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Hughesville Revitalization Plan 
HRAC Meeting Agenda 07-28-05 

Hughesville Revitalization Plan 
Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) 

July 28, 2005 
Meeting Agenda 

 
I. 6:30 – 6:45 PM Introductions 

What do you hope to accomplish as a CAC member? 
 
II. 6:45 – 6:55 PM Status of Planning Effort 

 
III. 6:55 – 7:05 PM Overview of Revitalization Plan  

Scope of Work (includes review of public 
involvement program) 
 

IV. 7:05 – 7:10 PM Role of Advisory Committee – HRAC  
 

V. 7:10 – 7:40 PM Presentation of Existing Conditions 
a. JMT/Staff Presentation (maps, demographics & market data) 
b. Review of Assets, Issues & Opportunities Identified to Date & 

Build Consensus Around Community Assessment (Group Activity) 
 

VI. 7:40 – 8:00 PM Group Walkabout – Community  
Assessment (Individual Activity) 

   Identify community assets. 
   Identify community issues/concerns/obstacles. 
   Identify opportunity sites. 
 

VII. 8:00 – 8:15 PM Discussion of Draft Vision Statement 
 
VIII. 8:15 – 8:25 PM Group Identification of Key Stakeholders  

 
IX. 8:25 – 8:30 PM Scheduling of Next Meeting 

 
 
Meeting Follow-up Activities: 
 
JMT – Continue to document existing conditions. 
 Commence key stakeholder interviews. 
 
HRAC – Review meeting materials in preparation of upcoming meetings. 
    Complete any assignments. 



 
 

 
Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 

July 28, 2005, 6:30 - 9:00 p.m. 
Tri-County Office Building, 15045 Burnt Store Road, Hughesville, MD  

 
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES  

 
  

PRESENT:  Donna Cave, Dorothy Bowling, Pauleen Brewer, Kenneth Dyson, 
Ralph Cross, Barbara Bridgett, Beverly Jarboe, Richard Ward, David 
Kanter, Russell Starks 

 
STAFF:  David Umling, Cathy Hardy, Mary Grant Sheila Geisert 
CONSULTANTS:   April Showers, Robert Martin 
 
The meeting began with Project Planner Cathy Hardy making the introduction of 
Planning Director David Umling; Program Manager Mary Grant; Planning Technician 
Sheila Geisert; and Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson (JMT) Project Managers, April 
Showers and Robert Martin. 
 
Mr. Umling welcomed the Hughesville Revitalization Committee (HRAC) members and 
thanked them for their future participation.  He stated that this committee was the 
outcome of the Hughesville Sub Area Plan meeting held on August 4, 2004.  As 
members of the Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC), they were 
charged with the responsibility of assisting the staff with a better understanding the 
desires, concerns and attitudes of the residents, civic groups, businesses, landowners 
and developers.   He also stated that the HRAC’s role was to provide insights and advice 
on community needs, interests and concerns for the benefit of the entire study area.  
They are expected to represent the public interest in examining issues and to serve as a 
conduit for the community in an advisory capacity.  HRAC Members were also asked to 
participate in both the Planning Commission and the County Commissioner formal public 
hearings in the adoption of the plan. 
 
April Showers gave an overview of the plan, then went on to discuss the scope of the 
work. A packet of information was supplied to each member of the committee.  She 
asked that the members to bring any and all questions, essential information and ideas 
pertaining to Hughesville to the committee for discussion.  The HRAC members are to 
act as liaisons to the community as well as to staff and the consultant team, bringing forth 
information that is presented to them by members of the community.  JMT’s goal is to 
work with the committee, County, State and Community Partners to bring about a vision 
plan for the revitalization of Hughesville.  The following are details about HRAC meeting 
activities and assignments. 
 



 
 

· Existing Conditions 
A presentation was made of the existing conditions in the area.  Each member 
received a draft copy of and Existing Conditions Report including narrative, maps, 
tables and charts.  The HRAC was asked to review the report and provide any 
input with respect to missing information or corrections.   

