
Dr. Gregory A. Prince 
JaLynn R. Prince 

13320 Signal Tree Lane 
Potomac, MD 20854 

 
 

Several years ago, a stranger knocked on our door and introduced himself as a 
representative of a company that planned to install solar panels in the backyard of our next-door 
neighbor, Dr. Lance Leithauser.  He assured us there would be no detrimental outcomes for us and 
said that before installation of the solar panels would begin, the company would plant a row of 
evergreen trees that would block completely our view of the solar panels from any point on our 
property. 

For the better part of the past year, construction of the solar farm has proceeded, often 
beginning at an early hour and creating sufficient noise to awaken our adult autistic son, who does 
not react well to such interruptions of his sleep. 

The panels are now installed, but not one tree (or even plant) has been planted to block the 
view.  The first image below, taken from our property, shows the fence encircling the solar panels. 

 

 
 
The fence is eight feet high and topped with barbed wire.  One might see similarities to a 

prison camp.  Indeed, the following image is of the Nazi Majdanek Concentration Camp in Poland. 
 



  
 
Chaberton built the 4-acre solar farm in Dr. Leithauser’s backyard, and now it proposes to 

build another one, nearly 10-fold larger, that will run the entire length of our back property line.  The 
first picture below is a view from our home office.  The evergreen on the left of the image is just 
beyond our fence—and beyond our control. 

 

 
 
The next image, generated by AI, shows what the neighboring field, which faces south, will 

look like once solar panels are installed, but without the removal of trees not on our property. 
 



 
 

The third image, also generated by AI, shows the view when the neighbor’s trees are 
removed.  Chaberton, it should be noted, removed all shade trees from Dr. Leithauser’s property as 
part of the installation process, without his prior knowledge or approval. 

 

 
 

The following three photographs, similarly generated, show an even larger array of solar 
panels that would be visible from other rooms of our house—indeed, the panels would stretch the 
entire back property line of our home.  The lamp posts are on our property. 



 

 

 
 



 
 
  



Chaberton lied when they told us there would be a perpetual green barrier that would shield 
us from the view of the panels on Dr. Leithauser’s property.  We have no reason to believe they will 
perform any better in installing the proposed solar farm.  Our investment in our property and home, 
which we constructed 18 years ago, exceeds $12,000,000.  Having a perpetual eyesore such as this in 
our backyard will have a devastating effect on our property value, for which we would have no 
assurance of any compensation. 

Other neighbors more adept in addressing issues of safety and compliance to regulations will 
weigh in on this matter.  Our concerns, since we are the only home in the neighborhood directly 
affected by both Chaberton projects, are unique. 

We are in total opposition to the Victoria project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Gregory A. Prince 
JaLynn R. Prince 



Doug Ortega

13437 Signal Tree Ln

Potomac, MD 20854


fugo@comcast.net


January 14, 2026


Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC)

2425 Reedie Drive, 14th Floor

Wheaton, MD 20902


I have been a County resident for over 60 years and have resided on Signal Tree Lane for 
over 25 years.  I am writing to you to express my concerns about the proposed community 
solar Project Victoria and my opposition to its construction.


The 3.25 MW Project Victoria proposed on a 40 acre parcel would be the second solar 
project in my community.  Previously, Project Santa Rosa, a 1.75 MW community solar 
generating station was approved on Signal Tree Lane in a pilot program a couple of  years 
ago on a 10 acre parcel.   Santa Rosa is nearing construction completion and has had 
wide ranging  negative impacts on our community, some of  which will be described later 
in this letter. Project Victoria as proposed would directly abut Project Santa Rosa.


Project Victoria directly abuts existing Project Santa Rosa


Chaberton’s Statement of  Justification for Project Victoria leaves out drawings and maps 
that show how it abuts the Santa Rosa project. Here is Chaberton’s image of  Project 



Victoria directly from their document.   The Chaberton image doesn’t show the 
construction development from Santa Rosa and was taken prior to 2025. 


Now, here is an annotated Google Earth image from May, 2025 that illustrates how 
approval of  Project Victoria would result in two adjacent industrial-sized Chaberton-built 
solar projects smack dab in the middle of  residential homes!


Projects Victoria and Santa Rosa in the aggregate result in ~50 acres of  property 
dedicated to solar power generation in the middle of  our residential community. The 
directly abutting homesites add up to about the same amount of  land as the solar farms!  
One of  my neighbors will have his property abutted by solar facilities on two sides. This is 
simply unacceptable. 


No matter if  these two solar facilities may ultimately be owned and operated by different 
corporate entities, they must be considered as one large facility for planning purposes.




This is truly industrial development 


It’s important that the County and MNCPPC learn from the Santa Rosa development. It 
has direct relevance to Project Victoria.


The term “solar farm” evokes calm, agrarian, bucolic images. In reality, based on the 
experience of  the Santa Rosa development, a solar farm is anything but that. 


For size comparison, the above-grade finished space in the residence directly below 
Project Santa Rosa in the Google Earth image above is over 17,000 square feet.  So, 
Santa Rosa is massive and that will be dwarfed by Project Victoria. 


Project Victoria will be more than twice the size of  the Santa Rosa development complete 
with asphalt service roads, drainage features, transformers, electrical apparatus, cisterns 
for use in case of  fire, detention-camp style fencing, lighting, security and more. All in a 
residential area!


Here is a photograph of  the detention-style fencing recently erected for Santa Rosa.


 




Landscaping features in the Chaberton Project Victoria plans are anemic, promising 
screening from view in 5 years.  For abutting homes that means many years of  visual 
blight until maturity occurs.  In the meantime, property values of  all homes in the 
community will surely be depressed.  This photo taken of  Project Santa Rosa from an 
abutting property is what I mean by “visual blight”. 


One neighbor in fear of  proposed Project Victoria is already taking steps to plant 
additional trees at the cost of  many, many thousands of  dollars to try to avoid the blight.  
Given the slope of  the land, this still may not suffice. No taxpayer should be forced to do 
this in order to enjoy peace and serenity in their residence especially considering that it 
was purchased with the zoning restrictions and Master Plan that existed prior to the  
beginning of  the solar free-for-all in Maryland and Montgomery County.


The impact of  large scale industrial development, whether piecemeal or all at once in the 
middle of  a residential community must be carefully considered by MNCPPC.  Further 
development in the Manor Stone/Signal Tree community should stop at the completion 
of  Project Santa Rosa. Project Victoria should be denied.




Impacts from Santa Rosa that relate to Project Victoria


As previously stated, it’s important that the County and MNCPPC learn from the Santa 
Rosa development as it has direct relevance to Project Victoria.


For the first time in the 25 years I’ve lived here I’ve seen coyotes on my property. I believe 
that the coyotes have moved to the end of  Signal Tree as a result of  the Santa Rosa 
development.   I had heard stories recently of  lambs being killed by coyote from my 
neighbor who lives directly across Signal Tree Ln from Santa Rosa.  And I captured 
photos of  them on my trail camera. Additional wildlife displacement to the nearby 
residences will be exacerbated if  Project Victoria is built.




