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From: L B
To: Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: Thurston road
Date: Saturday, January 8, 2022 1:29:37 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Please leave our 3rd generation farm out of any conservation plans. No third party should
dictate a major drop in our property value.

Thank you for your time, 

Bazan/Bryant property

mailto:shallyn333@gmail.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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January 10, 2022 
 

Members of the Frederick County Planning Commission 
Winchester Hall 
12 E Church Street 
Frederick, MD  21701 
 
Re:  Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
As we approach the next work session on Sugarloaf, I’d like to reiterate a few basic points that 
have been made in prior communications. 
 

• The Livable Frederick Master Plan recognizes that development of the I-270 Interstate 
Corridor is an important objective of the Plan, just at it recognizes that establishing a Rural 
Heritage Landscape area around Sugarloaf Mountain is an important objective of the Plan.  
I urge you to revisit pages 39, 40 and 45 of the Livable Frederick Master Plan and draw 
your own conclusions on this.  I have attached them for ease of reference. 
 

• These two areas (Sugarloaf Heritage Landscape area and I-270 Interstate Corridor) are 
shown as overlapping in some places in the Thematic Plan (page 45), with the actual 
boundaries to be determined in the future when more detailed consideration could be 
given to the various objectives and goals involved in determining the best way forward 
for the County.  

 

• However, this detailed consideration of both planning areas is not happening, in part 
because the small area plan process initiated by the County for the Sugarloaf Treasured 
Landscape Management Plan is exclusively environmentally focused, and seems to be 
giving little consideration to other important objectives in LFMP, including the nature and 
extent of the I-270 Interstate Corridor boundaries and the importance of the I-270 
Interstate Corridor to the economic vitality of Frederick County. 
 

• If the Sugarloaf process alone is used to determine the boundary of the I-270 Interstate 
Corridor, I believe we will have completely disregarded the work and intent of the broader 
community and the political leaders who adopted the LFMP to strike a balance among the 
many competing objectives that were intended to make LFMP a community-wide success. 
 

In my view there has been a disconnect between some of the key discussions taking place during 
the Sugarloaf work sessions and the intent of LFMP with respect to the I-270 Interstate Corridor.  
I think Dennis did a good overall job of explaining the nature and importance of the I-270 
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Interstate Corridor at the first work session in September.  Since then, though, I have heard very 
little discussion with respect to reconciling the need to preserve future opportunities in the I-270 
Interstate Corridor with the goals of the Sugarloaf Plan. 
 
I do appreciate that there is a lot of pressure being brought to bear on the Planning Commission, 
with the basic thrust being to try to prevent future development anywhere on the west side of I-
270.  Frankly, I’ve been on the receiving end of some of it, myself.  However, I think it’s notable 
that some of these same interests were at work during the LFMP process, with the same goal in 
mind, and their efforts failed to sway the outcome of the LFMP.  Perhaps this is because Livable 
Frederick had to deliver a vision that balances the competing needs of the County, including 
accommodating future growth while enhancing environmental preservation.  Let’s face it, if the 
LFMP process had concluded with a determination that no development on the west side of I-
270 is warranted in the future, it would have been very easy and straight-forward to simply state 
this as fact in the final, adopted version of LFMP.  This did not happen.  On the contrary, the I-
270 Interstate Corridor was established and identified as a Primary Growth Sector in the LFMP, 
together with proposed development opportunities shown around the existing and future 
interchanges of I-270, and it was shown to co-exist with the Sugarloaf Heritage area on the west 
side of I-270. This was very important to us and is what gave us enough comfort to support the 
LFMP.  It is my view that this basic tenet has been lost in the work session discussions to date. 
 
We are opposed to any effort to apply the Sugarloaf Overlay to our properties on the West side 

of I-270.  We believe to do so would be in complete contradiction to the goals and intent of 

Livable Frederick Master Plan and will indeed undermine the value of the broad community-

based effort that established the appropriate balances within Livable Frederick and resulted in 

broad support for that effort. 

The Sugarloaf area preservation effort is not the place to determine the future viability of the 

properties in and along the I-270 Interstate Growth Corridor.  This should be left to a separate 

small area process that evaluates the I-270 Interstate Corridor through the broader lens of the 

Livable Frederick Master Plan.  The properties along I-270 that are east of Route 80 and east of 

Thurston Road should either be removed from the study area, or the if they remain in the study 

area, should not be encumbered by the Overlay.  The Overlay will have a serious adverse impact 

on those properties and will dramatically limit the future potential for economic development in 

the County at key strategic locations that are unique and irreplaceable.  These properties should 

be studied under a separate small area plan that evaluates the I-270 Interstate Corridor, as 

Livable Frederick so clearly intended. 