 
Assignments:  The HRAC members were asked to share any information, 
photographs or reports that document the history of Hughesville and existing 
conditions.  JMT will be conducting field investigations and will be working with 
County staff, resource agencies and members of the community to finalize the 
existing conditions report for the next meeting. 
 

· Walkabout 
Then the entire committee participated in a Hughesville Walkabout with a focus on 
existing conditions, desires for immediate changes, and long range goals for the 
improvement of Hughesville. During the walkabout, the committee was asked to 
complete an assessment form identifying the community assets, issues, concerns, 
obstacles, and sites of opportunity for infill development.  The Walkabout was 
augmented with photographs of the village for group discussion.  At future 
meetings, experts will present information for the HRAC’s consideration.  One of 
the committees’ concerns was the expansion or improvement of the infrastructure 
and the importance of implementation of these types of improvements to support 
village revitalization efforts. 
 
As part of the Walkabout activity as well as continued activities in the future.  The 
HRAC was charged with the responsibility of identifying a core village center. They 
were to consider the area to be included in that core, and where they envision the 
center of the core to be located.  Over the next several months, with input from the 
community , the HRAC will be painting a picture of a future Hughesville including 
details such as streetscapes, businesses, facades of the businesses, parking 
areas, greenspace and other amenities that would be developed over time on an 
incremental basis considering five (5) year, ten (10) year, and twenty (20) year 
increments.   
 
Assignments:  The HRAC was asked to complete the walkabout form and return 
it to staff within one week of the meeting for inclusion in the next meetings 
discussions.  HRAC members felt that it would be best to use the walkabout form 
to create a community survey to get a broader base of input at this point in the 
planning process.  The members suggested use of the Hughesville Gazette as a 
means to keep the community informed about the planning process, upcoming 
HRAC and public meetings and circulate the community survey.  JMT and County 
staff will work at addressing these suggestions of the HRAC prior to the next 
meeting. 

 
· Vision Statement 



 
 

The HRAC was supplied with a copy of the plan objectives identified as part of 
past planning efforts based upon community input.   
 
Assignments:  The HRAC was asked to review the village vision statement and 
plan objectives previously identified through community planning efforts and return 
within on week of the meeting for inclusion in the next meeting discussions. 

 
· Identification of Key Stakeholders 

JMT will be interviewing key stakeholders.  Stakeholders will include 
representatives of key organizations and agencies as well as business owners.   

 
Assignments: The HRAC members were asked to identify key stakeholders for 
individual interview or group interview sessions.  Interviews will be conducted by 
JMT and County staff.  Information obtained through the interview process will be 
analyzed and used to guide the planning process as well as a means to obtain key 
information to support plan development. 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for October 19, 2005.  The location, at the time of the 
meeting, was undecided; however recommendations were made by committee as to 
where it should be held.  Staff was commissioned with the task of securing a location and 
advising the HRAC members. 
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Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee  
Hughesville Business Meetings 

October 12 & October 31, 2005 
Hughesville Fire Station, Hughesville, MD  

 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
I. 10:00 - 10:15 AM Introductions and sign-in 
 
II. 10:15 - 10:45 AM Project Overview 

* Plan Vision Statement  
* Plan Objectives 

 
III. 10:45 - 11:15 AM Presentation and Discussion of Existing Conditions 

* Business Facts 
* Identification of Business Issues, Concerns, 

Opportunities and Needs 
* Identification of Business District 

 
IV. 11:15 - 11:45 AM Review of Business Surveys 

*Completion of Surveys by Participants 
 

 
 



Business Meetings – October 12, 2005 & October 31, 2005 
Results Report 
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Hughesville Village Revitalization Advisory Committee 
Review of Vision Statement & Plan Objectives 

 
Vision Statement 
Hughesville will be a vibrant rural community with a main street that is pedestrian in scale and lined 
with local shops.  It is a place where people can meet in public spaces adjacent to refurbished store 
fronts.  It is a place where main street provides the commercial services required by the surrounding 
local community and where the public facilities adequately serve the needs of residents. 
 