Traffic from (out-of-state) construction vehicles for Project Santa Rosa has been a 
constant. Not only is it a long term eyesore, but it is certainly damaging to the road 
infrastructure.  For Project Victoria, the traffic and damage to a small, already non-ideal 
Manor Stone road surface will be even worse.  The length of  the drive to the end of  
Manor Stone from River Rd is much longer (0.85 miles) than the drive on Signal Tree Ln 
(0.2 miles).  The frequent traffic from construction workers, dump trucks, delivery trucks, 
equipment trucks for excavators, graders, diggers, etc and even tractor trailers on this long 
route will place undue burden on and create hazards to the residents of  Manor Stone, 
especially children and the elderly for the multiple years of  construction that will be 
required.   



The MNCPPC-proposed 60 foot radius turnaround at the end of  Manor Stone will not 
be enough to handle the parked construction workers’ vehicles as well as the large tractor-
trailers.  As an example, this blocked my way on Signal Tree at Santa Rosa one day.


The Verizon FiOS line for our entire neighborhood was cut by a Santa Rosa construction 
crew resulting in a two day outage. This affected TV, phone (including emergency 
services) and Internet service for residents.  Those that worked remotely or had home-
based business were out of  commission.


These are just some of  the things that I have directly observed during the course of  the 
construction of  Project Santa Rosa that will only be worse for Project Victoria.


Chaberton is bypassing the Maryland PSC process


Project Victoria was originally proposed as a much larger solar generating facility, 
Maryland Public Service Commission case 9770. Chaberton withdrew that case from 
consideration just before the first public comment hearing in the face of  widespread 
opposition from the affected parties and the Manor Stone/Signal Tree communities, 
instead choosing to pare down the power capacity to just below the limits that would 
require a face-off  before the Commission.  A petition was supplied to the Commission 
signed by over 70 residents of  the community in opposition to the project.  Undoubtedly, 



this petition will be provided to you during the course the Project Victoria approval 
process. The residents of  this community are being ‘run over’ by Chaberton to the 
detriment of  its citizens. Solar is good, a free-for-all is not. Calm, rational planning is 
being thrown out the window. 


Conclusion 


Our community already has Project Santa Rosa to provide solar generated clean power to  
other parts of  the County.  As a community, we’re doing our part. As citizens of  the 
County we are entitled by law to the quiet enjoyment of  our property.  Adding Project 
Victoria directly adjacent to Santa Rosa would place a disproportionate burden on the 
residents of  this community. 


Approval of  County solar projects should be restricted not only based on power capacity, 
but should also take into account the nature of  the community where the development 
will occur and the acreage involved. The previous focus of  Maryland and Montgomery 
County has seemingly been to preserve the Ag Reserve at all costs while giving little 
consideration to dumping what amounts to a 50 acre industrial facility in the middle of  a 
residential area.  No approval for Project Victoria should proceed until such time as the 
County government and MNCPPC transparently and with full public debate consider the 
effect of  and better specify the allowed density of  multiple/large solar sites directly in the 
middle of  residential communities.  


Sincerely yours,


Doug Ortega














From: Paul Garrett
To: Gatling, Tsaiquan
Subject: Re: Chaberton Solar Victoria
Date: Wednesday, January 7, 2026 9:58:31 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
DH-Intervenor Petition vFinal.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Tsaiquan,

Thank you for following up and the opportunity to offer additional comments. I'm available to
talk anytime over the next few days if you have questions. My cell is 202-236-4652. 

I want to reiterate an important issue that appears to get little attention. While there are
appropriate areas in Maryland for solar farms, residential neighborhoods are not one of them,
regardless of what the laws say. And, despite that fact, our neighborhood already has one solar
farm (Santa Rosa). And that farm took years to construct, was riddled with mismanagement
and delays by the same proposed developer, was built by out of state workers, and has
provided no benefit — financial or otherwise — to our neighborhood or other residents of
Maryland. Chaberton already sold the first project to an out-of-state investor (PureSky from
Colo.), and they used all out-of-state construction teams (Cinterra from NC). 

Chaberton is now proposing two more solar farms — that are bigger than Santa Rosa —
directly ADJACENT to Santa Rosa. If this co-location is permitted, that will make a Mega-
Solar-Farm totaling 5 to 6 MWs (which this developer already tried to do with the State PSC
and then withdrew its application when it knew it would fail). There is no basis, reason, or
justification for Maryland or Montgomery County to knowingly approve of three adjacent
solar farms in SAME neighborhood. There are endless other areas that would be appropriate
for industrial scale solar farms. 

I also do not believe there has been any analysis of whether the current Pepco electrical grid
could even handle the addition of 4 MW of electricity.  Apparently, Santa Rosa failed the first
start up test and is not yet operational. They have until May 2026 to get it online. Without a
careful and thorough evaluation of the electrical grid in the area, it would be reckless for the
County to approve the two proposed projects. Has anyone ever done this analysis? In addition,
Pepco is currently in active litigation over problematic, unsafe live wires on Manor Stone
Drive. Is the staff even aware of this significant situation with Pepco?  Again, it would be
suspect for the County to approve new solar projects on land adjacent to land with unsafe,
known live wires.

Plus, this 5-6 MW monstrosity would be constructed in a residential neighborhood that does
not have fire hydrants. So the county would be approving and sanctioning a potential disaster,
if there were to be some sort of fire which spreads to the neighborhood.  I’m sure Montgomery
County does not want to be defending some of the issues that Los Angeles County has been
dealing with for the past year. My family lost two houses in the Palisades, so I know a little

mailto:paul@jsjetty.com
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BEFORE THE

MARYLAND PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION



Donald & Johanna Hoffman 
13301 Manor Stone Drive 
Germantown, MD 20874 
301-518-7500 
donald.hoffman@excelservices.com and hildajohannahoffman@yahoo.com 



Date: June 26, 2025



Andrew S. Johnston 
Executive Secretary 
Maryland Public Service Commission 
William Donald Schaefer Tower 
6 St. Paul Street, 16th Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202



Subject: Petition to Intervene in Maryland PSC Case No. 9770 (Project Victoria)



Dear Mr. Johnston,



We, Donald and Johanna Hoffman, respectfully petition to intervene in the above-referenced 
proceeding pursuant to Maryland Public Utilities Code §3-106 and the Maryland Public Service 
Commission's (PSC) rules. We own property directly adjacent (abuts) to the proposed project on 
River Road and are petitioning to intervene to protect our property, our views and our quality of 
life. Given the substantial and adverse impacts of the proposed Project Victoria on our property, 
we can present real impact scenarios and facts to protect our interests. 



Our family has also been severely impacted by Pepco’s negligence in running power lines, 
grounding those lines and maintaining those lines. Our case presents unique impacts such as not 
being able to live in our home for the last eight months because of live wires and life safety 
issues created by Pepco. They are a major player in the solar farm space and this particular 
project, as they must provide the ‘inter-connect’ from the proposed solar farm to their energy 
delivery sub-systems (Pepco’s grid). 



Interest in the Case



We are the beneficial owners of property located at 13301 Manor Stone Drive, Germantown, MD 
20874. Our property will be significantly impacted by the combined effects of both solar 
projects, creating a disproportionate burden on our land and the surrounding area. 