I remain hopeful that the intent of LFMP with regard to the I-270 Interstate Corridor will be fully 
taken into consideration before a final plan is put forth.  At an absolute minimum I believe it 
would be appropriate to add language to the Sugarloaf Plan that acknowledges the existence and 
nature of the I-270 Interstate Corridor and sets forth that, notwithstanding this current Sugarloaf 
Treasured Landscape Plan process, future area plans may result in the re-examination and 
rezoning of properties along I-270 that are currently in the Sugarloaf study area. 
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Sincerely, 

 
Tom Natelli, CEO 

Natelli Communities 
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development around existing communities, supported by the Community Concept, remains. In addition, the 
Community Concept continues to function as a centerpiece of the strategy of supporting growth within existing 
municipalities.

Planning Sectors
The Thematic Plan is composed of four planning sectors, which are heavily influenced by the three scenarios-
based growth strategies of “City Centers Rising”, “Suburban Place-Making”, and “Multi-Modal Places and 
Corridors.” They are: the Primary Growth Sector, the Secondary Growth Sector, the Agricultural Infrastructure 
Sector, and the Green Infrastructure Sector. The identification of these four sectors is intended to provide a 
distinction based more on category than on rank. Each sector has differing priorities, however all four of them 
play an equally vital role in the support of livability in Frederick County.

Planning Sectors, and their related subcategories described below, function as an overlay to the existing practice 
of designating Community Growth Areas. As delineated on the Comprehensive Plan Map, and as described 
in the Comprehensive Plan Map section of this plan, Community Growth Areas continue to be employed as a 
central aspect of our comprehensive planning. 

The function of growth areas is to define an outer limit to the expansion of development into rural land. While 
they function well as a means of communicating a binary distinction between areas in the county targeted for 
growth versus areas that are not, they do not serve as a mechanism for identifying and articulating multi-level 
and vision-based aspirations or strategies related to growth. They do not explicitly identify growth areas that are 
better suited to support the vision and strategic objectives of the county.

The Thematic Plan functions as an expression of priorities for creating the types of places that will support 
Our Vision. This is accomplished, in part, by defining preferred development models tied to specific areas. The 
Thematic Plan references selective community growth areas identified on the Comprehensive Plan Map as a 
means of prioritizing growth strategies, as well as defining preferred growth patterns connected to specific 
growth areas.
•	 df-tp_diagram.png

The Primary Growth Sector 
The Primary Growth Sector articulates the locations and types of development that are to be emphasized as the 
county grows in future years. Given the significant existing pipeline of development, as well as the cumulative 
land area surrounding and within existing communities throughout the county that is currently designated in 
the Comprehensive Plan Map, the Primary Growth Sector may not correspond to locations where the majority 
of our future county-wide growth will be directed. Therefore, a basic purpose of the Primary Growth Sector is to 
support the long term strategic shift in the style and location of development that will occur in Frederick County.

The Primary Growth Sector is composed of land in and around Frederick City, including the Frederick City Growth 
Area, the Ballenger Creek Community Growth Area, the South Frederick Community Growth Area, and lands 
along major infrastructure corridors in the southern portion of the county that connect to regional employment 
centers. These areas include the Eastalco Growth Area, the Brunswick Community Growth Area, the Point of 
Rocks Community Growth Area, the Urbana Community Growth Area, and the I-270 Growth Area.

Two districts are identified within the Primary Growth Sector: the Central District and the Multi-Modal District. 
The Central District is composed of major developed areas in the county that have significant access to 
infrastructure and services - areas where there is high potential for development patterns that support multi-
modal accessibility, and where a significant share of development may occur through infill and redevelopment 
strategies. The Multi-Modal District includes specific corridors in the county where growth potential will be 
maximized by leveraging the existing assets of rail and highway infrastructure that connect Frederick County 
to the greater Baltimore-Washington region. Emphasis is on building transit connectivity, centered on the 
City of Frederick, and creating multi-modal corridors that catalyze redevelopment of aging retail and office 
developments, while also creating new transit accessible mixed-use locations in the county.
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Much of the Point of Rocks Community Growth Area is developed in the form of low density, suburban 
residential subdivisions. However, opportunities for higher density mixed use redevelopment may exist within 
proximity to the MARC Station, while accounting for the signifi cant surrounding fl oodplain. Therefore, emphasis 
for growth within the Point of Rocks community will be on transit-oriented, mixed-use development, focused on 
leveraging the presence of the MARC station.