Comments:  Last sentence should read ….serve the needs of residents and businesses. 
The term main street in the vision statement should not just refer to Main Street (MD 5) in the Village, 
it should also include portions of MD 231 as part of this main street concept (understanding that the 
densities of uses along MD 5 and MD 231 will be different and that there are different levels of access 
needed for current uses). 
 
Objective 1 
Strive to maintain its rural character while creating a revitalized main street with improvements to 
businesses. 
 

• Comments – Objective 1 
Imposing façade requirements and restrictions on ingress/egress may have a negative affect on 
businesses. 
Imposing taste (façade, architecture, etc.) on viable businesses could be costly. 
Historical Society standards and restrictions will also be costly, if they become a requirement. 
Where is the rural character in the village and where should it be maintained?  Main Street is not rural. 
Rural character- omit from statement. 
Rural business community 
Central hub location- 3 counties 
Doctor’s offices 
Baseball stadium would have been the best catalyst for revitalization. 
 
Objective 2 
Public investment will be made in the main street area, including street trees, sidewalks, and 
landscaped medians where appropriate, as well as public open spaces. 
 

• Comments – Objective 2 
There is a need for sidewalks. 
Currently, it is not safe to walk on sidewalks. 
The bypass project may improve safety. 
Once the bypass is completed, can Hughesville gain back the space (area taken for public right-of-way 
to widen MD 5) for sidewalks. 
Where are you going to find open space? 
Idea is nice, space does not exist. 
Other items listed are needed. 
 
 
 



Business Meetings – October 12, 2005 & October 31, 2005 
Results Report 
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Objective 3 
Public buildings will be located along the new main street whenever practical, including postal 
facilities, schools, police sub-stations, fire and rescue stations, libraries, and health facilities. 
 

• Comments – Objective 3 
The current location of the post office is its fourth location. 
If MD 231 is considered as part of the main street concept, then the post office location may be ok. 
MD 231 should be enhanced for institutional uses larger in scale than small business uses (also parking 
and access needs are different). 
MD 5 should be enhanced for small shops, stores including retail – less space needed for parking. 
The fire house location is good. 
Need some restaurants along MD 5. 
There is different types of traffic for different types of businesses – consider this when identifying 
clusters of uses so there is less congestion. 
The bypass will not reduce traffic congestion on MD 231. 
The stormwater management pond for the bypass is too close to the property lines and the trees have 
been removed – noise impacts will be considerable unless noise walls are installed.  (northwest side of 
the bypass prior to overpass at MD 231) 
The desire is for a quaint, quiet town. 
Need available property to establish these uses. 
Include factories, to employ people. 
Professional building- multiple tenants (lawyers, doctors, dentists) 
Grocery store 
Shopping center 
 
Objective 4 
Public infrastructure will be adequate prior to new uses being allowed, including water, sewer, road 
capacity and schools. 
 

• Comments – Objective 4 
Good as stated, this is past due. 
Water and Sewer 1st  
New uses and new tenants may need more than current on-lot systems can handle. 
 
Objective 5 
Through good design, create a small town atmosphere, similar to other local towns, while discouraging 
big box retail and other chain stores, such as fast food franchises, from locating here.  Good design 
would encourage adequate parking to be predominantly located behind buildings. 
 

• Comments – Objective 5 
Leonardtown feel and look is what is desired – a nice mix of uses. 
Create situations so no “big box” retail can come in. 
Buildings need a face lift and some buildings need demolished. 
Identify possible programs and strategies to assist owners with façade improvements. 
Need standards and building codes for existing buildings along with enforcement. 
Elimination of ‘Big Box” retail may not be good, if the need is there. 
Home Depot may be OK- WalMart NO- direct competition to small shops. 



