted from our document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward”, along with how the proposed Drees Annexation compares to each.

1. Development decisions, including land use and zoning, should be guided by two primary considerations: 
A. 
Thurmont should remain a small town.

B. 
Thurmont should be an attractive Gateway to the Mountains, in harmony with its natural surroundings and its heritage. 


Analysis: The proposed annexation grows the town at a rate that would result in Thurmont losing its small town feel (with an estimated 75 homes being built per year). The Drees proposal is requesting to place 2.9 houses per acre, asking for a maximum density designation. The proposal reports that the 113 acres will be used with the potential of 329 homes. This project is located in an area of the town that has already become synonymous with sprawl. This development would not protect the town’s charm of being in harmony with its natural surroundings. There is some indication that the Developer plans to minimize the sprawl, but details are not in the formalized annexation proposal. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.
2. To preserve its small-town identity, and to limit sprawl, the town should encourage a green belt that limits expansion beyond the town’s growth boundary. The green belt would be closed to residential, commercial and industrial development. Only developments that enhance Thurmont’s integration with the nature of the area, the wooded Catoctin Mountains and farmland, would be permitted (such as trails, nature preserves, agro-tourism projects, etc) in the green belt. The Catoctin side of Rt. 15 would be part of the green belt. The green belt should be developed in coordination with the county, so that county land-use and zoning decisions support it. Annexations should only be considered within these guidelines, and then only those annexations that minimize the loss of agricultural land.


Analysis: The proposed annexation lies outside Thurmont’s current growth boundary, although it may be part of the proposed new growth boundary for the Town. The annexation would result in the loss of a large section of wetlands and agricultural land that could never be reclaimed. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

3. 
Implement the Scenic Byway guidelines for Rt. 15, including a corridor of greenery on both sides of the highway and signage in harmony with the natural beauty of the area. Remove bill-boards, and identify Thurmont as a historical town. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation is on Rt. 15 and would be incongruent with the Scenic Byways recommendations. The proposed annexation would create a large area of visual blight of residential buildings visible from some places along Rt. 15 and Rt. 806. It would lessen the experience of people traveling the Scenic Byway, unless some sort of visual mitigation could be achieved through the use of natural tree borders or other means. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

4. Preserve the historical buildings and spaces within the town. Use signs and plaques on significant buildings, showing their date and any relevant historical information. Encourage preservation in particular of Main Street and Church/Water Street downtown.

Analysis: The land being considered for development is not generally historic, but is located close to historic Cozy and to Mountaingate, and a primary entrance to the downtown area. The proposed development is also in close proximity to the historic Catoctin Furnace and the Catoctin Zoo. The traffic impact of the development would likely have negative consequences for these tourist attractions. This area could have better potential for a bike or hiking route linking Thurmont to the Catoctin Furnace, the Catoctin Zoo and to the State and National parks. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

5. Development of residential, commercial and industrial areas should be limited to within the town’s growth boundary. There is considerable land in Thurmont that can be developed in creative ways without affecting its small-town identity. Significant commercial developments would best be located on the south of town, in the area already used for that purpose, while business in the town center could be complemented by retail outlets and recreational areas. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation is outside of the Thurmont’s current MGB. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

6. Developments should be encouraged that broaden the tax base beyond single-family homes, which over time create the greatest burden on town infrastructure and services. Mixed developments that include commercial with residential properties, and various residence types (single homes, town houses, condos and apartments, for singles and the elderly as well as families) should be encouraged. Developments should also be well integrated with recreational areas, and be connected with pedestrian and bike routes to other parts of the town, especially the center. However, only new developments that meet the town’s APFO (Adequate Facilities Provision Ordinance) should be approved.

Analysis: The proposed annexation does contain a good mix of residential types. The proposal has plans for condos and townhouses, which use less land and fewer resources. Condos and townhouses would be consistent with the needs and means of current residents of Thurmont. 

The annexation proposal makes reference to a “provision for parks and open spaces”, but how this was to be done was unclear. “Tot Lots” were mentioned, but seem inadequate when taking on the real needs of families who are attracted to Thurmont. Sports fields and open spaces are necessary for growth to occur. This development is not particularly close to any existing parks or recreation areas, at least not within walking distance for children. Since this development would likely not be integrated with existing commercial, residential, and recreational areas, it would likely strain the town’s APFO in the future. Given these factors, the proposal is neutral with regard to this principle.

C. CAPPA Recommendation TC "C. CAPPA Recommendation" \f C \l "2" 
CAPPA opposes this annexation request at this time. The proposal is inconsistent with what town residents’ desire, according to the results of the 2006 Thurmont Master Plan Update Survey. The proposal is mostly inconsistent with the Vision and Principles of CAPPA, as stated in our document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward” (although it is consistent with the principle that development include a variety of housing types, not only single family homes). The proposal is inconsistent with the current Thurmont Master Plan since the proposed annexation area lies outside the current growth boundary for Thurmont (although it may lie inside the revised MGB). Therefore, CAPPA recommends that the Drees annexation petition be denied at this time.