Although Chaberton Solar Victoria Holdings LLC’s (“Chaberton” or “Applicant”) amended 
application and Environmental Review Document now briefly mention the existence of the 
adjacent Santa Rosa project, the reference is minimal and lacks any substantive analysis of the 
potential cumulative or combined impacts of both projects on the surrounding community. The 
application does not address the disproportionate burden that nearly 7MW of contiguous solar 
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development would place on this rural cluster. The application also dismissively says that views 
will not be affected because natural screening will be put in place. This is patently wrong, and 
the views from my house and the houses of my neighbors will be forever damaged by this large 
power generation plant/solar field. This is an industrial installation in the middle of a 
Potomac neighborhood. See attached drone pictures of my property in the appendix. Chaberton 
can espouse all the green platitudes it wants, but this “happy talk” is cover for what is an ugly 
eye-sore, along a well-traveled rural road in Potomac, less than one mile from the river.



While Applicant asserts compliance with the co-location requirements of Maryland Public 
Utilities Article § 7-306.2(d)(13)(ii)(9), this provision is a regulatory standard, not a policy 
preference for co-location of private solar fields. Compliance with this regulation does not 
address the lack of substantive analysis of the cumulative or combined impacts of the Victoria 
and Santa Rosa projects on the surrounding community. The Applicant’s filings do not provide 
any meaningful assessment of the environmental, aesthetic, or socioeconomic effects of 
operating both projects in tandem. Project Santa Rosa was a pilot effort, and thus was not subject 
to the same PSC scrutiny. This is wrong, we and our neighbors deserve to have the totality of the 
projects re-assessed at the county and the state level. Despite what Chaberton asserts, Project 
Victoria violates 7-306-2 of the PUC with regard to co-located community solar facilities.



The construction and operation of Project Victoria, would cause adverse effects on our property 
which is downhill from the Pilkerton Farm, including:



• Increased fire risk in an area without fire hydrants or adequate emergency response 
infrastructure. Our property is in a non-hydrant area where firefighting capabilities are 
severely limited.



• Potential contamination and depletion of our well water supply. Our property relies 
exclusively on well water, making us particularly vulnerable to any changes in 
groundwater quality or quantity over time resulting from the three phased solar project.



• Altered storm water runoff patterns causing potential erosion and flooding on our 
property. The topography of the area includes slopes exceeding 15% grade, which are 
unsuitable for solar development and will exacerbate runoff issues when disturbed. We 
plan to use photos and our own surveys to show the false claims of the Applicant, as it 
relates to grades on the property.



• Structural impacts from construction activities. During the construction of the access road 
for Project Santa Rosa, our neighbors on Signal Tree documented the damage done by all 
the large construction vehicles and delivery trucks. Project Victoria is proposed to be 
three times larger, and therefore we expect three times the damage to our road. We also 
expect construction to be loud and disruptive for three times as long as Santa Rosa.
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• Negative impacts on property value and insurability due to proximity to industrial-scale 
solar installations and increased environmental risks. We plan to introduce evidence that a 
local real estate agent expects property values to drop by nearly 15% if the Project is 
approved.



Grounds for Intervention



1. The proposed Project Victoria, in combination with the adjacent Project Santa Rosa, 
would create a combined solar installation of approximately 6.72 megawatts, far 
exceeding the 2MW limit set for the land under Montgomery County regulations. The 
combined impact of both solar projects would place a disproportionate burden on our 
property and the surrounding community, creating new risks that would not exist if each 
project were evaluated in isolation.



2. The environmental site assessment for Project Victoria failed to evaluate the cumulative 
impact of both solar projects operating in such close proximity, leaving critical 
environmental and safety concerns unaddressed. Montgomery County has failed to look 
at the combined impact of such a large, multi-phased project. We and our neighbors need 
more time to conduct our own expert analysis and survey work to show where the County 
has failed to protect the community’s interests.



3. Our property contains specific topographical features, including a seasonal stream bed 
and forest conservation easement that would be directly impacted by the altered storm 
water runoff and other environmental changes resulting from Project Victoria. The 
Applicant’s ERD - Appendix 19 appears to be incomplete as it relates to its Glare Study. 
Our property is in the flight path of both Dulles and Reagan airports, and we believe 
flight safety is a real issue to be included in the Glare Study. Attachment 2 shows a 
picture of how close we are to the Virginia shoreline and Dulles airport.



We reserve the right to be represented by counsel during these proceedings.



Adoption and summary of previously-filed petitions


Metzger Petition (filed June 8, 2025). Mr. and Mrs. Metzger (13321 Manor Stone Drive) 
document five specific impacts:


o Proximity-driven intensity of all impacts;

o Safety risks (inadequate storm-water plan; wildfire potential; traffic on an un-


improved rural road);

o Environmental harms, including erosion jeopardizing a downstream Category I 


conservation easement and threats to a seasonal bat colony potentially hosting 
endangered species;
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o Aesthetic and glare impacts inadequately mitigated by the applicant’s buffer and 
glare study; and



o 9-12 percent loss of property value, compounded by cumulative effects with the 
adjacent Santa Rosa project. 



Prince Petition (filed June 24, 2025). Dr. and Mrs. Gregory A. Prince (13320 Signal Tree Lane) 
document six specific impacts



o Proximity: Residence shares a long property line with the solar arrays, magnifying 
all impacts.



o Safety risks: Storm-water runoff, erosion, electrical and wildfire hazards in a rural 
area lacking hydrants.



o Environmental harm: Seasonal bat colony roosting on the home (possible 
Northern long-eared and tricolored bats); cites research showing solar farms cut 
bat activity by up to 86 percent.



o Aesthetic/glare impacts: 30-ft vegetative buffer and applicant’s glare study are 
inadequate; receptor 61 (their home) omitted from glare analysis.



o Property-value loss: Estimates a nearly 12 percent decline ($1.2 M), compounded 
by the adjacent Santa Rosa project.



o Zoning conflict: Project exceeds Montgomery County’s 2MW Rural Cluster 
zoning cap.



I incorporate these two petitions by reference and rely on the facts and arguments they present.



Direct and unique interest

My property also abuts the proposed solar farm. The industrial-sized solar farm will:



• Concentrate storm-water runoff toward my property;

• Increase heavy-equipment traffic past my home;

• Expose my residence to potential electrical and wildfire hazards; and

• Diminish the rural view that is a material component of my property value.



Because these impacts are site-specific and fall most acutely on adjacent landowners, no existing 
party can adequately represent my interests.



Request for Relief



For the reasons above and those detailed in the El-Hibri, Prince and Metzger petitions, I 
respectfully request that the Commission grant me intervenor status with all attendant 
rights to participate, receive service of filings, propound discovery, present testimony, and seek 
rehearing or judicial review.
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Certification



We certify that this Petition to Intervene has been served on all parties of record in Case No. 
9770 via the Maryland PSC E-file system, as required by Commission regulations. Thank you 
for considering this Petition. Please contact us at the information provided above if further 
details are required. Please add us to the case mailing list and notify us of all filings and hearing 
schedules.



Respectfully submitted,



/s/ Donald Hoffman

Donald Hoffman 


/s/ Johanna Hoffman
Johanna Hoffman 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Attachments:



1. Graphic showing both projects in relation to our property.

2. Aerial photos of our property showing both the proximity to the Potomac River and the 


project site’s apparent slope that exceeds requirements.