Business Meetings – October 12, 2005 & October 31, 2005 
Results Report 
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Parking location may need to be a combination of in front of and behind buildings. 
On-street parking is good, do not block ingress/egress of businesses. 
Community center- swimming pool, tennis etc. (indoor activities) 
Sports complex 
 
Objective 6 
Create active recreational opportunities locally, giving consideration to swimming pools and a trail 
system. 
 

• Comments – Objective 6 
A community center with a pool is ok. 
Community center 
Small movie theatre- give folks a reason to come to Hughesville instead of Waldorf. 
Indoor miniature golf- sports complex. 
 
Objective 7 
Maintain the boundaries of the existing Village of Hughesville, in terms of zoning and services being 
provided. 
 

• Comments – Objective 7 
With a 100% increase in population and 35,000 vehicles per day on the roadways there is still only one 
Deputy assigned to the area.  There is a need for more police protection and a substation. 
Consider expansion of commercial zoning along 231 west of existing village boundary. 
Park behind warehouses and SMECO substation. 
 



Business Meetings – October 12, 2005 & October 31, 2005 
Results Report 
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Objective 8 
If public water or sewer service is considered, it will only be provided if existing water users are 
protected, and only provided in such a way as to prevent significant new development. 
 

• Comments – Objective 8 
Concerned about if you build the infrastructure, development around Hughesville will come.   
Public water and sewer should be provided and offered to Hughesville first before the surrounding 
areas have opportunities.   
Need a hotel/conference center. 
Corner property (vacant parcel – same side as fire house) is crucial to the revitalization of Hughesville.  
What use should be permitted here?  This is a very visible location.  Some uses permitted by zoning 
may not be appropriate for this location. 
Create a town center. 
Develop a concept for the village. 
Develop ordinance and adopt land use controls that are more conducive to a village center. 
No leadership for Hughesville (not incorporated), leadership would provide a stronger voice for the 
village and what is planned and implemented in and around Hughesville. 
Land transactions must be reviewed while this plan is being developed – moratorium on development. 
Adequate for future growth inside boundary 
What is available for future development?- Residential uses in a commercial zone.  
Tobacco Warehouses- maintenance and upgrade is costly.  
 
Other Items Discussed: 
 

• Primary needs for business are water and sewer. 
• The bank recently had to drill a new well, the cost was $9,000.00 and the water can not be used 

for consumption unless treated.  They bring in bottled water and the smell of the water is 
terrible for other uses. 

• Aquifer and the quality of water are of concern. 
• Anticipated issues once bypass is in place include: 

o Hughesville be used as an express land when backups occur - safety, 
police/enforcement and response time and patrols are of concern. 

o Intersection improvements at MD 5 and MD 231 are necessary.  Consider traffic 
calming improvements (investigate a circle or roundabout) – these issues should be part 
of the bypass project.  The state should have evaluated these improvements as part of 
the bypass study. 

o Enforcement of the speed limit. 



Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 
October 19, 2005 

 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
I. 6:30 – 6:40 PM Introductions, Sign-in and Dissemination of Additional  

Information and Review of Meeting Minutes 
 
II. 6:40 – 7:10 PM Special Presentations & Discussion 
    Topics – Hughesville Bypass 
    (add others and time can be adjusted) 
 
III. 7:10 – 8:15 PM Presentation of Study Results & Discussion 
    Note – Revised Existing Conditions (see County website) 
    Overview of Business Survey 

Preliminary Results of Community Survey 
• Community Assets, Issues, Concerns and Desires 
• HRAC Priority Ranking of Issues/Concerns 

Review of Vision Statement & Plan Objectives 
• HRAC & CAC Input 

 
IV. 8:15 – 8:30 PM Presentation of Results of Key Stakeholder Interviews 
    Hughesville Sanitary Sewer Commission 
    Business Community (October 12, 2005 Meeting with Business Owners) 
 
V. 8:30 – 9:00 PM Upcoming Community Meeting 
    Review of Meeting Agenda & Discussion of Presentation Materials 

• HRAC Attendance at Community Meeting is strongly 
encouraged. 