4.  The Myers Farm Annexation Proposal TC "4. The Myers Farm Annexation Proposal" \f C \l "1"  
The annexation proposal submitted by the Myers Consortium (Eugene Myers and family, land owners) and the developer (Hudson Land) proposes that the Town of Thurmont annex 210 acres of county land so that the zoning may be changed from the current county zoning (mainly agricultural), in order that the land may be developed for a mix of residential and commercial uses. The land is located northwest of Thurmont and encompasses an area mostly northwest of Rt. 15 behind the Shamrock Restaurant (although one part is southeast of Rt. 15), east of Franklinville Rd., west of Orchard Rd., and south of Kelbaugh Rd. The land is currently Frederick County land and is zoned agricultural, with a small part along Rt. 15 zoned for general commercial use. The developer’s proposal is to zone 113 acres R3, or medium density residential, which would allow 375-400 homes to be built, and 81 acres B3, or general business. The developer has indicated that he plans to put a strip mall and large box store such as Wal-Mart in the commercially zoned area. 

As this land is not contiguous to the current town limits of Thurmont, an ad hoc corridor composed of approximately 16 acres along Rt. 15 would have to be annexed as well (a “lollipop annexation”). The petition sets as a condition that the land owners pay no real estate taxes to the town until the property requests and is using Town services. The developer proposes to pay for the extension of sanitary sewer, water, and storm drain lines, driveways, and other public improvements. The Town would also be required to get waivers from the county for inconsistent land usage from the Frederick County Comprehensive Plan for the Thurmont Region. No draft annexation agreement was submitted. Also, no water, sewer, or other utility studies were submitted. 

A. The Pros and Cons TC "A. The Pros and Cons" \f C \l "2"  

Pros:
Since the developer did not submit a proposed draft annexation agreement, it is unknown what, if any, financial incentives the developer would offer to the town to offset the infrastructure costs the town would eventually incur. From the perspective of the town and its residents, currently the only two Pros to this proposal would be that 1) the people who want quick access to a Wal-Mart or another large box store would have it, and 2) the town would receive real estate taxes from the new homes and businesses in the annexation area. 
Cons (General Concerns):
1. If 375-400 single family homes are built, that would mean an increase of at least 1,000 people to Thurmont, approximately a 20% increase from the current population. Thurmont's current infrastructure and goods/services industries cannot comfortably support that kind of a population increase, even if it is spread out over several years. The developer would likely not agree to abide by the Mayor’s and town residents stated goal of growing the town only by 25-35 new homes per year.

2. The proposed annexation runs counter to Maryland’s Smart Growth policies by growing the town in areas not currently adjacent to the town limits and outside the town growth limits.
3. The building of a Wal-Mart (or similar store), a strip mall, and hundreds of new homes would greatly increase traffic congestion and accidents along both Rt. 15 and 550 and the small rural roads of Kelbaugh Rd., North Franklinville Rd., Orchard Rd., and other surrounding roads. The current “at-grade” intersections would become more dangerous and accident prone.
4. Route 15 was recently designated as one of America’s Scenic By-ways, specifically the Catoctin Scenic By-Way, because of the beauty of the pastoral settings and open spaces, especially in and around Thurmont. The Rt. 15 corridor is also now part of the Journey Through Hallowed Ground. The addition of a Wal-Mart and strip mall with its accompanying parking lots, plus the addition of an extensive housing development, would definitely detract from the scenic viewshed and make Thurmont look less like the "Gateway to the Mountains" and more like “Anytown USA” where wanton development has scarred the land and degraded the landscape. The unique identify of Thurmont would be permanently diluted.

5. With the large influx of new residents, schools would eventually become overcrowded. Teacher-student ratios would suffer and there would be a need for additions to existing schools and/or new schools at some point in the future, much sooner than if these homes were not built.

6. Congestion would increase for local recreational areas such as parks, ball fields, etc.
7. Such a large retail and residential development would have a negative environmental impact on the land and streams surrounding the proposed annexation area. Stream pollution and air pollution would increase. Since no water or sewer studies were submitted with the annexation proposal, it is unknown how the developer would deal with the negative environmental affects.  It is likely that a separate sewage treatment plant would be required, which the town would be required to assume management control of, and financial responsibility for, at some point.
8. The effects of so many houses and stores on the local water table and the Owens Creek watershed are unknown, and adverse consequences to the wells currently in the area could result. The developer submitted no Water Study.
9. Noise and light pollution would greatly increase in an area that is currently a peaceful, rural setting.
10. With a large, sudden population explosion, crime would likely increase and the police force would need to be increased to provide adequate service and protection.
11. A Wal-Mart (or other similar large box store) would lead to the de-vitalization of the downtown Thurmont business area and would likely put a number of current and long-time businesses out of business, potentially eliminating more jobs than it creates.  A big box store and strip mall would breed more commercial and residential development in the immediate area, leading to more problems in the future.  Such large stores shift many of their costs to taxpayers.
B. Is the proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principles? TC "B. Is the proposal consistent with CAPPA’s Vision and Principles?" \f C \l "2" 
The following principles are the relevant ones excerpted from our document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward”, along with how the proposed Myers Farm Annexation measures up to each.