Attachment 1 - Graphic of both co-located projects 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3 Phases, 2 Projects, Only 1 Hearing

Stars represent houses - all without fire hydrants, all on wells.



Impacting more than just those directly abutting the two project sites.







Attachment 2 - Aerial Photos of 13301 Manor Stone - (Photos by Townsend Visuals)
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View looking to the North over the Potomac to Virginia


View from above River Road looking East - Project Victoria site top right







about this subject, as today is the first anniversary of the fires.

The environmental damages from Santa Rosa, the traffic impacts have been significant, and
the repeated delays have been unfortunate. The project has been totally mismanaged. 
Attached is Mr. Hoffman's June 2025 petition to intervene submitted to the PSC, which is a
public document. Please make it part of the record and share it with the Board. 

Thanks again for allowing me to share input. Hope to meet you in person on the 29th. 

I think this one graphic (attached) tells the whole story - each star is a house. This is not rural,
this is suburbs. If you compare this to what the developer submitted, you get a very different
story and can understand our real safety concerns about brush fires and electrocution.

Paul
 

On Tue, Jan 6, 2026 at 3:52 PM Gatling, Tsaiquan
<tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Mr. Garrett,

 

I am writing to follow up with you regarding the Chaberton Solar Victoria Mandatory Referral
projects. I am the lead reviewer for these applications and have taken your initial email comments
as part of our review and will incorporate them into the Staff Report. I am reaching out now to ask
if you have further comments you wanted to provide or questions you want to pose to myself or

the Applicant head of the scheduled January 29th Planning Board hearing. I will look forward to
your response; my contact information is below if you’d prefer to talk via phone.

 

Thank you,

Tsaiquan Gatling

 

Tsaiquan Gatling

Planner III, West County Planning

 

Montgomery County Planning Department

2425 Reedie Drive, Wheaton, MD  20902

Tsaiquan.Gatling@montgomeryplanning.org

p: 301.495.2116

mailto:tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org
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From: Paul Garrett <paul@jsjetty.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2025 10:25 AM
To: Flynn, Meghan <meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org>
Cc: Dickel, Stephanie <Stephanie.Dickel@montgomeryplanning.org>; Gatling, Tsaiquan
<tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org>; Lindsey, Amy
<amy.lindsey@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Re: Chaberton Solar Victoria

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links,
or responding.

Meghan

 

Thanks so much for the information. As we discussed, the neighborhood surrounding
Chabterton's new proposed projects (Manor Stone, Signal Tree Road, and Magruder Farm)
is organized. It successfully fought Chaberton on its  original proposal for a CPCN with the
State PSC this past summer (Case #9770). Four neighbors were granted legal intervenor
status by the PSC back in the summer. 

 

Chaberton's new proposed projects are merely an addition to Project Santa Rosa and an
attempt to do an end-around of the original project that it was forced to withdraw. Here is
my testimony before the PSC on 10/29 - go to minute 10 - https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=3OJs-siUSq8&t=1013s 

 

There are endless details about the mismanagement and problems with Santa Rosa &
Victoria, which are detailed in the intervenor filings (linked here - items 33, 37 & 39). I
encourage you all not only to review those filings but also to come visit Santa Rosa (13300
Signal Tree). You will learn about how the project directly injures four neighbors'
properties, the negative impact on the neighborhood from water run-off, erosion, etc., the
environmental/wildlife/livestock destruction, and the damage to the street from all the
construction.  And that is not to mention the life-safety issues created by the
proposed massive enlargement of the solar fields in a neighborhood with no ability to fight
fires. Solar has a place in Maryland - just not in residential neighborhoods. 

 

History proves that Chaberton's business model is to flip these projects to out-of-state

mailto:paul@jsjetty.com
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private equity funds - that's what they did with Santa Rosa. Chaberton will likely do the
exact same thing with the new proposed projects, i.e., sell this project well before the
completion. They have also primarily used out-of-state construction workers, so Maryland
and MoCo are not even seeing the supposed (limited) economic benefit they promise in
applications. Lastly and most importantly, this combined and enlarged collective project
presents real and present life-safety risks from both brush fire and electrocution given the
age and frailty of Pepco's grid.  

 

Here are the pictures of the two signs they posted to announce the new phase. They are
hardly accessible and certainly are not readable, consistent with the poor quality and mis-
information they exhibited in building Santa Rosa. The neighborhood looks forward to
further interface with your office.  Members are planning on attending the public hearing
when it is scheduled in January.

 

Please reach out with questions and let me know if you or anyone on your team would like
to visit the sites.

 

Paul Garrett

28 year Potomac resident 

C 202-236-4652

 

On Tue, Nov 18, 2025 at 12:35 PM Flynn, Meghan
<meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Mr. Garrett,

I’m following up on our conversation this morning about the new solar project near you, and
with this email I am connecting you to the regulatory supervisors coordinating our review,
Stephanie Dickel and Amy Lindsey.  I also wanted to amend a piece of incorrect information I
gave you – the review period for a Mandatory Referral is 60 days, not 90.  So, to estimate a
Board date, we’d be looking at mid-January, not mid-February.

 

For the benefit of the planners copied here, I’ll also give a brief summary of our conversation. 
You are Paul Garrett, living at 13513 Magruder Farm Ct, with an interest in and opposition to
the new project called Chaberton Solar Victoria, located on P133 on River Rd, 1000ft West of
Signal Tree Lane.  The Victoria project consists of:

 

Forest Conservation:    F20260280 for the whole property, this being 38.21 acres according to
SDAT, but called 42 acres in the application (applicants are allowed to include prior dedications

mailto:meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org


in calculating tract size).

Mandatory Referrals:    MR2026010 for a 2MW facility on the North half of the property, this
being 12.2 acres of P133

MR2026011 for a 1.25MW facility on the South half of the property,
this being 8.3 acres of P133

 

The Victoria project is adjacent to its sister project, Caberton Santa Rosa, at 13330 Signal Tree
Ln.  The site plan 820220210 approved the project for a 1.75MW facility on a 10 acre parcel.

 

Paul, I’ll let you know when the project passes intake and the files become available online. 
Please let me know if you have any other questions,

 

MF

 

 

 

                

  Meghan Flynn  she / her

Planner   |    Westcounty Division

 

Montgomery County Planning Department

2425 Reedie Dr, Wheaton MD 20902

Meghan.Flynn@montgomeryplanning.org

o: (301) 495-4609  |  Info Desk:  (301) 495-4610

 

 

 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2Fs%2FLRrnClYD5Zu2L734cGKU90%3Fdomain%3Dnam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7C93c96736c6ed44e959f108de4dfd130d%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639033947105504188%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=YZHX8M32nJypVJrRm7s%2BkUmeoxVDebrLOTXogpI2nVY%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2Fs%2FtXnNCmZGQ1sjv274uOayUP%3Fdomain%3Dnam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7C93c96736c6ed44e959f108de4dfd130d%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639033947105522249%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1fL%2F8NlKebPEfPjvX%2FhKIXSZc8ROq%2BrouqVGPj%2B5Bf4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2Fs%2FQIBQCn58r2c7n51BuNb6Dx%3Fdomain%3Dnam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7C93c96736c6ed44e959f108de4dfd130d%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639033947105539607%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ueQPxubCj7EQQmRuMubdlE1%2FxoHDReg48I2LOwO%2FjaQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fprotect-us.mimecast.com%2Fs%2FihbCCo27Q3Frk41Ws6NBZ0%3Fdomain%3Dnam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7C93c96736c6ed44e959f108de4dfd130d%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639033947105556632%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=p%2FqcO3FvqwvCW1bmxRQ1qwaoshSuK%2BdFPDm6AmxaA7k%3D&reserved=0
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From: Paul Garrett
To: Gatling, Tsaiquan
Subject: Re: Chaberton Solar Victoria
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2026 9:51:02 AM
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Tsaiquan,

Below is additional information that the staff and Board should consider in evaluating
proposed Project Victoria 1 and 2.

