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From: Steve Black <steveblack2313@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 10:38 AM 
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov> 
Subject: URGENT - Manipulation of Department of Planning Review Letter for Sugarloaf Plan 
 
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]  

Frederick County Council Members 

 

URGENT 

 

The Sugarloaf Alliance has uncovered further evidence that a developer has 
attempted to manipulate the State of Maryland’s review of the Sugarloaf 
Treasured Landscape Management Plan. Documents recently provided by the 
Maryland Department of Planning show that by meeting  with the two most 
senior people at the Department of Planning, Mr. Natelli may have succeeded 
in corrupting the Planning assessment of the Sugarloaf plan by injecting his 
own self-interests into the Department of Planning letter. 
 

This information about developer efforts at the Department of Planning are in 
addition to the secret meetings at the Department of Commerce we briefed 
you on earlier this month.  (See our email of August 10, 2022) 
 

Please see the attached letter from the Sugarloaf Alliance and documents 
from the Maryland Department of Planning. 
 

Thank you, 
 

Steve Black 

President  
Sugarloaf Alliance 
 

mailto:steveblack2313@gmail.com
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August 26, 2022 
 
Frederick County Council Members 
 
URGENT 
 
The Sugarloaf Alliance has uncovered further evidence that a developer has attempted to 
manipulate the State of Maryland’s review of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management 
Plan.  By meeting with the two most senior people at Maryland Department of Planning, Mr. 
Natelli may have succeeded in corrupting the Department of Planning assessment of the 
Sugarloaf Plan. He may also have injected his own self-interests into the Planning letter.  This 
meeting with Department of Planning officials is in addition to his secret meeting with at least 
three of the most senior people at Maryland Department of Commerce. (See our earlier letter of 
8/10/22) 
 
Mr. Natelli currently owns about 600 acres of agricultural ground, within the Sugarloaf Plan 
boundary, along the west side of I-270.  The southern portion of these holdings was the subject 
of a non-public, backroom effort to modify the plan boundaries in March 2021.  The Planning 
Commission reversed this attempted development carve-out at its first hearing on the plan.  
Mr. Natelli and his lobbyists have continued to press for commercial and industrial 
development to the west of I-270 throughout the Planning Commission hearing process. 
 
In March of this year the Planning Commission sent a draft of the Sugarloaf Plan to the State of 
Maryland for a legally required 60-day review.  Comments were received from the Maryland 
Department of Planning in May.  Planning Commission members, county staff, and the public at 
large have viewed the Department of Planning comments as an impartial legal and policy 
assessment of the draft Sugarloaf Plan.  In its cover letter the Department of Planning states, 
“Planning’s attached review comments reflect the agency’s thoughts” and “Planning also asks 
that the county consider our comments as revisions are made to the draft Plan.”  We now 
know that both the Department of Planning and Department of Commerce comments were 
influenced, outside the public process, by a self-interested developer. 
 
In an effort to track and monitor the development of the Sugarloaf Plan, the Sugarloaf Alliance 
has submitted a variety of Public Information Act requests to a wide range of State and County 
officials.  We have recently received information from the Maryland Department of Planning 
that seriously calls into question the validity and impartiality of the Planning comment letter.   
 
Because the Planning letter is cited as a justification for allowing industrialization and 
commercial development to the west of I-270, we think it is critical that the Council be aware 
of the facts behind the Maryland Department of Planning’s comments on the plan. 
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On March 16, Timothy Perry, a registered lobbyist for Natelli Communities, contacted Deputy 
Secretary Sandra Schrader to set up a meeting between Department of Planning leadership and   
Natelli Communities.  Later that day Mr. Perry emailed Maria Sofia (Executive Associate to the 
Deputy Secretary) to schedule the meeting.  Two days later a meeting date was fixed for March 
24.  The meeting was to take place at the offices of Perry, White, Ross, and Jacobson, the 
lobbying firm registered to represent Natelli Communities.  Invitees for the meeting included: 
 

Robert McCord, Secretary of Planning 
Sandra Schrader, Deputy Secretary of Planning 
Maria Sofia, Executive Associate, Department of Planning 
Tom Natelli, Natelli Communities 
Eric Soter, Rodgers Consulting (Planning consultant and lobbyist for Natelli Communities) 
Dusty Rood, President and CEO of Rodgers Consulting 
Timothy Perry, Perry, White, Ross, and Jacobson (Natelli Communities lobbyists) 
Jonas Jacobson, Perry, White, Ross, and Jacobson 
Jenna McGreevy, Perry, White, Ross, and Jacobson 

 
The day of the meeting, March 24, for reasons unknown, Deputy Secretary Schrader asked that 
the session be moved to the “old post office”, likely the government offices at 1 Church Circle in 
Annapolis, rather than the lobbyist’s offices. 
 
A week after the meeting Mr Perry sent Deputy Secretary Schrader a copy of Natelli’s summary 
and talking points.  Minutes later, Schrader forwarded the Natelli notes to Secretary McCord 
and Adam Gruzs, Department of Planning Legislative Officer.  The Deputy Secretary later replied 
to Mr. Perry and Mr Jacobson, “Thanks so much … We’ll keep you posted.” 
 
Near the end of the 60-day review process, on April 29, Mr Perry again sent Deputy Schrader 
the Natelli notes, but this time they were sent to her non-government email address.  Schrader 
promptly forwarded the email to her official email account. 
 
On May 5, just six days after receiving the Natelli talking points the department transmitted its 
comment letter on the Sugarloaf Plan to Frederick County.  Contained in the letter are 
statements parroting some of the talking points.  Natelli’s often repeated sentiments on the 
need to develop the west side of I-270 are present in the Department of Planning letter. 
 
As the Sugarloaf Alliance receives more information on efforts to manipulate the plan 
development process, we will share them with the Council as quickly as possible.  In the 
meantime, we urge the Council to view both the Planning and Commerce comment letters for 
what they are, documents with highly suspect foundations and a deeply concerning history. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Sugarloaf Alliance 
 
Attachments:   Maryland Department of Planning MPIA reply of 8/23/22, with documents 



Steve Black <steveblack2313@gmail.com>

MPIA request - Planning response 8/23/22
2 messages

David Buck -MDP- <david.buck@maryland.gov> Tue, Aug 23, 2022 at 1:22 PM
To: Steve Black <steveblack2313@gmail.com>
Cc: John Coleman -MDP- <johng.coleman@maryland.gov>

Via electronic mail to steveblack2313@gmail.com

Re: Public Information Act Request Email Dated June 21, 2022, and Follow-up Email
Dated July 28, 2022

Mr. Black:

The Maryland Department of Planning (the “Department”) has completed its re-
processing of your initial request in light of the information that you provided in your
July 28, 2022 follow-up email.

As you anticipated, that information helped us discover additional emails that were
responsive to your initial request.  Those additional emails are attached.  None has
been withheld or redacted; and there is no charge for the materials.

We appreciate your patience while we took additional time to make sure we captured
the information you requested.  If you remain dissatisfied with the Department’s
response, you may seek resolution before the Office of the Public Access
Ombudsman, as provided for under § 4-1B-04 of the General Provisions Article.  You
may also seek judicial review of this response as provided for under § 4-362 of that
same article.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
david.buck@maryland.gov.

David Buck
Director, Office of Communications
Maryland Department of Planning
301 W. Preston St., Suite 1101
Baltimore, MD 21201
Cell - (443) 463-7139
Work - (410) 767-4395
david.buck@maryland.gov

mailto:steveblack2313@gmail.com
mailto:david.buck@maryland.gov
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This is the first Area Plan submitted by the Frederick County Planning Commission to the State Department 
of Planning for comment subsequent to Frederick County’s adoption of the Livable Frederick Master Plan 
in 2019.  The adopted LFMP describes an area around Sugarloaf Mountain to remain largely undeveloped 
to provide for the preservation of the natural landscape around the Mountain, but also provides for a 
future focus of the I-270 corridor with the intent that it be preserved as a vital corridor for growth and 
development.  The preservation focused elements of this Sugarloaf Area Plan as recommended by the 
Planning Commission appear to be in conflict with the growth and economic development elements 
provided for the I-270 corridor by the LFMP.  The Sugarloaf Area Plan as currently recommended by the 
Planning Commission raises significant concerns about Frederick County’s commitment to the future of 
the I-270 employment corridor and the application of smart growth principals. 

 
The proposed Area Plan encompasses almost 20,000 acres, including all the property in the I270 
corridor on the west side of the highway from the Montgomery County line to the Monocacy 
River.  This Area Plan fails to take into consideration numerous other important goals discussed 
in the Livable Frederick Master Plan that are focused on the need to maintain the I-270 corridor 
as a primary growth sector to support future growth and economic development for the County 
and the State of Maryland. 

 
The State of Maryland is pursuing a plan to make significant transportation improvements to the 
I-270 corridor in the coming years (OP Lanes).  Phase 1 North of the plan proposes improvements 
to I-270 from I-70 south to I-370 in Montgomery County.  In addition to improvements planned 
for the existing interchange at Rt. 80, two new interchanges are proposed for southern Frederick 
County.  Concentrating new development in areas where existing and planning infrastructure can 
support it is a fundamental principal of Smart Growth.  This draft Area Plan prevents locating 
future development on fully half of the property that would be served by these improvements. 
 
The draft Area Plan also proposes to create an overlay zoning classification that is intended to be 
applied to the entire Sugarloaf Planning Area.  This overlay zone, as proposed, will significantly 
and possibly permanently limit the economic potential of properties in the I-270 corridor that 
should be (and are currently planned to be) contributing in the future to the economic base of 
the State and County. 
 
The principals of Smart Growth encourage the concentration of development in areas where 
significant infrastructure is available, including transportation elements, and public water and 
sewer services.  The areas west of I-270 around the existing interchange at Rt 80 and the future 
interchange at Park Mills Road fit these criteria.  The draft Sugarloaf Area Plan does not follow 
Smart Growth principals that promote leveraging significant public and private investments in 
transportation corridors, water and sewer services, schools, libraries, parks and other community 
related elements as the most efficient, environmentally sensitive and cost-effective way to 
accommodate growth. 
 



Major public investment in infrastructure projects by the State of Maryland is targeted to the 
highest priorities and most pressing needs of the citizens of the State.  Priority Funding Area status 
and eligibility is a key consideration of such funding decisions.  With respect to this plan, has the 
County assessed the Priority Funding Area eligibility issues associated with limiting development 
in a corridor identified for significant State investment? 
 
What will be the impact on the County and State of the County’s proposed decision to prevent 
any future development along the west side of I-270, in the 10 mile stretch from Frederick City 
south to the Montgomery County line?  Will this result in pushing future development to other, 
less suitable locations and encourage sprawl? 

 
The draft plan, released in July, 2021 included the following language on page 43: 
 

“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. 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.” 
 

This and other supporting points that follow Smart Growth principals to concentrate future 
development in areas where infrastructure improvements are planned have been removed from 
the current draft of the Area Plan.  This appears to be completely inconsistent with the State of 
Maryland’s focus on applying Smart Growth principals to all new planning efforts. 

 
 
 
 



 
Sugarloaf Summary 

 
 
 
The Frederick County Planning Commission recently released its final draft of the Sugarloaf Treasured 
Landscape Management Plan (STLMP).   On Thursday, March 10, 2022, the plan was submitted to 
Maryland State Department of Planning for review and comment prior to the initiation of public hearings 
by the Planning Commission in late April or early May, 2022. 
 
The STLMP is being developed pursuant to the framework, process and goals embodied in the Livable 
Frederick Master Plan (LFMP) - a general plan of development adopted by the Frederick County Council 
in 2019 to guide future growth in Frederick County. 
 
The STLMP is a preservation focused Area Plan intended to protect the character and environment in the 
region surrounding Sugarloaf Mountain, an important regional landmark that is privately owned by the 
Stronghold Foundation. 
 
As the STLMP process unfolded it became highly politicized, with proponents of preservation pressuring 
the Planning Commission into expanding the area of the plan so that it now encompasses all the property 
west of I-270, from the Montgomery County line to the Monocacy River, and including approximately 
19,700 acres.  Importantly, it now includes all property surrounding the existing interchange at I-270 and 
Rt. 80, and the planned future interchange at I-270 and Park Mills Road. 
 
The current draft of the STLMP includes a proposed new overlay zone, named the Rural Heritage Overlay 
Zone, which will limit the future development of all property encumbered by the new zone.  The zone is 
focused on preservation.  Among its restrictions, for instance, is a provision that no new buildings can 
exceed a maximum footprint of 15,000 square feet.  The Planning Commission has proposed that this new 
zone encompass the entire 19,700 acres in the study area.  This will likely prevent future commercial and 
employment development along the entire west side of I-270, from the Montgomery County line to the 
southern boundary of the City of Frederick (10 miles), including at the existing and proposed future 
interchanges of I-270. 
 
There is a basic disconnect between the preservation efforts identified for the region around Sugarloaf 
Mountain and the goal of preserving opportunities in the I-270 corridor for future economic development.  
The Livable Frederick Master Plan identifies the I-270 Highway Corridor as a Primary Growth Sector for 
future growth and development.    However, the actions proposed by the Planning Commission could 
have the effect of preventing development along the entire west side of I-270 in the future, to the 
detriment of the economic interests of the County and State. 
 



From: bcpoteat@gmail.com
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC; Council Members
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan - Preservation and Heritage
Date: Friday, August 26, 2022 3:09:39 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

August 26, 2022
 
To:      County Council President M.C. Keegan-Ayer
CC:           County Councilmembers
From:        Blanca Poteat, Sugarloaf Mountain Road
 
Despite the current controversies, I urge you to support and approve the Sugarloaf Treasured
Landscape Management Plan.
-Support Planning Commission-recommended boundary at I270 from Montgomery County line to
Monocacy River.
-Extend Overlay Zoning District to entire Plan area.
-Amend text on page 54 and elsewhere to strengthen Plan’s preservation goals.
-Recognize importance of Plan area’s green infrastructure to County’s climate change responses.
-Protect the Plan area’s natural resources and community heritage.
 
The Sugarloaf Plan is a preservation plan, not a development plan.
 
Preservation
Among County Council’s roles and responsibilities is balancing individual rights and community
rights in the laws, land use regulations, policies and services the Council approves, enacts and funds.
 
