
Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan 

Public Comments & Correspondence 

April 2 - May 16, 2022





From: L B
To: Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: Sugarloaf
Date: Thursday, April 14, 2022 8:29:16 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

I've emailed you multiple times. 
Our 3 generation family farm does not deserve the crash in value that shoving it into
conservation will cause.

Thank you for your time,

Lynda Bryant 

mailto:shallyn333@gmail.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Goodfellow, Tim
To: Carol Irvine
Cc: Goodfellow, Tim; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: RE: PS? Just reading the report
Date: Monday, April 18, 2022 9:14:21 AM
Attachments: Irvine, Park Mills Road.pdf

image001.jpg

Hello Carole Irvine.
The attached map will hopefully explain the rezoning proposed on your
properties.  The County Planning Staff did not enter your property during the
creation of the Sugarloaf Plan; the areas identified for rezoning and
Comprehensive Plan change were done via desktop GIS computer analysis.
 
These proposed zoning changes and Plan changes (and all other elements of
the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan) will be the subject of
the Planning Commission’s public hearing on May 18, 2022. Several weeks after
the public hearing, the Planning Commission will forward their Recommended
Sugarloaf Plan to the County Council to begin another public review and
hearing process.
 
Feel free to call or email with any questions.
 
Tim
 
Tim Goodfellow, AICP
Livable Frederick Environmental Planner
tgoodfellow@frederickcountymd.gov
(301) 600-2508
 

Livable Frederick Planning and Design Office
30 North Market Street
Frederick, MD 21701
(301) 600-1138

Web links:

mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:tgoodfellow@frederickcountymd.gov
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick



13.6 acres of the 40.8 is currently zoned
 Resource Conservation, indicated by the green shading


10.4 additional acres of Resource Conservation
zoning is proposed on the steep/moderate slopes,
plus the stream system


Your four lots here
are proposed for rezoning
from Agricultural to 
R-1 Residential, along with 
all other lots in  Amelung Estates
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Frederick County Government
Division of Planning and Permitting
Livable Frederick Planning and Design Office

 
 
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 5:39 PM
To: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: PS? Just reading the report
Importance: High
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I am actually VERY  easy to get along with BUT  I now that I have kids, I need to be a little more
security conscious than I used to be, to protect them  …I am just reading the report -  Lest you think I
am some sort of crazy recluse,  the house is way  way way back off the road…please know over the
years I have had large drunk men drive back here  and  drive onto and park on my lawn and threaten
me with guns (this has happened MORE THAN ONCE ).  I have had to  approach  MULTIPLE  DRUNK
 poaching hunters  in my fields/woods,  trespassing on my land, shooting AT HOUSE , so drunk, that
they didn’t even realize it was a house they  were shooting at –   I could go on and on and on… So
DID someone come onto  my property to be able to  be  able to describe my home for the report  at
some point? Who was that ? There is a description of my house in the list in the report ,  and I did
not give anyone permission to come onto property for that? Security is an issue… I  am sure you can
 understand  to protect my kids from the  drunk-while-gun-toting-idiots of this world, I do not let
ANYONE on property without permission , and these are the signs on the drive …So whomever came
onto the property, came  through iron  gates and passed by these signs multiple times PLUS no
trespassing signs as well?
I REALLY am easy to get along with but a little concerned right now who was here?
 
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 5:00 PM
To: 'TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov' <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: RE: hi
Importance: High
 
PS  BTW…I object strenuously to being taken OUT of agricultural zoning  as I have grown up IN
agricultural  raising sheep since I was three years old (I am now 57) , studied  agriculture,  I was even
National Vice President  of the Future Farmers of America at age 19--and still actively have sheep
and hay crops- I am a GOOD  responsible steward of the land- but I am GREATLY concerned about
how the imposed dictated land use change will impact my ability to farm and or use my land? What
if I need to build a tenant house to help me? Or a sheep  or hay barn ?
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 

https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/4592/Planning-Permitting
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com


Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 4:52 PM
To: 'TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov' <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: hi
 
Wow- got the post card today and  I was completely blindsided that multiple  of my properties are in
the proposed change for Squalor , and that is the first I had heard of it… Is this normal? I mean if it is,
I am sorry… I guess I just thought maybe a letter to an impacted property owner  would have gone
out since this was not a requested change on my part?
Also, not ALL of my abutting properties are impacted? … just trying to get a handle on it all
I am very pro conservation, rah rah rah historic preservation ( and put my money and blood sweat
and tears in that)  BUT I am a little shocked things could be done to my land without any specific
 notification?
Many thanks for any insight… seriously… thanks
Carol Irvine 301-874-2700

mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Carol Irvine
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: RE: PS? Just reading the report
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2022 10:46:01 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.jpg
image003.jpg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Thanks for the clarification
It is reassuring to know we would have received a letter I think (ok I know)  I would have freaked out
a little less if I had gotten the letter  at same time or even before the generic post card though
You also have to understand  the background on what I went through to save the one piece  of land
particularly  – But a VERY long story short, I found out through the grapevine the property was about
to be subdivided ,and I  had to buy  the  one plot of land from developers in the 1980s at a  premium
,  as they had preliminary   approval back then for lots of 3 ish  acres , spread all  over that 80 acres,
right up to the streams… If I hadn’t gone through what I did to buy it  (which was at a significant
process/cost/stress), that property would now be a massive  housing  development , all that stuff
running into and polluting  the beautiful streams and impacting the view corridors. THEN  around
2010 ish, I had to fight  tooth and nail against  Potomac Edison, who wanted  to come smack dab in
the middle of the whole parcel and put GIANT transmission  lines, routing electricity ,  NOT for
Maryland use, BUT from  coal burning plants  in the Midwest  to final destination in New Jersey.  And
that doesn’t count my  decades-long  never-ending  policing of   the trespassers who  illegally go
onto the property  and cut logs/drunk hunt/ride their atvs and erode soil / fish/ trespass/dump
truckloads of  trash/ leave gates open for the sheep to escape/ and cause all sorts of  other mayhem.
Sooo… if I seem sensitive to interference  and invested  to this  stretch  of land , there are   very good
reasons
 
--------------------------------
Here are my outstanding  questions please? I apologize if I missed the answers
-Will the new changes allow for tenant houses? Barns? Grazing /Hay for sheep?  The breed of sheep
I raise are like goats- they came from a part of Scotland that was very hilly- Cheviots  eat anything
and  are  good  at cleaning up invasive vine growth and they have TINY little hooves, so they do not
do soil erosion like horses, cows ,and other big footed breeds of sheep (yup there is a difference)
And  I have even seen the deer give birth in the field with the sheep  and often raise their fawns
 almost as part fo the flock.
****? Important… what about our OTHER  family farm  directly in Flint Hill please? It is surrounded
by housing subdivisions (Hope Valley,  amongst others)- how will  all these changes to maps AND
zoning regs this impact that property please?
 
THANK you for your time!
 
 

From: Brandt, Kimberly G. <KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov> 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2022 4:00 PM

mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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To: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com>
Cc: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: RE: PS? Just reading the report
 
Dear Ms. Irvine,
 
Thank you for your messages. I just wanted to add one item to Tim’s response. All property owner
impacted by a proposed change in land use designation or zoning will be receiving notice from the
County via letter. The postcard was sent to make property owners and other interested parties
aware of the upcoming hearing. It was sent to augment the letters, which will be mailed in the
coming days, not supplant them.
 
Best,
Kim
 
Kimberly Golden Brandt
Livable Frederick Director
kgbrandt@frederickcountymd.gov
o: (301) 600-1144
c: (410) 598-9026

Livable Frederick Planning and Design Office
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
30 North Market Street
Frederick, MD 21701
(301) 600-1138
 

Division of Planning and Permitting
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/planning
Frederick County Government
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/

 

From: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov> 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2022 9:14 AM
To: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com>
Cc: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Brandt, Kimberly G.
<KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: RE: PS? Just reading the report
 

Hello Carole Irvine.

mailto:kgbrandt@frederickcountymd.gov
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/4592/Planning-Permitting
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/planning
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov


The attached map will hopefully explain the rezoning proposed on your
properties.  The County Planning Staff did not enter your property during the
creation of the Sugarloaf Plan; the areas identified for rezoning and
Comprehensive Plan change were done via desktop GIS computer analysis.
 
These proposed zoning changes and Plan changes (and all other elements of
the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan) will be the subject of
the Planning Commission’s public hearing on May 18, 2022. Several weeks after
the public hearing, the Planning Commission will forward their Recommended
Sugarloaf Plan to the County Council to begin another public review and
hearing process.
 
Feel free to call or email with any questions.
 
Tim
 
Tim Goodfellow, AICP
Livable Frederick Environmental Planner
tgoodfellow@frederickcountymd.gov
(301) 600-2508
 

Livable Frederick Planning and Design Office
30 North Market Street
Frederick, MD 21701
(301) 600-1138

Web links:
Frederick County Government
Division of Planning and Permitting
Livable Frederick Planning and Design Office

 
 
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 5:39 PM

mailto:tgoodfellow@frederickcountymd.gov
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/
https://www.frederickcountymd.gov/4592/Planning-Permitting
http://www.frederickcountymd.gov/livablefrederick
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com


To: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: PS? Just reading the report
Importance: High
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I am actually VERY  easy to get along with BUT  I now that I have kids, I need to be a little more
security conscious than I used to be, to protect them  …I am just reading the report -  Lest you think I
am some sort of crazy recluse,  the house is way  way way back off the road…please know over the
years I have had large drunk men drive back here  and  drive onto and park on my lawn and threaten
me with guns (this has happened MORE THAN ONCE ).  I have had to  approach  MULTIPLE  DRUNK
 poaching hunters  in my fields/woods,  trespassing on my land, shooting AT HOUSE , so drunk, that
they didn’t even realize it was a house they  were shooting at –   I could go on and on and on… So
DID someone come onto  my property to be able to  be  able to describe my home for the report  at
some point? Who was that ? There is a description of my house in the list in the report ,  and I did
not give anyone permission to come onto property for that? Security is an issue… I  am sure you can
 understand  to protect my kids from the  drunk-while-gun-toting-idiots of this world, I do not let
ANYONE on property without permission , and these are the signs on the drive …So whomever came
onto the property, came  through iron  gates and passed by these signs multiple times PLUS no
trespassing signs as well?
I REALLY am easy to get along with but a little concerned right now who was here?
 
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 5:00 PM
To: 'TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov' <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: RE: hi
Importance: High
 
PS  BTW…I object strenuously to being taken OUT of agricultural zoning  as I have grown up IN
agricultural  raising sheep since I was three years old (I am now 57) , studied  agriculture,  I was even
National Vice President  of the Future Farmers of America at age 19--and still actively have sheep
and hay crops- I am a GOOD  responsible steward of the land- but I am GREATLY concerned about
how the imposed dictated land use change will impact my ability to farm and or use my land? What
if I need to build a tenant house to help me? Or a sheep  or hay barn ?
 

From: Carol Irvine <relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 16, 2022 4:52 PM
To: 'TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov' <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: hi
 
Wow- got the post card today and  I was completely blindsided that multiple  of my properties are in
the proposed change for Squalor , and that is the first I had heard of it… Is this normal? I mean if it is,
I am sorry… I guess I just thought maybe a letter to an impacted property owner  would have gone
out since this was not a requested change on my part?

mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:relax@idyll-by-the-sea.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov


Also, not ALL of my abutting properties are impacted? … just trying to get a handle on it all
I am very pro conservation, rah rah rah historic preservation ( and put my money and blood sweat
and tears in that)  BUT I am a little shocked things could be done to my land without any specific
 notification?
Many thanks for any insight… seriously… thanks
Carol Irvine 301-874-2700



From: Severn, David
To: Sugarloaf Area Plan
Cc: Akram, Megan
Subject: KRS Enterprises, LLC; 2932 Thurston Road; Account # 1107206275
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 3:52:17 PM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Good Afternoon. On behalf of my client KRS Enterprises, LLC, I am registering their strong objection
to the proposed downzoning of 46.7 acres of their farm from Agricultural to Resource Conservation
and the corresponding land use change from Agricultural to Natural Resource.
 
My clients are also concerned that in addition to the proposed downzoning, their property is
proposed to be included in the Sugarloaf Rural Heritage Overlay District which will impose additional
restrictions on its use.
 
These significant proposed restrictions negatively the value of the property and my client’s
property’s rights. It is also proposed without the benefit of closely surveyed and identified soil types,
 and other physical conditions that should be considered before painting this property with such a
broad brush of restrictive conservation zoning and land use.
 
My clients would like to obtain an explanation of the Staff’s and Planning Commission’s
recommendations to the County Council for this rezoning and additional restrictions prior to
additional public hearings before the County Council.
 
Thank you.
 
David A. Severn

David A.​​ Severn  
   

 Principal
 D 240.772.5114
 

 dsevern@offitkurman.com

50 Carroll Creek Way
Suite 340
Frederick, MD 21701
T 240.772.5200
F 240.772.5135
offitkurman.com

 

mailto:dsevern@offitkurman.com
mailto:SugarloafAreaPlan@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:makram@offitkurman.com
tel:240.772.5114
mailto:dsevern@offitkurman.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.offitkurman.com/attorney/david-a-severn-principal/__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-4D9Ume6c$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.linkedin.com/in/david-dave-mcrae-4b5a2112/__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-4-GghlsA$
fax:240.772.5135
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.offitkurman.com/__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-449TKdVk$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.linkedin.com/company/offit-kurman-p-a-/__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-47COjIXY$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.facebook.com/offitkurman__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-4OFzNy0g$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://twitter.com/OffitKurmanLaw__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-4XGd0qpg$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.instagram.com/offit_kurman/__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!ChADZ7UFLFPrjizmBa7olkZObSh-tX7ysQ8euNUzD9pLn4RHH336x6KBbAmB9F3uYbduvta3DNRRRL9eQWK_CwmLhp7rhp-4Q8BlHtk$
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PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION/PRIVACY NOTICE 
Information contained in this transmission is attorney-client privileged and confidential.  It is solely intended for use by the individual or
entity named above.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please
immediately notify us by telephone and delete this communication.