As discussed below, there are serious and significant issues with the power grid in the area of
the proposed projects.  Specifically, there have been (and possibly continue to be)
active live wires adjacent to not only the Santa Rosa project, but more importantly to the
proposed sites of Victoria.  One would think that this situation alone should eliminate any
further consideration of the Project Victoria sites.  And if those issues were not enough, the
addition of 3 solar farms (Santa Rosa and two Victoria) to the Pepco grid in this area would
cause even more problems.  Indeed, Chaberton itself has admitted to the Montgomery
County Planning Board that power lines have limitations and an electrical line can only
handle one solar project:

"Electrical line hosting capacity.  Power lines have limitations and a typical line can only
handle one Community Solar project," and "Community solar facilities are limited to 2MW
pursuant to the Maryland Community Solar program rules and regulations."  Aug. 29, 2024
Letter from Francoise M. Carrier to Montgomery County Planning Board for Project
Sugarloaf, Ex. B.  While the Board has already received this letter, a copy is attached for your
and its convenience.  It is noteworthy that Ms. Carrier continues to represent Chaberton with
respect to the proposed Victoria projects.  It is also important to note that Santa Rosa is a
2MW farm, and Chaberton has been trying (and failing) to connect to the Pepco line

Chaberton has also admitted to the Montgomery County Planning Board that there cannot
be solar projects on adjacent parcels:  

"Co-location restrictions.  The Maryland Community Solar program does not allow projects
on adjacent parcels."  Ex. B.
 
These restrictions that Chaberton has previously acknowledged to the Board should prevent
Chaberton's proposed Victoria projects.

Paul Garrett

On Wed, Jan 7, 2026 at 9:57 AM Paul Garrett <paul@jsjetty.com> wrote:
Tsaiquan,

mailto:paul@jsjetty.com
mailto:Tsaiquan.Gatling@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:paul@jsjetty.com
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August 29, 2024 
 


 
Artie Harris, Chair, and Members of the Montgomery County Planning Board 
2425 Reedie Drive, 14th Floor  
Wheaton, MD 20902 
 


Re: Mandatory Referral Application MR2024016, Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf 
 
Dear Chair Harris and Members of the Board: 
 
 I write on behalf of my client Chaberton Energy (“Chaberton”) to provide supplemental 
information in preparation for the Mandatory Referral hearing scheduled for September 5, 2024 
regarding Chaberton’s proposed Project Sugarloaf community solar project.  Maryland’s Community 
Solar program is intended to increase the amount of solar energy generated in the State while making it 
accessible to residents who do not otherwise have the means to choose the benefits of solar energy, such 
as residents who do not own their own home or do not have the financial means to place solar panels on 
their home.  This project will be required to have at least 40% percent subscribers of limited or moderate 
income, who are guaranteed to receive a discount on their electricity bills of at least 20% compared to 
standard Potomac Edison rates.  Significantly, community solar subscribers lock in the percentage 
discount, so as rates continue to rise over time, their absolute annual savings will increase.  A recent 
state study estimated that Potomac Edison will increase rates by 24% in 2025/26, making the availability 
of savings through community solar all the more valuable.1   
 
 For the reasons stated in this letter and to be discussed more fully at the Mandatory Referral 
hearing, Chaberton requests that the Planning Board recommend to the County Council transmittal of 
the comments that follow to the PSC: 
 


“The Montgomery County Council requests that in considering the CPCN 
application of Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf LLC, Case No. 9726 ML 310345, the 
Public Service Commission take into account the following: 


 
1. The Application does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan for 


Montgomery County, Thrive Montgomery 2050.  
2. The Application is contrary to the goals of the 1980 Preservation of Agriculture 


& Rural Open Space Functional Master Plan.  
3. The Application conflicts with the intent and requirements of Montgomery 


County’s Agricultural Reserve (AR) Zone.”  
 


1 Maryland Office of People’s Counsel study, “Bill and Rate Impacts of PJM’s 2025/2026 Capacity 
Market Results & Reliability Must-Run Units in Maryland,” issued August 14, 2024. 
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 As you will hear in more detail at the hearing, Chaberton is a local company, headquartered in 
Rockville.  It is the developer for numerous solar power projects throughout the country, with the 
heaviest concentration in the Mid-Atlantic.  The Sugarloaf Project is a community solar installation 
proposed on Darnestown Road in Dickerson, within the County’s Agricultural Reserve (the “Ag 
Reserve”).  Chaberton proposes a project that will generate four megawatts (“MW”) of solar available to 
subscribers within the Potomac Edison utility territory, prioritizing direct savings to residents of 
Montgomery County.   The project is under review through Maryland’s Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity (“CPCN”) process, which provides Montgomery County with the opportunity to comment on 
the application before a final decision is made by the Maryland Public Service Commission (“PSC”).  
This letter will address several issues discussed in the planning staff report for the upcoming hearing, 
dated August 23, 2024 (the “Staff Report”), as outlined below.  
 


1. Chaberton is Committed to Agrivoltaics.  Chaberton has voiced its intention to implement 
agrivoltaics at this site on numerous occasions and has made a binding commitment to do so as a 
condition of CPCN approval, see CPCN Case No 9726, ML No 311975.   
 


2. Natural Resources Inventory (“NRI”) Awaits Planning Staff Approval.  Chaberton has been 
under the impression that it had responded to all staff comments on the submitted NRI until 
receiving an additional round of comments on August 27.  Chaberton is working hard to respond 
promptly to the new comments.   


 
3. Forest Conservation Plan (“FCP”) Has Been Informally Submitted while Awaiting NRI 


Approval.  Chaberton submitted an FCP on June 21, 2024  showing no mitigation requirements 
and believes that the FCP is ready to be formally accepted, reviewed and approved in short order 
as soon as the NRI has been approved.  Based on previous discussions with planning staff, 
Chaberton believed all involved understood that the FCP would be formally submitted after 
approval of the NRI, and would be reviewed on a separate track from the Mandatory Referral 
review.  CPCN approvals typically require approval of an FCP as a licensing condition.  
Chaberton is not aware of any projects that have been required to have an approved FCP in place 
before approval of a CPCN. Further, since solar projects are exempt from afforestation 
requirements and this project does not trigger reforestation, the outcome of the FCP is already 
known.  