Frederick County’s land use planning and zoning seek to balance the agriculture and preservation
interests of local residents, the development interests of resident and non-resident property owners,
and the future sustainability of the overall community.  Zoning protects the future from the present.
 
The Sugarloaf Plan focuses on preserving, not developing, a small (less than five percent) but
significant part of the area’s agriculture and conservation lands and rural communities.
 
Many residents, community groups and others support the Plan.  A petition supporting the Plan has
been signed by over 800 people so far.  Many others have called or written the County Council and
Planning Commission to voice their support.  These supporters cite the Plan’s protection of
agricultural and conservation lands, forests, waterways, history and rural landscapes.
 
In addition to built spaces, the Sugarloaf Plan recognizes the community’s need for open spaces and
wild places, looking beyond a property’s market and development value to its value in terms of
natural resources, environmental features, recreational options, history and heritage. 
 
Some who oppose the Sugarloaf Plan and its Overlay Zoning District fear restriction of individual
and property rights and reduction in property values and development potential.
This just in, regarding property values: “Just Sold!” A large post card with two photos, one of a
pleasant  white house and outbuildings nestled between a large lawn and a woodland backdrop, and
another more panoramic aerial photo of the home’s Sugarloaf Mountain setting.  $1,100,000.  And
this: “Home values are at record highs.  Many sellers are taking advantage of this market before it’s
too late to get the maximum value.  What are you waiting for?”
 
Some opposition comments give the impression that one of their rights is to determine how, and if,

mailto:bcpoteat@gmail.com
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they will adhere to the County’s zoning laws and regulations.
 
But one person’s “government overreach” is a neighbor’s and a community’s planning and zoning
protection against incompatible and value-reducing land uses.
Further, one person’s “opportunity” development investments ignore the Sugarloaf landscape’s
future well-being, and the County is not obligated to change the Sugarloaf Plan to accommodate that.
 
Some propose zoning changes that essentially allow any land uses without regard to present and
future impacts on neighbors, the region, and the area’s natural environment.
 
Some assert that they value the area’s rural environment and that their private management of their
properties provides sufficient protection.
While significant parcels are already protected and preserved by easements and public parkland
acquisitions, the Sugarloaf Plan, its Overlay and its expanded boundary strengthen and extend
preservation to the entire area into the future.  
 
Although Sugarloaf Mountain is the Plan’s namesake feature, the mountain region actually includes
a much larger area, from the Montgomery County line north to the Monocacy River and from I270
west to the Potomac River.
 
In fact, the broader Sugarloaf Mountain region, beyond Stronghold acreage and the Plan boundary,
extends to the farms, forests and watersheds toward the east across I270 and north to the
Adamstown, Buckeystown, Carrollton Manor and Burkittsville areas.  It also connects in the south
with Montgomery County’s agricultural reserve and Little Bennett Regional Park.
 
Heritage
The Sugarloaf area has a long heritage of preservation and stewardship.  Gordon Strong acquired the
properties that now constitute Sugarloaf Mountain because of their collective environmental
features, their open spaces and wild places, and their history and heritage, not their market value and
development potential.
 
He essentially un-subdivided the mountain by purchasing small woodlot holdings from local
residents and incorporating them within the Stronghold organization.  In the context of the late 1940s
and early 1950s, and before Frederick County established comprehensive land use zoning, he
established private land use restrictions for his properties, to preserve them, not to avoid the
County’s later planning and zoning.
Strong’s mission was to preserve the mountain and manage its landscape for the benefit of future
visitors and area residents.  The County’s Sugarloaf Plan is consistent with his early mission and
adds zoning protections that will sustain the mountain and its agricultural and conservation
neighborhood in the face of growing pressure from mountain visitors and regional developers.
 
Farming history and rural heritage are not mere nostalgia.  The lands around Sugarloaf have long
provided a living for those who cared for it well and will continue to support their descendants and
others who inherit and continue that stewardship.
 
In addition to past environmentalists like Gordon Strong, we in Frederick County stand on the
shoulders, not of giants, but of ordinary people like ourselves.  Their hard work and commitment,
their stewardship, created a worthy legacy that’s now in our, and your, hands.
 
You have heard comments from residents and others about their families’ and others’ longtime
heritage in the Sugarloaf area, in the vicinity of Route 80 and Park Mills Road.
 
Compared to some, my family are relative newcomers, having only lived in the Sugarloaf area of



Frederick County about seventy years.  My parents wanted to live near a tree-covered mountain
because of its water quality benefits.  I recall going with them to dinner with Gordon Strong at his
Stronghold mansion on Sugarloaf.  The talk was about farming and conservation.
 
I’ve included a few comments gleaned from conversations with long-time residents from the
southern and western parts of the Sugarloaf area, where I grew up and where my family continues to
live.
If these old-timers and long-timers were still with us, they would support your approval of the
Sugarloaf Plan.
 
Thank you.
Blanca Poteat
 
Excerpts from conversations with past Sugarloaf area residents:
 
Jack Davis (John Wallace Davis III)
Gordon Strong and his butler roomed at the Davis farm just off Davis, now Thurston, Road, his
grandmother said.  Strong told Jack’s father he would be back.
“I started milkin’ cows when I was six years old….All of us had to help, everyone had his chores,
they weren’t punishment for anything…There wasn’t any game to it, it was expected of you.  After
the work was done in the evening, in the summertime, we dammed up the creek and made a
swimming hole, right at this end of Daddy’s property below the mountain field the water had washed
a hole out and we put a dam across, made it deep.  We called it ‘Atlantic city.  Walter and Tom were
there, they were 14-15 years old, and a bunch of cousins from Washington, why they’d come up, and
we’d have a ball.  ‘Course we got full of chiggers and poison ivy, and we had to fight with snakes
once in a while, but we had a ball.”
 
Dora Fisher
Attended school at the Sugarloaf Comstock School (built by Gordon Strong for the African
American community) near Bell’s Chapel.  Rachel Proctor was the teacher.  Fisher’s entire family,
including seventeen brothers and sisters, were hired by Dr. MacGill Belt by the year to work on his
Rock Hall farm (now the Monocacy Natural Resources Area).
 
Dr. Norvall Belt (former owner of Rock Hall farm, house built by Roger Johnson around 1812)
In the 1870s there was a settlement of forty families near Furnace Ford.  In his grandfather’s (Dr.
Alfred Belt) time the family was offered Sugarloaf Mountain for $600 and two loads of tobacco. 
Norvall’s father, A.O. Belt, bicycled once to Washington with Colonel Gordon Strong.
 
Warden O. Rose, retired forester and naturalist
(from April 25, 1975 guest editorial, Little Bennett’s Creek, for The Frederick Post)
“…Sugar Loaf Mountain is comparable in size to Little Bennett’s Creek Regional Park.  Its present
status is an example of foresighted planning…by a truly great man to fulfill his promise to ‘leave it
like I found it.’”
 
Sources:
Excerpts from personal conversations and interviews
Folklife On A Maryland Farm, oral history of the Davis family, by Blanca Poteat

Copies at Frederick County Public Libraries and Heritage Frederick
The Frederick Post
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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Dolan, Mary

From: Rick Weldon <rweldon@frederickchamber.org>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 11:14 AM
To: Cherney, Ragen
Cc: Gardner, Jan; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: Public Comment for the the County Council

Dear Ragen, 

Would you please see that the Council members are provided with a copy of this email? 
______________________ 

Honorable Members of the County Council, 

I’m writing to you in my official capacity as the President/CEO  of the Frederick County Chamber of Commerce. I have 
been authorized to submit this comment on behalf of our entire organization by our volunteer leadership. 

I am asking you to reconsider the decision to extend the Planning Area Boundary/overlay to the western boundary of 
Interstate 270. While I understand the advocacy pressure brought to the Planning Commission by local activists, the 
seriously detrimental impact of this expansion jeopardizes the stated purpose of the LFMP. 

As an alternative, I would request that you return the boundary to that which was proposed in the County Executive’s 
July 2021 Sugarloaf Plan draft. Of particular concern is impact of the expanded boundary of hundreds of acres of 
potential employment‐related at or near the Route 80/270 interchange. 

Further,  instead of an onerous  implementation of new and challenging restrictions on  the Stronghold nonprofit  land 
trust, authorize the County Planning staff to develop guidance,  in direct consultation with Stronghold, to ensure that 
they are able to continue their long‐standing commitment to preservation following Gordon Strong’s original vision. 

I am aware that this request places you, as our legislative decision‐makers, in a position to deny requests from certain 
advocacy groups and individuals. 

I’d like to stress the original commitment of the Livable Frederick Master Plan approach. The new, broader and inclusive 
planning methodology emphasized balance between economic and social interests, as well as natural resource 
protection. 

By bringing the Planning Boundary back to Executive Gardner’s original proposal (7/21), and by spending a little extra 
time to understand how we can all ensure the necessary preservation for the area around Sugarloaf Mountain and 
Stronghold’s land trust economic viability, I believe we’ll be balancing those competing/complimenting interests in a 
more positive outcome. 

I hope you’ll give this input the serious consideration it deserves. I’m confident that if you do, we can all embrace this 
FIRST of many area plans as we enhance the quality of life in Frederick County, a goal I know that we all share! 

Respectfully, 
Rick Weldon 
President/CEO 
The Frederick County Chamber of Commerce
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Dolan, Mary

From: Cherney, Ragen
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:08 PM
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: Maintain the Eastern Boundary of the Sugarloaf Plan contiguous with the Western edge of I-270 

all the way to the Monocacy River

 
 

Ragen Cherney 
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director 
Frederick County Council 
Winchester Hall 
12 East Church Street 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 
301.600.1049 
 

 
 

From: Bill Steigelmann <bsteig@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:57 PM 
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov> 
Subject: Maintain the Eastern Boundary of the Sugarloaf Plan contiguous with the Western edge of I‐270 all the way to 
the Monocacy River 
 
[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Council Members!  
 
Here is an additional reason: Preserving the opportunity for there to be a rush-hour rapid-transit link between 
Frederick and the Shady Grove Metro Station -- instead of widening I-270 in Frederick County, which will only further 
interfere with traffic flow for several years during construction, and then will be seen overloaded again. The Western side 
of I-270 in our County is unpopulated and reasonably flat. It's now or never to acquire a 100+foot right-of-way (wide 
enough to allow an optimum, low-cost route to be built). As soon as new homes and/or large buildings appear in this open 
space, the opportunity for a non-roadway transit link will disappear. 
 
I urge us all to get behind an immediate effort to promote the construction of a rail or dedicated bus roadway 
rapid transit link between their homes and the places where many in Frederick County find employment, in Montgomery 
and PG Counties, DC, and in nearby VA -- all places served by the Metro. It is likely the same investor -- or other 
investors -- will provide the capital to construct such a link. Looking at the map, there is currently space just south of the 
Monocacy National Battlefield property, on both sides of I-270, for a Northern-most station and space to store rail vehicles 
or buses to be used during the morning South-bound rush. Keeping the space open for a transit right-of-way is the 
immediate urgently needed step. 
 
I have been a volunteer serving the County as a member of the Sustainability Commission since I retired in 2018, and 
also served on the CEMWG. I live on a farm and want to keep almost all of Frederick County rural and in harmony with 
nature. 
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William Steigelmann 
6113 Broad Run Road, Jefferson MD 



From: Robert Ladner
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: amendments to Sugarloaf plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:44:22 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Council members,
I oppose changing the boundary. Please kepp the I270 line. Do not allow high-density
development west of I270.

Thanks

Bob Ladner

mailto:phagebob4@gmail.com
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


August 30, 2022, comments to the County Council 

 

Nick Carrera, 2602 Thurston Road, Frederick 

 

 County Executive Jan Gardner has tried to preserve a portion of the county because of its 

unique, undeveloped character.  After a year's preparation, the March 2021 draft Sugarloaf Plan had a 

boundary along I-270.  Three days before the scheduled release, county planners discovered plans, 50 

years old, for a mass-transit station at the Urbana exit.  The County quickly suppressed that draft and 

prepared another one, released in July, with a Cutout near the Urbana exit.  This was explained as 

linked to mass-transit plans, but county planners were unable to explain to the Planning Commission  

in September why the Cutout extended so far south, just far enough to include 380 acres owned by Tom 

Natelli.   

 

 The Commissioners expressed concern at the abrupt and secret creation of the Cutout.  They 

also saw merit for including the area north of Fingerboard Road.  Fingerboard was an arbitrary 

boundary, ignoring the Monocacy River, the Monocacy Battlefield Park, and the long-standing respect 

for I-270 as boundary between low development to the west and high development to the east.  Perhaps 

coincidentally, the Fingerboard boundary would leave out of the Plan another 207 acres owned by Tom 

Natelli.  The Commission dropped the Cutout and extended the Plan beyond Fingerboard Road, to the 

Monocacy River.  These are the boundaries now in the July 2022 Plan. 

 

 Now we have Tom Natelli, Rick Weldon, and perhaps others calling for return to the July 2021 

boundaries, charging that the appointed Planning Commissioners were influenced by, in Weldon's 

words, “good old political advocacy by certain local elected officials.”  In light of continuing generous 

campaign contributions to elected county officials, one could ask instead about “good old political 

influence bought by generous campaign contributions.”  Campaign contributions have influenced 

county decisions on land use in the past.  Many had expected that, with a new government under Jan 

Gardner, such influence would cease.  I hope those expectations will be met.  One indication will be if 

the boundaries of the Sugarloaf Plan remain those in the July 2022 draft Plan. 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Steve Black <steveblack2313@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:27 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Do the right thing on the Sugarloaf boundary

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Council President,  
 
How rare it is the opportunity to do the right thing when there is pressure to do the wrong thing. Happens to kids all the 
time. They slowly learn (hopefully!) that giving in to near term temptation often causes the failure of long term goals. 
 
Your vote on the Sugarloaf plan, and keeping the boundary at 270, will be remembered for a very long time. But in the 
near term you should consider the relative value of appeasing a single developer versus the cost of enraging a significant 
portion of the Frederick County population. 
 
This should not be a hard decision for you. 
 
You know what's right. 
 