April 27, 2022 

Planning Commission 
Frederick County, MD 
30. N Market St.
Frederick, MD 21701

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

We are writing regarding the Sugarloaf Area Plan dated March 2022, more specifically the proposed 
zoning map changes. We the landowners, Justin and Alexandria Tomasini, at 8330 Layton Court, 
Frederick, MD 21704, are concerned for the proposed changes. The current zoning is Agricultural land 
with a proposed R1- residential zoning change. We purchased land in Frederick County in 2021 and 
started building our dream home this year with the intent on using the agricultural land to the fullest.  

The plan FAQ states that our lot is part of “the initial lots in the Ramsburg Subdivision.” While we 
understand that the development, Ramsburg Estates, is neighboring our lot and at the end of Layton 
County, we are not a part of this neighborhood, and do not benefit from the neighborhood. Therefore, 
we would not like to be forced by the county into rules and regulations that we did not have when 
planning our home and future.  

We see no need to change the zoning of these properties, as there are no more vacant properties on 
Layton Court and no further houses are to be built. The seven properties the county is trying to change 
from agricultural to residential consist of six houses built over 25 years ago and one that has already 
started construction. There is no benefit to the current homeowners and only to the county. We do not 
see why this change is a necessity to the plan. If anything, it is in the opposite conservation nature that 
the plan addresses for this area. Agricultural land would lead to further conservation and beauty that 
the plan so well focuses on.  

Additionally, all other lots along the west side of Roderick Road, in which are also currently agricultural 
are not being recommended to change – therefore, we request the same respect.  

Please reach out if you have any questions. 

Thank you,  

______________________________________     ________________________________________ 

   Justin Tomasini  Alexandria Tomasini 

CC: Tim Goodfellow 

Sugarloaf Area Plan Email 

Kimberly Brandt 



From: Andy Mackintosh
To: Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management PLan
Date: Thursday, May 5, 2022 1:45:34 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Tim,
Andy Mackintosh here I have about 250 acres on Ira Sears Road, I farm, and I am opposed to any
overlay plan on my property. I have about 70 head of beef cattle. I make hay and I don’t need any
more of the Frederick County Government with any overlays that would restrict what I have been
living on my property since 1977. I will be away during the hearing and if you could read this on the
record that night I would appreciate it.
 
Thank You,
 
Andy Mackintosh
 

 

mailto:andym@machomes.com
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Janet Spinks
To: Planning Commission; Goodfellow, Tim; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: Layton Court Rezoning Spinks Letter 5-12-22
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 12:41:46 AM
Attachments: Rezoning Layton Court - Spinks 5-12-22 001.jpg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

May 12, 2022
 
Planning Commission
Frederick County, MD
30 N. Market St.
Frederick, MD 21701
 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members:
 
We are writing regarding the Sugarloaf Area Plan dated March 2022, more specifically the proposed
zoning map changes.  We are the landowners, Gary C. and Janet D. Spinks, at 8335 Layton Court,
Frederick, MD 21704, and object to the proposed zoning change. The current zoning is Agricultural
land with a proposed R1-residential zoning change. We have lived at this address since November,
1991, and intermittently have taken advantage of the agricultural status. We love living in the county
knowing we have the agricultural zoning and the rest of the properties behind us going west on
Roderick Road will all remain agricultural, so it makes no sense for the seven original houses on
Layton Court to be rezoned as R-1.
 
The plan FAQ states that our lot is part of “the initial lots in the Ramsburg Subdivision.” While we
understand that the new development, Ramsburg Estates, is neighboring our lot at the new end of
Layton Court, we are not part of that neighborhood, and do not benefit from that neighborhood.
Therefore, we would not like to be forced by the county into rules and regulations that we did not
have in 1991 when planning our home and for the future time we are living here.
 
We see no need to change the zoning of these seven properties, much less ours that backs on Bar-T
Ranch Summer Camp and agricultural area. There are no more vacant properties on Layton Court
and no further houses are to be built.  These seven properties the county is trying to change from
agricultural to residential consist of the six houses built over the last approximately 35 years and one
currently under construction. There is no benefit to the current homeowners and only to the county.
We do not see why this change is a necessity to the plan. If anything, it is in the opposite
conservation nature that the plan addresses for this area. Additionally, all the other lots along the
west side of Roderick Road, and which are currently zoned agricultural are not being recommended
to change – therefore, we request the same respect to be able to remain zoned agricultural.
 
Please contact us if you have any questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
 Signed copy attached
_____________________________          _____________________________
Gary C. Spinks                                                                           Janet D. Spinks
 
Cc: Tim Goodfellow, Sugarloaf Area Plan Email

mailto:janet7642@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Janet Spinks
To: Planning Commission; Goodfellow, Tim; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: Layton Court Rezoning Spinks Letter 5-12-22
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 12:41:46 AM
Attachments: Rezoning Layton Court - Spinks 5-12-22 001.jpg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

May 12, 2022
 
Planning Commission
Frederick County, MD
30 N. Market St.
Frederick, MD 21701
 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members:
 
We are writing regarding the Sugarloaf Area Plan dated March 2022, more specifically the proposed
zoning map changes.  We are the landowners, Gary C. and Janet D. Spinks, at 8335 Layton Court,
Frederick, MD 21704, and object to the proposed zoning change. The current zoning is Agricultural
land with a proposed R1-residential zoning change. We have lived at this address since November,
1991, and intermittently have taken advantage of the agricultural status. We love living in the county
knowing we have the agricultural zoning and the rest of the properties behind us going west on
Roderick Road will all remain agricultural, so it makes no sense for the seven original houses on
Layton Court to be rezoned as R-1.
 
The plan FAQ states that our lot is part of “the initial lots in the Ramsburg Subdivision.” While we
understand that the new development, Ramsburg Estates, is neighboring our lot at the new end of
Layton Court, we are not part of that neighborhood, and do not benefit from that neighborhood.
Therefore, we would not like to be forced by the county into rules and regulations that we did not
have in 1991 when planning our home and for the future time we are living here.
 
We see no need to change the zoning of these seven properties, much less ours that backs on Bar-T
Ranch Summer Camp and agricultural area. There are no more vacant properties on Layton Court
and no further houses are to be built.  These seven properties the county is trying to change from
agricultural to residential consist of the six houses built over the last approximately 35 years and one
currently under construction. There is no benefit to the current homeowners and only to the county.
We do not see why this change is a necessity to the plan. If anything, it is in the opposite
conservation nature that the plan addresses for this area. Additionally, all the other lots along the
west side of Roderick Road, and which are currently zoned agricultural are not being recommended
to change – therefore, we request the same respect to be able to remain zoned agricultural.
 
Please contact us if you have any questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
 Signed copy attached
_____________________________          _____________________________
Gary C. Spinks                                                                           Janet D. Spinks
 
Cc: Tim Goodfellow, Sugarloaf Area Plan Email

mailto:janet7642@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: jgehman@hughes.net
To: Planning Commission
Cc: John Gehman
Subject: Comment letter re Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2022 10:04:05 PM
Attachments: Letter to Steve Horn.pdf

Japanese Stiltgrass.jpeg
Giant slash-pile.jpg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Please find attached a comment letter and two photos regarding the Sugarloaf Management
Plan.
 
John Gehman
(301)874-0151
jgehman@hughes.net

mailto:jgehman@hughes.net
mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:jgehman@hughes.net



1875 Mt. Ephraim Rd.


Adamstown, MD 21710


December 21, 2021


Frederick County Planning and Permitting


Steve Horn, Director


30 North Market St.


Frederick, MD 21710


Dear Mr. Horn:


I have a number of comments to make about the Sugarloaf Management Plan.  The


subject is timber harvesting and wildfire management, issues that this plan does and does not


address.  Two issues that it does address are requirements regarding rare and endangered


species and the management of exotic weeds.  I can imagine that these requirements would


lessen the financial gains that property owners expect to generate from logging projects.  It


would discourage timber harvesting on Sugarloaf Mountain.  But they do not represent a major


departure from county code, the requirements that define a resource conservation zoning


district, and they are important to maintaining the integrity of this natural environment.


Regarding rare and endangered species, county code speaks to the importance of an


assessment by the Department of Natural Resources, their Wildlife and Heritage Service,


something that a property owner might or might not think to do.  By contrast, the Management


Plan calls for this assessment.  Both of these documents call for a mitigation plan to address


any adverse impact from a timber harvest.


County code: “Habitats of threatened and endangered species, as identified by the


Maryland Department of Natural Resources, shall be protected from development or


disturbance. ... On sites where a habitat is identified, a mitigation plan will be required to show


that adverse impacts on habitat sites are minimized.” (1-19-7.200)


Sugarloaf Management Plan: “A review by the Maryland Department of Natural


Resources’ Wildlife and Heritage Service (DNR) that documents the presence/absence of any


rare, threatened, or endangered species and/or habitats on site. On sites where a rare,


threatened or endangered species or habitat is identified ... a mitigation plan is required to


minimize the identified adverse impact.” (p.A-23)


By contrast, the requirement regarding exotic weeds is something that county code, a


product of the 1970's, does not say anything about.  One reason is plain to see.  These weeds


were not the issue then that they are now, given the dramatic appearance of certain species in
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the period since the 1970s.  The biggest issue today, Japanese stiltgrass, came to this country


about 100 years ago as packing material for porcelain from China.  It spread from the point of


origin, Tennessee, across the whole eastern United States, from Maine to Florida.  It became a


major issue in Frederick County about 25 years ago.  The reality today is stiltgrass lining


practically every road in the Sugarloaf area.


The issue regarding timber harvesting on the mountain is loggers that track this seed


wherever they go, from one logging project to another.  This is a sun-loving plant, meaning that


wherever loggers open up the canopy, this plant will flourish.  There are no natural controls.  It


will grow to about three feet and thicken up to the point that other plants cannot germinate or


grow to term.  Also, it does not naturally break down or thin out over time.  It establishes a seed


base that will produce this plant for the foreseeable future.  A single plant can produce as many


as a thousand seeds.  Also, it can grow in practically any kind of soil.  And finally, it is sun-


loving, but shade-tolerant.  The only native plant that is tough enough to compete with this


exotic weed in these open areas is brambles.


The worst infestation on the mountain is the result of a logging project at 7621 Stewart


Hill Road, a property that is directly adjacent to my property at 1875 Mount Ephraim Road.  I


saw first hand the desecration of a perfectly viable forest–10 acres–at the hands of a property


owner and a logger that did not demonstrate any regard for the integrity of this forest or this


neighborhood–a residential subdivision, Sugarloaf West.  The reality is a giant gouge in the


forest, a meadow that is chock-a-block with Japanese stiltgrass from one end to the other.  I


suggest that you come and take a look at this weed-infested wasteland.


What can loggers do to mitigate this infestation?  For one thing, they can wash down


their equipment before entering a new job site.  But that will not totally eliminate this seed.  This


plant will inevitably appear the next year, after they have left this site.  Property owners will have


to take charge of this issue.  What they can do is to pull or spray this plant before it goes to


seed in September   If they fail to do this, the infestation will become far worse the next year.  A


more extensive infestation might take years–five or 10 or more years–to eradicate.


My only concern about these requirements regarding endangered species and exotic


weeds is the regulators that would have to administer these controls.  The call for an external


assessment or a mitigation plan might be a permit requirement, but what about the issue


regarding weeds, something that might not even show up until after the logger has left the site? 


The time-frame regarding a requirement for timber harvesting and the time-frame regarding a


weed cleanup demonstrate two different time-frames.


A close at this logging project at 7621 Stewart Hill demonstrates the larger issue here,


something that the Sugarloaf Management Plan does not address–a county government that is
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far more adept at facilitating than regulating a timber harvest.  There are two issues that merit a


close look.  One is a virtual clearing of the forest, the perfect invitation to a giant stiltgrass


meadow.  What the Frederick County Forestry Board formally approved was not a clearing.  It


was 142 marked trees, the biggest and the best for commercial purposes.  A responsible logger


would have worked carefully through the forest to minimize the damage to other trees,


something that would secure the future of this forest.  What this logger did is something else


altogether.  He took practically every tree of any value, something that totally opened the forest


canopy to direct sunlight and a major stiltgrass infestation.  He ran a military-scale front-loader


through practically every square foot of this 10-acre site.  What he left was mostly dead trees


and trees that demonstrate little or no commercial value.


The important issue here is a logger that knew what he could do.  The marks on the


trees might look like a regulatory exercise, but there is nothing regulatory about it.  I would call it


a formality–a song and a dance.  The Forestry Board did not challenge any of these markings


when they approved this logging project, nor did your agency challenge this logger on his


disregard for this nominally-regulatory exercise.


This monstrous opening of the mountain canopy was for all practical purposes illegal,


demonstrably out of bounds regarding a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Take a look at


what county code has to say about this.  Residential property owners shall not clear more than


40,000 square feet for a home site. (1-19-2.110)  For one thing, this lot had already been


cleared 50 years ago to build a residence.  Also, 40,000 square feet is less than one acre.  This


giant gouge is multi-acre, practically-speaking the entire 10-acre lot.  The fact that the logger


left some dead or commercially-useless trees here or there does not rationalize this aggressive


violation of county code or this mountain landscape.


After this project was closed out, I asked a number of local tree experts to take a look at


this logging site and tell me what they think.  One is Mr. Ryan Carroll, a certified arborist with


Bartlett Tree Experts, a company that does work on my property.  What he said is important. 


This area of the forest will not recover, and the reason is plain to see.  There was not enough of


a forest left to establish a viable base for growth going forward.  I also asked another certified


arborist, Mr. Eric Baker, owner of Baker Tree Service, another company that does work on my


property, to take a look.  He called it what it is–a weed-invested wasteland.  Also, I asked Mr.