4. CPCN Approval by PSC Weighs Local Zoning and Planning Against Benefits of Solar Energy. 
In considering a CPCN application, state law requires the PSC to give “due consideration” to the 
recommendation of the governing body of the county in which the solar power project is 
proposed to be located.  See Maryland Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) Sect. 7-207(e)(1).  Maryland 
courts have confirmed that the PSC has full, unqualified authority to decide where solar 
generating stations with a capacity over two MW may be sited, reaching a balance that includes 
local planning and zoning among several factors (see discussion below).  Chaberton is aware of 
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no legal authority suggesting that a local ban on utility-scale solar is the only possible 
justification for the PSC to approve a solar project over a local jurisdiction’s objections.  
Relevant PSC decisions are discussed below. 
 


5. Montgomery County Solar Energy Policy Should Support a Realistic Amount of Community 
Solar to Support State Goals and Environmental Justice.  Montgomery County’s leaders and 
residents have voiced support for solar energy as part of the County’s response to the global 
climate crisis and to lower the cost of energy for Maryland residents.  The County’s Zoning 
Code, however, has a complete ban on solar facilities over two MW and a de facto ban on non-
accessory use solar facilities less than two MW in the Ag Reserve.  This project and others under 
review through the CPCN process are opportunities for the County to choose not to stand in the 
way of a reasonable amount of community solar in the Ag Reserve at a scale that is approved at 
the state level, while leaving intact the County’s existing zoning restrictions for smaller projects, 
which are approved at the county level.  Adopting this position would allow the County to make 
a meaningful contribution to Maryland’s need for solar power and to promote environmental 
justice for residents of Montgomery County and the State. 


 
1. Chaberton is Committed to Agrivoltaics  


 
Chaberton has long had a commitment to implementing agrivoltaics as part of solar power 


projects to achieve a dual harvest – renewable energy and agricultural production.  Chaberton has 
expressed its intention to implement agrivoltaics at Project Sugarloaf to planning staff, as noted in the 
Montgomery Planning Impact Report on solar collection systems issued December 28, 2023, p. 7.  
Before reading the staff report, we were not aware that staff would consider this to be a commitment 
only if Chaberton first obtained approval from the Montgomery County Office of Agriculture (“OAG”) 
for a specific plan.  Chaberton is working with the Maryland Department of Agriculture (“MDA”) on a 
condition of approval of the CPCN for another project that will require Chaberton to obtain approval for 
an agrivoltaics plan from the MDA at least 30 days before operations begin at the site.  See Licensing 
condition 11(b) for CPCN Case No. 9714, Snow Solar Project.  To remove any ambiguity, Chaberton 
has also committed on the CPCN record for Project Sugarloaf to a similar licensing condition that will 
require Chaberton to obtain approval for an agrivoltaics plan from the MDA at least 30 days before 
operations begin at the Sugarloaf site.  Supplemental Direct Testimony of Ryan Boswell on Behalf of 
Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I LLC, submitted August 28, 2024, attached as Exhibit A.  Chaberton is also 
willing to consult with the OAG on its agrivoltaics plan, but for a state-approved project, it is 
appropriate for approval to rest with the MDA. 
 


2. Natural Resources Inventory (“NRI”) Awaits Planning Staff Approval 
 


Chaberton submitted a draft Natural Resources Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (“NRI”) on 
July 11, 2024, received comments from planning staff on July 17, 2024 and submitted a response to 
those comments on August 9, 2024.  Additional comments were received from planning staff on August 
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14, 2024 and a response was submitted to these comments on August 16, 2024.  Comments were also 
received from planning staff on August 27, 2024.  Chaberton intends to have a response to those 
comments finalized by August 30, 2024.   
 


3. Forest Conservation Plan Has Been Informally Submitted while Awaiting NRI Approval 
 
 Although Chaberton submitted an FCP on June 21, 2024, planning staff apparently does not 
consider it to have been submitted because it cannot be formally accepted until the NRI has been 
approved.  The substance of the Sugarloaf FCP is non-controversial.  Chaberton will not be required to 
take any actions under the FCP because neither of the possible planting requirements, afforestation and 
reforestation, applies: (a) solar generation projects are exempt from afforestation under state law (see 
Maryland House Bills 0723 and 1511) and (b) the Sugarloaf project will not remove any forest from the 
site, so there is no reforestation requirement.  Chaberton believes that the FCP is ready to be formally 
accepted, reviewed and approved in short order as soon as the NRI has been approved.   
 


As to the timing of FCP approval, decisions granting a CPCN typically require approval of an 
FCP as a post-CPCN-approval licensing condition.  Chaberton is not aware of any solar generation 
projects that have been required to have an approved FCP in place before approval of a CPCN.  
Chaberton will have ample time to obtain Montgomery County’s approval of an FCP on a timeframe 
that is compliant with the anticipated CPCN conditions. 
 


4. CPCN Approval by PSC Weighs Local Zoning and Planning Against Benefits of Solar Energy 
 


As part of its review of a CPCN application, the PSC must give “due consideration” to “the 
recommendation of the governing body of each county or municipal corporation in which any portion of 
the construction of the generating station…is proposed to be located[.]”  PUA § 7-207(e)(1).  A 
“generating station” refers to a generating unit or facility with, in relevant part, a capacity that exceeds 
two MW of alternating current.  Id. at Sec. 7-207(a)(4).  Recently, Maryland courts have affirmed that 
under the plain language of PUA § 7-207, “the PSC is the ultimate decision-maker and approving 
authority of generating stations.  Local government is a participant in the process and has an advisory 
role…whose recommendations, and local planning and zoning regulations must be duly considered but 
leaves the PSC responsible for reaching the final balance that includes local planning and zoning as one 
of several factors.”  Bd. of Cnty. Comm'rs of Wash. Cnty., Md. v. Perennial Solar, LLC, 464 Md. 610, 
643-44, 212 A.3d 868, 887-88 (Md. App. Ct. 2019) (internal citations omitted).  Indeed, “the General 
Assembly and the Court of Appeals have clarified that the [PSC] has plenary authority to decide where 
solar generating stations may be sited,” and “while the [PSC] must accord the local county’s 
recommendation, zoning, and comprehensive planning ‘due consideration,’ they are by no means 
binding on the [PSC].”  Frederick Cnty. v. Md. Pub. Serv. Comm'n, No. 668, 2022 WL 17578907, at *25 
(Md. Ct. Spec. App. Dec. 12, 2022).   


 
Chaberton is not aware of any basis for the position stated in the Staff Report that the PSC may 


approve a CPCN over the negative recommendation of a county only if the county has effectively 
banned solar.  Instead, the PSC’s duty is to weigh the multiple factors under consideration, including the 
recommendations, zoning and planning of the local jurisdiction, and decide whether approval of a 
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particular solar project, on balance, is in the public interest.  Examples of this balancing process can be 
seen in past PSC decisions on solar power applications.  In Biggs Ford Solar Center, LLC, Case No. 
9430, the Public Utility Law Judge (“PULJ”) approved a CPCN for a 15-acre solar project over the 
objections of Frederick County.  See Proposed Order of PULJ, Case No. 9430, Phase II, issued August 
27, 2020.2  Frederick County appealed the decision to the PSC, which upheld the approval.  See PSC 
Order No. 89668, Case No. 9430, issued November 24, 2020.  The PSC quoted the PULJ’s conclusions 
following a weighing of the competing interests between the provision of renewable energy and the 
County’s interest in preserving farmland:  


 
Finally, in addition to verifying the Commission’s 
preemption authority, the Perennial Decision [see citation above] 
highlighted the Commission’s duty to ensure compliance 
with the RPS [discussed below]. In order to meet the 14.5%  
solar carve-out by 2020, large solar facilities must continue to be  
part of the equation in order to meet the RPS’s goal as rooftop 
solar installations alone are not sufficient. Allowing a 
jurisdiction to effectively ban utility-scale solar facilities 
through zoning ordinances would be both unreasonable and 
counter-productive. 
 