Steve Black 
Farmer 
Adamstown 



From: Will Moore
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Fwd: Please don’t allow more development in Urbana!!- support the 270 and 80 boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:58:39 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear Council Member McKeegan-Ayer,
>>>>
>>>> I am writing with the utmost urgency to DENY the development of land west of 270!
>>>>
>>>> When I hear T. Natelli very briefly during a community zoning meeting "explaining" the need for him to
weigh the importance of future economic development with the future environmental impacts, this is nothing more
than a blanket statement rather than a genuinely true explanation of his need to over-develop more land in this area. 
Let's be transparent here, this is about money and making more of it.  Period.  I would much more appreciate a real
answer to be able to truly understand where this decision is coming from.
>>>>
>>>> I understand I really don't need to re-state this because of how clearly obvious this is but our schools 
(elementary-high school) are immensely overcrowded.  With the Stone Barn community not even completed, what
is your solution to this problem?  Add a few more portables?  A new wing with a couple more classrooms?   Our
children's classrooms, and in turn, their education is being so negatively impacted by how large classroom sizes are,
by parking and transportation issues, and even simple things such as not having enough lockers to accommodate all
of our students.  Of course the list can go on and on about how our kids' education is being impacted by the
overabundance of people in one area with only so much space to accommodate, but I think, at least I hope, you
understand the point I’m trying to make jere.  How one could even consider building yet another community just
based on this reason alone is ludicrous.  I urge you to show that you actually care about your community.
>>>>
>>>> I'm also wondering what the point of zoning land agricultural is when in truth, it clearly means nothing if
deals are being struck with the county to allow for more development on this supposedly zoned land.  The
boundaries continue to move.  We live in a beautiful area that is rapidly declining in its natural beauty that most of
us are extremely grateful to be a part of.  But at some point, land has to be left alone.  Only greed would dictate that
not enough money has been made because there are still scraps of land yet left.  The agricultural and environmental
impacts speak volumes.  Bennett Creek is at major risk with this decision.  I'm not here for a wildlife, climate
change, or ag lecture but what may seem like a "small plot of land" to Natelli et al absolutely contributes to the
downfall of what makes this part of our world so great.
>>>>
>>>> I don't see who benefits except for Natelli and those making money off of him.  It is time for him to move on. 
We appreciate the community he has built but he's done enough here now.  While I also appreciate the opportunity
to have a "voice," (hopefully each and every one of these emails are being read and considered) it does nothing to
convince me that decisions truly have already been made.
>>>>
>>>> Either way though, if this decision is truly up for debate as claimed…
>>>> As strongly as I can, I encourage you to reconsider the new land development in the agriculturally zoned land
west of 270.  Please.
>>>>
>>>> Thank you so much,
>>>> William Moore
>>>> Dixon Road resident and council/county executive voter
>
> My vote in the upcoming election will be decided on this issue!
>>>>
>>>

mailto:willmoore240@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: katielawhon@gmail.com
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Cc: Fitzwater, Jessica
Subject: Don’t change the plan boundary…. Keep it at 270 Please!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:36:14 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

﻿
Dear Council Member﻿s McKeegan-Ayer & Fitzwater:

Please do not vote to change the boundary of the protected lands within the new Sugarloaf
plan. Keep it at 270. We need to preserve the special areas in Frederick County and keep them
from being developed into additional interchanges and commercialized sprawl.

I support the the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary. The single
most important thing is the boundary and the preservation goal.

I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the Thurston
Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the developer whose
properties are excluded. Instead of a preservation plan, the Sugarloaf Plan becomes
a development plan with a preservation footnote.

If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial
development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across the area
as adjacent property-owners sell out.

A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.

I will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to you.

Sincerely,

Katie Lawhon
242 Dill Avenue
Frederick Md 21701
240/409-0728

mailto:katielawhon@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Jean Rosolino
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Don"t ruin my neighborhood!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:55:55 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

If the Sugarloaf plan line changes, it would directly impact me and the rural area outside of Frederick that we moved
to 4 years ago specifically for its rustic charm.
If I’d wanted to live in an area that looked like Urbana or Ballenger Creek, I’d have moved to one of those areas. I
did not. I do not like that dense development look. It’s ugly.
I like the charm and beauty of open spaces and 6 acre minimum properties and you are potentially allowing this
pristine farmland and open-space area to look like those overpopulated areas.
Let developers build thrown-together ticky-tacky condos and houses somewhere else…but not in the pristine
Sugarloaf area.

Jean Rosolino
JeanRosolino@gmail.com

mailto:jeanrosolino@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: Please please hold the line on 270 and 80 boundary in Urbana
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:35:23 PM
Attachments: HOLD THE LINE-Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan.msg

Sugarloaf Preservation Plan .msg

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

-----Original Message-----
From: Will Moore <willmoore240@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:29 PM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Please please hold the line on 270 and 80 boundary in Urbana

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Council,

Please deny the developer the “special” carve out of his property to develop and add more traffic and houses to an
already overwhelmed community! The 270 and 80 line is a perfect  compromise to development and open land and
nature. We have urbana on one side with enough development and overcrowding already. Then just a short distance,
a small escape to agriculture and skinny roads. It’s imperative to slow the development, the environmental impact
and traffic and schools need a long pause!  Please keep the plan and do not approve this request to move the
recommended boundary. Thank you!

Will Moore
240-338-9092

2353 Dixon Road
21704

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KMitchell2@FrederickCountyMD.gov

HOLD THE LINE-Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan

		From

		Elizabeth Bauer

		To

		Council Members

		Cc

		Gardner, Jan

		Recipients

		CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov; JGardner@FrederickCountyMD.gov



[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 





Dear County Council Members,








I strongly support the current draft of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan with the proposed rural heritage overlay zoning district.  Specifically, the draft plan presented to the County Council by the Frederick County Planning Commission in July 2022. However, I would ask that the language on page 54 be deleted as it appears to suggest there is an opportunity for developers to push for Plan Amendments.



 



I have submitted testimony previously regarding the need to protect and preserve this region because of the many precious natural resources in the area to include forests, rivers, creeks and streams.  I fear any development in this area would open the door to potential contamination in the waterways which eventually flow into the Chesapeake Bay causing damage to the aquatic life and economy of the fishing industry on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and beyond. 



 



Additionally, I am concerned about the historical significance of the area, in particular the Hope Hill community and the Monocacy National Battlefield Park. 



 



After the County Council’s workshop on August 22, 2022, it appeared that there would be a possible amendment offered for consideration by the County Council to move the proposed boundary in the current plan, away from the I-270 corridor and revert the boundary line back to the one proposed in July 2021 Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan.  The proposed boundary in the July 2021 plan included a cut-out on Thurston Road and Route 80/Park Mills Road which would allow for possible development west of I-270,



 



I very strongly oppose any change to the boundary currently identified in the plan presented to the County Council for your consideration.  Historically, I-270 has been the boundary line between Urbana and the Sugarloaf region.  Any movement in the boundary will open the door to potential future development west of I-270 which would cause irreversible damage to the footprint of the region. We must hold the line at I-270 and preserve the land in the Sugarloaf area.



 



I ask that you vote against any amendment(s) offered which would move the boundary away from I-270. Please HOLD THE LINE!



 



I wish to thank the Council for their support of the Plan and thank you for all the time and consideration you have given working through this contentious process.



 



Sincerely,



 



J. Elizabeth Bauer, SHRM-SCP



8097 Geaslin Drive



Middletown, MD 21769



 



cc: County Executive






Sugarloaf Preservation Plan 

		From

		Kristen Morrison

		To

		Council Members

		Recipients

		CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov



[EXTERNAL EMAIL]





Dear Council Members,



My name is Kristen Morrison and I live at 1820 Mt Ephraim Road in Adamstown, MD.



I support the current Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan and am against any amendment on the west side of the I-270 boundary. If the existing boundary is moved in the plan then that would allow additional commercial and industrial development. This would be detrimental to the existing farms, forests and green spaces. The quality of life would deteriorate around Sugarloaf Mt.



Preservation should be the goal of this plan, not dense, commercial and possibly industrial development and suburban sprawl.



I urge the council members to vote against any amendments that would weaken the preservation boundaries in the current plan. I always vote and will support candidates that preserve this natural area. It is a National Treasure.



Thank you,



Kristen Morrison





From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: Preserve Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:59:48 PM

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

-----Original Message-----
From: Beverly Thoms <thoms.bev@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:52 PM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Preserve Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

        Please support the I270 boundary in the current draft plan. Our society needs open spaces for agriculture and
environmental services such as cleansing of air, clean water, and carbon sequestration and for recreation and
spiritual connection to the natural world.  Allowing the boundary to creep west will encourage development creep
and destroy the integrity of this beautiful area.

Bev Thoms
Dickerson, MD.

Sent from my iPad

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KMitchell2@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf Concerns
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:55:46 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: Amanda Lombardo <amanda_lombardo@bullis.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:46 PM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Sugarloaf Concerns
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear Councilmembers,
I am writing to express my sincerest hope that you will resist and reject any proposed amendments
and building plans presented separately by both Tom Natelli and the Stronghold Foundation to
develop Sugarloaf Mountain and make it anything less than a protected environmental asset that
remains open and free to the public. In an era beset by climate catastrophe, often instigated by
human commercial endeavors, it would be tragic and irresponsible to do anything less than protect
Sugarloaf Mountain as the unique, valued, and pristine natural resource it is today. Thank you for
your attention to this important matter and Maryland treasure.
Best regards,
Amanda Lombardo
--
Amanda C. M. Lombardo
Chair, Upper School English
The Bullis School
10601 Falls Road
Potomac, MD 20854
(301) 983-5701 ext. 810

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KMitchell2@FrederickCountyMD.gov






From: Will Moore
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Fwd: Please don’t allow more development in Urbana!!- support the 270 and 80 boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:58:39 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear Council Member McKeegan-Ayer,
>>>>
>>>> I am writing with the utmost urgency to DENY the development of land west of 270!
>>>>
>>>> When I hear T. Natelli very briefly during a community zoning meeting "explaining" the need for him to
weigh the importance of future economic development with the future environmental impacts, this is nothing more
than a blanket statement rather than a genuinely true explanation of his need to over-develop more land in this area. 
Let's be transparent here, this is about money and making more of it.  Period.  I would much more appreciate a real
answer to be able to truly understand where this decision is coming from.
>>>>
>>>> I understand I really don't need to re-state this because of how clearly obvious this is but our schools 
(elementary-high school) are immensely overcrowded.  With the Stone Barn community not even completed, what
is your solution to this problem?  Add a few more portables?  A new wing with a couple more classrooms?   Our
children's classrooms, and in turn, their education is being so negatively impacted by how large classroom sizes are,
by parking and transportation issues, and even simple things such as not having enough lockers to accommodate all
of our students.  Of course the list can go on and on about how our kids' education is being impacted by the
overabundance of people in one area with only so much space to accommodate, but I think, at least I hope, you
understand the point I’m trying to make jere.  How one could even consider building yet another community just
based on this reason alone is ludicrous.  I urge you to show that you actually care about your community.
>>>>
>>>> I'm also wondering what the point of zoning land agricultural is when in truth, it clearly means nothing if
deals are being struck with the county to allow for more development on this supposedly zoned land.  The
boundaries continue to move.  We live in a beautiful area that is rapidly declining in its natural beauty that most of
us are extremely grateful to be a part of.  But at some point, land has to be left alone.  Only greed would dictate that
not enough money has been made because there are still scraps of land yet left.  The agricultural and environmental
impacts speak volumes.  Bennett Creek is at major risk with this decision.  I'm not here for a wildlife, climate
change, or ag lecture but what may seem like a "small plot of land" to Natelli et al absolutely contributes to the
downfall of what makes this part of our world so great.
>>>>
>>>> I don't see who benefits except for Natelli and those making money off of him.  It is time for him to move on. 
We appreciate the community he has built but he's done enough here now.  While I also appreciate the opportunity
to have a "voice," (hopefully each and every one of these emails are being read and considered) it does nothing to
convince me that decisions truly have already been made.
>>>>
>>>> Either way though, if this decision is truly up for debate as claimed…
>>>> As strongly as I can, I encourage you to reconsider the new land development in the agriculturally zoned land
west of 270.  Please.
>>>>
>>>> Thank you so much,
>>>> William Moore
>>>> Dixon Road resident and council/county executive voter
>
> My vote in the upcoming election will be decided on this issue!
>>>>
>>>

mailto:willmoore240@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Elizabeth Bauer
To: Council Members
Cc: Gardner, Jan
Subject: HOLD THE LINE-Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:12:12 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear County Council Members,

I strongly support the current draft of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan with the
proposed rural heritage overlay zoning district.  Specifically, the draft plan presented to the County
Council by the Frederick County Planning Commission in July 2022. However, I would ask that the
language on page 54 be deleted as it appears to suggest there is an opportunity for developers to push
for Plan Amendments.
 
I have submitted testimony previously regarding the need to protect and preserve this region because of
the many precious natural resources in the area to include forests, rivers, creeks and streams.  I fear any
development in this area would open the door to potential contamination in the waterways which
eventually flow into the Chesapeake Bay causing damage to the aquatic life and economy of the fishing
industry on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and beyond. 
 
Additionally, I am concerned about the historical significance of the area, in particular the Hope Hill
community and the Monocacy National Battlefield Park. 
 
After the County Council’s workshop on August 22, 2022, it appeared that there would be a possible
amendment offered for consideration by the County Council to move the proposed boundary in the
current plan, away from the I-270 corridor and revert the boundary line back to the one proposed in July
2021 Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan.  The proposed boundary in the July 2021 plan
included a cut-out on Thurston Road and Route 80/Park Mills Road which would allow for possible
development west of I-270,
 
I very strongly oppose any change to the boundary currently identified in the plan presented to the
County Council for your consideration.  Historically, I-270 has been the boundary line between Urbana
and the Sugarloaf region.  Any movement in the boundary will open the door to potential future
development west of I-270 which would cause irreversible damage to the footprint of the region. We must
hold the line at I-270 and preserve the land in the Sugarloaf area.
 
I ask that you vote against any amendment(s) offered which would move the boundary away from I-270.
Please HOLD THE LINE!
 
I wish to thank the Council for their support of the Plan and thank you for all the time and consideration
you have given working through this contentious process.
 