Jimmy Polino, a manager for Arbormetrics, a company that does tree pruning and removals for


Potomac Edison, to take a look at this cite when he was assessing the power line right-of-way


between my property and this logging cite.  His exact words were “a scalping of the forest.”


How does all this happen?  The best answer is the absence of adequate controls,


exactly the issue that the Sugarloaf Management Plan is addressing.  I asked Mr. Eric Dodson,


the Frederick County Environmental Inspector, the person that approved this project from
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beginning to end, to explain this issue.  What he said is telling.  Once a logger has a permit


from the county, he is free to do more or less what he wants, no questions asked, for 12


months.  The results are plain to see.  Absent stricter controls, this permit is a commercial free-


for-all, a ticket to exploit this environment for all that it’s worth–dollars and cents.  The natural


environment and the neighbors that build homes here to enjoy and support this environment


simply take what they get–a drubbing.


Your agency could have prevented or mitigated this desecration.  For one thing, the


property owner and the logger decided to start taking down trees before they were given any


permit to proceed.  You issued a stop-work order, something that they deliberately defined.  In


other words, they broke the law.  This was a red flag of major proportions, the perfect occasion


to either cancel this project or take special precautions regarding this timber harvest.  You did


neither of these two things.  You levied a fine on this property owner, something that he did not


pay.  You did nothing to stop or diminish the desecration of this forest.


Why did you give this property owner a permit?  For one thing, people that flip a finger


at your legal infrastructure should not be guaranteed the right to a permit.  You could have said


no and stood your ground.  Also, this misconduct was egregious.  There is an important


difference between permit violations that pertain to a structure, a house or a garage, something


that can be done and undone and redone, and permit violations that pertain to a natural


resource, notably something that is subject to county code–resource conservation.


Also, why did you not give the residents of this neighborhood any advance notice, let


alone any opportunity to express their concerns about a project that was directly adjacent to


their properties?  We knew where this project was headed–a desecration of this forest.  When


we saw the logging truck come up the road, we wrote letters expressing our concerns about this


project to Mr. Gary Hessong, Director, Permits and Inspections, letters that went to his office


before the permit was issued.  Mr. Hessong could have delayed the issuance of this permit long


enough to hear us out, something that might have diminished this desecration.  But we never


heard back from anybody.  Our concerns were not important to your agency.


How does all this happen?  For one thing, you do not demonstrate any regard for the


spirit or the letter of the law, a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Also, you do not


demonstrate any regard for the parties that you are supposed to serve, the residents of this


county, notably parties that have to suffer the consequences of a careless and irresponsible


logging project on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Not good enough.  Your decision regarding a permit


speaks to your time-honored allegiance to this outside party, the state-based Forestry Board, a


group that demonstrates a strong bias toward commercial logging, which is to say the property


owners that apply for a permit and their loggers–contrast anybody else, notably the residents of


this neighborhood.  What you call “public administration” is a sham.
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The other major issue is two giant slash-piles, the preponderance of the debris left from


this timber harvest.  Loggers are supposed to leave this debris where they cut it or remove it


altogether from the property to minimize the potential for wildfire.  The largest pile is about 150


feet long, about 30 feet wide and up to 10 feet tall on the downhill side.  I estimate the total


volume at approximately 25,000 cubic feet.  The smaller slash-pile is about half that size.  The


logger was careful to place these piles as far away from the road as he could, at the very back


and side of this property.  Naturally.  They are a major eyesore.  He located these piles down


the hill from the house on this property, largely out of sight.  Also, he was hiding these piles


from public view.  He knew full well that giant slash-piles closer to the road would have called


attention to a problematic logging practice.


The biggest issue with these major piles is not an eyesore.  The issue is a fire hazard,


something that might not look important given the rainfall that we have enjoyed for a number of


years, but all that can change at any time.  We are long overdue for a major drought.  The state


of Maryland could begin to look like the state of California at any time.  Also, these giant piles


will be here for the foreseeable future.  We have no idea what climate change might mean to


this area five or 10 or 15 years from now.  We could be facing some dangerous circumstances. 


These piles are absolutely indefensible.


The Sugarloaf Management Plan recognizes the potential for a major fire on the


mountain.  For one thing, it cites exactly the issue that I am raising, “improper debris or outdoor


burning,” as “Maryland’s leading cause of wildfires.”  Also, “Frederick County has a


disproportionally high number of wildfire ignitions due to the abundance of people in close


proximity to wildland fuels.”  Regarding Sugarloaf, it proposes “a network of water tanks to be


owned and maintained by the County for rural fire suppression.” (pp.110-12)


What these slash-piles represent is a serious threat to this neighborhood and this whole


side of the mountain.  Absent any firebreaks on this mountain, a fire that began here could


easily spread up and across the northwest side.  Also, these slash piles are nowhere near the


road.  They are at the very back of the property.  There is no access for fire fighting equipment,


notably large trucks.  Also, they are directly adjacent to the local power line, something that is


not accessible for major maintenance, notably tree pruning.  There are at this time large trees


overhanging this line.  Mr. Chis Hixon, the county engineer for Potomac Edison, has surveyed


this sight and told me that the company might have to wait for these trees to come down on


their own.  This is a dangerous scenario–a downed power line, giant slash-piles and the


absence of any access regarding fire-fighting equipment.  These piles should not be there to


begin with, let alone adjacent to a power line that is not properly maintained in a heavily-


wooded residential area.


I contacted Ms. Ann Hairston-Strang, the Associate Director of the Maryland Forest
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Service, and asked her to address this issue.  She asked Mr. Chris Robertson, the State Fire


Supervisor, to take a look.  He sent someone on his team, Mr. Shannon Wolfe, a Wildfire


Program Coordinator, to assess this situation.  Mr. Wolfe came out to take a look.  For one


thing, he recognized that these piles should not be there.  What he saw is a fire control issue,


meaning that an ignition of any kind–a spark from a chain saw, a cigarette butt, a lightning


strike, arson, etc.–could mean big trouble–piles that burn out of control for hours, an issue that


the fire department would not be able to access because of this remote location.  Given a windy


day, this blaze could throw burning embers across the entire neighborhood and up and across


the mountain.


I asked Ms. Hairston-Strang to resolve this issue.  Mr. Robertson contacted me.  What


he said is the following:


“Thank you for your response and providing the videos of the large slash piles located


on property adjacent to yours in Frederick County. I have spoken to Shannon Wolfe in regards


to his site visit and meeting with you on the property. I certainly understand your concern for


having these large piles in close proximity to your property and the neighborhood. Unfortunately


the MD Forest Service has no legal authority to order the dispersal of the piles as they are on


private property and are not in violation of any DNR regulations as it pertains to wildfire hazard.”


In other words, Mr. Robertson can see the issue, but he does not have the authority to


address it.  Who, then, does have this authority?  What about Frederick County, the


responsible party regarding this permitted project?  This whole episode happened on your


watch.  Your agency approved this project.  Your responsibility regarding these slash-piles is


crystal clear.  There is no question that somebody working with the proper equipment  could


resolve these piles.  What, then, is Frederick County willing to do about this issue?


This timber harvest gone awry demonstrates the importance of a more regulatory


approach to managing the natural environment on Sugarloaf Mountain and anywhere else in


Frederick County.  What I recommend is a Management Plan that includes more–not fewer–


controls regarding timber harvesting and wildfire management and a serious look at the


governmental issue–how you people operate.  The attached pictures do not demonstrate the


severity of this giant gouge in the forest, this weed-infested wasteland.  I would like to show you


face-to-face what exactly I am talking about.  Call me, and I will give you a tour.


cc: KGBrandt Best regards,


     Planning Commission


     Council members John Gehman 


     JGardner (301) 874-0151


     TGoodfellow jgehman@hughes.net
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McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC 
5283 Corporate Drive, Suite 104 
Frederick, MD 21703 

 

Noel Manalo 
Telephone: 301.241.2014 

Fax: 717.237.5300 
nmanalo@mcneeslaw.com 

 
 

 
 
 
May 13, 2022 
 
Frederick County Planning Commission 
Winchester Hall 
12 East Church Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

 

 
 RE: March 2022 Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan (“Comment Draft”) 
 
Honorable Commissioners: 
 
 On behalf of Stronghold, Incorporated (“Stronghold”), owner and steward of +/- 3,000 acres inclusive of 
Sugarloaf Mountain (collectively “Sugarloaf Mountain”), Stronghold does not support the Comment Draft 
circulated to government agencies for comment. We restate for the record the testimony provided to date. 
 
 One of the “Essential Implementation Principles” of the Livable Frederick Master Plan (Adopted Sept. 3, 
2019) (“Livable Frederick”) is that: 
 

Area-specific planning studies -- including Community and Corridor Plans -- shall be responsive to the 
needs of the neighborhood and community while continuing to support and reflect Our Vision. 
(Livable Frederick at 20. Emphasis added). 

 
 To date, the Planning Commission has not been responsive to the needs of Stronghold. 
 
 Please recommend the County Council exclude Sugarloaf Mountain from the heritage overlay. Urge the 
Council consider a new Euclidean zone that will allow Stronghold to continue its conservation and forestry work 
with Maryland Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”), its venue operations in support of the overall 
conservation mission, and the logistics and maintenance activities in service of the many youth and school 
groups and visitors who enjoy the Mountain as Gordon Strong envisioned. 
 
 Finally, please also recommend deletion of Initiative 3E regarding “a conservation easement device”. 
We strongly object to this language for the reasons previously stated to the record, reiterated by the Maryland 
Department of Planning (“MDP”) in their May 5, 2022 letter (copy attached, see, page 4: “This is a legal 
matter that should be addressed prior to plan adoption . . . The government cannot just place an 
easement over the property.” Emphasis added).  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Noel Manalo 
MCNEES WALLACE & NURICK LLC 
 
cc: Robert McFarland, Esquire, DNR 
 Susan Llareus, MDP 



ATTACHMENT





















From: goldbergrn@gmail.com
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Please adopt the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 5:15:48 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear \Sir/Madam:
 
I am writing in support of the proposed Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan. 
Basically, Sugarloaf Mountain is a national treasure and is of immense value to the entire
region.  The proposed plan is needed to protect this land.  Without it, development pressures are
likely to cause significant changes in this area’s character, i.e., destruction of woodlands,
waterways and habitats, loss of valuable farmland, and increased traffic.
 
Please adopt the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan.
 
Sincerely,
 
Robert Goldberg
 

mailto:goldbergrn@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Antonietta Pesce
To: Planning Commission; Goodfellow, Tim; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: Rezoning Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 2:25:14 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Planning Commission 
Frederick County, MD 
30 N. Market St.
Frederick, MD 21701 

Dear Planning Commission Members.

I am writing regarding the Sugarloaf Area Plan dated March 2022, more specifically the
proposed zoning map changes. I am a landowner, Antonietta Pesce at 8355 Layton Court,
Frederick, MD 21704 and object to the proposed zoning changes. The current zoning is
Agricultural land with a proposed R1- residential zoning change. I have lived here with my
father since August of 2001 and we have taken advantage of the agricultural status
throughout the years. We have been more than happy living in the county knowing we have
agricultural zoning and the rest of the properties behind us going west on Roderick Road will
all remain agricultural, so I do not see any reason for the seven original houses on Layton
Court to be rezoned as R-1.

The plan FAQ states that our lot is part of “the initial lots in the Ramsburg Subdivision.”
While we understand that the new development, Ramsburg Estates, is neighboring our lot
and at the new end of Layton County, we are not a part of this neighborhood, and do not
benefit from the neighborhood. Therefore, we would not like to be forced by the county into
rules and regulations that we did not have in 2001 when we moved here and for future time
I am living here.

We see no need to change the zoning of these properties, as there are no more vacant
properties on Layton Court and no further houses are to be built. The seven properties the
county is trying to change from agricultural to residential consist of six houses built over 35
years ago and one currently under construction. There is no benefit to the current
homeowners and only to the county. We do not see why this change is a necessity to the
plan. If anything, it is in the opposite conservation nature that the plan addresses for this
area. Additionally, all other lots along the west side of Roderick Road, which are currently
zoned agricultural are not being recommended to change – therefore, we request the same
respect to be able to remain zoned agricultural.

 Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely.

Anotnietta Pesce

mailto:apesce6@aol.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Planning Commission
To: jgehman@hughes.net
Cc: Brandt, Kimberly G.; Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: FW: Comment letter re Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 7:55:56 AM
Attachments: Letter to Steve Horn.pdf

Japanese Stiltgrass.jpeg
Giant slash-pile.jpg

Good morning:
 
Thank you for taking the time to express your thoughts on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape
Management Plan.
 
Your comments will be shared with the Planning Commission for their consideration.
 
Karen L. James
Administrative Specialist
Division of Planning & Permitting
Frederick County Government
30 North Market Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301-600-1138
 
 

From: jgehman@hughes.net <jgehman@hughes.net> 
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2022 10:03 PM
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: John Gehman <jgehman@hughes.net>
Subject: Comment letter re Sugarloaf Plan
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Please find attached a comment letter and two photos regarding the Sugarloaf Management
Plan.
 
John Gehman
(301)874-0151
jgehman@hughes.net

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:jgehman@hughes.net
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:jgehman@hughes.net



1875 Mt. Ephraim Rd.


Adamstown, MD 21710


December 21, 2021


Frederick County Planning and Permitting


Steve Horn, Director


30 North Market St.


Frederick, MD 21710


Dear Mr. Horn:


I have a number of comments to make about the Sugarloaf Management Plan.  The


subject is timber harvesting and wildfire management, issues that this plan does and does not


address.  Two issues that it does address are requirements regarding rare and endangered


species and the management of exotic weeds.  I can imagine that these requirements would


lessen the financial gains that property owners expect to generate from logging projects.  It


would discourage timber harvesting on Sugarloaf Mountain.  But they do not represent a major


departure from county code, the requirements that define a resource conservation zoning


district, and they are important to maintaining the integrity of this natural environment.