• Identification of HRAC Member to Participate in Introduction 
• Visual Preference Survey – (HRAC test group) 

 
VI. Scheduling of Next HRAC Meeting (suggested January 2006) 
 
 
Meeting Follow-up Activities: 
 
 JMT –  Finalize Community Meeting Agenda, Presentation and Materials 
   Continue key stakeholder interviews. 
   Complete Business Survey 
 
 HRAC –  Attend and participate in the upcoming Community Meeting. 

Continue meeting and discussing project with members of the community to 
bring back information to the group, staff and consultant team. 



 
 

 
Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 

October 19, 2005, 6:30 - 9:00 p.m. 
Tri-County Office Building, 15045 Burnt Store Road, Hughesville, MD  

 
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES  

 
  

PRESENT:  Donna Cave, Dorothy Bowling, Pauleen Brewer, Kenneth Dyson, 
Ralph Cross, Barbara Bridgett, Richard Ward, David Kanter, Russell 
Starks, Sharon Ann Moore. 

 
STAFF:  Cathy Hardy, Mary Grant Sheila Geisert, Jason Groth 
CONSULTANTS:   April Showers, Robert Martin 
 
Cathy Hardy welcomed the Hughesville Revitalization Committee (HRAC) members and 
thanked them for their attendance.  She then introduced Charles County Public Facilities 
Program Manager, Jason Groth who discussed the existing infrastructure, possible 
improvement to public facilities which might serve the village, construction of the MD 5 
Bypass, and transportation issues affecting the revitalization of the village.  
 
April Showers provided an overview of the updated Existing Conditions Report.  The 
report is on the County’s website 
 
April Showers gave an update of the community survey results as well as the results of 
the business owner survey and meeting held on October 12, 2005. She also advised that 
an additional business owner meeting was scheduled for later in October. To date 
approximately 60 community surveys have been completed. Five business owners 
attended the Oct. 12 meeting. HRAC members reviewed the draft vision statement and 
objectives as well as the comments received from the business community.  
 
A group discussion focused on review and modification of plan vision statement and plan 
objectives.  JMT will utilize input from the committee to modify the original vision 
statement and plan objectives for review and comment by the community at the 
upcoming public meeting.  The HRAC membership reviewed and prioritized the 
community issues, concerns and opportunities by plan topic.  The same listing is to be 
presented to the community for similar prioritization at the upcoming public meeting.   
 
HRAC members identified key stakeholders to be interviewed during the planning 
process.  Those key stakeholders identified include: Hughesville Sanitation Commission, 
the business community, County Sheriff, Office of Emergency Services, the Fire Chief, 
Catholic Charities, Tri-County Services, owners of Tobacco Warehouses, owner of Hotel 
Charles and SMECO. 



 
 

 
HRAC members were reminded to attend and participate in the Open House scheduled 
for 7:00 PM on November 17, 2005 at the TC Martin Elementary School.  
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Hughesville Revitalization Plan 
Property Owner/Opportunity Sites Meeting 

February 15, 2006 
Charles County Chamber of Commerce 

 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
I. 10:00 - 10:15 AM Introductions and sign-in 
 
II. 10:15 - 10:45 AM Project Overview 

* Plan Vision Statement  
* Plan Objectives 
 Project Schedule 

 
III. 10:45 - 11:30 AM Presentation and Discussion of Opportunity Sites*  
      Identification of Opportunity Sites (Map) 

* Identification of Issues, Concerns, Opportunities and 
Needs 

 
 

 
 



 
 

Hughesville Revitalization Plan 
Property Owner/Opportunity Sites Meeting 

February 15, 2006 
Charles County Chamber of Commerce 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
Attendees:  Wendy Stanley, Jullena Jones, John Reith, Rick Mulford, William 
Bridgett, Karen Smith, Chad Garner, Norma Stratchko, Ray Mertz, Patricia Kennedy, 
Chris Blyler, Dale Speake, Bob Johnston, Don Smolinski and Michael Fischer. 
 