The Interstate Corridor
The Thematic Plan Diagram identifi es a corridor for growth 
and development along Interstate 270 leading from central 
Frederick City, through the Ballenger Creek Community 
Growth Area, and continuing along I-270 through the Urbana 
Community Growth Area and terminating at the northern edge 
of Hyattstown (Figure 4). This corridor emphasizes transit-
oriented, mixed-use development to be served by a practical 
and aff ordable transit line (e.g., Bus Rapid Transit, Transitway) 
(17) that parallels Interstate 270 and takes advantage of 
public and private infrastructure improvements extended 
to the Urbana Community Growth Area in recent decades. 
Additionally, the Interstate Corridor will continue to capitalize 
on signifi cant access to regional employment centers by 
supporting policies that facilitate the development of this area 
as a prime employment corridor enhanced by livable, mixed-
use neighborhoods between the City of Frederick and northern 
Montgomery County.
Figure 4: The Interstate Corridor
• df-tp_interstatecorridor.png

Highway Interchanges
Development along this corridor is identifi ed as transit-
oriented centers primarily located at existing and planned 
future highway interchanges. This will occur in concert with the 
development of transit station locations in order to encourage 
multi-modal accessibility and a pedestrian-oriented growth 
pattern. 

In and around the Urbana Community Growth Area, there is 
one existing interchange at I-270 and Fingerboard Road (MD80) 
(18), and there are two planned interchanges at I-270 and Park 
Mills Road (21) and I-270 and Doctor Perry/Mott Road (22). 
As a future transit line along I-270 comes to fruition, highway 
interchanges will function as natural locations for creating 
future transit stops and corollary transit-oriented development.

Within Frederick City, there are a number of existing highway 
interchanges along US15 (20). Given the existing concentration 
of development and walkability available within Frederick City, 
any of these locations may be suitable for future transit stops 
associated with a transit line along I-270.

Finally, as planning for the South Frederick Growth Area 
continues, the passage of I-270 through this area suggests 
that there may be long-term opportunities for the creation of 
an additional transit stop. This will take the form of walkable, 
mixed-use, higher density development, and will be integrated 
into future plans for this area (19).
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Figure 4: The Interstate Corridor

17) Potential Future Mass Transit Corridor
18) Urbana Multi-modal Development Surrounding Potential New 
Transit Station
19) Potential Multi-Modal Development at Future Mass Transit 
Station
20) Potential Future Mass Transit Stations
21) Potential Multi-Modal Development at Future Mass Transit 
Station
22) Potential Multi-Modal Development at Future Mass Transit 
Station
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Environmental & Water Quality Analysis of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management 

Plan 
January 2021 

  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Executive Summary  

Rodgers Consulting, Inc. (“Rodgers”) represents Natelli Holdings II, LLC. (“Natelli”), the owner of 
the “Urbana Interchange Properties” and the “Park Mills Interchange Properties” and collectively 
referred to as the “Interchange Properties.” The Urbana Interchange Property is further described as 
parcels 3, 154 and 38 on tax map 105, is comprised of approximately 387 acres and has frontage on I-
270 and parts of Thurston Road immediately south of the Rte. 80 interchange. The Park Mills 
Interchange Property is parcel 164 on tax map 96, comprised of approximately 174 acres on both sides 
of Park Mills Road along the western side of I-270, also fronting along I-270 at the future and planned 
Park Mills Road Interchange.  

Natelli has requested that Rodgers review and evaluate the natural resource and water quality 
conditions presented in both the September 2021 draft of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape 
Management Plan (“Plan”) as well as testimony from members of the public during workshops. We were 
also asked to analyze the natural resource conditions of Natelli’s Interchange Properties that are located 
within the Plan area as part of this analysis. 

 Our findings are summarized and organized below as follows:  

• The water quality baseline established in the Plan and recommendations made therefrom are 
predicated on the wrong stream Use Classification for most of the Study Area.  