Regarding rare and endangered species, county code speaks to the importance of an


assessment by the Department of Natural Resources, their Wildlife and Heritage Service,


something that a property owner might or might not think to do.  By contrast, the Management


Plan calls for this assessment.  Both of these documents call for a mitigation plan to address


any adverse impact from a timber harvest.


County code: “Habitats of threatened and endangered species, as identified by the


Maryland Department of Natural Resources, shall be protected from development or


disturbance. ... On sites where a habitat is identified, a mitigation plan will be required to show


that adverse impacts on habitat sites are minimized.” (1-19-7.200)


Sugarloaf Management Plan: “A review by the Maryland Department of Natural


Resources’ Wildlife and Heritage Service (DNR) that documents the presence/absence of any


rare, threatened, or endangered species and/or habitats on site. On sites where a rare,


threatened or endangered species or habitat is identified ... a mitigation plan is required to


minimize the identified adverse impact.” (p.A-23)


By contrast, the requirement regarding exotic weeds is something that county code, a


product of the 1970's, does not say anything about.  One reason is plain to see.  These weeds


were not the issue then that they are now, given the dramatic appearance of certain species in
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the period since the 1970s.  The biggest issue today, Japanese stiltgrass, came to this country


about 100 years ago as packing material for porcelain from China.  It spread from the point of


origin, Tennessee, across the whole eastern United States, from Maine to Florida.  It became a


major issue in Frederick County about 25 years ago.  The reality today is stiltgrass lining


practically every road in the Sugarloaf area.


The issue regarding timber harvesting on the mountain is loggers that track this seed


wherever they go, from one logging project to another.  This is a sun-loving plant, meaning that


wherever loggers open up the canopy, this plant will flourish.  There are no natural controls.  It


will grow to about three feet and thicken up to the point that other plants cannot germinate or


grow to term.  Also, it does not naturally break down or thin out over time.  It establishes a seed


base that will produce this plant for the foreseeable future.  A single plant can produce as many


as a thousand seeds.  Also, it can grow in practically any kind of soil.  And finally, it is sun-


loving, but shade-tolerant.  The only native plant that is tough enough to compete with this


exotic weed in these open areas is brambles.


The worst infestation on the mountain is the result of a logging project at 7621 Stewart


Hill Road, a property that is directly adjacent to my property at 1875 Mount Ephraim Road.  I


saw first hand the desecration of a perfectly viable forest–10 acres–at the hands of a property


owner and a logger that did not demonstrate any regard for the integrity of this forest or this


neighborhood–a residential subdivision, Sugarloaf West.  The reality is a giant gouge in the


forest, a meadow that is chock-a-block with Japanese stiltgrass from one end to the other.  I


suggest that you come and take a look at this weed-infested wasteland.


What can loggers do to mitigate this infestation?  For one thing, they can wash down


their equipment before entering a new job site.  But that will not totally eliminate this seed.  This


plant will inevitably appear the next year, after they have left this site.  Property owners will have


to take charge of this issue.  What they can do is to pull or spray this plant before it goes to


seed in September   If they fail to do this, the infestation will become far worse the next year.  A


more extensive infestation might take years–five or 10 or more years–to eradicate.


My only concern about these requirements regarding endangered species and exotic


weeds is the regulators that would have to administer these controls.  The call for an external


assessment or a mitigation plan might be a permit requirement, but what about the issue


regarding weeds, something that might not even show up until after the logger has left the site? 


The time-frame regarding a requirement for timber harvesting and the time-frame regarding a


weed cleanup demonstrate two different time-frames.


A close at this logging project at 7621 Stewart Hill demonstrates the larger issue here,


something that the Sugarloaf Management Plan does not address–a county government that is
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far more adept at facilitating than regulating a timber harvest.  There are two issues that merit a


close look.  One is a virtual clearing of the forest, the perfect invitation to a giant stiltgrass


meadow.  What the Frederick County Forestry Board formally approved was not a clearing.  It


was 142 marked trees, the biggest and the best for commercial purposes.  A responsible logger


would have worked carefully through the forest to minimize the damage to other trees,


something that would secure the future of this forest.  What this logger did is something else


altogether.  He took practically every tree of any value, something that totally opened the forest


canopy to direct sunlight and a major stiltgrass infestation.  He ran a military-scale front-loader


through practically every square foot of this 10-acre site.  What he left was mostly dead trees


and trees that demonstrate little or no commercial value.


The important issue here is a logger that knew what he could do.  The marks on the


trees might look like a regulatory exercise, but there is nothing regulatory about it.  I would call it


a formality–a song and a dance.  The Forestry Board did not challenge any of these markings


when they approved this logging project, nor did your agency challenge this logger on his


disregard for this nominally-regulatory exercise.


This monstrous opening of the mountain canopy was for all practical purposes illegal,


demonstrably out of bounds regarding a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Take a look at


what county code has to say about this.  Residential property owners shall not clear more than


40,000 square feet for a home site. (1-19-2.110)  For one thing, this lot had already been


cleared 50 years ago to build a residence.  Also, 40,000 square feet is less than one acre.  This


giant gouge is multi-acre, practically-speaking the entire 10-acre lot.  The fact that the logger


left some dead or commercially-useless trees here or there does not rationalize this aggressive


violation of county code or this mountain landscape.


After this project was closed out, I asked a number of local tree experts to take a look at


this logging site and tell me what they think.  One is Mr. Ryan Carroll, a certified arborist with


Bartlett Tree Experts, a company that does work on my property.  What he said is important. 


This area of the forest will not recover, and the reason is plain to see.  There was not enough of


a forest left to establish a viable base for growth going forward.  I also asked another certified


arborist, Mr. Eric Baker, owner of Baker Tree Service, another company that does work on my


property, to take a look.  He called it what it is–a weed-invested wasteland.  Also, I asked Mr.


Jimmy Polino, a manager for Arbormetrics, a company that does tree pruning and removals for


Potomac Edison, to take a look at this cite when he was assessing the power line right-of-way


between my property and this logging cite.  His exact words were “a scalping of the forest.”


How does all this happen?  The best answer is the absence of adequate controls,


exactly the issue that the Sugarloaf Management Plan is addressing.  I asked Mr. Eric Dodson,


the Frederick County Environmental Inspector, the person that approved this project from
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beginning to end, to explain this issue.  What he said is telling.  Once a logger has a permit


from the county, he is free to do more or less what he wants, no questions asked, for 12


months.  The results are plain to see.  Absent stricter controls, this permit is a commercial free-


for-all, a ticket to exploit this environment for all that it’s worth–dollars and cents.  The natural


environment and the neighbors that build homes here to enjoy and support this environment


simply take what they get–a drubbing.


Your agency could have prevented or mitigated this desecration.  For one thing, the


property owner and the logger decided to start taking down trees before they were given any


permit to proceed.  You issued a stop-work order, something that they deliberately defined.  In


other words, they broke the law.  This was a red flag of major proportions, the perfect occasion


to either cancel this project or take special precautions regarding this timber harvest.  You did


neither of these two things.  You levied a fine on this property owner, something that he did not


pay.  You did nothing to stop or diminish the desecration of this forest.


Why did you give this property owner a permit?  For one thing, people that flip a finger


at your legal infrastructure should not be guaranteed the right to a permit.  You could have said


no and stood your ground.  Also, this misconduct was egregious.  There is an important


difference between permit violations that pertain to a structure, a house or a garage, something


that can be done and undone and redone, and permit violations that pertain to a natural


resource, notably something that is subject to county code–resource conservation.


Also, why did you not give the residents of this neighborhood any advance notice, let


alone any opportunity to express their concerns about a project that was directly adjacent to


their properties?  We knew where this project was headed–a desecration of this forest.  When


we saw the logging truck come up the road, we wrote letters expressing our concerns about this


project to Mr. Gary Hessong, Director, Permits and Inspections, letters that went to his office


before the permit was issued.  Mr. Hessong could have delayed the issuance of this permit long


enough to hear us out, something that might have diminished this desecration.  But we never


heard back from anybody.  Our concerns were not important to your agency.


How does all this happen?  For one thing, you do not demonstrate any regard for the


spirit or the letter of the law, a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Also, you do not


demonstrate any regard for the parties that you are supposed to serve, the residents of this


county, notably parties that have to suffer the consequences of a careless and irresponsible


logging project on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Not good enough.  Your decision regarding a permit


speaks to your time-honored allegiance to this outside party, the state-based Forestry Board, a


group that demonstrates a strong bias toward commercial logging, which is to say the property


owners that apply for a permit and their loggers–contrast anybody else, notably the residents of


this neighborhood.  What you call “public administration” is a sham.
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The other major issue is two giant slash-piles, the preponderance of the debris left from


this timber harvest.  Loggers are supposed to leave this debris where they cut it or remove it


altogether from the property to minimize the potential for wildfire.  The largest pile is about 150


feet long, about 30 feet wide and up to 10 feet tall on the downhill side.  I estimate the total


volume at approximately 25,000 cubic feet.  The smaller slash-pile is about half that size.  The


logger was careful to place these piles as far away from the road as he could, at the very back


and side of this property.  Naturally.  They are a major eyesore.  He located these piles down


the hill from the house on this property, largely out of sight.  Also, he was hiding these piles


from public view.  He knew full well that giant slash-piles closer to the road would have called


attention to a problematic logging practice.


The biggest issue with these major piles is not an eyesore.  The issue is a fire hazard,


something that might not look important given the rainfall that we have enjoyed for a number of


years, but all that can change at any time.  We are long overdue for a major drought.  The state


of Maryland could begin to look like the state of California at any time.  Also, these giant piles


will be here for the foreseeable future.  We have no idea what climate change might mean to


this area five or 10 or 15 years from now.  We could be facing some dangerous circumstances. 


These piles are absolutely indefensible.


The Sugarloaf Management Plan recognizes the potential for a major fire on the


mountain.  For one thing, it cites exactly the issue that I am raising, “improper debris or outdoor


burning,” as “Maryland’s leading cause of wildfires.”  Also, “Frederick County has a


disproportionally high number of wildfire ignitions due to the abundance of people in close


proximity to wildland fuels.”  Regarding Sugarloaf, it proposes “a network of water tanks to be


owned and maintained by the County for rural fire suppression.” (pp.110-12)


What these slash-piles represent is a serious threat to this neighborhood and this whole


side of the mountain.  Absent any firebreaks on this mountain, a fire that began here could


easily spread up and across the northwest side.  Also, these slash piles are nowhere near the


road.  They are at the very back of the property.  There is no access for fire fighting equipment,


notably large trucks.  Also, they are directly adjacent to the local power line, something that is


not accessible for major maintenance, notably tree pruning.  There are at this time large trees


overhanging this line.  Mr. Chis Hixon, the county engineer for Potomac Edison, has surveyed


this sight and told me that the company might have to wait for these trees to come down on


their own.  This is a dangerous scenario–a downed power line, giant slash-piles and the


absence of any access regarding fire-fighting equipment.  These piles should not be there to


begin with, let alone adjacent to a power line that is not properly maintained in a heavily-


wooded residential area.


I contacted Ms. Ann Hairston-Strang, the Associate Director of the Maryland Forest
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Service, and asked her to address this issue.  She asked Mr. Chris Robertson, the State Fire


Supervisor, to take a look.  He sent someone on his team, Mr. Shannon Wolfe, a Wildfire


Program Coordinator, to assess this situation.  Mr. Wolfe came out to take a look.  For one


thing, he recognized that these piles should not be there.  What he saw is a fire control issue,


meaning that an ignition of any kind–a spark from a chain saw, a cigarette butt, a lightning


strike, arson, etc.–could mean big trouble–piles that burn out of control for hours, an issue that


the fire department would not be able to access because of this remote location.  Given a windy


day, this blaze could throw burning embers across the entire neighborhood and up and across


the mountain.


I asked Ms. Hairston-Strang to resolve this issue.  Mr. Robertson contacted me.  What


he said is the following:


“Thank you for your response and providing the videos of the large slash piles located


on property adjacent to yours in Frederick County. I have spoken to Shannon Wolfe in regards


to his site visit and meeting with you on the property. I certainly understand your concern for


having these large piles in close proximity to your property and the neighborhood. Unfortunately


the MD Forest Service has no legal authority to order the dispersal of the piles as they are on


private property and are not in violation of any DNR regulations as it pertains to wildfire hazard.”


In other words, Mr. Robertson can see the issue, but he does not have the authority to


address it.  Who, then, does have this authority?  What about Frederick County, the


responsible party regarding this permitted project?  This whole episode happened on your


watch.  Your agency approved this project.  Your responsibility regarding these slash-piles is


crystal clear.  There is no question that somebody working with the proper equipment  could


resolve these piles.  What, then, is Frederick County willing to do about this issue?


This timber harvest gone awry demonstrates the importance of a more regulatory


approach to managing the natural environment on Sugarloaf Mountain and anywhere else in


Frederick County.  What I recommend is a Management Plan that includes more–not fewer–


controls regarding timber harvesting and wildfire management and a serious look at the


governmental issue–how you people operate.  The attached pictures do not demonstrate the


severity of this giant gouge in the forest, this weed-infested wasteland.  I would like to show you


face-to-face what exactly I am talking about.  Call me, and I will give you a tour.


cc: KGBrandt Best regards,


     Planning Commission


     Council members John Gehman 


     JGardner (301) 874-0151


     TGoodfellow jgehman@hughes.net
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1875 Mt. Ephraim Rd.

Adamstown, MD 21710

December 21, 2021

Frederick County Planning and Permitting

Steve Horn, Director

30 North Market St.

Frederick, MD 21710

Dear Mr. Horn:

I have a number of comments to make about the Sugarloaf Management Plan.  The

subject is timber harvesting and wildfire management, issues that this plan does and does not

address.  Two issues that it does address are requirements regarding rare and endangered

species and the management of exotic weeds.  I can imagine that these requirements would

lessen the financial gains that property owners expect to generate from logging projects.  It

would discourage timber harvesting on Sugarloaf Mountain.  But they do not represent a major

departure from county code, the requirements that define a resource conservation zoning

district, and they are important to maintaining the integrity of this natural environment.