Sincerely,
 
J. Elizabeth Bauer, SHRM-SCP
8097 Geaslin Drive
Middletown, MD 21769
 
cc: County Executive

mailto:ebenvision@gmail.com
mailto:CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:JGardner@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Sasha Carrera
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC; Johnny Carrera
Subject: Honest Council Members Serve Constituents Not Greedy Outside Developers
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:33:09 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear M.C. Keegan-Ayer,

I urge you to vote in favor of preserving the I-270 Boundary for the Treasured Sugarloaf Area
Plan.

My family has lived on Thurston Road since 1950. My entire life, I have understood that "our
side" of 270 was agricultural -- that the natural aesthetic of the area, its farm lands, fresh water
and important Maryland history were all protected from suburban sprawl because our county
government valued the land, its ecological importance, its history and beauty as much as we
do.

Allowing developers to encroach on that boundary opens the entire area to future
development. It undermines the entire purpose of the Sugarloaf Plan. And perhaps worst of all,
it shows that government, OUR Frederick County Government, can be bought by out-of-
county developers who use money and influence, secret meetings, fake "citizen groups" and
bribery to manipulate laws that will affect the lives and futures of those of us who live there
while further lining their pockets.

You have a choice -- you can represent the people who vote (and will vote) for you, or you can
pander to the greed of an out-of-county special interest whose only allegiance is his own
pocketbook.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Alexandra Carrera
2602 Thurston Road, 21704

Be gentle, breathe deep, drink a glass of water.

Thespian Season 3 needs your help!
Tax deductible donations:
https://fundraising.fracturedatlas.org/thespian

Check out seasons 1 & 2
https://www.youtube.com/c/ThespianSeries

imdb.me/sashacarrera

mailto:sasha.carrera@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:johnnyquercus@me.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://fundraising.fracturedatlas.org/thespian__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!HU-QTFtMUhKvSBnlaxRHQdvMm9FUfOKImthUiWSTU-k_YePexoMJ2dT_KiH4FFfFpjg8vccMv5JKhD-sWO5y2e5XU51mHCNOBOufJjM$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.youtube.com/c/ThespianSeries__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!HU-QTFtMUhKvSBnlaxRHQdvMm9FUfOKImthUiWSTU-k_YePexoMJ2dT_KiH4FFfFpjg8vccMv5JKhD-sWO5y2e5XU51mHCNOWjFTldg$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://imdb.me/sashacarrera__;!!I2-OFBIJoQBJqqeup9g!HU-QTFtMUhKvSBnlaxRHQdvMm9FUfOKImthUiWSTU-k_YePexoMJ2dT_KiH4FFfFpjg8vccMv5JKhD-sWO5y2e5XU51mHCNOH4MntPg$


From: smordensky@aol.com
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I strongly support the I-270 boundary between development on the east side and preserve & protect rural

settings on the west side.
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:31:36 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Good morning,

Please support this I-270 boundary between development only on the east side of i-
270 and preserving & protecting this rural & natural treasure known as the Sugarloaf
Treasured Landscape plan on the west side of I-270.

Sincerely,

Stan Sr.

Stan Mordensky, Sr. 
11401 Meadowlark DR. 
Ijamsville, MD 21754
Cell Phone: 301-639-8584 (Best choice)

mailto:smordensky@aol.com
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: msimpson2005 bennettscreekfarm.com
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I support the I-270 boundary as is
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 3:18:15 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Hello Ms. Keegan-Ayers,

I am hearing that an amendment may be put forth tonight at the Planning Commission
meeting to place the boundary of the development area west of the I-270 corridor. This in
effect will allow one developer to bring businesses into this area, thereby ruining the nature of
this area for all.

Once businesses are allowed to set up west of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across the
area as adjacent property-owners sell out. This will snow-ball into turning this area into
basically another Urbana, with no room for nature or agriculture.

Please do not vote for this amendment to change the boundary of I-270. We need to preserve
the Sugarloaf Mountain area for future generations to enjoy.

Thank you, Margy Simpson
301-520-7113
2149 Thurston Road
Frederick MD 21704

mailto:msimpson2005@bennettscreekfarm.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Susan Trainor
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I Vote for Candidates who Support the I-270 Boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:23:17 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Ms. Keegan-Ayer,

I’m writing today to ask for your vote for the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management 
Plan with the I-270 boundary.

This is the boundary that the Planning Commission recommended to you. It concerns me that 
Council Members are responding to pressure to exclude the developer's west side properties 
from the Plan. Why? The interchanges? There are no interchanges on the drawing board for 
decades. Commuting patterns are changing. It’s a 20th century argument. What’s the real deal?

It matters to me. I live on Rt. 80 across from Mr. Natelli’s land. If dense development is 
approved across the road, the lifestyle we and our neighbors chose is ruined. Our property 
values will go down, because our rural land will be across from a dense housing development 
or a commercial center or - gulp - an enormous, bright, loud data center complex.

A vote to change the boundary is a vote to force us to sell and move, because a dense 
development is not where we invested and not where we choose to live. This is the start of the 
suburban sprawl - rural folks adjacent to density will sell out.

Those opposing the I-270 boundary are almost all in the industry: developers, builders, real 
estate folks and the associations who represent them. I belong to an organization of concerned 
citizens who have no staff, who have no public affairs strategists or media connections, and 
who didn’t even have a functioning website until a week ago. Still, concerned residents 
outnumber the opponents at meetings and we have hundreds of Frederick County residents on 
our mailing list and as signers on our petition supporting the I-270 boundary (333 Frederick 
County signers as of last night).

The Sugarloaf Plan is designed to be a preservation plan. If the boundary is moved from I-270 
to exclude developer-owned properties from the Overlay’s environmental protection 
regulations, it becomes a development plan with a preservation footnote - a superficial green 
feather in a politician’s cap - and good-will industry money will continue to flow. Win-win for 
you all. Not so much for us.

I’m not in your district, but I know that you back your Democratic Party colleagues. Please 
know that my mid-term election votes go to candidates who support the Sugarloaf Treasured 
Landscape Management Plan with the I-270 boundary.
Respectfully,
Sue Trainor
8089 Fingerboard Road

mailto:sue.trainor.music@gmail.com
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From: John Lyons
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:16:04 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Good afternoon. I want to let you know where I and many more residents of this part of Frederick
County stand in terms of the proposed changes or amendments to the previously protected I-270
Sugarloaf Preservation Plan. I live in the area in question. My wife and I travel this section of route 80
daily to get to the 270 interchange. Ask anyone that lives along or travels on this section of route 80,
if more development should be approved and you will most assuredly get a resounding NO! This
road is already extremely busy with local and commercial traffic on a daily basis. No way should
anything be considered to further aggravate this situation. The only reason it’s bearable now is
because this area has been protected from further development. These plan changes/ amendments
that are being suggested, are not being suggested by anyone that lives in or along this stretch of the
county. I understand that this movement is being championed by some folks that bought up large
parcels of farm lands. They did so either without researching the already existing preservation plan
in place, or assuming that with their deep pockets and their influence could get them the changes
they desire. These people don’t live here, they don’t care what it will do to the traffic situation or
how it will change the landscape of this protected area. I-270 is and has been the boundary for
development such as what is being planned or proposed for years. I’m quite sure the Natelli people,
and all the other deep pocket folks that want this change, did their due diligence and discovered that
these farm parcels they bought or inherited, were located in restricted areas. Is it really in the
county’s best interest let alone the folks like myself that live out here, to help them make more
money by altering what’s already been established as common sense planning and zoning? Please,
don’t be a rubber stamp for these folks. Listed to your supporters, the people that live here in
Frederick County. Protect our beautiful landscape.
Respectfully,
John Lyons
3500 Hopeland Rd.
Frederick, MD 21704

John P Lyons
Certified Residential Appraiser
30031211 MD CR1028 WV
Lyons Appraisal Services, LLC
3500 Hopeland Rd
Frederick, MD 21704
301-874-5556

mailto:john@lyonsapprsvc.com
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From: Di Krop
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:43:59 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

We moved to Roderick Road in Urbana, 37 years ago with our 2 sons and daughter. 
We moved here from the very crowded Montgomery County seeking a more rural 
location to raise our family. Our children were able to play outside with their friends; 
enjoy nature and appreciate wildlife. We support the Plan’s I-270 boundary from 
Montgomery County to the Monocacy and its preservation goals for the Sugarloaf 
area.

Sugarloaf is so close to us and our grandchildren enjoy going there to explore. We left 
Montgomery County because of all the growth and loss of farmland. Now, it seems 
Frederick is doing exactly what Montgomery County did. If there is a postage stamp 
piece of property, a developer wants to build on it.

When is enough, enough?

Our grandchildren and great grandchildren will not get to experience nature and 
watching wildlife like their parents did. We support the Planning Commission’s 
recommended I-270 boundary. The single most important thing is the boundary and 
the preservation goal. We believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and 
including the Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit 
the developer whose properties are excluded. This is in our neighborhood. Instead 
of a preservation plan, the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a 
preservation footnote. If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and 
possibly industrial development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep 
across the area as adjacent property owners sell out. We have already seen this on 
our road. A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.

This seems to just be an opportunity for developers to circumvent the views of the 
public who live here and their understanding of what is planned.

Does our opinion matter at all or is it just a pretense? Just like the changing of the 
rules about our views being heard if we left a message. Now the only views to be 
heard vs. transcribed for the record had to be called in after 5:30 PM. You may not 
live in this area, but we do and we care. We may not be able to vote on this plan, 
but we do get to vote on who gets into office. Please listen to us. We are paying 
attention to your vote on this Plan.

God's Blessings, 
Di 

Diana Krop
Admin Asst to the Pastor
First Baptist Church of Green Valley

Isaiah 40:31

mailto:jdkrop@aol.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Sharon Crane
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:24:27 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

We live at the base of Sugarloaf Mountain on Sugarloaf Mountain Road, and we
are strongly against plans to develop west of I-270.
We support the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary. The
single most important thing is the boundary and the preservation goal.
We believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the
Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the
developer whose properties are excluded. Instead of a preservation plan, the
Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a preservation footnote.
If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial
development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across the
area as adjacent property-owners sell out.
A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.
We will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to us.
Sharon E. Crane, Ph.D., Esq.

mailto:scrane@rothwellfigg.com
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Maureen Heavner
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I Vote For Candidates Who Vote For the I-270 Boundary!!!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:26:08 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Ms. Keegan-Ayer, 

I moved to the Sugarloaf area in December 1996 because it is rural and beautiful. If I
wanted to live amongst commercial properties, industrial properties and huge housing
developments, I would have invested in property elsewhere. I know how valuable this
region is, especially the Urbana area which is being over-developed and is losing all
the attractive things that Frederick County once offered. It is quickly becoming
another Germantown with over population, both residential developments and
businesses. With this increase come some high prices like, traffic and crime, both of
which I have experienced. I now have a security system installed to help keep my
property safe.

In the last 13+/- years we in the Sugarloaf Conservancy area have had to fight the
power company and a high-powered gun range with Old Line Arsenal. All in efforts to
keep the landscape, wild life and agricultural undisturbed. It has been exhausting
wondering who is trying to backdoor some zoning change to suit their personal
agenda or political career. We have had to deal with County Council members trying
to be "good ole boys" and try to fast track changes for their friends and for large
developers. I live a modest life with a modest income, and have contributed money I
couldn’t afford to give in hopes of maintaining the tranquil beauty of my community.

During the Covid shutdown thousands of people from around the county and beyond
made daily trips to Sugarloaf Mountain to partake in its beauty. Some days you
couldn't even get within a mile of the entrance. Clearly, these area's need to stay
intact for the recreational enjoyment of our County. Green space is getting harder and
harder to find in Frederick without having to travel 40 minutes away. I'm sure you
wouldn't want this happening in your back yard. Especially when you've invested in
26 years in the peace and tranquility of your home.

I support the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary. I also believe
that July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including Thurston Road cut-out) is
HIGHLY suspect and will substantially benefit the developers whose properties are
excluded. I live on Burnt Hickory Circle, which is off of Thurston Road and I have
watched the Natelli family, along with the Planning Commission destroy the beautiful
countryside I invested in. I drive up Route 80 and across Park Mills Road to avoid the
nightmare development that was once know as Urbana without any streetlights. I
realize change is inevitable, but we need to be responsible with the long-term
planning.

I am looking for leadership that hears from all the people, not just the developers who
will line their pockets. Please listen to the community. I doubt you will ever hear

mailto:moheavner@comcast.net
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


people say, “Oh yes, please over-develop my town, kill the wildlife and take away all
the beautiful natural resources”. Please do the right thing.

Best regards,
Maureen Heavner
8603 Burnt Hickory Circle
Frederick, MD 21704

301-788-8341



From: Kristen Morrison
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:48:06 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear Council Member MCKeegan-Ayer,

My name is Kristen Morrison and I live at 1820 Mt Ephraim Road in Adamstown, MD.
I support the current Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan and am against any amendment on the west
side of  the I-270 boundary. If the existing boundary is moved in the plan then that would allow additional
commercial and industrial development. This would be detrimental to the existing farms, forests and green spaces.
The quality of life would deteriorate around Sugarloaf Mt.

Preservation should be the goal of this plan, not dense, commercial and possibly industrial development and
suburban sprawl.

I urge the council members to vote against any amendments that would
weaken the preservation boundaries in the current plan. I plan to vote and will support candidates that preserve this
natural area. It is a National Treasure.

Thank you,

Kristen Morrison

mailto:klmkmor@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: kelsey roos
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary.
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:58:51 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Ms. McKeegan-Ayer,

As a resident of Frederick County for 32 years, I've come to love and appreciate the
many aspects of our county. To this end, I support the Planning Commission’s
recommended I-270 boundary, and will vote for candidates who support the I-270
boundary. I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the
Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the developer
whose properties are excluded. If the boundary is moved to allow dense,
commercial and possibly industrial development on the west side of I-270,
suburban sprawl will creep across the area as adjacent property-owners sell out,
and we will simply become another Montgomery County. I vote for candidates who
vote for the I-270 boundary, and who listen to and respond to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Kelsey J. Roos
8608 Burnt Hickory Circle
Frederick, MD, 21704

mailto:kelseyjroos@hotmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Sue Fortin
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I vote for I270 as Sugarloaf Boundary...
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:02:20 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

and I vote for candidates who support the plan.