Staff & Consultant:  Marcia Keeth, Sheila Geisert, Cathy Hardy and April 
Showers 
 
Project Overview 
JMT and County staff provided an overview of the project, plan vision statement, plan 
objectives and project schedule.  Participants received a meeting packet including 
meeting agenda, project overview and project schedule, a handout describing the 
PFA Development/Expansion Guidelines was provided to the group. 
 
Presentation and Discussion of Opportunity Sites & Opportunities 
JMT and County staff provided a presentation (including a map) identifying 
opportunity sites based upon field observations, CAC discussions and discussion with 
staff about sites that are vacant, underutilized or undeveloped.  The participants were 
broken into groups to view the map and discuss opportunities.  The meeting was then 
opened to group discussion about opportunity sites, issues, concerns, opportunities 
and needs. The following provides a bullet summary of comments received and 
discussed. 
 

• The State has funding available for water and sewer projects, the County 
should apply for these funds encouraging the State to use Hughesville as a test 
case based upon unique circumstances. 

• Water and sewer must be a very high priority for revitalization to occur. 
• There is a need for large industrial sites.  Should consider the farms 

surrounding the village / PFA.  Consider 70-80 acre sites.  Industries may make 
investment in water and sewer. 

• Look beyond just main street. 
• Residential development outside the bypass would support redevelopment and 

new development. 
• Zoning needs to be changed as part of this process.  These zoning districts 

should reflect what is desired in the future. 



 
 

• Comment about the housing stock and some analysis recently conducted.  
$350,000 - $450,000 homes pay for themselves.  The County Commissioners 
are using a housing value of $465,000 as the threshold or break point where 
there is no cost to the County for a variety of services offered. 

• Geographic location is the key to opportunities for Hughesville and surrounding 
area. 

• St. Mary’s County has development restrictions which may pose opportunities 
for developers to be attracted to Hughesville. 

• Water and sewer is a matter for the Health Department.  Consideration for small 
on-site sewage treatment facilities. 

• Residential properties in the CV District to be converted to a commercial use 
must pass a commercial perc test. 

• Can Hughesville get a school? 
• Reference was made to the SMECO sewer study and what is the County doing. 
• Business community views are different than views of the residents. 
• Cathy Hardy provided an explanation of historic sites. 
• The current boundary of the PFA has a number of constraints that suggest the 

PFA should be enlarged. 
o Bypass cuts thru funding area with limited access to the bypass. 
o Opportunity sites unutilized and limited highway access. 
o Conditions of existing Route 5. 
o R&R easement owned by St. Mary’s County. 
o Lack of ability of sites to perk. 
o Large quantity of historic and potentially historic sites. 
o Limited access to Hughesville from bypass to north Hughesville. 
o Ability/inability to expand PFA 

• Create a main street and then protect it. 
• The Revitalization Plan should be broadened to study outside of the PFA. 
• Do not make the PFA too big because it businesses will be attracted to new 

sites and areas outside of the current boundary. 
• On the County’s website, Hughesville is not listed with information about the 

village and opportunities for business development.  Opportunity sites map 
should reflect positive aspects. 

• Hughesville is the central location for three counties.  And, Harley is a 
destination.  These are advantages. 

• Development should focus on the north end of Hughesville. 
• The area must be attractive. 
• Bryan’s Road Sub-area Plan identified opportunities and potential for properties 

to be developed, and then the rezoning was passed and the development 
opportunities were diminished.  

End. 







Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 
February 15, 2006 

 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
I. 6:30 – 6:40 PM Introductions, Sign-in and Dissemination of Additional  

Information and Review of Meeting Minutes 
 
II. 6:40 – 7:10 PM Special Presentations & Discussion 
    Topics – County Economic Development Staff 
     
III. 7:10 – 7:40 PM Committee Input 

• Vision Statement & Plan Objectives 
• Opportunity Sites 
• Build-out Analysis 

     
IV. 7:40 – 8:30 PM Presentation of Village Revitalization Concepts 

• Delineation of Village Core 
• Development Concept   
• Group Discussion/Comments   

     
VI. 8:30 – 8:45 PM Upcoming Community Meeting (March 23, 2006) 

• Meeting Agenda/Outline 
 
VII. 8:45 – 9:00 PM Public Comment 
 
VIII. Scheduling of Next HRAC Meeting (May 2006 Meeting) 
 
 
Meeting Follow-up Activities: 
 

JMT –  Prepare for next HRAC meeting and upcoming Community Meeting.  Wrap up 
any remaining key stakeholder meetings.  

 
 HRAC –  Attend and participate in the upcoming Community Meeting. 

Continue meeting and discussing project with members of the community to 
bring back information to the group, staff and consultant team. 



 
 

 
Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 

February15, 2006, 6:30 - 9:00 p.m. 
The auditorium of the SMECO Building, 15035 Burnt Store Road, Hughesville, MD  

 
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES  

 
  

PRESENT:  Donna Cave, Dorothy Bowling, Pauleen Brewer, Kenneth Dyson, 
Ralph Cross, Barbara Bridgett, Beverly Jarboe, Richard Ward, David 
Kanter, Russell Starks, Sharon Moore 

 
STAFF:  Cathy Hardy,  Sheila Geisert, Amy Blessinger 
CONSULTANTS:  April Showers, Robert Martin, Johnson Mirmiran and Thompson 
 
 
 
The meeting began with Program Manager Cathy Hardy making the introduction of 
Marcia Keeth, Marketing Director, Department of Economic Development (previously 
EDC).  
Marcia Keeth informed the HRAC members that the Commissioners have named  John 
Reardon; Director of the Department of Economic Development (formerly known as the 
Economic Development Commission).  Ms. Keeth presented an overview of the Dept. of 
Economic Development and their current projects and initiatives.  The committee 
members discussed a number of opportunities for the village and the region for further 
evaluation.   
 
The Consultant (AS) presented the changes members asked to be made to the vision 
statement. The summary was discussed and the new vision statement was approved. 
The HRAC members reviewed the opportunity sites with no comments and the members 
suggested that results of the build-out analysis include consideration of the forested area. 
 Ms. Showers also briefed the HRAC members of the meeting earlier that day with the 
property owners of opportunity sites. 
 
A packet of information was supplied to each member of the committee which included 
the delineation of the Village Core and Development Concepts for the Village Core.  April 
asked that the members review and designate the Village Core Area.   
 
The Consultant (AS) lead a group activity to identify preferred architectural styles for 
locations within the village core to the north along MD 5.  The group were able to view the 
styles and make notations on the images with respect to preference.  The Architectural 
styles will be presented to the public at the upcoming public meeting for additional review 
and comment. 



 
 

 
 
 
The next meeting, a public workshop was scheduled for March 23, 2006 at T.C. Martin 
Elementary School. All HRAC Members were asked to attend. 
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Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 
May 17, 2006 

 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
I. 6:30 – 6:40 PM Introductions, Sign-in and Dissemination of Additional  

Information and Review of Meeting Minutes 
 
II. 6:40 – 7:00 PM Quick Review of Public Meeting Results 

• Discussion 
     
III. 7:00 – 7:40 PM Presentation and Discussion of Niche Markets’ 

• Discussion 
     

IV. 7:40 – 8:15 PM Overview of Draft Plan & Suggested Organizational Structure 
• Discussion  
• Implementation Recommendations Activity 