Regarding rare and endangered species, county code speaks to the importance of an

assessment by the Department of Natural Resources, their Wildlife and Heritage Service,

something that a property owner might or might not think to do.  By contrast, the Management

Plan calls for this assessment.  Both of these documents call for a mitigation plan to address

any adverse impact from a timber harvest.

County code: “Habitats of threatened and endangered species, as identified by the

Maryland Department of Natural Resources, shall be protected from development or

disturbance. ... On sites where a habitat is identified, a mitigation plan will be required to show

that adverse impacts on habitat sites are minimized.” (1-19-7.200)

Sugarloaf Management Plan: “A review by the Maryland Department of Natural

Resources’ Wildlife and Heritage Service (DNR) that documents the presence/absence of any

rare, threatened, or endangered species and/or habitats on site. On sites where a rare,

threatened or endangered species or habitat is identified ... a mitigation plan is required to

minimize the identified adverse impact.” (p.A-23)

By contrast, the requirement regarding exotic weeds is something that county code, a

product of the 1970's, does not say anything about.  One reason is plain to see.  These weeds

were not the issue then that they are now, given the dramatic appearance of certain species in
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the period since the 1970s.  The biggest issue today, Japanese stiltgrass, came to this country

about 100 years ago as packing material for porcelain from China.  It spread from the point of

origin, Tennessee, across the whole eastern United States, from Maine to Florida.  It became a

major issue in Frederick County about 25 years ago.  The reality today is stiltgrass lining

practically every road in the Sugarloaf area.

The issue regarding timber harvesting on the mountain is loggers that track this seed

wherever they go, from one logging project to another.  This is a sun-loving plant, meaning that

wherever loggers open up the canopy, this plant will flourish.  There are no natural controls.  It

will grow to about three feet and thicken up to the point that other plants cannot germinate or

grow to term.  Also, it does not naturally break down or thin out over time.  It establishes a seed

base that will produce this plant for the foreseeable future.  A single plant can produce as many

as a thousand seeds.  Also, it can grow in practically any kind of soil.  And finally, it is sun-

loving, but shade-tolerant.  The only native plant that is tough enough to compete with this

exotic weed in these open areas is brambles.

The worst infestation on the mountain is the result of a logging project at 7621 Stewart

Hill Road, a property that is directly adjacent to my property at 1875 Mount Ephraim Road.  I

saw first hand the desecration of a perfectly viable forest–10 acres–at the hands of a property

owner and a logger that did not demonstrate any regard for the integrity of this forest or this

neighborhood–a residential subdivision, Sugarloaf West.  The reality is a giant gouge in the

forest, a meadow that is chock-a-block with Japanese stiltgrass from one end to the other.  I

suggest that you come and take a look at this weed-infested wasteland.

What can loggers do to mitigate this infestation?  For one thing, they can wash down

their equipment before entering a new job site.  But that will not totally eliminate this seed.  This

plant will inevitably appear the next year, after they have left this site.  Property owners will have

to take charge of this issue.  What they can do is to pull or spray this plant before it goes to

seed in September   If they fail to do this, the infestation will become far worse the next year.  A

more extensive infestation might take years–five or 10 or more years–to eradicate.

My only concern about these requirements regarding endangered species and exotic

weeds is the regulators that would have to administer these controls.  The call for an external

assessment or a mitigation plan might be a permit requirement, but what about the issue

regarding weeds, something that might not even show up until after the logger has left the site? 

The time-frame regarding a requirement for timber harvesting and the time-frame regarding a

weed cleanup demonstrate two different time-frames.

A close at this logging project at 7621 Stewart Hill demonstrates the larger issue here,

something that the Sugarloaf Management Plan does not address–a county government that is
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far more adept at facilitating than regulating a timber harvest.  There are two issues that merit a

close look.  One is a virtual clearing of the forest, the perfect invitation to a giant stiltgrass

meadow.  What the Frederick County Forestry Board formally approved was not a clearing.  It

was 142 marked trees, the biggest and the best for commercial purposes.  A responsible logger

would have worked carefully through the forest to minimize the damage to other trees,

something that would secure the future of this forest.  What this logger did is something else

altogether.  He took practically every tree of any value, something that totally opened the forest

canopy to direct sunlight and a major stiltgrass infestation.  He ran a military-scale front-loader

through practically every square foot of this 10-acre site.  What he left was mostly dead trees

and trees that demonstrate little or no commercial value.

The important issue here is a logger that knew what he could do.  The marks on the

trees might look like a regulatory exercise, but there is nothing regulatory about it.  I would call it

a formality–a song and a dance.  The Forestry Board did not challenge any of these markings

when they approved this logging project, nor did your agency challenge this logger on his

disregard for this nominally-regulatory exercise.

This monstrous opening of the mountain canopy was for all practical purposes illegal,

demonstrably out of bounds regarding a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Take a look at

what county code has to say about this.  Residential property owners shall not clear more than

40,000 square feet for a home site. (1-19-2.110)  For one thing, this lot had already been

cleared 50 years ago to build a residence.  Also, 40,000 square feet is less than one acre.  This

giant gouge is multi-acre, practically-speaking the entire 10-acre lot.  The fact that the logger

left some dead or commercially-useless trees here or there does not rationalize this aggressive

violation of county code or this mountain landscape.

After this project was closed out, I asked a number of local tree experts to take a look at

this logging site and tell me what they think.  One is Mr. Ryan Carroll, a certified arborist with

Bartlett Tree Experts, a company that does work on my property.  What he said is important. 

This area of the forest will not recover, and the reason is plain to see.  There was not enough of

a forest left to establish a viable base for growth going forward.  I also asked another certified

arborist, Mr. Eric Baker, owner of Baker Tree Service, another company that does work on my

property, to take a look.  He called it what it is–a weed-invested wasteland.  Also, I asked Mr.

Jimmy Polino, a manager for Arbormetrics, a company that does tree pruning and removals for

Potomac Edison, to take a look at this cite when he was assessing the power line right-of-way

between my property and this logging cite.  His exact words were “a scalping of the forest.”

How does all this happen?  The best answer is the absence of adequate controls,

exactly the issue that the Sugarloaf Management Plan is addressing.  I asked Mr. Eric Dodson,

the Frederick County Environmental Inspector, the person that approved this project from
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beginning to end, to explain this issue.  What he said is telling.  Once a logger has a permit

from the county, he is free to do more or less what he wants, no questions asked, for 12

months.  The results are plain to see.  Absent stricter controls, this permit is a commercial free-

for-all, a ticket to exploit this environment for all that it’s worth–dollars and cents.  The natural

environment and the neighbors that build homes here to enjoy and support this environment

simply take what they get–a drubbing.

Your agency could have prevented or mitigated this desecration.  For one thing, the

property owner and the logger decided to start taking down trees before they were given any

permit to proceed.  You issued a stop-work order, something that they deliberately defined.  In

other words, they broke the law.  This was a red flag of major proportions, the perfect occasion

to either cancel this project or take special precautions regarding this timber harvest.  You did

neither of these two things.  You levied a fine on this property owner, something that he did not

pay.  You did nothing to stop or diminish the desecration of this forest.

Why did you give this property owner a permit?  For one thing, people that flip a finger

at your legal infrastructure should not be guaranteed the right to a permit.  You could have said

no and stood your ground.  Also, this misconduct was egregious.  There is an important

difference between permit violations that pertain to a structure, a house or a garage, something

that can be done and undone and redone, and permit violations that pertain to a natural

resource, notably something that is subject to county code–resource conservation.

Also, why did you not give the residents of this neighborhood any advance notice, let

alone any opportunity to express their concerns about a project that was directly adjacent to

their properties?  We knew where this project was headed–a desecration of this forest.  When

we saw the logging truck come up the road, we wrote letters expressing our concerns about this

project to Mr. Gary Hessong, Director, Permits and Inspections, letters that went to his office

before the permit was issued.  Mr. Hessong could have delayed the issuance of this permit long

enough to hear us out, something that might have diminished this desecration.  But we never

heard back from anybody.  Our concerns were not important to your agency.

How does all this happen?  For one thing, you do not demonstrate any regard for the

spirit or the letter of the law, a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Also, you do not

demonstrate any regard for the parties that you are supposed to serve, the residents of this

county, notably parties that have to suffer the consequences of a careless and irresponsible

logging project on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Not good enough.  Your decision regarding a permit

speaks to your time-honored allegiance to this outside party, the state-based Forestry Board, a

group that demonstrates a strong bias toward commercial logging, which is to say the property

owners that apply for a permit and their loggers–contrast anybody else, notably the residents of

this neighborhood.  What you call “public administration” is a sham.
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The other major issue is two giant slash-piles, the preponderance of the debris left from

this timber harvest.  Loggers are supposed to leave this debris where they cut it or remove it

altogether from the property to minimize the potential for wildfire.  The largest pile is about 150

feet long, about 30 feet wide and up to 10 feet tall on the downhill side.  I estimate the total

volume at approximately 25,000 cubic feet.  The smaller slash-pile is about half that size.  The

logger was careful to place these piles as far away from the road as he could, at the very back

and side of this property.  Naturally.  They are a major eyesore.  He located these piles down

the hill from the house on this property, largely out of sight.  Also, he was hiding these piles

from public view.  He knew full well that giant slash-piles closer to the road would have called

attention to a problematic logging practice.

The biggest issue with these major piles is not an eyesore.  The issue is a fire hazard,

something that might not look important given the rainfall that we have enjoyed for a number of

years, but all that can change at any time.  We are long overdue for a major drought.  The state

of Maryland could begin to look like the state of California at any time.  Also, these giant piles

will be here for the foreseeable future.  We have no idea what climate change might mean to

this area five or 10 or 15 years from now.  We could be facing some dangerous circumstances. 

These piles are absolutely indefensible.

The Sugarloaf Management Plan recognizes the potential for a major fire on the

mountain.  For one thing, it cites exactly the issue that I am raising, “improper debris or outdoor

burning,” as “Maryland’s leading cause of wildfires.”  Also, “Frederick County has a

disproportionally high number of wildfire ignitions due to the abundance of people in close

proximity to wildland fuels.”  Regarding Sugarloaf, it proposes “a network of water tanks to be

owned and maintained by the County for rural fire suppression.” (pp.110-12)

What these slash-piles represent is a serious threat to this neighborhood and this whole

side of the mountain.  Absent any firebreaks on this mountain, a fire that began here could

easily spread up and across the northwest side.  Also, these slash piles are nowhere near the

road.  They are at the very back of the property.  There is no access for fire fighting equipment,

notably large trucks.  Also, they are directly adjacent to the local power line, something that is

not accessible for major maintenance, notably tree pruning.  There are at this time large trees

overhanging this line.  Mr. Chis Hixon, the county engineer for Potomac Edison, has surveyed

this sight and told me that the company might have to wait for these trees to come down on

their own.  This is a dangerous scenario–a downed power line, giant slash-piles and the

absence of any access regarding fire-fighting equipment.  These piles should not be there to

begin with, let alone adjacent to a power line that is not properly maintained in a heavily-

wooded residential area.

I contacted Ms. Ann Hairston-Strang, the Associate Director of the Maryland Forest
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Service, and asked her to address this issue.  She asked Mr. Chris Robertson, the State Fire

Supervisor, to take a look.  He sent someone on his team, Mr. Shannon Wolfe, a Wildfire

Program Coordinator, to assess this situation.  Mr. Wolfe came out to take a look.  For one

thing, he recognized that these piles should not be there.  What he saw is a fire control issue,

meaning that an ignition of any kind–a spark from a chain saw, a cigarette butt, a lightning

strike, arson, etc.–could mean big trouble–piles that burn out of control for hours, an issue that

the fire department would not be able to access because of this remote location.  Given a windy

day, this blaze could throw burning embers across the entire neighborhood and up and across

the mountain.

I asked Ms. Hairston-Strang to resolve this issue.  Mr. Robertson contacted me.  What

he said is the following:

“Thank you for your response and providing the videos of the large slash piles located

on property adjacent to yours in Frederick County. I have spoken to Shannon Wolfe in regards

to his site visit and meeting with you on the property. I certainly understand your concern for

having these large piles in close proximity to your property and the neighborhood. Unfortunately

the MD Forest Service has no legal authority to order the dispersal of the piles as they are on

private property and are not in violation of any DNR regulations as it pertains to wildfire hazard.”

In other words, Mr. Robertson can see the issue, but he does not have the authority to

address it.  Who, then, does have this authority?  What about Frederick County, the

responsible party regarding this permitted project?  This whole episode happened on your

watch.  Your agency approved this project.  Your responsibility regarding these slash-piles is

crystal clear.  There is no question that somebody working with the proper equipment  could

resolve these piles.  What, then, is Frederick County willing to do about this issue?

This timber harvest gone awry demonstrates the importance of a more regulatory

approach to managing the natural environment on Sugarloaf Mountain and anywhere else in

Frederick County.  What I recommend is a Management Plan that includes more–not fewer–

controls regarding timber harvesting and wildfire management and a serious look at the

governmental issue–how you people operate.  The attached pictures do not demonstrate the

severity of this giant gouge in the forest, this weed-infested wasteland.  I would like to show you

face-to-face what exactly I am talking about.  Call me, and I will give you a tour.

cc: KGBrandt Best regards,

     Planning Commission

     Council members John Gehman 

     JGardner (301) 874-0151

     TGoodfellow jgehman@hughes.net

6







From: Planning Commission
To: msimpson2005 bennettscreekfarm.com
Cc: Brandt, Kimberly G.; Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: RE: Agreement to the Sugarloaf Overlay Plan
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 8:58:46 AM

Good morning:
 
Thank you for taking the time to express your thoughts on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape
Management Plan.
 
Your comments will be shared with the Planning Commission for their consideration.
 
Karen L. James
Administrative Specialist
Division of Planning & Permitting
Frederick County Government
30 North Market Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301-600-1138
 

From: msimpson2005 bennettscreekfarm.com <msimpson2005@bennettscreekfarm.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 14, 2022 8:45 AM
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Agreement to the Sugarloaf Overlay Plan
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I agree with the Overlay Plan and thank you for the time you have put into devising it. 
 