I strongly support the boundaries of the Treasured Sugarloaf plan as submitted to you by the
Planning Commission. The planning staff has done an exemplary job of creating a plan that is
focused on the objectives of Livable Frederick. The vitality of Frederick’s livability is
dependent on both slow, reasonable developmental growth in areas that have already been
touched by development AND by maintaining the pristine rural and environmental
characteristics of the Sugarloaf area. Historically defined, I270 is the defining line that
separates these two types of areas. For 30 years I lived east of I270 with a view of the
mountain until slowly traffic increased on 355 as Urbana developed at our home was no
longer the peaceful retreat it was when we bought it. So we moved to “the other side”. I have
been grateful to the mountain and the memories me and my family made on it. I’ve attended
weddings of friends and family at the mansion. And I especially cherished the Sunday
morning hikes with my daughter throughout her high school years. Stronghold has done
wonderful work in creating the vision of Gordon Strong. I hope this will continue and that the
one liability concern voiced by Stronghold can be resolved. But if not, I would rather see the
plan enacted with the boundaries intact and the protections in place and the mountain closed.
Any changes to the boundary from the plan submitted would compromise the plan itself,
especially since there is ample room for development to the east of I270 and in other areas of
the county already identified for future development.

mailto:ccsfortin@gmail.com
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Karen Lynch
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I voted for you recently - and I vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:07:50 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Ms. Keegan - Ayer -

I have been emailing and calling to show my support for the Sugarloaf Alliance plan, keeping
the Planning Commission's recommended I-270 boundary since September of 2021. This is
critical to the future of preservation and conservation around Sugarloaf mountain.

The July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rte. 80 and including the Thurston Road cut-out) is highly
suspect and will substantially benefit the developer whose properties are excluded. Instead of a
preservation plan, the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a preservation
footnote.

I understand there are issues with Stronghold and keeping the mountain open to visitors.
Please work with them as well as keeping the I-270 boundary.

We have to consider the future of climate change. When will you draw the line? When is
enough enough? There are issues of water, wildlife, sustainability of life as we know it down
the line. Why not hold the line at I-270 now and make a stand?

Best Regards,

Karen Lynch
103 Catoctin Avenue
Frederick, MD 21701
kromer.lynch@gmail.com

mailto:kromer.lynch@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Suzanne Feldman
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I-270 Boundary - Treasured Landscape
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:06:12 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Ms. Keegan-Ayer;

* I am writing because I support the the Planning Commission’s
recommended I-270 boundary. The single most important thing is the
boundary and the preservation goal.

* I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the
Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the
developer whose properties are excluded. Instead of a preservation plan,
the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a preservation
footnote.

* If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial
development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across
the area as adjacent property-owners sell out.

* A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.

* I will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to me.

Thank you for your attention to this.

Yours,
Suzanne Feldman

Suzanne Feldman

See my fabulous author website at:
http://suzannefeldman.net/

mailto:feldsipe@verizon.net
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From: Suzanne Feldman
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I-270 Boundary - Treasured Landscape
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:06:12 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Ms. Keegan-Ayer;

* I am writing because I support the the Planning Commission’s
recommended I-270 boundary. The single most important thing is the
boundary and the preservation goal.

* I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the
Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the
developer whose properties are excluded. Instead of a preservation plan,
the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a preservation
footnote.

* If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial
development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across
the area as adjacent property-owners sell out.

* A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.

* I will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to me.

Thank you for your attention to this.

Yours,
Suzanne Feldman

Suzanne Feldman

See my fabulous author website at:
http://suzannefeldman.net/
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: In Favor of the I-270 Boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:04:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: James Gunsallus <gunsaljm@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:03 PM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: 'Pandora Gunsallus' <gunsalpp@comcast.net>
Subject: In Favor of the I-270 Boundary

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear County Council Members,
My name is Pandora Gunsallus. I own 25 acres at 3350 Park Mills

Road, directly behind Johanna Springston, my sister, at 8101
Fingerboard Road.

Having any kind of development at Rt. 80 and Park Mills Road is a
mistake. It’s a mistake to introduce any kind of development right next
to, or within what I believe should remain the preservation area of
Sugarloaf Mountain. A move to vote the boundary back to Rt. 80 and
along the “cut-out” at Thurston Road cancels out or ruins the
preservation plan and turns it into a lucrative development plan for any
developer that comes down the pike from places like Montgomery
County, who want to line their pockets, while leaving Frederick County
in the wake of their ruins. Development on the East side of I-270 can be
a positive avenue for Frederick County to continue to explore.

If the boundary is changed from I-270, this domino will be the first
plank to fall in the crumbling of the Sugarloaf Preservation Plan and it
will be on your heads, which you can’t keep hiding in the sand.
Sugarloaf Alliance and many area residents have been making our case
for a couple years now and it’s disheartening and disturbing to still not
know the preservation position of some of the County Council members.

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KGBrandt@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:KMitchell2@FrederickCountyMD.gov






I’m not sure how members could hold certain positions and be seeking
offices and fail to reveal to the public, their voters, whether or not you
are voting for the preservation of Sugarloaf. If you are failing to respond
to FNP and residents, that makes you a poor choice for a public
servant. If thoughtful and balanced County Land Planning is not in your
purview and you find yourself being swayed by organizations with the
most wealth or possible influence, that also makes you a poor choice for
a public servant in Frederick County.

If the boundary becomes drawn at Rt. 80 along with the Thurston
Road “cut-out”, and they are taken out of the Overlay, then I no longer
want to be included in the Overlay.
Thank you,
Pandora Gunsallus
241 Cynthia Drive
Canonsburg, PA 15317



From: K.L.Kyde
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Maintain the July 2021 boundaries for Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:56:18 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Hi,
I just got a permit to build a net-zero house in Frederick County. Right now, I live in Dickerson, so Sugarloaf is in
my backyard. Living in either location, I strongly support the Planning Commission’s recommendation to use I-270
as the boundary for the implementation of the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape plan.  Please have the courage to
maintain that boundary against any Plan amendment to the contrary. Any transportation-related infrastructure can be
built east of the highway, when and IF it is necessary. The protection afforded by the Plan’s original version is good
public policy. I urge you to support it.

Thank you,
K.L. Kyde
Dickerson (soon Myersville)

mailto:terraclara@comcast.net
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Brandt, Kimberly G.
Cc: Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: FW: New petition to you: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Petition-Opposed to down-zoning and

overlay
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:28:02 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: Margaret Koogle via Change.org <change@t.change.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:26 PM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: New petition to you: Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Petition-Opposed to
down-zoning and overlay
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Frederick County Council: you’ve been
listed as a decision maker
Margaret Koogle started a petition on Change.org and listed you as
a decision maker. Learn more about Margaret Koogle’s petition and
how you can respond:
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Margaret Koogle is petitioning Frederick County Council (Frederick County
Council Members)

Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management
Petition-Opposed to down-zoning and overlay

As a Frederick County, MD resident, I’m signing this petition
to ask the governing Frederick County Council
members(who’ll be voting on the proposed July 2022
"Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan") to fairly
reform the plant to protect property rights before...

View the petition

W H A T  Y O U  C A N  D O

1. View the petition: Learn about the petition and its supporters.
You will receive updates as new supporters sign the petition so you
can see who is signing and why.

2. Respond to the petition: Post a response to let the petition
supporters know you’re listening, say whether you agree with their
call to action, or ask them for more information.

3. Continue the dialogue: Read the comments posted by petition
supporters and continue the dialogue so that others can see
you&apos;re an engaged leader who is willing to participate in open
discussion.
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From: Ktbundt
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Cc: Fitzwater, Jessica
Subject: Please Preserve the 270 boundary for the Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:57:33 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

﻿
Dear Council Member﻿s Keegan-Ayer & Fitzwater:

Please keep the boundary of the Sugarloaf plan at I-270. I ask that you stop for a moment and
think about what makes Frederick County better than Montgomery County. The answer is
open space and farms. More warehouses and commercialized sprawl is not more desirable
than protected landscapes. New development also requires the County to provide more schools
and other infrastructure than open space.

I support the the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary. Changing
that boundary to appease one politically connected developer who wants his
properties excluded, does not show leadership. Acting in a way that preserves our
natural resources does.

I urge you to put the future quality of life of all Frederick County residents, not just
the minority who seek commercial and residential development to make quick
money.

A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote to gut the plan. Please preserve the I-
270 boundary.

Sincerely,

Gloria LaDoucear
242 Dill Avenue
Frederick Md 21701
240/409-6542
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From: Kyla Moore
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Please support our children and environment!!
Date: Monday, August 29, 2022 8:05:02 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

> To Council Member Keegan-Ayer:
>
> I am writing with the utmost urgency to DENY the development of land west of 270!
>
> When I hear T. Natelli very briefly during a community zoning meeting "explaining" the need for him to weigh
the importance of future economic development with the future environmental impacts, this is nothing more than a
blanket statement rather than a genuinely true explanation of his need to over-develop more land in this area.  Let's
be transparent here, this is about money and making more of it.  Period.  I would much more appreciate a real
answer to be able to truly understand where this decision is coming from.
>
> I understand I really don't need to re-state this because of how clearly obvious this is but our schools  (elementary-
high school) are immensely overcrowded.  With the Stone Barn community not even completed, what is your
solution to this problem?  Add a few more portables?  A new wing with a couple more classrooms?   Our children's
classrooms, and in turn, their education is being so negatively impacted by how large classroom sizes are, by
parking and transportation issues, and even simple things such as not having enough lockers to accommodate all of
our students.  Of course the list can go on and on about how our kids' education is being impacted by the
overabundance of people in one area with only so much space to accommodate, but I think, at least I hope, you
understand the point I’m trying to make here.  How one could even consider building yet another community just
based on this reason alone is ludicrous.  I urge you to show that you actually care about your community.
>
> I'm also wondering what the point of zoning land agricultural is when in truth, it clearly means nothing if deals are
being struck with the county to allow for more development on this supposedly zoned land.  The boundaries
continue to move.  We live in a beautiful area that is rapidly declining in its natural beauty that most of us are
extremely grateful to be a part of.  But at some point, land has to be left alone.  Only greed would dictate that not
enough money has been made because there are still scraps of land yet left.  The agricultural and environmental
impacts speak volumes.  Bennett Creek is at major risk with this decision.  I'm not here for a wildlife, climate
change, or ag lecture but what may seem like a "small plot of land" to Natelli et al absolutely contributes to the
downfall of what makes this part of our world so great.
>
> I don't see who benefits except for Natelli and those making money off of him.  It is time for him to move on.  We
appreciate the community he has built but he's done enough here now.  While I also appreciate the opportunity to
have a "voice," (hopefully each and every one of these emails are being read and considered) it does nothing to
convince me that decisions truly have already been made.
>
> Either way though, if this decision is truly up for debate as claimed…
> As strongly as I can, I encourage you to reconsider the new land development in the agriculturally zoned land west
of 270.  Please.
>
> Thank you so much,
> Kyla Moore
> 2353 Dixon Road
>

mailto:kymoore0509@gmail.com
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From: Donna Hart Schuster
To: McKay, Steve; Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Cc: info@sugarloafcitizens.org
Subject: Potential amendment of the Sugarloaf Mountain Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:46:23 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Good evening Mr. McKay. Ms. Fitzwater, and Ms. Keegan-Ayer,
Via a social media post by the Sugarloaf Citizens Association , I was made aware that one or more
Frederick County Council members is potentially poised to offer an amendment to the draft of the
Sugarloaf Mountain Plan.
I strongly oppose such an amendment.
It is imperative to protect and preserve the sanctity of the woodlands, waterways, farms and historic
sites in Frederick County surrounding Sugarloaf Mountain. The Montgomery County Agricultural
Reserve and the rural areas in Frederick County adjacent to it are treasures unique to this area - and
should be valued as such. To allow commercial interests to derail the Plan and violate even a small
portion of this acreage would be unconscionable. Further, once you open the area to any exception
for development, a precedent is set and you risk eventually turning this bucolic area into just
another (over)developed area in the State of Maryland.
Please support the Sugarloaf Mountain Plan as originally drafted.
Thank you,
Donna Hart Schuster

mailto:Donna.Schuster@verizon.net
mailto:SMcKay@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: bcpoteat@gmail.com
Cc: Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: RE: Maintain Sugarloaf Plan Boundary at I270
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:43:31 PM
Attachments: image001.png

On behalf of the County Council, thank you for your remarks on the Sugarloaf Area Plan. Council
Members have all received your comments. Your comments will be part of the Council record.
Have a good day.
Ragen
Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: bcpoteat@gmail.com <bcpoteat@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:21 PM
To: Fitzwater, Jessica <JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Keegan-Ayer, MC <MCKeegan-
Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov> 
Subject: Maintain Sugarloaf Plan Boundary at I270
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Members of the Frederick County Council:
The Sugarloaf Plan’s preservation goals are important to the future of Frederick County.
The Plan’s boundary should remain at I270 from the Montgomery County line to the Monocacy 
River.
The Overlay should extend across this entire Plan area.
Your commitments to those preservation goals and to the entire I270 boundary and overlay are 
needed now.
If you support the boundary’s reduction to allow development on the west side of I270, the Plan 
becomes a development plan, not a preservation plan.
If you support changing the Plan boundary to “cut out” developer-owned properties, you are 
essentially compensating land speculation at the expense of present and future residents and of the 
Sugarloaf area environment.
If you support preferential zoning and regulatory treatment for a few entrenched real estate 
holdings and interests, you are essentially undermining the County’s land use and zoning laws 
enacted to fairly protect present and future communities, residents, and their shared landscapes. 
If you vote to change the Sugarloaf Plan boundary and allow development on the west side of I270, 
the Plan will be a development plan with a false preservation façade.
Blanca Poteat
Sugarloaf Mountain Road Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: smordensky@aol.com
Cc: Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: RE: Pleasew keep the I-270 boundary between development to the east & rural & natural setting to the west side

of i-270.
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:43:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png

On behalf of the County Council, thank you for your remarks on the Sugarloaf Area Plan. Council
Members have all received your comments. Your comments will be part of the Council record.
Have a good day.
Ragen
Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: smordensky@aol.com <smordensky@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:45 AM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Pleasew keep the I-270 boundary between development to the east & rural & natural
setting to the west side of i-270.
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Good morning County Council,
Please keep the most current Sugarloaf Plan boundary as of last week at I-270.
Development needs to be contained on the historic east side of this interstate.
Any thoughts of moving this boundary endanger the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape
Management Plan.
Sincerely,

Stan Sr.,
Stan Mordensky, Sr. 
11401 Meadowlark DR. 
Ijamsville, MD 21754
Cell Phone: 301-639-8584 (Best choice)
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Carol Waldmann
Cc: Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: RE: Rt 80 ammendment
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 8:50:30 AM
Attachments: image001.png

On behalf of the County Council, thank you for your remarks on the Sugarloaf Area Plan. Council
Members have all received your comments. Your comments will be part of the Council record.
Have a good day.
Ragen
Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: Carol Waldmann <c.waldmann@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:03 AM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Rt 80 ammendment
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

I am a constituant and I strongly appose the former cut out of the Sugarloaf treasured
Landscape proposal. The 270 boundry should remain. This is the gateway to
Frederick County and it is critical to the whole concept of a treasured landscape.
Please do not go along with any ammendment that allows development west of I-270.
Please remain strong on this vital task that will be valued for generations.
thank you for your consideration,
Carol Waldmann MD
781 405-1583
cw@alum.mit.edu
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: James Gunsallus
Cc: Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: RE: Rt. 80 Boundary Amendment & 25% Grade for RC
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:42:50 PM
Attachments: image001.png

On behalf of the County Council, thank you for your remarks on the Sugarloaf Area Plan. Council
Members have all received your comments. Your comments will be part of the Council record.
Have a good day.
Ragen
Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: James Gunsallus <gunsaljm@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:35 AM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: kaihagen@gmail.com; 'Ingrid Rosencrantz' <catoctinck@gmail.com>; 'Susan Trainor'
<sue.trainor.music@gmail.com>; 'Pandora Gunsallus' <gunsalpp@comcast.net>; Planning
Commission <PlanningCommission@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; steveblack2313@gmail.com;
'johannaspringston' <johannaspringston@gmail.com>
Subject: Rt. 80 Boundary Amendment & 25% Grade for RC
Importance: High
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear County Council Members,
My name is James Gunsallus.