• The subwatersheds in which the Interchange Properties are located are the most-impaired 
streams in the Plan area. The highest-quality, cold water fisheries – Bear Branch & Furnace 
Branch, which are located on the opposite side of the plan area, are not impacted by the 
Interchange Properties.  

• Development of the Interchange Properties presents an opportunity to improve the water 
quality of the subject properties and these impaired subwatersheds, as well as the Lower 
Monocacy River to which they flow.  

 
State Use Classification for the Streams in the Sugarloaf Area are Incorrectly Represented in the 
current draft of the Plan.  

 

The State of Maryland maintains through a science-backed and regulatory-based process the 
stream Use Classes throughout Maryland. The table below, found on page 76 of the Plan, accurately 
summarizes the classification system.  
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Stream Use Classifications are a significant regulatory component of Maryland’s watershed 

management approach and serve as a critical baseline for informing land use decisions and water quality 
best management practices. Each Use Class contains specific water quality criteria, such as temperature, 
dissolved oxygen and turbidity – to name just a few. However, the water quality criteria for temperature 
is the standard that deviates the most between the Use Classes and establishes their relative hierarchy. 
The temperature standard for each Use Class is noted below:  

 
Use Class Temperature Criteria (Max.)  
I-P 90 degrees, F Water Contact, Warmwater 

Aquatic Life, Public Drinking 
Water 

II-P 90 degrees, F Shellfish Waters (N/A) 
III-P 68 degrees, F Non-Tidal Cold Water  
IV-P 75 degrees, F Recreational Trout Waters 

COMAR 26.08.02.03-3 Water Quality Temperature Criteria Specific to Designated Uses  
 
As the table shows, Use III-P and Use IV-P designations and standards are more stringent than 

the other Use Classes and are applied to those higher quality, cold waters. Further, when water quality 
monitoring data reveals results that warrant reclassification of the streams, a regulatory process is 
initiated by the State of Maryland for the re-classification. This analysis was unable to obtain recent 
water quality monitoring data for the streams in the Plan area and we are unaware of any regulatory 
processes underway to re-classify any of the streams.   

 The following image is taken from the Maryland Department of the Environment’s public GIS 
website and sets forth the current use classification of streams in the subject area. Orange is Use Class I-
P, Yellow is Use Class IV-P and Green is Use Class III-P. The blue, dashed-line circle depicts the general 
area of the Plan with the Montgomery County line cutting through the bottom of the circle, for ease of 
reference.  
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As you can see most of the streams in the Sugarloaf and Urbana area, except for Bear Branch 

and Furnace Branch, are designated as Use Class I-P (orange).  Notably, Bear Branch and Furnace 
Branch, which are the two Use III-P (green) streams, are located in the western half of the Sugarloaf 
planning area, several miles to the west of I-270. 

However, the draft Plan appears to incorrectly reference the Use Class I-P streams in the 
Sugarloaf Area as Use Class IV-P. This is most clearly displayed on Map 6-6 found on page 97 and pasted 
below:  
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Further, the draft plan makes recommendations, such as the one below, based on streams in 

the area supporting natural (Use III-P) or recreational (Use IV-P) trout populations.  However, other than 
Bear Branch and Furnace Branch, all the streams in the Sugarloaf Planning area are Use Class I-P, 
according to the State of Maryland GIS and as confirmed in COMAR.   

Given the significance of this mischaracterization, staff of Rodgers met with Frederick County 
Planning staff upon discovery on January 7, 2021 and alerted them of this potential mischaracterization. 
Given how fundamentally critical it is to appropriately portray the water quality conditions for a Plan 
such as this, County staff indicated they would research this further and advise Rodgers of their findings, 
particularly whether they reached the same or a different conclusion concerning the stream Use 
Classifications. At the time of this submittal, which has a County-imposed deadline of January 10 for 
consideration by the Frederick County Planning Commission on January 19, Rodgers has not heard from 
County staff concerning this matter.   

At a minimum, the maps and references to the streams in this area need to be corrected to 
match the current State Use classification designations. We also believe it’s prudent to undertake a 
more nuanced examination of the subwatersheds within the planning area. Certain subwatersheds near 
Sugarloaf Mountain, such as Bear Branch and Furnace Branch, which are the highest quality streams in 
the area, possess significantly different watershed and stream quality conditions than subwatersheds 
found at the eastern boundary of the planning area, closest to I-270. Recommendations for Bear Branch 
and Furnace Branch, for example, should be focused on maintaining their high quality, while 
recommendations for areas closest to I-270, where the streams and water quality is of a lesser quality, 
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should focus on opportunities to increase forest cover, reduce nutrient loading, improve stormwater 
management and expand stream buffers.   