1. Development decisions, including land use and zoning, should be guided by two primary considerations: 

A. Thurmont should remain a small town.

B. Thurmont should be an attractive Gateway to the Mountains, in harmony with its natural surroundings and its heritage. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation grows the town at a rate that would result in Thurmont losing its small town feel (with an estimated 80-100 homes being built per year), and it would create a large area of visual blight of commercial and residential buildings along Rt. 15 that would replace the current scenic agricultural viewshed. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

2. To preserve its small-town identity, and to limit sprawl, the town should encourage a green belt that limits expansion beyond the town’s growth boundary. The green belt would be closed to residential, commercial and industrial development. Only developments that enhance Thurmont’s integration with the nature of the area, the wooded Catoctin Mountains and farmland, would be permitted (such as trails, nature preserves, agro-tourism projects, etc) in the green belt. The Catoctin side of Rt. 15 would be part of the green belt. The green belt should be developed in coordination with the county, so that county land-use and zoning decisions support it. Annexations should only be considered within these guidelines, and then only those annexations that minimize the loss of agricultural land.

Analysis: The proposed annexation lies outside any recognized or proposed growth boundary for Thurmont and would have to be achieved by artificially annexing a swath of land between the current corporate limits of Thurmont and the Myers Farm in a “lollipop annexation”. The annexation would result in the loss of a large section of prime agricultural land that could never be reclaimed for that purpose. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

3. Implement the Scenic Byway guidelines for Rt. 15, including a corridor of greenery on both sides of the highway and signage in harmony with the natural beauty of the area. Remove bill-boards, and identify Thurmont as a historical town. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation would create a large area of visual blight of commercial and residential buildings along Rt. 15 that would replace the current scenic agricultural viewshed. It would lessen the experience of people traveling the Scenic Byway. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

4. Development of residential, commercial and industrial areas should be limited to within the town’s growth boundary. There is considerable land in Thurmont that can be developed in creative ways without affecting its small-town identity. Significant commercial developments would best be located on the south of town, in the area already used for that purpose, while business in the town center could be complemented by retail outlets and recreational areas. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation is outside of the Thurmont growth boundary and would place a strip mall and large box store along Rt. 15. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

5. Developments should be encouraged that broaden the tax base beyond single family homes, which over time create the greatest burden on town infrastructure and services. Mixed developments that include commercial with residential properties, and various residence types (single homes, town houses, condos and apartments, for singles and the elderly as well as families) should be encouraged. Developments should also be well integrated with recreational areas, and be connected with pedestrian and bike routes to other parts of the town, especially the center. However, only new developments that meet the town’s APFO (Adequate Facilities Provision Ordinance) should be approved.

Analysis: The proposed annexation does contain a good mix of commercial and residential areas. However, these areas would likely not be integrated with existing commercial, residential, and recreational areas and would likely strain the town’s APFO in the future. Thus, overall the proposal is neutral with regard to this principle.

6. Encourage agro-tourism in the area, with farm tours and demonstrations and a permanent Farmers Market. At the same time, land trusts and various state and county programs designed to help farmers keep their land in agriculture should be promoted to farmers, with the intention of limiting non-farm related development. This project might be centered in the area already designated light industrial, on Rt. 15, north of town. 

Analysis: The proposed annexation would result in the loss of a large section of prime agricultural land that could never be reclaimed for that purpose. The congestion and traffic generated would likely impede the operation of nearby farms, orchards, and farm stores. The proposal is inconsistent with this principle.

C. CAPPA Recommendation TC "C. CAPPA Recommendation" \f C \l "2" 
CAPPA strongly opposes this annexation request because it provides few benefits to the town and its citizens while creating many current and future problems that the town government, town residents, and county residents will have to deal with. The proposal is inconsistent with what town residents desire, according to the results of the 2006 Thurmont Master Plan Update Survey. The proposal is inconsistent with the Vision and Principles of CAPPA, as stated in our document entitled “Thurmont: A Vision and Path Forward”. The proposal is inconsistent with the current Thurmont Master Plan since the proposed annexation area lies outside of any recognized or proposed future growth boundary for Thurmont. And the proposal is inconsistent with Maryland Smart Growth principles. Therefore, CAPPA recommends that the Myers Farm annexation petition be denied.
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