My wife Pandora and I own 25 acres at 3350 Park Mills Road.
Our property is directly behind Johanna Springston’s property located at the

corner of Fingerboard Road (Rt. 80) and Park Mills Road.
We would like to thank the County Council and the Planning Commission for all their
hard work to this point in regards to the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management
Plan.

We do appreciate the concern for preservation and the attempt at a keeping a
small piece of the county “green”.

We believe this is the best approach to stave off what potentially will be a
barrage of development should local developers get their way.

The bucolic nature and serenity of the West side of I-270 where our property is
located continues to be one of life’s great gifts.

We have two extremely major concerns:

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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#1) As proven in society, over and over again, there is no possible way that actual
preservation and commercial development can coexist in the same area.
There HAS to be a substantial dividing line between them. I-270 is that
substantial dividing line.
If there is an amendment to move the boundary back to Rt. 80 and it is passed,
then we as land-owners, respectfully request to be removed from the overlay
and the preservation plan.
If Mr. Natelli doesn’t need to abide by the Sugarloaf Plan, then neither do we.
If Mr. Natelli is given “exception” for any of his properties on the West side of I-
270, then every landowner in the Sugarloaf planning area should be given the
same “exception”, not to be in the overlay.
It is our opinion, anyone who believes it’s okay to not hold “everyone” to same
standard, doesn’t actually understand what the word “preservation” means and
shouldn’t be making any determining decisions in this matter.

#2) I would ask Council to please have Mr. Goodfellow expound on in detail, for the
benefit of the public and anyone listening in, what a 25% grade for RC actually
is, in degrees of grade, rather than percentage.
By this I mean, a 25% grade is one quarter of an inch in rise, per inch of run or
distance, or it would be 3 inches in rise for every 1 foot, or 2.5 feet in rise for
every 10 feet, or 25 feet in rise for every 100 feet of distance.
With this said, I will apply the simple principal of trigonometry to these facts.
After solving the equation of dividing the rise by the run and then look up the
decimal equivalent of the tangent for the angle of inclination, rounded off at the
fourth decimal place, the angle of inclination from horizontal or level is: 14
degrees, 2 minutes. Am I correct?
14 degrees, 2 minutes is not a “steep” slope to me.
Here, the majority of Southwestern Pennsylvania homes are built on slopes
much greater than 25% grade. If I look in Maryland, I can see homes built in
Cumberland, where run-off water feeds the Potomac River are also greater
than 25% grade.
I can understand the concerns of the property owners in the Sugarloaf Overlay
with such a small incline, which could easily be built on.
What drives this number of 25% grade and where does it come from? Is this

Maryland law?
If this number of grade is adjusted to a higher percentage, it’s my belief that a
majority of the 163 properties or areas within properties or parcels can be
removed from the RC designation.

Kind regards,
James and Pandora Gunsallus
3350 Park Mills Road



From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Manalo, Noel; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Cc: Black, Bryon; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal); Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.
Subject: RE: Sugarloaf - Stronghold, Inc. - documentation re recognized organization (Aug 30 meeting)
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:41:38 PM
Attachments: image003.png

image004.jpg
image005.jpg

Thank you Noel. Stronghold will have up to five (5) minutes for public comment this evening.
R
Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

From: Manalo, Noel <NManalo@mcneeslaw.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:40 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC <MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: Black, Bryon <BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
<KMitchell2@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Cherney, Ragen <RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf - Stronghold, Inc. - documentation re recognized organization (Aug 30
meeting)
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Hon. Pres. Keegan-Ayer: With regard to the above-referenced meeting date, pursuant to County
Council Rules 1-1(i); 2-5(a); 4-2(b); and 4-7(e), attached please find the required documentation for
purposes of identifying the specified individuals (David Webster, Marion Webster, John Webster,
Russel Thompson, Noel Manalo, and Clay Martz) as representing a "recognized organization."
Please let me know if you need additional information, and thank you for your attention to this.
Regards, Noel
Noel Manalo

McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
8490 Progress Drive, Suite 225| Frederick, MD 21701
Tel: 301.241.2014

From: Manalo, Noel 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC <MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: Black, Bryon <BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Kathy L. Mitchell - Frederick County
Government (kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov) <kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov>; Cherney,

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:NManalo@mcneeslaw.com
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mailto:BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov
mailto:kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov
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Ragen <RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf - Stronghold, Inc. - documentation re recognized organization (Aug 23
meeting)
Hon. Pres. Keegan-Ayer: With regard to the above-referenced meeting date, pursuant to County
Council Rules 1-1(i); 2-5(a); 4-2(b); and 4-7(e), attached please find the required documentation for
purposes of identifying the specified individuals (David Webster, Marion Webster, John Webster,
Russel Thompson, Noel Manalo, and Clay Martz) as representing a "recognized organization."
Please let me know if you need additional information, and thank you for your attention to this.
Regards, Noel
Noel Manalo

McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
5283 Corporate Drive, #104 | Frederick, MD 21703
Tel: 301.241.2014

From: Manalo, Noel 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 10:36 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC <MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Cc: Black, Bryon <BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Kathy L. Mitchell - Frederick County
Government (kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov) <kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov>; Cherney,
Ragen <RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf - Stronghold, Inc. - documentation re recognized organization (Aug 22
meeting)
Hon. Pres. Keegan-Ayer: With regard to the above-referenced meeting date, pursuant to County
Council Rules 1-1(i); 2-5(a); 4-2(b); and 4-7(e), attached please find the required documentation for
purposes of identifying the specified individuals (David Webster, Marion Webster, John Webster,
Russel Thompson, Noel Manalo, and Clay Martz) as representing a "recognized organization."
Please let me know if you need additional information, and thank you for your attention to this.
Regards, Noel
Noel Manalo

McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
5283 Corporate Drive, #104 | Frederick, MD 21703
Tel: 301.241.2014

From: Manalo, Noel 
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 11:34 AM
To: mckeegan-ayer@frederickcountymd.gov
Cc: Black, Bryon <BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov>; Kathy L. Mitchell Esquire
<kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov>; rcherney@frederickcountymd.gov
Subject: FW: Sugarloaf - Stronghold, Inc. - documentation re recognized organization (Aug 15
meeting)
Hon. Pres. Keegan-Ayer: With regard to the above-referenced meeting date, pursuant to County
Council Rules 1-1(i); 2-5(a); 4-2(b); and 4-7(e), attached please find the required documentation for
purposes of identifying the specified individuals (David Webster, Marion Webster, John Webster,
Russel Thompson, Noel Manalo, and Clay Martz) as representing a "recognized organization."

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov
mailto:kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov
mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:mckeegan-ayer@frederickcountymd.gov
mailto:BBlack@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:kmitchell2@frederickcountymd.gov
mailto:rcherney@frederickcountymd.gov


Tel: 301.241.2014
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The foregoing message may be protected by the attorney-client privilege. If you believe it has been sent to you in error, do
not read it. Please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error, then delete it. Thank you.
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From: Cherney, Ragen
To: Larry Fortin
Cc: Cherney, Ragen; Brandt, Kimberly G.; Mitchell, Kathy (Legal)
Subject: RE: Sugarloaf boundaries
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 10:25:01 AM

On behalf of the County Council, thank you for your remarks on the Sugarloaf Area Plan.  Council Members have
all received your comments.  Your comments will be part of the Council record.

Have a good day.

Ragen

Ragen Cherney
Chief of Staff/Legislative Director
Frederick County Council
Winchester Hall
12 East Church Street
Frederick, Maryland 21701
301.600.1049

-----Original Message-----
From: Larry Fortin <lpfortin2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 10:23 AM
To: Council Members <CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov>
Subject: Sugarloaf boundaries

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

﻿It’s concerning that the boundary for the sugarloaf plan is possibly being suggested to be moved back to Route 80,
fingerboard road. This doesn’t make sense to me, dividing a community, not to mention allowing almost certain
developments to happen by a developer that has repeatedly gone over the counties head to achieve his goals. It’s
fishy to say the least. We need a fair transparent process in the sugarloaf plan. I support 270 as the boarder for the
plan, that includes the property owned by Natelli properties on Thurston road.
As far as the property rights of those opposed to the plan to protect the sugarloaf area, which are primarily large
property owners, I have yet to hear what they possibly have planed for there large tracts of land. They all say they
have no intention of changing anything. That may be true for the immediate future but the sugarloaf plan is a plan
for the extended future of the region. We all know growth is inevitable but the sugarloaf area is the only area of wild
(as wild as southern Frederick can get)left , and to see future development similar to Urbana or on even a lesser
version ,Roderick Road in the area would be devastating to the planning area. Can you imagine Roderick road
development from Lily Pons road , down park mills to the Monocacy river?  Proper planning and conservancy of
this area by the citizens and elected officials is expected, not planning by back room meetings with a developer and
his political allies.
As far as Stronghold goes, they have been a good keeper of the area, but as property values rise I question what
there possible plans are for the build able land that’s under there conservancy. Perhaps special zoning can be worked
out with stronghold. Creative and admirable changes at stronghold could enhance the mountains purpose in this new
day and age.
I appreciate the work that the planning commission has done and appreciate your contributions to the process. It’s
not an easy job.
Larry Fortin
Mount Ephraim Rd

mailto:RCherney@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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From: Jean Rosolino
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; McKay, Steve; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Re: Sugarloaf
Date: Monday, August 29, 2022 5:55:10 PM
Attachments: IMG_8560.jpeg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Ms. Fitzwater, Ms. Keegan-Ayer, and Mr. McKay-

PLEASE keep the Sugarloaf boundary line at I270 and do not change it to Rte 80.
I live in the area of discrepancy between the two. This is my current view. I DO NOT wish to
look at condo complexes. I do not want the unattractive Urbana building to encroach upon this
pristine farmland area.
I will move out of Frederick County and take my tax dollars with me before I’ll see this
pristine area of the state ruined.

Jean Rosolino

mailto:jeanrosolino@gmail.com
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:SMcKay@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov






From: Nancy Izant
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Retain I270 / Monocacy River Boundary for Sugarloaf!
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:46:44 PM

Dear Council Members Fitzwater and Keegan-Ayer,

I am a resident within the Sugarloaf Plan area. (And a voter.)

I know that there is a County Council meeting tonight, which I will be unable to attend. But I 
wanted to appeal to you, on the following points:

1.) The boundary for the preservation area needs to stay at I270 / Monocacy River, as the 
Planning Commission has recommended. Otherwise, boundary ‘creep’ or ‘in-fill' will 
inevitably and absolutely occur, making the whole preservation plan a moot point. This is 
critical!

2.) I am very upset that some of the council members seem to be siding with property owners 
who are developers or who intend to become developers. Though, this is not surprising, given 
the sordid history of development in this county. (As the song goes, “ Same as it every was. 
Same as it ever was.”) The developers have the money, the lawyers and the political lobbyists 
that individual citizens do not. Their intension is to make even more money, as opposed to 
individuals, such and myself, my family and my neighbors, who do not stand to profit off of 
this plan, at all. Our only concern is for the environment, the wildlife, the rural roads and 
peacefulness of the community and for the rural heritage.

3.) I have heard some argument from the ‘development’-minded, about their property rights. 
They purchased the the property with some intension of developing it, at some point or maybe 
expanding to a different use of the property. This is, literally, what is called ‘real estate 
speculation’ and is no different from investing in the stock market. It is a gamble and there are 
no guarantees as to the outcome. They were not promised anything when they purchased the 
property. At what point does the environment, the wildlife and the people ‘downstream’ of 
those property owners (literally and figuratively) have rights?? They have also argued that 
property values will drop in the area. They have no proof of this and If anything, the values 
would increase. Finding a property where someone is unlikely to build in your backyard is 
hard to come by in this county.

4.) The entire region, if not the entire state and planet will be impacted by what is decided 
here. This is not hyperbole, based on the scientific assessment of the current pace of global 
warming. The complaining property-rights advocates will likely survive and thrive and can 
look to other areas of the county, which have been designated more properly for development, 
to invest in.

Please, do the right thing and retain the I270 / Monocacy River boundaries for the Sugarloaf 
Preservation Plan.