 
Natelli’s Interchange Properties Are Located in the Lowest-Quality Sub Watersheds and do NOT 
impact the Sensitive, Coldwater Streams in the Area.    
 

Map 6-5, found on page 96 of the Plan, provides a helpful depiction of the subwatersheds in the 
area. For your reference, the Interchange Properties have been noted with blue arrows.   

Part, but not all, of the Park Mills Interchange Property, is located within the North Branch 
subwatershed. The remaining part of the Park Mills Interchange Property drains to the north and east 
back across I-270 and is not a part of the Bennett Creek watershed. The North Branch is the 
subwatershed whose boundaries are indicated in blue. The Urbana Interchange Properties are also 
located in two subwatersheds. The northern part of this property is in the Urbana Branch subwatershed, 
which is indicated in orange. The remaining and majority of this site drains south to the main stem of 
Bennett Creek. This watershed is not highlighted since it is not considered a Resource Watershed of 
Concern, which is the subject of this map.  

 

The North Branch and the Urbana Branch are characterized as the most impaired 
subwatersheds in the Plan area. Table 6 from the Plan, which is transcribed below, displays some 
characteristics of the subwatersheds.  
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The Urbana Branch subwatershed possesses the largest amount of impervious cover and the 
second least amount of forest cover of the subwatersheds contained in the table. The subwatershed 
drainage area includes the areas immediately surrounding the I-270/Rte. 80 interchange and the park 
and rides, all of which were developed either prior to any stormwater management measures or not to 
the latest standards.  While only the northernmost part of the southern interchange property drains to 
the Urbana Branch, the Urbana Branch does not drain to or through the higher quality and sensitive cold 
water Bear Branch or Furnace Branch. Same thing with the southern portion of this property that drains 
to the main stem of Bennett Creek. To put a finer point on it, any runoff from that property, today or in 
the future, does not and would not drain through either the Bear or Furnace Branch. Bear Branch and 
Furnace Branch are located on the opposite side of the Plan area. We agree with staff’s 
recommendations as noted on Page 90 of the draft plan and as noted below:  

 
 
The Park Mills Interchange Property is at the ridge of the North Branch subwatershed. As the 

table shows, the North Branch subwatershed contains the least amount of forest cover of those listed 
and the second most amount of impervious surface. Further, only 5% of the Northern Interchange 
Property is currently forested. The Worthington Manor Golf Course is also within this subwatershed, 
which contributed to the low levels of forest cover and higher impervious levels.  
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The North Branch also does not drain to or through the higher-quality, sensitive cold water Bear 
Branch or Furnace Branch. Any runoff from this property, presently or in the future, would not impact 
either the Bear or Furnace Branches.   

 
Natelli’s Interchange Properties Possess the Greatest Potential for Environmental Improvement 

 
As the draft plan notes, forest cover and stream buffers play an important role in water and 

watershed quality. Both properties, if they were to undergo the subdivision process would result in an 
increase in forest cover and stream buffers through the Forest Resource Ordinance and Waterbody 
Buffer Ordinance.  

While impervious surfaces have been historically correlated with water quality, it’s important to 
note that those studies were of watersheds that had been developed prior to any or modern 
stormwater management controls. Stormwater Management utilizing an Environmental Site Design 
approach didn’t become a regulation until 2010, and it’s on-the-ground implementation has only 
occurred in a meaningful way over the last 7 or so years, long after the studies on impervious surface 
and water quality which are referenced in the Plan. Modern environmental site design, for the first time, 
requires new development projects to perform functionally, from a hydrological standpoint, as if it’s 
“woods in good condition.” This requires an analysis of the hydraulic function of the soils and landscape 
prior to development and designs that produce a result akin to “woods in good condition”. Depending 
on the nature of the land use that development is replacing and contrary to most conventional thinking, 
most new development results in improved water quality conditions as a result of this approach.   

While water quality is one direct and measurable environmental indicator of land use change, 
there are others. The table below displays the amount of forest present on each of the Interchange 
Properties and the amount of forest that would exist in a post-development condition based on the 
Forest Resource Ordinance. Important to note is that under their current uses as agriculture, the forests 
are not protected. The future development of these properties creates the opportunity to maintain and 
increase forest cover. 