Living on Thurston road for several years, I have 3 points not listed in your letter to me that I
would like to share about this area: 
 

1.     Noise:  Sugarloaf Mountain acts to enhance and bounce back noises along the road.  It
is not like other places that may be flatter or more open.  Noise carries far due to this
particular geography.  This means if businesses are allowed that increase traffic,
especially truck traffic, or if there is outside music, it will be heard throughout the
neighborhood, and even into Urbana.  I can hear the marching band practicing from
the high school in Urbana and have no doubt noise can travel into Urbana from here as
well. 
 

2.     Treacherous road:  Thurston road is hilly and curvy, sometimes both at once.  It is a
narrow, 2-lane road with only a double yellow line to divide the 2 directions.  People
cut over the yellow lines often coming around the bends and over the hills. I have
nearly been side-swiped many times, including once by a police car coming down the

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:msimpson2005@bennettscreekfarm.com
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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steep curvy hill next to the bridge towards me.  This just shows that Thurston road is
not easy to negotiate. If businesses selling alcoholic beverages, with increased traffic
volume, or large truck deliveries are allowed to build here, this will make for a
dangerous driving situation for us all. 

 
3.     Flooding:  Periodically, Thurston road floods right at my property, next to the bridge

that is about 2 miles from Urbana.  We get “50 year” floods about every 2-3 years, and
“100 year” floods about every 4 - 5.  I have had flood trash in my mailbox twice – that
is how high the water flows sometimes. There have been rescue events for cars stuck
in flooding waters at my property since I moved here in 2010.  This makes Thurston
road an unreliable and dangerous throughway for traffic. 

 
I ask that you please go forward with the Overlay Plan, not just for the important
environmental aspects, but also for the impracticality of this area for high traffic/noisy
businesses. 
 
Thank you, Margy Simpson 
2149 Thurston Road 
301-520-7113 
 































From: Planning Commission
To: Larry Fortin
Cc: Brandt, Kimberly G.; Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: RE: Sugarloaf treasured landscape plan
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 7:20:54 AM

Good morning:

Thank you for taking the time to express your thoughts on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan.

Your comments will be shared with the Planning Commission for their consideration.

Karen L. James
Administrative Specialist
Division of Planning & Permitting
Frederick County Government
30 North Market Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301-600-1138

-----Original Message-----
From: Larry Fortin <lpfortin2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2022 4:55 PM
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Sugarloaf treasured landscape plan

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I’m writing in support of the sugarloaf treasured landscape plan currently being presented to our county leaders. The
sugarloaf area is truly a treasured landscape. It has been for years. Southern Frederick county has had a building
explosion in the last 20 years. This has affected Bennett creek, and much of the area that is in that drainage basin.
Increased amounts of silt and higher flood waters are, as I see it, a direct result of the expansion of Urbana and
Monrovia. The line needs to be drawn, as the sugarloaf plan reflects. The Monocacy River suffers as well.
Expansion of high density housing and possible commercial industrial sites to the west side of 270 should not be
considered. The area needs to be protected. The infrastructure in Urbana can barely handle what’s been built in
Monrovia and Urbana. Then there is Adamstown. Expansion is happening there as well. If Frederick county leaders
want to leave a legacy , and an opportunity for coming generations to enjoy the outdoors in there own backyard,
then passing the sugarloaf plan is essential.
I support the March 22 version of the sugarloaf plan from the montgomery county line to the Monocacy River as
well as the rural heritage zoning district for the area.
Thanks
Larry Fortin
Park Mills
Sent from my iPad

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Planning Commission
To: Dolan, Mary
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan Public Hearing:Town of Barnesville, Testimony May 18
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 9:20:49 AM
Attachments: PlanningCommission.SugarloafTreasuredLandscape.TownOfBarnesville.5.18.22.pages

 
 

From: Tina Thieme Brown <tinaartbrown@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2022 4:49 PM
To: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Planning Commission
<PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: Michael Zuckerman <mike@mocobuilder.com>; mildred Callear <mildredcallear@gmail.com>;
Maria Castner Miller <maria.castner.miller@gmail.com>
Subject: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan Public Hearing:Town of Barnesville, Testimony May 18
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Attention:
Tim Goodfellow
Frederick County Planning Commission

Good afternoon,
Attached is the testimony to be presented on behalf of the Town of Barnesville, for the Sugarloaf Treasured
Landscape Management Plan, at the Planning commission Public Hearing, on May 18.

We look forward to presenting our testimony in support of the ‘Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan,
Rural Heritage Overlay Zone.’

Thank you for your attention,

Town of Barnesville Commissioners
Commissioner, Mayor Mildred CAllear
Commissioner Mike Zuckerman
Commissioner Maria Castner-Miller

Town of Barnesville Planning Committee

 

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Town of Barnesville
Commissioners
Montgomery County

Frederick County Planning Commission
“The Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan”
May 16, 2022

Dear Planning Commission Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony in support of, “The Sugarloaf
Treasured Landscape Plan, Rural Heritage Overlay Zone.” | am presenting tonight on
behalf of The Town of Bamesville, the closest municipality to the Area Plan under
review this evening.

Our town was established in the late 18th century and incorporated in 1888. We are
situated at the top of a ridge with views of Sugarioaf Mountain to the north and the
Catoctin Mountain and Blue Ridge ranges to the West. Barnesville has enjoyed a
connection with the natural rhythms on the mountain and surrounding rural landscape
in Frederick and Montgomery County over the last 250 years.

Our Mayor and our Planning Committee have followed developments in the Sugarloaf
Treasured Landscape Area Plan over the last two years. We have written in support of
the natural resource protections and conservation measures that are contained in the
policy initiatives contained in the ‘Rural Heritage Overlay Zone," at key points in the
planning process.

We strongly support the objectives of supporting farmland and agricultural
infrastructure; increasing forest cover to protect water quality, wildiife habitat and
address climate resilience; protecting historical landscapes and rural communities. We
want to maintain that special character and sense of place by limiting future
development on the west side of 1-270.

In 1980, the Montgomery County Council created the Agricultural Reserve as a way to
protect productive farmland and agriculture in the county. Heralded as one of the best
examples of land conservation policies in the country, the Agricultural Reserve,
encompassing 93,000 acres, protects the agricultural landscape that surrounds the








From: Todd Ward
To: Sugarloaf Area Plan; Goodfellow, Tim
Cc: sajamama1978
Subject: Re-Zoning of 8300 Layton Ct, Frederick, MD 21704
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 1:31:18 PM
Attachments: Property Plat 8300 Layton Ct.pdf

Ltr 5-16-22 8300 Layton Ct Re-zoning Opposition.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

See attached letter opposing to the re-zoning of 8300 Layton Ct, Frederick, MD 21704

Respectfully,
Todd Ward
Property Owner

mailto:toddward66@gmail.com
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May 16, 2022 


 


Planning Commission 


Frederick County, MD 


30 N Market St. 


Frederick, MD 21701 


 


RE:  Re-Zoning – Sugarloaf Area Plan 


 


Dear Planning Commission Members: 


 


We are the property owners of 8300 Layton Court, Frederick MD 21704.  We purchased the property in 


2014 due in large part to our interest in moving to a lesser developed area of Frederick County with 


agricultural zoning, and the privacy of this property which backed to agricultural farmland at the time of 


purchase.  We believed we performed our due diligence prior to purchase by searching available 


property reports on the county website, through which we obtained the property plat (attached).  The 


plat indicated that our property (Lot 4) was one of 8 Lots within an agricultural subdivision that would 


not be further subdivided.  Soon after we purchased our property, we learned that there was a re-


zoning and subdivision pending for lot 2, which is the lot adjacent to three sides of our property (i.e. the 


farmland).  Much to our dismay and despite our appeal, the Lot 2 was re-zoned R1 and our once 


secluded lot became surrounded by new roads and 56 new homes, ruining the privacy that attracted us 


to the property. 


 


Frederick County is now proposing to strip us of our agricultural zoning and forcing us to become R1 


zoning.  We strongly oppose to this change.  Our property not part of the Ramsburg Estates community 


that was previously Lot 2.  We receive no benefit from this zoning change but will be forced into new 


property regulations and higher taxes.  We see no reason why we cannot remain Agricultural zoning.  


Please re-consider this proposed plan and keep our property as it is currently zoned.   


 


Respectfully, 


 


 


Todd and Sheri Ward 


Property Owners 


8300 Layton Court 


Frederick MD, 21704 


240-372-7765 – Todd Ward cell # 












Frederick County Planning Commission

The Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan


Sugarloaf Citizens Association


May 16, 2022


Dear Planning Commission Members,


Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of, “The Sugarloaf Treasured 
Landscape Plan,” on behalf of Sugarloaf Citizens Association.  


Our civic organization has worked with the Frederick County Planning Department over 
the last 2 years as a member of the Sugarloaf Stakeholders Advisory Group.  We 
advocated for measures that will protect this treasured landscape from inappropriate 
development proposals, preserve the interconnected natural resources that inspire and 
sustain us, and increase measures that will mitigate the effects of climate change.

	 

A monadnock that stands apart from the surrounding countryside, Sugarloaf Mountain 
and the pastoral landscape that surrounds it, have drawn people to this treasured 
landscape in Frederick County for generations. This mountain located near the 
confluence of the Potomac and Monocacy Rivers, is valued by residents across the 
region, who marvel at the foresight of Gordon Strong with his desire to preserve, 
protect and share his experience on the mountain with the public.  We commend the 
nonprofit Stronghold Inc. who have overseen the management of his preservation plan 
and the leadership in local governments who have made a compact with that vision, in 
master plan regulations that protect and preserve the interconnected forest, farmland 
and rural communities surrounding Sugarloaf Mountain.


Over the years local residents have battled a variety of incompatible development 
proposals that would dramatically alter the Sugarloaf Mountain landscape. Our 
organization testified in Winchester Hall when these proposals threatened the 
Sugarloaf Mountain area’s natural resources and environmental assets, including its 
forests, waters, biodiversity and wildlife habitats.  


We were here, testifying against the proposed Gun Range on Thurston Road with 
residents from Frederick and Montgomery Counties.  We were here, when a Mega 
Church proposal was before the planning commission that would have developed a 
building on the scale of the Nashville Convention center.  The accompanying septic 
system proposal at that time, would have been the second largest in the state. With 
little to no data, revealing how a system that large might affect the Little Bennett Creek 



watershed and the Sole Source Aquifer, which area residents rely on for their well 
water.  


Each time the community rallies to fight one of these large scale, incompatible 
development proposals we look at the existing zoning and land use regulations.  We 
hire a lawyer and specialists to guide us through the application process. We learn 
more about land use, impervious surface, water recharge rates and the nitrogen 
pollution limits a septic system can bear, before it pollutes the surrounding area.


These battles to protect and preserve this landscape, informed our comments when 
Sugarloaf Citizens Association was invited by the County Executive to participate in the 
‘Sugarloaf Stakeholder Advisory Committee.’  We asked the Planning team what could 
be done to protect our air and water quality, the surrounding intact forest ecosystems, 
farmland and rural communities that are frequently under attack?


‘The Rural Heritage Overlay Zone’ contained our answer. With specific policy initiatives 
that address many of the threats we have fought. There are proposed limits on lot size 
and impervious surface. As well as policy initiatives to place limits on the nitrogen load 
that accompanies development, and pollutes our watershed. There are prohibitions on 
incompatible uses, and a view to future generations, with proposals to mitigate climate 
change, in the proposed Overlay Zone.


This ‘Treasured Landscape’ will continue to inspire and draw future generations to the 
mountain, the surrounding farms and forests. Please protect it from inappropriate uses, 
overdevelopment and fragmentation of the interconnected biodiverse ecosystem.  Vote 
to adopt the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan, with the Rural 
Heritage Overlay Zone extending to the entire 19,719 acres. 


Sugarloaf Mountain is often referred to as the crown jewel of Montgomery County’s 
Agricultural Reserve. Just as Gordon Strong was drawn to the mountain on a bike ride 
in the early 20th century, most people who experience the rural farmland, forest and 
rustic communities with the mountain on the horizon, are not thinking about county 
boundary lines.  They are grateful for the visionary leaders who protected it.


You have this opportunity to preserve and protect this treasured landscape, that shares 
a border with Montgomery County’s 93,000 acre Agricultural Reserve. Extend the 
nationally recognized model for supporting agriculture and conserving natural 
resources by voting to approve this proposal.


Thank you for the opportunity to advocate for the ‘Sugarloaf Mountain Treasured 
Landscape, Rural Heritage Overlay Zone, for the membership of Sugarloaf Citizens 
Association.


Tina Brown, Board Member and Sugarloaf Advisory Task Force Member

Sugarloaf Citizens Association, Linden Farm, 20900 Martinsburg Road




Dickerson, MD 20842 



From: Planning Commission
To: jgehman@hughes.net
Cc: Brandt, Kimberly G.; Goodfellow, Tim
Subject: FW: Comment letter re Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 7:55:56 AM
Attachments: Letter to Steve Horn.pdf

Japanese Stiltgrass.jpeg
Giant slash-pile.jpg

Good morning:
 
Thank you for taking the time to express your thoughts on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape
Management Plan.
 
Your comments will be shared with the Planning Commission for their consideration.
 
Karen L. James
Administrative Specialist
Division of Planning & Permitting
Frederick County Government
30 North Market Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301-600-1138
 
 

From: jgehman@hughes.net <jgehman@hughes.net> 
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2022 10:03 PM
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: John Gehman <jgehman@hughes.net>
Subject: Comment letter re Sugarloaf Plan
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Please find attached a comment letter and two photos regarding the Sugarloaf Management
Plan.
 
John Gehman
(301)874-0151
jgehman@hughes.net

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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1875 Mt. Ephraim Rd.