Consistent with the Phase I Proposed Order, I find that the 
Project is not consistent with the County’s zoning. 
However, I give no weight to this factor as Bill No. 17-07 
is effectively a de facto ban on utility-scale projects, which 
is not in the overall public interest. In light of the facts and 
circumstances of this case, especially my finding related to 
the application of Bill No. 17-07, I find it appropriate to 
exercise the Commission’s preemption authority over the 
County’s zoning ordinance. 
 


 PSC Order 89669 at 11, quoting PULJ Proposed Order at 87 (internal citations omitted). 
 
 While the PULJ in Biggs Ford considered Frederick County’s effective ban on utility-scale solar 
a persuasive point in favor of approving the CPCN, this does not make the existence of a de facto ban 
the only circumstance when a CPCN can be approved over a county’s objections.  The PSC in Biggs 
Ford (i) concluded that the PULJ gave due consideration to the County’s recommendations before 
correctly deciding to exercise the PSC’s preemption authority; (ii) affirmed the PULJ’s decision to rely 
on statewide RPS targets (discussed below) in evaluating the application; and (iii) cited a finding by the 
General Assembly that the benefits of electricity from renewable energy resources accrue to the public 
at large.  PSC Order 89669 at 11.  Finally, the PSC concluded that the PULJ correctly considered the 
application in its entirety and determined that the public interest furthered by approving the application 


 
2 Under the CPCN process, a PULJ issues a proposed order that becomes final after 30 days unless an appeal is noted with 
the PSC or the PSC modifies or reverses the proposed order or initiates further proceedings.  See PULJ Proposed Order at 93. 
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outweighed the consideration due to Frederick County’s contrary recommendations.  PSC Order 89669 
at 14.   


 
Montgomery County’s regulatory approach to solar power projects bears some similarity to 


Frederick County’s rules as discussed in the Biggs Ford case.  Montgomery County bans solar power 
generation facilities over two MW, and its prohibition of solar projects on Class 1 and 2 agricultural 
soils in the Ag Reserve – the area with the overwhelming majority of the County’s open land – creates a 
de facto ban on non-accessory use solar facilities less than two MW .  See Montgomery County Zoning 
Code Sect. 59.3.7.2.  Montgomery County’s highly restrictive regulation of solar power weighs in favor 
of the PSC approving a CPCN for Sugarloaf, as it did in the Biggs Ford case, due to the public benefits 
of solar power generation and Maryland’s forward-thinking goals for renewable energy and solar power. 


 
In Morgnec Road Solar, LLC, Case No. 9499, the PSC affirmed the PULJ’s order granted a 


CPCN for a 45-MW solar project in Kent County over the county’s objections.  See PSC Order No. 
90200, Case No. 9499, issued April 27, 2022.  The PSC noted a conflict between the mandates of 
Maryland energy and environmental policy, such as the RPS, and some local preferences to prevent 
nearby construction of renewable energy facilities.  PSC Order 90200 at 13.  The PSC noted that it has 
repeatedly affirmed that due consideration and weighing of the several considerations outlined in PUA 
Section 7-207(e) “favors mitigation of local impacts, rather than rejection, in order to allow otherwise 
well-supported projects that conflict with local zoning and planning to go forward.”  PSC Order 90200 
at 13.   
 


5. Montgomery County Solar Energy Policy Should Support a Realistic Amount of Community 
Solar to Support State Goals and Environmental Justice. 


 
In fall 2023, the Montgomery County Council adopted Zoning Text Amendment (“ZTA”) 20-01, 


which established parameters severely limiting the land available for community solar projects in the Ag 
Reserve.  The ZTA required the Planning Department to prepare an impact report two years later 
assessing the impact of solar installations on the natural environment, agriculture, carbon emissions and 
the electricity grid.   


 
The Planning Department issued a report on December 28, 2023 noting that two solar projects 


had been approved in the Ag Reserve in the previous two years, covering about 20 acres of land.  The 
report suggested that the very small number of projects approved in the Ag Reserve in a two-year span is 
not due to the restrictive parameters in the zoning code, but to difficulty getting connections approved 
by the electric companies.  Interested stakeholders such as Chaberton did not have the opportunity to 
contribute or respond to this report.  Based on Chaberton’s experience, solar projects are not being 
proposed under the County’s conditional use process primarily because of the prohibition of solar on 
Class 1 and 2 prime agricultural soils. When taken into account with all the other environmental 
considerations (e.g. forested areas, parks, steep slopes, streams, wetlands, etc.), industry research in 
2020 (submitted to the Montgomery County Council via letter on September 22, 2020 during 
discussions leading to ZTA 20-01 and attached here as Exhibit B) estimated that only 1.3% (41 parcels) 
of the Ag Reserve would theoretically be available to two-MW solar projects. Of those parcels, based on 
projected landowner interest, industry estimated only two projects would be built. Interestingly, that is 
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exactly what has played out. If the class I/II soil constraint were not present, additional project locations 
would be available.  


 


 
Graphic from September 22, 2020 Industry Letter to County Council 


 
One of the two solar projects that was approved in the two years after ZTA 20-01 was proposed 


by the landowner, not by a solar company that identified the location.  This underscores how incredibly 
difficult it is for a solar company to identify sites that have the physical characteristics necessary for 
solar to be viable (including open, unforested land, no wetlands or steep slopes, and proximity to 
existing electrical transmission lines with sufficient available capacity) but do not have any prime 
agricultural soil, which is typically found in locations similar to those that work for solar - relatively flat 
land without wetlands or steep slopes.  In addition, technological improvements in the rapidly-evolving 
solar power industry now make it possible to generate more than two MW on the same acreage that 
previously generated two MW or less, making more projects subject to a CPCN requirement rather than 
the County’s conditional use requirement.   


 
In its 2023 legislative session, the state legislature established a Solar Incentives Task Force.  