Thank you,

Nancy Izant
Lynn St
Frederick, 21704

mailto:nizant@toast.net
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: James Gunsallus
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Route 80 Boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:30:22 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

County Council President,
My name is James Gunsallus. My wife Pandora and I own 25 acres at 3350 Park
Mills Road.
Our property is directly behind Pandora’s sisters’ property, Johanna Springston at
8101 Fingerboard Road.
These adjoining properties are directly across Rt. 80 from lands owned by the
developer, Mr. Natelli.
We value the preservation of the area above and beyond all else that would have to
do with our property.
It is the serenity of the area we love so much, peace and quiet without the sounds
and traffic of development.
It is our intention to build our retirement home there on our property in the very near
future.
Should Mr. Natelli be given exception to not be part of the overlay and/or be permitted
to develop, it will leave us with no choice.
We will seek out options for the sale of our land.
There is no such thing as “just a little development” or “development at the edges” of
an area.
History has proven this over and over.
Without a substantial boundary such as I-270, preservation of the area will slowly be
lost.
There are no winners, except for the developers.
Lives and peace will be forever changed, and not in a good way.
Kind regards,
James and Pandora Gunsallus
3350 Park Mills Road

mailto:gunsaljm@comcast.net
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: betty winholtz
To: McKay, Steve; Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Rt. 80 Boundary Amendment to be Proposed for the Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Monday, August 29, 2022 7:51:48 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Council Members:

I support the I-270 boundary. Tell them that candidates who listen are
important to you. Tell them that a Rt. 80 boundary ruins the Sugarloaf
preservation plan - it's the start of suburban sprawl on the west side. 

Sincerely,
Betty Winholtz

mailto:winholtz@sbcglobal.net
mailto:SMcKay@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:JFitzwater@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Katherine Jones
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Save the I-270 Sugarloaf Plan Boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 3:23:06 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Ms. Keegan-Ayer,
I support the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270
boundary. The single most important thing is the boundary
and the preservation goal. It is important because we need
to start making decisions to preserve our natural resources
against the growing depredations of climate change.
When weighing the benefits here, the plan is so carefully
crafted that the benefits of development do not outweigh
the benefits of conserving resources.
I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and
including the Thurston Road cut-out) is highly suspect and
will substantially benefit the developer whose properties are
excluded. Instead of a preservation plan, the Sugarloaf
Plan becomes a development plan with a preservation
footnote.
If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial, and
possibly industrial development on the west side of I-270,
suburban sprawl will creep across the area as adjacent
property-owners sell out.
A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the
Plan.
I will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to me.
Katherine J. Jones

mailto:axelkjz@msn.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: susanhanson@ruralroadsfrederickmd.org
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Stick with I-270 Sugarloaf Boundary
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:27:17 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Council Chair,
There is a lot at stake with the Sugarloaf Boundaries. Livable Frederick was initiated to preserve and
value Frederick County’s rural and historic legacy. Thank you for supporting that. Here is the first test
of master plans with this in place. An awful lot is at stake. I have been active with preserving our little
rural roads – the Rural Roads Program. In this specific Sugarloaf area there are beautiful natural little
rustic roads – some even still gravel. We have bicyclists who LOVE to ride along these special slow
safe roads. Several of these roads travel along our beautiful trout streams. These are some of the
gems that this area holdsc We need to support this Sugarloaf Boundary with I270. Once these rural
areas are gone, they are gone forever. And the vast majority of Frederick County citizens believe that
this boundary should stay there. My question is: who benefits from changing this boundary or the
language that clearly protects it??? It isn’t you, and it isn’t me! And many of the beautiful parts of
Frederick County will be the cost of such an ‘Urbanazation’.
Thank you for your support.
Happy Trails!
Susan Hanson

mailto:susanhanson@ruralroadsfrederickmd.org
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: Patricia Ross <ross21710@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:07 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Boundary

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

I would like to see the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary adopted. I 
own property on the west of 270. I'd like to see the rural character of the area maintained.  

If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly 
industrial development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl 
will creep across the area as adjacent property-owners sell out.  



1

Dolan, Mary

From: Larry Fortin <lpfortin2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:49 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf boundary 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 
 
 
Please vote to keep the current boundary of the sugarloaf plan which follows I270 to the monocacy river. This includes 
the property owned by Natelli properties on Thurston road. Decisions on this plan should be left to the citizens and 
there elected officials not a developer and his political allies. 
Thanks 
Larry Fortin 
Mount Ephraim road 
Sent from my iPad 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Michael Leibfreid <michaelj.leib@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:03 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Boundary Plan

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Hi M.C.,  
 
I reside at 2805 Thurston Road. My property borders the large Natelli parcel between 270 and Thurston Road. I am not 
in favor of moving the boundary to allow for residential or commercial development.  
 
I moved to this property in April of 2020. The reason that I moved here was because this property is in a rural 
community that I thought would be protected from development.  
 
If the property behind my house is developed I will lose the privacy and the rural feel that I bought this property for.  
 
I also cannot imagine what the traffic would be like on Thurston road.  
 
The amount of wildlife habitat that will be destroyed will be unfathomable. In the eye of conservation once habitat is 
lost it is never regained. Isn't enough habit destroyed already with the constant development of Urbana? When is 
enough enough. Why does everything in this county have to turn from rural farms to major development? 
 
You call this livable frederick but the more major development happens the less livable this area is becoming.  
 
If this plan goes through neither one of you will be seeing my vote this election season.  
 
Sincerely,  
Michael Leibfreid  



From: Michael Leibfreid
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Boundary Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:03:00 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Hi M.C.,

I reside at 2805 Thurston Road. My property borders the large Natelli parcel between 270 and
Thurston Road. I am not in favor of moving the boundary to allow for residential or
commercial development.

I moved to this property in April of 2020. The reason that I moved here was because this
property is in a rural community that I thought would be protected from development.

If the property behind my house is developed I will lose the privacy and the rural feel that I
bought this property for.

I also cannot imagine what the traffic would be like on Thurston road.

The amount of wildlife habitat that will be destroyed will be unfathomable. In the eye of
conservation once habitat is lost it is never regained. Isn't enough habit destroyed already with
the constant development of Urbana? When is enough enough. Why does everything in this
county have to turn from rural farms to major development?

You call this livable frederick but the more major development happens the less livable this
area is becoming.

If this plan goes through neither one of you will be seeing my vote this election season.

Sincerely,
Michael Leibfreid

mailto:michaelj.leib@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: PAUL WALKER <wallydog_2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:47 PM
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Boundary

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

To: Frederick County Council President MC Keegan-Ayer and Council Member District 4 Jessica Fitzwater 

Date: August 30, 2022 
 
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Boundary 
 
Dear Council Member Fitzwater and Council President Keegan-Ayer: 
 
A rumor is circulating an amendment to the Sugarloaf Plan will be introduced at tonight’s county council 
meeting, proposing reversion to the July 2021 boundaries. That boundary includes the Thurston Road and Rt. 
80/Park Mills Road developer-property cut-outs.  
 
I write as an individual, but, can tell you most green voters in the county oppose the dense development west 
of I-270 such an amendment would encourage. The various environmental groups have supported this 
preservation issue the past year, following the leadership of the sugarloaf alliance.  
 
As a registered voter, property owner, taxpayer, and member of the diverse county environmental community, I 
support the Planning Commission’s currently recommended I-270 boundary and urge you to vote against any 
such amendment. 
 
Thank you for all your great work for the county and its environment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Paul Walker 
9478 Frostown Road,  
Middletown, Md 21769 
3013187995 



From: SHARON DOOLEY
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Development Concerns
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:14:57 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Council member MC Keegan-Ayer,

Please support the Planning Commission suggested boundaries regarding 270
development of the Sugarloaf preservation area near Urbana.

Please oppose any further development on the west side of 270. I understand
builders own land in that area and have for years tried to get exceptions for further
encroachment into the protected preservation areas.

Along with other environmentalists, I believe that if this green boundary is breached it
will provide a gateway to further claims for commercial and residential development.
As I understand the issues, the plan was always to protect lands west of 270; that
should not change.

This is a strong issue for Democrats to support, in my opinion, so I hope that you will
agree with me.

Thank you,
Sharon Dooley
Spring Ridge

mailto:sharondooley@comcast.net
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: Elinor Abrell <abrellem@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:02 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Mountain

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Dear Ms. McKeegan-Ayer: 

While I do not live within the boundaries of the Sugarloaf Mountain area, I do reside in 
the adjoining Adamstown area and have enjoyed the beauty and presence of this local 
treasure for many years. I am deeply troubled by current pressures for a boundary change 
that almost certainly opens doors for potential commercial, industrial, and likely 
residential development within this Sugarloaf area, thus destroying a precious natural 
resource and green space. Sugarloaf Mountain should be protected and preserved for now 
and for future generations, and I hope that you will see this with your vote on this matter. 
Please know that this is an important issue for me and will definitely have an impact on my 
vote in the November elections. Thank you. 

Elinor Abrell, 2222 Pleasant View Road, Adamstown, MD 21710 



From: Steven Findlay
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Mountain Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:52:38 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Dear Councilmember McKeegan-Ayer — I do NOT support amending the
SMP to return to the Rte 80 boundary. Please stick with I-270 as the
boundary. The proposed amendment we are hearing about would
significantly weaken the protection of the area east of the mountain.
The Planning Commission’s draft has been crafted after more than a
year of research and diligence that makes it quite clear the entire area
should be encompassed and protected. There’s no reason whatsoever
for opening areas now zoned for farming etc to commercial
development. There’s ample land for that around the Urbana area and
elsewhere.

Thanks for your consideration.

Steven Findlay
19201 Barnesville Rd
Dickerson MD

mailto:stevenfindlay2@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: Terry Clark <tjclark@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:52 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Before tonight's meeting I want to express my support for the boundaries included in the current Sugarloaf 
without amendment. I oppose development west of 270 from the county line to the river. The boundary 
should not be changed from 270 to Rt 80 nor should any carve outs exist in the plan for future development. 
 
Jane Clark 
2330 Dixon Rd  



1

Dolan, Mary

From: Steve Cook <mdvolfan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 10:29 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

My name is Steve Cook. I have enjoyed living in enjoyed living in Middletown for 35 years. I appreciate the quality 
of life In Frederick County. No small part of that quality comes from the available open green space. I understand 
that there are business interests that must be balanced against the desire to keep some areas open and green. 
However, in the case of the Sugarloaf Management Plan I fully support maintaining the current I 270 boundary line. 
Thank you for your attention to this vital issue. 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Matt Seubert <matts853@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:44 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC; Fitzwater, Jessica
Cc: Gardner, Jan
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Boundary

Hi MC & Jessica: 

Rumors are swirling that one or both of you may propose amendments to move the current Plan boundary at 270 so 
that Natelli’s properties are excluded from the area and the overlay.  If true, I implore you not to do this.  If not true, you 
have my thanks and don’t need to read any further. 

My gut tells me that Amazon has eyes on Natelli’s properties and possibly a few farms to the east of 270.  Please don’t 
let visions of Amazon dance in your heads.  No amount of future tax revenue or investments by them is worth turning 
the southern part of Frederick County into an extension of the Loudoun data center universe, especially at the expense 
of 100s of acres of open space at the gateway to Sugarloaf.  Nothing could be more antithetical to the spirit of the Plan 
than that scenario. 
Even if Amazon isn’t in play, I want the boundary to stay at 270 because I care deeply about preservation and climate 
change, which is on my mind everyday (and is worsening every day). 

Thanks to both of you and Jan, Frederick County has a solid climate ethos that commits us to mitigation and building 
resilience.  Any kind of intensive development west of 270 would be at cross purposes with what we’ve pledged to 
accomplish and would indeed compound the problem.  The Earth needs a break. 

This matter isn’t about Mr. Natelli.  But please remember that it was only a few years ago when he convinced the County 
there was no longer a market for commercial/office space in the Urbana MXDs.  He got his wish to build more houses 
then.  Now he seems to be claiming there is a market for commercial/office or transit centers in this area.  This comes 
across to me as very duplicitous. 

Whatever it is he has in mind to develop on his land ‐ be it data centers or something else commercial oriented ‐ I don’t 
buy his arguments because COVID has changed the professional landscape.  More people are working from home and 
commuting less and companies don’t desire large corporate campuses ‐ except for those in the data center business that 
need them.  And we certainly don’t need more houses west of 270 considering the pipeline we already have in place. 

Jan has done a phenomenal job as CE, especially with regard to managing the County’s finances.  Jessica will do the same 
as our new CE.  We’ve proven as a County that we don’t need the likes of Amazon in order to thrive, nor do we need 
more homes west of 270. 

But we do need to preserve as much open space as possible for the health of the planet and the remaining beauty of 
Frederick County. 

Please keep the Plan boundary where it is. 

Thanks and best, 
Matt Seubert 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Dolan, Mary

From: PAUL WALKER <wallydog_2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 2:47 PM
To: Fitzwater, Jessica; Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Boundary

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

To: Frederick County Council President MC Keegan-Ayer and Council Member District 4 Jessica Fitzwater 

Date: August 30, 2022 
 
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Boundary 
 
Dear Council Member Fitzwater and Council President Keegan-Ayer: 
 
A rumor is circulating an amendment to the Sugarloaf Plan will be introduced at tonight’s county council 
meeting, proposing reversion to the July 2021 boundaries. That boundary includes the Thurston Road and Rt. 
80/Park Mills Road developer-property cut-outs.  
 
I write as an individual, but, can tell you most green voters in the county oppose the dense development west 
of I-270 such an amendment would encourage. The various environmental groups have supported this 
preservation issue the past year, following the leadership of the sugarloaf alliance.  
 
As a registered voter, property owner, taxpayer, and member of the diverse county environmental community, I 
support the Planning Commission’s currently recommended I-270 boundary and urge you to vote against any 
such amendment. 
 
Thank you for all your great work for the county and its environment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Paul Walker 
9478 Frostown Road,  
Middletown, Md 21769 
3013187995 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Patricia Ross <ross21710@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:07 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Boundary

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

I would like to see the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary adopted. I 
own property on the west of 270. I'd like to see the rural character of the area maintained.  

If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly 
industrial development on the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl 
will creep across the area as adjacent property-owners sell out.  
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Dolan, Mary

From: Madill, Scot <Scot.Madill@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 3:39 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan 

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

I support the I‐270 boundaries proposed by the planning commission. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Scot Madill  
2407 Thurston Road  
Frederick, MD 21704 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 
 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

 
 
For more helpful Cybersecurity Resources, visit: https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cybersecurity 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Susan Trainor <sue.trainor.music@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 4:21 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Sugarloaf Plan Timeline

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 
 
 
I just wanted to take a minute to thank you for providing the printed copies of the Sugarloaf Plan Timeline. That was 
REALLY helpful. 
 