Adamstown, MD 21710


December 21, 2021


Frederick County Planning and Permitting


Steve Horn, Director


30 North Market St.


Frederick, MD 21710


Dear Mr. Horn:


I have a number of comments to make about the Sugarloaf Management Plan.  The


subject is timber harvesting and wildfire management, issues that this plan does and does not


address.  Two issues that it does address are requirements regarding rare and endangered


species and the management of exotic weeds.  I can imagine that these requirements would


lessen the financial gains that property owners expect to generate from logging projects.  It


would discourage timber harvesting on Sugarloaf Mountain.  But they do not represent a major


departure from county code, the requirements that define a resource conservation zoning


district, and they are important to maintaining the integrity of this natural environment.


Regarding rare and endangered species, county code speaks to the importance of an


assessment by the Department of Natural Resources, their Wildlife and Heritage Service,


something that a property owner might or might not think to do.  By contrast, the Management


Plan calls for this assessment.  Both of these documents call for a mitigation plan to address


any adverse impact from a timber harvest.


County code: “Habitats of threatened and endangered species, as identified by the


Maryland Department of Natural Resources, shall be protected from development or


disturbance. ... On sites where a habitat is identified, a mitigation plan will be required to show


that adverse impacts on habitat sites are minimized.” (1-19-7.200)


Sugarloaf Management Plan: “A review by the Maryland Department of Natural


Resources’ Wildlife and Heritage Service (DNR) that documents the presence/absence of any


rare, threatened, or endangered species and/or habitats on site. On sites where a rare,


threatened or endangered species or habitat is identified ... a mitigation plan is required to


minimize the identified adverse impact.” (p.A-23)


By contrast, the requirement regarding exotic weeds is something that county code, a


product of the 1970's, does not say anything about.  One reason is plain to see.  These weeds


were not the issue then that they are now, given the dramatic appearance of certain species in
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the period since the 1970s.  The biggest issue today, Japanese stiltgrass, came to this country


about 100 years ago as packing material for porcelain from China.  It spread from the point of


origin, Tennessee, across the whole eastern United States, from Maine to Florida.  It became a


major issue in Frederick County about 25 years ago.  The reality today is stiltgrass lining


practically every road in the Sugarloaf area.


The issue regarding timber harvesting on the mountain is loggers that track this seed


wherever they go, from one logging project to another.  This is a sun-loving plant, meaning that


wherever loggers open up the canopy, this plant will flourish.  There are no natural controls.  It


will grow to about three feet and thicken up to the point that other plants cannot germinate or


grow to term.  Also, it does not naturally break down or thin out over time.  It establishes a seed


base that will produce this plant for the foreseeable future.  A single plant can produce as many


as a thousand seeds.  Also, it can grow in practically any kind of soil.  And finally, it is sun-


loving, but shade-tolerant.  The only native plant that is tough enough to compete with this


exotic weed in these open areas is brambles.


The worst infestation on the mountain is the result of a logging project at 7621 Stewart


Hill Road, a property that is directly adjacent to my property at 1875 Mount Ephraim Road.  I


saw first hand the desecration of a perfectly viable forest–10 acres–at the hands of a property


owner and a logger that did not demonstrate any regard for the integrity of this forest or this


neighborhood–a residential subdivision, Sugarloaf West.  The reality is a giant gouge in the


forest, a meadow that is chock-a-block with Japanese stiltgrass from one end to the other.  I


suggest that you come and take a look at this weed-infested wasteland.


What can loggers do to mitigate this infestation?  For one thing, they can wash down


their equipment before entering a new job site.  But that will not totally eliminate this seed.  This


plant will inevitably appear the next year, after they have left this site.  Property owners will have


to take charge of this issue.  What they can do is to pull or spray this plant before it goes to


seed in September   If they fail to do this, the infestation will become far worse the next year.  A


more extensive infestation might take years–five or 10 or more years–to eradicate.


My only concern about these requirements regarding endangered species and exotic


weeds is the regulators that would have to administer these controls.  The call for an external


assessment or a mitigation plan might be a permit requirement, but what about the issue


regarding weeds, something that might not even show up until after the logger has left the site? 


The time-frame regarding a requirement for timber harvesting and the time-frame regarding a


weed cleanup demonstrate two different time-frames.


A close at this logging project at 7621 Stewart Hill demonstrates the larger issue here,


something that the Sugarloaf Management Plan does not address–a county government that is
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far more adept at facilitating than regulating a timber harvest.  There are two issues that merit a


close look.  One is a virtual clearing of the forest, the perfect invitation to a giant stiltgrass


meadow.  What the Frederick County Forestry Board formally approved was not a clearing.  It


was 142 marked trees, the biggest and the best for commercial purposes.  A responsible logger


would have worked carefully through the forest to minimize the damage to other trees,


something that would secure the future of this forest.  What this logger did is something else


altogether.  He took practically every tree of any value, something that totally opened the forest


canopy to direct sunlight and a major stiltgrass infestation.  He ran a military-scale front-loader


through practically every square foot of this 10-acre site.  What he left was mostly dead trees


and trees that demonstrate little or no commercial value.


The important issue here is a logger that knew what he could do.  The marks on the


trees might look like a regulatory exercise, but there is nothing regulatory about it.  I would call it


a formality–a song and a dance.  The Forestry Board did not challenge any of these markings


when they approved this logging project, nor did your agency challenge this logger on his


disregard for this nominally-regulatory exercise.


This monstrous opening of the mountain canopy was for all practical purposes illegal,


demonstrably out of bounds regarding a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Take a look at


what county code has to say about this.  Residential property owners shall not clear more than


40,000 square feet for a home site. (1-19-2.110)  For one thing, this lot had already been


cleared 50 years ago to build a residence.  Also, 40,000 square feet is less than one acre.  This


giant gouge is multi-acre, practically-speaking the entire 10-acre lot.  The fact that the logger


left some dead or commercially-useless trees here or there does not rationalize this aggressive


violation of county code or this mountain landscape.


After this project was closed out, I asked a number of local tree experts to take a look at


this logging site and tell me what they think.  One is Mr. Ryan Carroll, a certified arborist with


Bartlett Tree Experts, a company that does work on my property.  What he said is important. 


This area of the forest will not recover, and the reason is plain to see.  There was not enough of


a forest left to establish a viable base for growth going forward.  I also asked another certified


arborist, Mr. Eric Baker, owner of Baker Tree Service, another company that does work on my


property, to take a look.  He called it what it is–a weed-invested wasteland.  Also, I asked Mr.


Jimmy Polino, a manager for Arbormetrics, a company that does tree pruning and removals for


Potomac Edison, to take a look at this cite when he was assessing the power line right-of-way


between my property and this logging cite.  His exact words were “a scalping of the forest.”


How does all this happen?  The best answer is the absence of adequate controls,


exactly the issue that the Sugarloaf Management Plan is addressing.  I asked Mr. Eric Dodson,


the Frederick County Environmental Inspector, the person that approved this project from
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beginning to end, to explain this issue.  What he said is telling.  Once a logger has a permit


from the county, he is free to do more or less what he wants, no questions asked, for 12


months.  The results are plain to see.  Absent stricter controls, this permit is a commercial free-


for-all, a ticket to exploit this environment for all that it’s worth–dollars and cents.  The natural


environment and the neighbors that build homes here to enjoy and support this environment


simply take what they get–a drubbing.


Your agency could have prevented or mitigated this desecration.  For one thing, the


property owner and the logger decided to start taking down trees before they were given any


permit to proceed.  You issued a stop-work order, something that they deliberately defined.  In


other words, they broke the law.  This was a red flag of major proportions, the perfect occasion


to either cancel this project or take special precautions regarding this timber harvest.  You did


neither of these two things.  You levied a fine on this property owner, something that he did not


pay.  You did nothing to stop or diminish the desecration of this forest.


Why did you give this property owner a permit?  For one thing, people that flip a finger


at your legal infrastructure should not be guaranteed the right to a permit.  You could have said


no and stood your ground.  Also, this misconduct was egregious.  There is an important


difference between permit violations that pertain to a structure, a house or a garage, something


that can be done and undone and redone, and permit violations that pertain to a natural


resource, notably something that is subject to county code–resource conservation.


Also, why did you not give the residents of this neighborhood any advance notice, let


alone any opportunity to express their concerns about a project that was directly adjacent to


their properties?  We knew where this project was headed–a desecration of this forest.  When


we saw the logging truck come up the road, we wrote letters expressing our concerns about this


project to Mr. Gary Hessong, Director, Permits and Inspections, letters that went to his office


before the permit was issued.  Mr. Hessong could have delayed the issuance of this permit long


enough to hear us out, something that might have diminished this desecration.  But we never


heard back from anybody.  Our concerns were not important to your agency.


How does all this happen?  For one thing, you do not demonstrate any regard for the


spirit or the letter of the law, a zoning concept, resource conservation.  Also, you do not


demonstrate any regard for the parties that you are supposed to serve, the residents of this


county, notably parties that have to suffer the consequences of a careless and irresponsible


logging project on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Not good enough.  Your decision regarding a permit


speaks to your time-honored allegiance to this outside party, the state-based Forestry Board, a


group that demonstrates a strong bias toward commercial logging, which is to say the property


owners that apply for a permit and their loggers–contrast anybody else, notably the residents of


this neighborhood.  What you call “public administration” is a sham.
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The other major issue is two giant slash-piles, the preponderance of the debris left from


this timber harvest.  Loggers are supposed to leave this debris where they cut it or remove it


altogether from the property to minimize the potential for wildfire.  The largest pile is about 150


feet long, about 30 feet wide and up to 10 feet tall on the downhill side.  I estimate the total


volume at approximately 25,000 cubic feet.  The smaller slash-pile is about half that size.  The


logger was careful to place these piles as far away from the road as he could, at the very back


and side of this property.  Naturally.  They are a major eyesore.  He located these piles down


the hill from the house on this property, largely out of sight.  Also, he was hiding these piles


from public view.  He knew full well that giant slash-piles closer to the road would have called


attention to a problematic logging practice.


The biggest issue with these major piles is not an eyesore.  The issue is a fire hazard,


something that might not look important given the rainfall that we have enjoyed for a number of


years, but all that can change at any time.  We are long overdue for a major drought.  The state


of Maryland could begin to look like the state of California at any time.  Also, these giant piles


will be here for the foreseeable future.  We have no idea what climate change might mean to


this area five or 10 or 15 years from now.  We could be facing some dangerous circumstances. 


These piles are absolutely indefensible.


The Sugarloaf Management Plan recognizes the potential for a major fire on the


mountain.  For one thing, it cites exactly the issue that I am raising, “improper debris or outdoor


burning,” as “Maryland’s leading cause of wildfires.”  Also, “Frederick County has a


disproportionally high number of wildfire ignitions due to the abundance of people in close


proximity to wildland fuels.”  Regarding Sugarloaf, it proposes “a network of water tanks to be


owned and maintained by the County for rural fire suppression.” (pp.110-12)


What these slash-piles represent is a serious threat to this neighborhood and this whole


side of the mountain.  Absent any firebreaks on this mountain, a fire that began here could


easily spread up and across the northwest side.  Also, these slash piles are nowhere near the


road.  They are at the very back of the property.  There is no access for fire fighting equipment,


notably large trucks.  Also, they are directly adjacent to the local power line, something that is


not accessible for major maintenance, notably tree pruning.  There are at this time large trees


overhanging this line.  Mr. Chis Hixon, the county engineer for Potomac Edison, has surveyed


this sight and told me that the company might have to wait for these trees to come down on


their own.  This is a dangerous scenario–a downed power line, giant slash-piles and the


absence of any access regarding fire-fighting equipment.  These piles should not be there to


begin with, let alone adjacent to a power line that is not properly maintained in a heavily-


wooded residential area.


I contacted Ms. Ann Hairston-Strang, the Associate Director of the Maryland Forest
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Service, and asked her to address this issue.  She asked Mr. Chris Robertson, the State Fire


Supervisor, to take a look.  He sent someone on his team, Mr. Shannon Wolfe, a Wildfire


Program Coordinator, to assess this situation.  Mr. Wolfe came out to take a look.  For one


thing, he recognized that these piles should not be there.  What he saw is a fire control issue,


meaning that an ignition of any kind–a spark from a chain saw, a cigarette butt, a lightning


strike, arson, etc.–could mean big trouble–piles that burn out of control for hours, an issue that


the fire department would not be able to access because of this remote location.  Given a windy


day, this blaze could throw burning embers across the entire neighborhood and up and across


the mountain.


I asked Ms. Hairston-Strang to resolve this issue.  Mr. Robertson contacted me.  What


he said is the following:


“Thank you for your response and providing the videos of the large slash piles located


on property adjacent to yours in Frederick County. I have spoken to Shannon Wolfe in regards


to his site visit and meeting with you on the property. I certainly understand your concern for


having these large piles in close proximity to your property and the neighborhood. Unfortunately


the MD Forest Service has no legal authority to order the dispersal of the piles as they are on


private property and are not in violation of any DNR regulations as it pertains to wildfire hazard.”


In other words, Mr. Robertson can see the issue, but he does not have the authority to


address it.  Who, then, does have this authority?  What about Frederick County, the


responsible party regarding this permitted project?  This whole episode happened on your


watch.  Your agency approved this project.  Your responsibility regarding these slash-piles is


crystal clear.  There is no question that somebody working with the proper equipment  could


resolve these piles.  What, then, is Frederick County willing to do about this issue?


This timber harvest gone awry demonstrates the importance of a more regulatory


approach to managing the natural environment on Sugarloaf Mountain and anywhere else in


Frederick County.  What I recommend is a Management Plan that includes more–not fewer–


controls regarding timber harvesting and wildfire management and a serious look at the


governmental issue–how you people operate.  The attached pictures do not demonstrate the


severity of this giant gouge in the forest, this weed-infested wasteland.  I would like to show you


face-to-face what exactly I am talking about.  Call me, and I will give you a tour.


cc: KGBrandt Best regards,


     Planning Commission


     Council members John Gehman 


     JGardner (301) 874-0151


     TGoodfellow jgehman@hughes.net
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Natelli Communities 

Natelli Communities • 506 Main Street, Gaithersburg, Maryland  20878 • 301-670-4020 

 

 

May 13, 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: 
 
We remain opposed to the transmission of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan 
to the County Council as currently drafted. 
 