     
VI. 8:15 – 8:30 PM Overview of Updated Build-out Analysis 

• Discussion 
 
VII. 8:30 – 8:45 PM Review of Planning Process for Plan Adoption 
 
VIII. 8:45 – 9:00 PM Public Comment 
 
IX. Scheduling of Next HRAC Meeting (June 2006 Meeting) 
 
 
Meeting Follow-up Activities: 
 
 HRAC –  Review draft plan and provide written comments. 
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Hughesville Revitalization Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting 

May 17, 2006, 6:30 - 9:00 p.m. 
Tri-County Council Conference Room, 15045 Burnt Store Road, Hughesville, MD  

 
SUMMARY MEETING MINUTES  

 
PRESENT:  Donna Cave, Dorothy Bowling, Pauleen Brewer, Kenneth Dyson, 

Ralph Cross, Barbara Bridgett, Beverly Jarboe, David Kanter, Sharon 
Moore, Richard Ward 

 
STAFF:  Cathy Hardy,  Sheila Geisert, Beth Clark 
CONSULTANTS:  April Showers (AS), Robert Martin 
 
The meeting began with Program Manager Cathy Hardy making the introduction of our 
new planner, Beth Clark. Ms. Hardy then advised the HRAC members of the possibilities 
for development within the Core Village Area because of the discussions with the County 
Commissioners Block Grant proposal for the relocation of the Angel’s Watch Regional 
Shelter to the facility located on Billingsley Road. If the relocation were to take place, two 
properties on the west side of MD Route 5 at the north and south corners of Route 
231(Burnt Store Road) could be available for development as part of the revitalization. 
Members discussed contacting the County Commissioner Candice Quinn-Kelly and the 
Archdiocese about this possibility. 
 
The Consultant (AS) next presented a summary of possible Niche Markets’ within the 
existing area a “Automotive-Motorcycle Niche” already exists and the ‘Tobacco-Farm’ 
Niche also exists.  The committee discussed the possibility of an Industrial Niche ‘Bio-
diesel facilities’. The product is less hazardous to the environment therefore and diesel 
engines can be converted to use product. Recommendations were made to create green 
buildings drawing on solar, geothermal heat and lighting sources and the possibility of 
the addition of a bio-diesel pump at the current service station in the Hughesville area. 
The consultant stated that any studies which have been completed will be useful for the 
develop of the area.  Once a niche starts another can be started. Joint promotional tools 
were discussed. 
 
The Tobacco Barns were discussed. To reuse or not to reuse.  Recommendations were 
made to create a demonstration farm as a tourist attraction.  This would include a 
museum and the possibility of creation of an Amish Market similar to those in Frederick.  
It could have a market, restaurant, county store etc. 
 
 
The Consultant (AS)  reviewed the results of the public workshop held in March as well 
as the results of the. After learning of these findings the HRAC members were given an 
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opportunity to review and refine the vision statement and plan objectives developed to 
date.  
 
The Consultant (AS) presented for discussion the property condition and opportunity 
sites analysis. HRAC members were given an opportunity to review the property 
condition assessment and to comment on identified and future opportunity sites within 
the Village. Finally, the HRAC members were presented a Build-out Analysis for the 
village under current zoning for their further consideration. 
 
Ms. Hardy also asked the committee members to prepare comments on the HRAC plan. 
 She asked that each member have his written comments prepared for the next meeting 
scheduled. 
 
The members established the next meeting to be held on June 1, 2006 at the Auditorium 
of the SMECO Building. 
 
 The time frame for the completion of the committee was discussed, and the necessity 
for all HRAC Members to discuss the project with members of the community and bring 
back any information to the committee for consideration. The members advised that 
consultants and Staff would be meeting with the opportunity site property owners to 
obtain additional input for consideration. 
 
 
 
 