Best, 
Sue Trainor 
8089 Fingerboard Road 
Frederick 
 



From: Kristen Morrison
To: Council Members
Subject: Sugarloaf Preservation Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:08:39 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Dear Council Members,

My name is Kristen Morrison and I live at 1820 Mt Ephraim Road in Adamstown, MD.

I support the current Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan and am against any amendment on the west
side of the I-270 boundary. If the existing boundary is moved in the plan then that would allow additional
commercial and industrial development. This would be detrimental to the existing farms, forests and green spaces.
The quality of life would deteriorate around Sugarloaf Mt.

Preservation should be the goal of this plan, not dense, commercial and possibly industrial development and
suburban sprawl.

I urge the council members to vote against any amendments that would weaken the preservation boundaries in the
current plan. I always vote and will support candidates that preserve this natural area. It is a National Treasure.

Thank you,

Kristen Morrison

mailto:klmkmor@gmail.com
mailto:CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: ejlaia <ejlaia@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:22 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Support 270 boundaries 

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

 
Do not support amendments to the 270 boundaries. 
 

I support the the Planning Commission’s recommended I‐270 boundary. The single most 
important thing is the boundary and the preservation goal. 
 

I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the Thurston Road cut‐out) 
will substantially benefit the developer whose properties are excluded instead of the preservation 
plan. 
 
Please vote for preservation!! 
 

I consider a vote against the I‐270 boundary a vote against the Plan. 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



From: Johanna Springston
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Fwd: Support I-270 boundary on Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:03:18 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Johanna Springston <johannaspringston@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 30, 2022 at 7:00 AM
Subject: Support I-270 boundary on Sugarloaf Plan
To: <mckeeganayer@frederickcountymd.gov>

Dear Councilmember Keegan-Ayer,

I want to strongly urge you to support the I-270 boundary for the Sugarloaf Plan. This
boundary is historical and provides the most protection for the rural landscape and way of life.
If the boundary is relocated to Thurston and Rt. 80, it will bring unwanted development to the
Sugarloaf area. If we can't hold the line at 270, we won't be able to hold it anywhere.

In addition, those of us who live on or near the new boundary will see our property values
decrease as we are stuck in a preservation zone next to intense development that we have no
idea what it will be. While the developer is making millions, we will be unable to sell our
properties for fair market value. Please don't support such an inequitable proposal.

I hope you will listen to the residents and not to the developer, realtors, and building industry.
They only want to make more money and don't have our best interests in mind.

Thank you,
Johanna Springston
8101 Fingerboard Rd. (Rt. 80) - right across the road from Natelli property

mailto:johannaspringston@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
mailto:johannaspringston@gmail.com
mailto:mckeeganayer@frederickcountymd.gov


From: Elizabeth Law
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Vote for the I-270 Boundary for Sugarloaf
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:58:55 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Council President MC Keegan-Ayer,

As an environmentalist and a former candidate I know that people are fed up with runaway
development and greedy developers. When I was campaigning, run-away development
that despoiled our county and overcrowded schools were the top issues voters cared about.

I am for responsible development but relinquishing the I-270 boundary gives a green light
to developers to disregard any part of Livable Frederick which interferes with their bottom
line.

Your support for the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary and the
preservation of this treasured landscape will demonstrate how different you are from your
Republican competitor.

I believe that the July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the Thurston Road cut-
out) is highly suspect and will substantially benefit the developer whose properties are
excluded. Instead of a preservation plan, the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan
with a preservation footnote. 

If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial development on
the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across the area as adjacent property-
owners sell out.

Your vote to support the I-270 boundary will show voters that you are first and foremost
concerned about the welfare of the citizens not developers from other counties. A vote to
protect the I-270 boundary and preservation of Sugarloaf is a vote you can be proud of and
which will resonate with voters.
Thank you,
Betty Law

Reply Forward

mailto:bettybob1758@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Dolan, Mary

From: Gretchen Rosencrantz <bakervalley@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 11:19 AM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Vote for the I-270 Boundary!

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Ms. Keegan‐Ayer,  
As a resident within the Sugarloaf Plan area, I am urging you to vote for the plan with the I‐270 boundary in place. I 
support the planning commission's recommended I‐270 boundary. The I‐270 boundary and the preservation goal are the 
most important parts of the plan. Changing the boundary will allow for dense, commercial and possibly industrial 
development on the west side of I‐270 and suburban sprawl will creep across the area.  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Best regards, 
Gretchen Rosencrantz 
 
‐‐  
Gretchen B. Rosencrantz  
301.514.1477 
bakervalley@gmail.com 
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Dolan, Mary

From: peterblood3213@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:28 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Vote NO on amendment to allow devet west of 270

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Dear Council Member,  
 
For decades, development in Frederick County has been avoided west of 270, but I understand an 
amendment will be proposed at the County Council to push back the development boundary from 270 
to 80. I am shocked. This is a quiet area. We like it here. We want to keep it quiet. There is 
tremendous press to develop and therefore a great need to protect. In the last year, we have fought 
off the Machine Gun Nest, a huge Mega Church, and a weapons training facility. I have a degree in 
Environmental Science and have taken 3 classes in Environmental Planning. If passed, people will 
look back with regret and wonder, "How did we let this happen?" The Sugaloaf Mgt Plan was revised 
to extend the preservation boundary to the Monocacy Battlefield. It's a good idea. Vote NO on this 
terrible amendment.  
 
Peter Blood  
3213 Ramsland Way  
Urbana, MD  
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Dolan, Mary

From: lauraebeard@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 12:12 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Vote to keep the Sugarloaf area rural, not commercial.

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

 
Please support the Sugarloaf Alliance plan to preserve Sugarloaf watershed. We who reside west of I‐270 do not want 
more development in our area. Commercial developers pressure should not cause our quality of life to deteriorate so 
that we have to leave this area to retain the quiet peaceful and rural nature of our home. Please side with us, the voters, 
in this matter. 
 
Respectfully, 
Laura Beard 
 
Sent from MailDroid 
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Dolan, Mary

From: Steve Black <steveblack2313@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 7:31 PM
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: Your position on development west of I-270?

[EXTERNAL	EMAIL]  

Council President,  
 
I continue to be deeply concerned over your unwillingness to state your position on the spectre of development on the 
west side of I‐270. 
 
This issue has been an active debate for well over two years. The sordid history of the "cutout" at 270 and 80, the secret 
lobbying of the Departments of Commerce and Planning, even the last minute insertion of the page 54 language into the 
plan should all be well known to you. 
 
I strongly urge you to make your views on these things known. As soon as you possibly can. 
 
It's getting to be fall in an election year. You might have noticed ;) 
 
I'd like to see you back for another term. I've run a lot of meetings and I appreciate the way you keep things on track. In 
all honesty I do. 
 
Recent events make your core supporters even more important. The Macintoshes are never going to vote for you. 
 
If an amendment to move the plan boundary away from 270 gets tabled tomorrow night your various constituent 
groups will be waiting to hear your thoughts. I'm talking about the groups in your base, the ones you count on. Don't 
make the huge mistake of thinking they dislike Aloi so much that they will vote for you even if you sacrifice the lands 
around Sugarloaf. Some will stay home, others will just not be active in their support. The ones you should be thinking 
about are the people for whom this is nearly a life and death issue. The data center on 80 will be right across the street 
from them. And they are not going to be quiet about your views and actions. Even if you want to be. 
 
Steve Black 
Adamstown MD 



From: A Podonsky
To: Keegan-Ayer, MC
Subject: I will only vote for candidates who vote for the I-270 boundary!
Date: Wednesday, August 31, 2022 9:40:44 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Candidate Keegan-Ayer,

It’s recently come to my attention the beloved landmark in our town, Sugarlof Mountain,
and surrounding delicate ecosystem, is coming under attack by greedy developers. Including
greed by the Stronghold Trust. This area has been a source of peace and refuge for our
community for decades.

I support the the Planning Commission’s recommended I-270 boundary. The single most
important thing is the boundary and the preservation goal.

The July 2021 boundary (drawn at Rt. 80 and including the Thurston Road cut-out) is highly
suspect and will substantially benefit the developer (whose properties are excluded).

Instead of a preservation plan, the Sugarloaf Plan becomes a development plan with a
preservation footnote. This area is home to rare species and a fragile ecosystem that
CANNOT HANDLE further development without being destroyed.

If the boundary moves to allow dense, commercial and possibly industrial development on
the west side of I-270, suburban sprawl will creep across the area as adjacent property-
owners sell out.

A vote against the I-270 boundary is a vote against the Plan.

I will vote for candidates to who listen and respond to me and my concerns as my fiancé
and I move to Frederick and start our life together.

Please, for the sake of our community, do everything you can to protect this land for future
generations, keeping developers away.

Thank you for your time,

A. Podonsky

mailto:apodonsky@gmail.com
mailto:MCKeegan-Ayer@FrederickCountyMD.gov


From: Steve Poteat
To: Council Members
Subject: Need for Better Forest Protection, Sugarloaf Plan
Date: Wednesday, August 31, 2022 5:41:12 PM
Attachments: 8-31-22 Sugarloaf Plan Forestry.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

Please find below our comments on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan in
support of the enhanced protection of forests provided by the proposed Overlay Zone. Thank you,
Steve and Blanca Poteat
 

Testimony on the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan in
support of the proposed Overlay Zone by Steve and Blanca Poteat of
Sugarloaf Mountain Road, August 31, 2022
 
Need for Better Forest Protection – Ode to Trees
 
We have undertaken three harvest cuts of our 50 acres of woods on Sugarloaf Mountain Road
over the past 40 years.  During that time we have harvested almost 1,500 trees equaling about
625,000 board feet of lumber.  Having taken all the appropriate forestry classes with the
Extension Service, we thought we were being good stewards of our woodlands.  We have
done everything the State and County have required and recommended.
 
We have had prepared three successive State Forestry Management Plans during these 40
years and paid for annual inspections. We have engaged three separate Maryland approved
private registered foresters over these 40 years to mark and inventory all the trees to be cut,
prepared detailed harvesting plans with landing yards and skid roads, supervised the timber
auctions, contract signings and bond arrangements, developed sediment control plans, and
arranged for prereview of the logging operations by the Frederick County Forestry Board. 
Everything was done by the book.
 
But we have learned the quality of forest protection all gets down to who signs the contract to
harvest the trees and how careful they are in the harvesting. By custom or professional practice
our contract forester only reviewed the harvesting perhaps two or three times during the
typical three month harvesting period. We learned that enforcing the bond protection
requirements is very difficult since the contract forester is more attuned to the “customs” of
harvesting and the cutters’ needs than to the necessary level of forest protection.  “This is the
way it has always been done.” In addition, the Forestry Board has never done a post-harvest
inspection.
 
On the one hand, the forest seems to have benefited by thinning the mature trees. However, on
the other hand, the cumulative damage to remaining standing trees along skid roads, exposure
and root disturbance at landing areas where the trees are loaded, and injury to other trees
struck and damaged by falling cut trees has simply become unacceptable to us, especially as
the climate crisis becomes so obvious. We contracted for the harvest cuts before we
understood the importance of maintaining mature trees to sequester carbon from the
atmosphere. 
 

mailto:cspoteat@gmail.com
mailto:CouncilMembers@FrederickCountyMD.gov
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Need for Better Forest Protection – Ode to Trees



We have undertaken three harvest cuts of our 50 acres of woods on Sugarloaf Mountain Road over the past 40 years.  During that time we have harvested almost 1,500 trees equaling about 625,000 board feet of lumber.  Having taken all the appropriate forestry classes with the Extension Service, we thought we were being good stewards of our woodlands.  We have done everything the State and County have required and recommended. 



We have had prepared three successive State Forestry Management Plans during these 40 years and paid for annual inspections. We have engaged three separate Maryland approved private registered foresters over these 40 years to mark and inventory all the trees to be cut, prepared detailed harvesting plans with landing yards and skid roads, supervised the timber auctions, contract signings and bond arrangements, developed sediment control plans, and arranged for prereview of the logging operations by the Frederick County Forestry Board.  Everything was done by the book. 



But we have learned the quality of forest protection all gets down to who signs the contract to harvest the trees and how careful they are in the harvesting. By custom or professional practice our contract forester only reviewed the harvesting perhaps two or three times during the typical three month harvesting period. We learned that enforcing the bond protection requirements is very difficult since the contract forester is more attuned to the “customs” of harvesting and the cutters’ needs than to the necessary level of forest protection.  “This is the way it has always been done.” In addition, the Forestry Board has never done a post-harvest inspection.



On the one hand, the forest seems to have benefited by thinning the mature trees. However, on the other hand, the cumulative damage to remaining standing trees along skid roads, exposure and root disturbance at landing areas where the trees are loaded, and injury to other trees struck and damaged by falling cut trees has simply become unacceptable to us, especially as the climate crisis becomes so obvious. We contracted for the harvest cuts before we understood the importance of maintaining mature trees to sequester carbon from the atmosphere.  



We don’t blame the current institutions involved in forest land management. They go about their businesses the way they always have, guided by current knowledge.  They believe they are doing “right” based on the professional customs of the industry that views trees, forests and timber as commodities rather than as vital resources for dealing with the existential threat of climate change.  We predict that in the near future, mature trees will be given endangered species protection so they can help ameliorate climate change.



Our society needs a significant paradigm shift in forest management. The enhanced woodland protection provided by the Overlay Zone in the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management Plan is a good first step.  Let’s respect and husband our woodlands as if our lives depend on them, because they do.  





We don’t blame the current institutions involved in forest land management. They go about
their businesses the way they always have, guided by current knowledge.  They believe they
are doing “right” based on the professional customs of the industry that views trees, forests
and timber as commodities rather than as vital resources for dealing with the existential threat
of climate change.  We predict that in the near future, mature trees will be given endangered
species protection so they can help ameliorate climate change.
 
Our society needs a significant paradigm shift in forest management. The enhanced woodland
protection provided by the Overlay Zone in the Sugarloaf Treasured Landscape Management
Plan is a good first step.  Let’s respect and husband our woodlands as if our lives depend on
them, because they do. 
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