  
Site  Existing: Unprotected 

Forest Cover  
Future: Protected 
Forest Cover  

Comments  

Park Mills 
Interchange Property 

8 Acres +/- 
(5% of site) 

26 Acres +/- Min. 
(15% of site) 

Development 
requires afforestation  

Urbana Interchange 
Property  

 73 Acres +/- 
(19 % of site)* 

108 Acres +/- Min. 
(28% of site) 

Development 
requires No net loss 
of forest 

Table 1: Current & Potential Forest Cover  
*Approximately 35 acres of existing forest are within a forest conservation easement. This value 
does not include those protected areas.  
 
The future development of the Interchange Properties will also increase and improve stream 

buffers. Presently, there is little to no forest alongside the streams on these properties. Future 
development would require a thorough environmental analysis to delineate sensitive areas such as 
streams, wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes and a waterbody buffer would be applied to protect the 
resources. In concert with the Forest Resource Ordinance, these sensitive areas would also be the high 
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priority areas for forest planting and would be further protected by an easement. This is not a level of 
protection that presently exists.  

 
Site  Existing: Avg. 

*Protected Stream 
Buffer Area   

Future: Avg 
Protected Stream 
Buffer Area  

Comments  

Park Mills 
Interchange Property  

0% 100% 
(approx. 20 Acres) 

Development 
prioritizes planting of 
unforested buffers 

Urbana Interchange 
Property  

20% 100%  Existing protective 
easement along the 
southern overhead 
power lines 

Table 2: Current & Potential Future Stream Buffer Widths  
*Refers to property that is covered by a protective easement or subject to the Waterbody Buffer 
Ordinance.   
 
Furthermore, development of these properties will result in a decrease in nutrients and 

sediments to the local waterways, and eventually the Chesapeake Bay. Like previously mentioned, this 
might seem contrary to conventional thinking. However, the science and our understanding of 
watersheds and land use has developed considerably over the past decade, largely due to the significant 
federal and state investment in the Chesapeake Bay restoration effort. The cornerstone of the 
Chesapeake Bay restoration is the reduction of Nitrogen, Sediment and Phosphorous starting in local 
waterways. This science enables a more precise and causal analysis of water quality impacts due to land 
use change, rather than relying upon surrogate environmental planning tools – such as impervious 
surfaces, forest cover and stream setback correlations.  

 For purposes of this analysis, data and methods from the latest Phase 6 Chesapeake Bay Model, 
which contains the Nitrogen loading rates for different land uses throughout the watershed, were 
utilized to estimate the current load of Nitrogen to the local waterways from each of the interchange 
properties. From there, an assumed high-level of intensity of development (to be conservative from a 
Nitrogen loading standpoint) was assumed and the Nitrogen loading analysis resulting from that form of 
development was calculated and compared to the existing condition.       

Using the same data and methods contained in the latest version of MDE and EPA’s Chesapeake 
Bay model, the nature of the current land uses combined with the nature of proposed development and 
modern environmental site design and stormwater management measures result in a reduction of 
Nitrogen and contributes to the restoration, not degradation, of the waterways. 
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The table below presents the results of the current Nitrogen loading compared with an assumed 
highly-intensive development footprint, to be conservative. 

 
Site  Existing est. Nitrogen 

loading  
Future est. Nitrogen 
loading  

Comments  

Park Mills 
Interchange 
Properties  

4,443 lbs/yr 1,051 lbs/yr 76% est. reduction 

Urbana Interchange 
Properties  

9,496 lbs/yr 1,942 lbs/yr 80% est. reduction 

Table 3: Current & Potential Future Nitrogen Loading  
 

Summary  

The area encompassed by the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscapes Plan is not monolithic. The 
landscape ranges from densely forested, rocky and steep terrain with high-quality trout waters in close 
proximity to Sugarloaf Mountain, to more gently sloping, unforested lands situated in low quality or 
degraded watersheds, as well as properties that are already commercially developed. It isn’t appropriate 
to paint the entire study area with the same broad brush when preparing recommendations, particularly 
for land use.  

We also find that water-quality rationalized recommendations for land uses and other programs 
should be closely attuned to the subwatershed conditions and, most importantly, align with the proper 
water quality criteria as established through the State’s Use Class designations.  

 

 

Thank you for considering this information as you move forward with the Plan. We’re grateful 
for the opportunity to constructively contribute to this process. 
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