When the draft of the Sugarloaf plan was released in July of 2021, none of the property under 
our ownership was included in the Sugarloaf planning area.  Our southern highway interchange 
properties had been included in the initial briefing book released in the spring of 2020, but were 
not included in the draft released in July of 2021. 
 
In the fall of 2020 I had several meetings - with staff and with the stakeholder’s advisory group - 
and discussed that the properties along I-270 were contemplated for development in the future 
in accordance with the goals set forth in Livable Frederick for the I-270 Interstate Corridor.  I do 
not know whether or not these points resonated with the professional planners and staff.  I do 
know the property in the vicinity of the interchange was removed from the study area before a 
draft plan was released.  However, through a series of actions taken by the Planning Commission 
between September 2021 and March 2022, eventually all of our properties, the southern 
interchange properties and the northern interchange properties - comprising approximately 600 
acres, have been added, and are now proposed to be encumbered by the Overlay district.  In 
retrospect, if the County had designs on encumbering all of our property in this critically 
important stretch of I-270, I feel it would have been prudent to have included me in the 
stakeholder’s advisory group and given me a voice in the matter.  After all, we are one of the 
largest private landowners in the entire region. 
 
“For nearly 50 years, Frederick County’s Comprehensive Plans have identified the development 
potential along the I-270 Corridor as a major component of the County’s Future Growth.  The 
Urbana community itself has, since the late 1960’s, presented a focal point around which could 
be built a larger community of homes, employment opportunities, and local retail shops and 
services. The Livable Frederick Master Plan and its Thematic Plan continue to support these 
related visions for southern Frederick County, providing policy guidance for the maturation of 
this planning approach. 
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The Urbana Community Growth Area (CGA) embodies the characteristics of a typical CGA in 
Frederick County by establishing a finite geographical area within which the County promotes 
and encourages continued population and employment growth through the provision of critical 
public infrastructure such as public water and sewer service, public schools, parks, a safe and 
functional transportation network, and other systems and services necessary to support strong 
and resilient neighborhoods. In the context of Livable Frederick, a CGA identifies a preferential 
location for land use conversion and intensification to accommodate future growth that is 
consistent with County policies and initiatives, as well as with specific community goals. 
 
The I-270 Corridor, long established as a convenient location for existing and planned 
employment, mixed-use, and industrial uses, incorporates the lands along I-270 and MD 355 from 
the border with Montgomery County northward to Park Mills Road, just north of the existing 
Urbana community. The lands in this corridor have served as a thematic extension of 
Montgomery County’s “Technology Corridor” identified in that jurisdiction’s planning documents 
as spanning I-270 from Bethesda to Clarksburg.  While much of Frederick County’s portion of the 
interstate corridor remains sparsely developed, areas on the east side of I-270 in the southern 
fringe of Urbana have developed successfully in the last 15 years bringing over 1,000 jobs (and 
counting) to our community. 
 
Neither the Urbana Community Growth Area nor the I-270 Corridor has been comprehensively 
studied or evaluated since the late 1990’s. Recognizing this, the Livable Frederick Master Plan 
Implementation Program (October 2019) in its Planning Area Catalogue described an Elective 
Plan for a larger, thematically-conceived Urbana Corridor that would include one or more plans 
for the South Frederick Triangle, I-270 Corridor TODs, and the Urbana Community Growth Area. 
The South Frederick Triangle has now been incorporated into the South Frederick Corridors Plan. 
 
The Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan acknowledges the County’s need to 
examine the Urbana Corridor through a new and coordinated planning effort that will address 
the current growth and development issues in southern Frederick County. Future evaluation of 
the area outside of, but adjacent to, the Sugarloaf Planning Area is warranted in anticipation of 
transportation enhancements along I-270 and the subsequent possibilities for mobility and land 
use options, including the growing sectors of biological sciences and technology services in the I-
270 corridor. 
 
The transportation potential of I-270, despite its current limitations for quick and convenient 
travel by area drivers, is a critical infrastructure investment that has allowed the County to grow 
and prosper in the years following World War II. As improvements to the transportation function 
of I-270 are completed in future years, the County cannot afford to summarily dispense with 
limited growth opportunities on the western side of the highway right-of-way in the vicinity of 
the MD 80 interchange (emphasis added). These future public and private investments in our 
mobility may encourage the placement of multi-modal transit centers, compact transit-oriented 
villages, or growth of Urbana’s existing biological and information technology hub along the I-
270 corridor.” 
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Those words are not mine.  Those are the recommendations set forth in the July 2021 draft of 
the plan, presented to you by your planning staff.  They are consistent with Livable Frederick 
and should be reconsidered for inclusion in the final draft of the plan. 
 
For reasons not completely clear to me, a majority of the Planning Commission has dismissed the 
fundamental tenet established in Livable Frederick that establishes the I-270 Interstate Corridor 
as a primary growth sector that needs to be protected for the future economic benefit of the 
County.   
 
I encourage you to reconsider the decision to apply the Overlay to our southern and northern 
interchange properties along I-270. 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Tom Natelli, CEO 

Natelli Communities 



May 16, 2022 

 

Planning Commission 

Frederick County, MD 

30 N Market St. 

Frederick, MD 21701 

 

RE:  Re-Zoning – Sugarloaf Area Plan 

 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

 

We are the property owners of 8300 Layton Court, Frederick MD 21704.  We purchased the property in 

2014 due in large part to our interest in moving to a lesser developed area of Frederick County with 

agricultural zoning, and the privacy of this property which backed to agricultural farmland at the time of 

purchase.  We believed we performed our due diligence prior to purchase by searching available 

property reports on the county website, through which we obtained the property plat (attached).  The 

plat indicated that our property (Lot 4) was one of 8 Lots within an agricultural subdivision that would 

not be further subdivided.  Soon after we purchased our property, we learned that there was a re-

zoning and subdivision pending for lot 2, which is the lot adjacent to three sides of our property (i.e. the 

farmland).  Much to our dismay and despite our appeal, the Lot 2 was re-zoned R1 and our once 

secluded lot became surrounded by new roads and 56 new homes, ruining the privacy that attracted us 

to the property. 

 

Frederick County is now proposing to strip us of our agricultural zoning and forcing us to become R1 

zoning.  We strongly oppose to this change.  Our property not part of the Ramsburg Estates community 

that was previously Lot 2.  We receive no benefit from this zoning change but will be forced into new 

property regulations and higher taxes.  We see no reason why we cannot remain Agricultural zoning.  

Please re-consider this proposed plan and keep our property as it is currently zoned.   

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Todd and Sheri Ward 

Property Owners 

8300 Layton Court 

Frederick MD, 21704 

240-372-7765 – Todd Ward cell # 



From: Planning Commission
To: Dolan, Mary
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan Public Hearing:Town of Barnesville, Testimony May 18
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 9:20:49 AM
Attachments: PlanningCommission.SugarloafTreasuredLandscape.TownOfBarnesville.5.18.22.pages

 
 

From: Tina Thieme Brown <tinaartbrown@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2022 4:49 PM
To: Goodfellow, Tim <TGoodfellow@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Planning Commission
<PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: Michael Zuckerman <mike@mocobuilder.com>; mildred Callear <mildredcallear@gmail.com>;
Maria Castner Miller <maria.castner.miller@gmail.com>
Subject: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan Public Hearing:Town of Barnesville, Testimony May 18
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Attention:
Tim Goodfellow
Frederick County Planning Commission

Good afternoon,
Attached is the testimony to be presented on behalf of the Town of Barnesville, for the Sugarloaf Treasured
Landscape Management Plan, at the Planning commission Public Hearing, on May 18.

We look forward to presenting our testimony in support of the ‘Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan,
Rural Heritage Overlay Zone.’

Thank you for your attention,

Town of Barnesville Commissioners
Commissioner, Mayor Mildred CAllear
Commissioner Mike Zuckerman
Commissioner Maria Castner-Miller

Town of Barnesville Planning Committee

 

mailto:PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Town of Barnesville
Commissioners
Montgomery County

Frederick County Planning Commission
“The Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan”
May 16, 2022

Dear Planning Commission Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony in support of, “The Sugarloaf
Treasured Landscape Plan, Rural Heritage Overlay Zone.” | am presenting tonight on
behalf of The Town of Bamesville, the closest municipality to the Area Plan under
review this evening.

Our town was established in the late 18th century and incorporated in 1888. We are
situated at the top of a ridge with views of Sugarioaf Mountain to the north and the
Catoctin Mountain and Blue Ridge ranges to the West. Barnesville has enjoyed a
connection with the natural rhythms on the mountain and surrounding rural landscape
in Frederick and Montgomery County over the last 250 years.

Our Mayor and our Planning Committee have followed developments in the Sugarloaf
Treasured Landscape Area Plan over the last two years. We have written in support of
the natural resource protections and conservation measures that are contained in the
policy initiatives contained in the ‘Rural Heritage Overlay Zone," at key points in the
planning process.

We strongly support the objectives of supporting farmland and agricultural
infrastructure; increasing forest cover to protect water quality, wildiife habitat and
address climate resilience; protecting historical landscapes and rural communities. We
want to maintain that special character and sense of place by limiting future
development on the west side of 1-270.

In 1980, the Montgomery County Council created the Agricultural Reserve as a way to
protect productive farmland and agriculture in the county. Heralded as one of the best
examples of land conservation policies in the country, the Agricultural Reserve,
encompassing 93,000 acres, protects the agricultural landscape that surrounds the











Frederick County Planning Commission

The Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Plan


Sugarloaf Citizens Association


May 16, 2022


Dear Planning Commission Members,


Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of, “The Sugarloaf Treasured 
Landscape Plan,” on behalf of Sugarloaf Citizens Association.  


Our civic organization has worked with the Frederick County Planning Department over 
the last 2 years as a member of the Sugarloaf Stakeholders Advisory Group.  We 
advocated for measures that will protect this treasured landscape from inappropriate 
development proposals, preserve the interconnected natural resources that inspire and 
sustain us, and increase measures that will mitigate the effects of climate change.

	 

A monadnock that stands apart from the surrounding countryside, Sugarloaf Mountain 
and the pastoral landscape that surrounds it, have drawn people to this treasured 
landscape in Frederick County for generations. This mountain located near the 
confluence of the Potomac and Monocacy Rivers, is valued by residents across the 
region, who marvel at the foresight of Gordon Strong with his desire to preserve, 
protect and share his experience on the mountain with the public.  We commend the 
nonprofit Stronghold Inc. who have overseen the management of his preservation plan 
and the leadership in local governments who have made a compact with that vision, in 
master plan regulations that protect and preserve the interconnected forest, farmland 
and rural communities surrounding Sugarloaf Mountain.


Over the years local residents have battled a variety of incompatible development 
proposals that would dramatically alter the Sugarloaf Mountain landscape. Our 
organization testified in Winchester Hall when these proposals threatened the 
Sugarloaf Mountain area’s natural resources and environmental assets, including its 
forests, waters, biodiversity and wildlife habitats.  


We were here, testifying against the proposed Gun Range on Thurston Road with 
residents from Frederick and Montgomery Counties.  We were here, when a Mega 
Church proposal was before the planning commission that would have developed a 
building on the scale of the Nashville Convention center.  The accompanying septic 
system proposal at that time, would have been the second largest in the state. With 
little to no data, revealing how a system that large might affect the Little Bennett Creek 



watershed and the Sole Source Aquifer, which area residents rely on for their well 
water.  


Each time the community rallies to fight one of these large scale, incompatible 
development proposals we look at the existing zoning and land use regulations.  We 
hire a lawyer and specialists to guide us through the application process. We learn 
more about land use, impervious surface, water recharge rates and the nitrogen 
pollution limits a septic system can bear, before it pollutes the surrounding area.


These battles to protect and preserve this landscape, informed our comments when 
Sugarloaf Citizens Association was invited by the County Executive to participate in the 
‘Sugarloaf Stakeholder Advisory Committee.’  We asked the Planning team what could 
be done to protect our air and water quality, the surrounding intact forest ecosystems, 
farmland and rural communities that are frequently under attack?


‘The Rural Heritage Overlay Zone’ contained our answer. With specific policy initiatives 
that address many of the threats we have fought. There are proposed limits on lot size 
and impervious surface. As well as policy initiatives to place limits on the nitrogen load 
that accompanies development, and pollutes our watershed. There are prohibitions on 
incompatible uses, and a view to future generations, with proposals to mitigate climate 
change, in the proposed Overlay Zone.


This ‘Treasured Landscape’ will continue to inspire and draw future generations to the 
mountain, the surrounding farms and forests. Please protect it from inappropriate uses, 
overdevelopment and fragmentation of the interconnected biodiverse ecosystem.  Vote 
to adopt the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan, with the Rural 
Heritage Overlay Zone extending to the entire 19,719 acres. 


Sugarloaf Mountain is often referred to as the crown jewel of Montgomery County’s 
Agricultural Reserve. Just as Gordon Strong was drawn to the mountain on a bike ride 
in the early 20th century, most people who experience the rural farmland, forest and 
rustic communities with the mountain on the horizon, are not thinking about county 
boundary lines.  They are grateful for the visionary leaders who protected it.


You have this opportunity to preserve and protect this treasured landscape, that shares 
a border with Montgomery County’s 93,000 acre Agricultural Reserve. Extend the 
nationally recognized model for supporting agriculture and conserving natural 
resources by voting to approve this proposal.


Thank you for the opportunity to advocate for the ‘Sugarloaf Mountain Treasured 
Landscape, Rural Heritage Overlay Zone, for the membership of Sugarloaf Citizens 
Association.


Tina Brown, Board Member and Sugarloaf Advisory Task Force Member

Sugarloaf Citizens Association, Linden Farm, 20900 Martinsburg Road




Dickerson, MD 20842 
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