The Task Force issued a report in April 2024 (the “State Task Force Report”)3 that describes extensive 
research and recommends several steps to increase solar energy generation in Maryland.   The State 
Task Force Report notes that Maryland is the only state to have enacted legislation calling for a 60-
percent reduction in greenhouse gases by 2031.  State Task Force Report at 1.  The State Task Force 
Report further cites the Maryland Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard (the “RPS”), created pursuant to 


 
3 State Task Force Report available at: 
https://energy.maryland.gov/SiteAssets/Pages/SolarTaskForce/The%20Task%20Force%20To%20Study%20Solar%20Incenti
ves%20Final%20Report.pdf 
 
 



https://energy.maryland.gov/SiteAssets/Pages/SolarTaskForce/The%20Task%20Force%20To%20Study%20Solar%20Incentives%20Final%20Report.pdf

https://energy.maryland.gov/SiteAssets/Pages/SolarTaskForce/The%20Task%20Force%20To%20Study%20Solar%20Incentives%20Final%20Report.pdf
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Public Utilities Article Sect. 7-703, which establishes a goal to derive 52.5% of the State’s energy from 
renewable sources by 2030, as well as a requirement to derive 14.5% of annual renewable energy from 
solar power by 2030.  See State Task Force Report at 15.  Task Force staff estimated that approximately 
25,000 – 35,000 acres of land, including farmland, grayfields, brownfields and parking lots, will be 
required to meet the RPS requirement for solar power.  This is consistent with a 2020 report issued by 
the Governor’s Task Force on Renewable Energy Development and Siting that estimated that between 
2020 and 2030, 29,000 acres of land will be used by utility-scale solar power generation, of which 90 
percent will be farmland – equivalent to less than two percent of Maryland’s farmland.  See State Task 
Force Report at 21.  That averages to roughly 1,000 acres of farmland per county.  Currently, 
Montgomery County has approximately 20 acres of ground-mounted solar on farmland, a small fraction 
of the per-county expectation and significantly less than in other counties such as Somerset, Garrett and 
Queen Anne’s, which lead the State in ground-mounted solar.  As one of the wealthiest counties in the 
State and a jurisdiction with a keen interest in environmental justice, Montgomery County should be 
prepared to contribute its fair share of available land, largely farmland, for solar power generation.  This 
is particularly true given that the County adopted zoning that names 1,800 acres as a target maximum 
acreage for solar projects in the Ag Reserve.  If solar projects continue to be limited to locally-approved 
projects at the current rate of 10 acres per year, it will take nearly 180 years to reach that limit.    


 
The Sugarloaf project and others that are making their way through the CPCN process are an 


opportunity for Montgomery County to choose not to stand in the way of a reasonable amount of 
community solar in the Ag Reserve at a scale that is approved at the state level, while leaving intact its 
existing zoning parameters for smaller projects approved at the county level. The County’s ability to 
make recommendations on each project individually would allow the County, for example, to keep a 
count of how much acreage has been approved for dual solar/agrivoltaics use in the Ag Reserve and 
inform the PSC when and if the Zoning Code’s 1,800-acre limit on solar in the Ag Reserve is reached.  
(Chaberton considers it very unlikely that solar projects will occupy anything close to 1,800 acres in the 
Ag Reserve, even if the Class I/II soils restriction is removed.) 
 
 Montgomery County’s leaders have voiced support for solar energy as part of the County’s 
response to the global climate crisis.  A 2020 poll of local residents showed 67% support for solar power 
in the Ag Reserve, provided that it occupied no more than two percent of farmland.  The County’s 
Zoning Code, however, has a ban on solar facilities over two MW and a de facto ban on solar facilities 
under two MW in the Ag Reserve except those small enough to be accessory uses.  Choosing not to 
stand in the way of a reasonable amount of community solar in the Ag Reserve through CPCN projects 
would allow the County to make a meaningful contribution to Maryland’s need for solar power and to 
promote environmental justice for residents of Montgomery County (through a guaranteed discount on 
electricity prices to low and moderate income solar power subscribers) and the State (by allowing 
Montgomery County to host its proportionate share of utility-scale solar).   
 
 


Chaberton requests that the Planning Board recommend to the County Council transmittal of the 
comments that follow to the PSC: 
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“The Montgomery County Council requests that in considering the CPCN 
application of Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf LLC, Case No. 9726 ML 310345, the 
Public Service Commission take into account the following: 


 
1. The Application does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan for 


Montgomery County, Thrive Montgomery 2050.  
2. The Application is contrary to the goals of the 1980 Preservation of Agriculture 


& Rural Open Space Functional Master Plan.  
3. The Application conflicts with the intent and requirements of Montgomery 


County’s Agricultural Reserve (AR) Zone.”  
 


We look forward to discussing this application with you further at the September 5 hearing. 
 


Sincerely yours, 
 


BREGMAN, BERBERT, SCHWARTZ & GILDAY, LLC 
 
 
 


            By: ______________________________ 
Françoise M. Carrier 
 
 


 
cc: Patrick Butler, Upcounty Division Chief 
 Mark Beall, Planner IV 
 Ryan Boswell, Chaberton 
 Katie Griffin, Chaberton 
  
 
 







 


Andrew J. Flavin 
andy.flavin@troutman.com 


 


Troutman Pepper Hamilton Sanders LLP 


Troutman Pepper Building, 1001 Haxall Point, 15th Floor 


Richmond, VA 23219 


 


troutman.com 


 


August 28, 2024 


VIA E-FILING 


Andrew S. Johnston 
Executive Secretary 
Maryland Public Service Commission 
6 Saint Paul Street, 16th Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Re: Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I LLC’s Application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to Construct a 4.0 MW Solar Photovoltaic Generating 
Facility in Montgomery County, Maryland – Case No. 9726 


   
Dear Mr. Johnston:  
 


Please find enclosed for electronic filing the Supplemental Direct Testimony of Ryan 


Boswell on behalf of Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I LLC.   


Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 


Best regards, 


/s/ Andrew J. Flavin 


Enclosures 


cc: Mr. Michael Doniger 
 Reason Abajuo, Esq. 
 Mr. Ryan Boswell 
 Ms. Katie Griffin 


Marc D. Machlin, Esq. 
Viktoriia De Las Casas, Esq. 
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Andrew S. Johnston 
August 28, 2024 
Page 2 


 
 


Certificate of Service 
 


I, Andrew J. Flavin, hereby certify that on August 28, 2024, true and correct copies of 


Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I LLC’s Supplemental Direct Testimony of Ryan Boswell were filed 


electronically with the Commission and served via electronic mail on counsel for all parties of 


record in Case No. 9726. 


/s/ Andrew J. Flavin 
 Andrew J. Flavin 


 







 


 
 


BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION OF MARYLAND 


IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF CHABERTON SOLAR SUGARLOAF I 
LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO 
CONSTRUCT A 4.0 MW SOLAR 
PHOTOVOLTAIC GENERATING 
FACILITY IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, 
MARYLAND 


 
 
 
 
Case No. 9726


  
 
 
 
 


SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY 


 OF 


RYAN BOSWELL 


ON BEHALF OF  


CHABERTON SOLAR SUGARLOAF I LLC 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 


 
August 28, 2024 


 
Initial Direct Testimony Submitted on:  


 
June 19, 2024 (Case No. 9726 ML 310345)







Applicant Ex. _________ 


 
 


 
Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND TITLE.  1 


A. My name is Ryan Boswell, Vice President of Development for Chaberton Energy Holdings 2 


Inc. (“Chaberton Energy”), the parent company of Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I LLC (the 3 


“Applicant”).  My business address is 1700 Rockville Pike, Suite 305, Rockville, 4 


Maryland, 20852.   5 


Q. WHAT SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY WOULD YOU LIKE TO SUBMIT? 6 


A. I have an update that specifically addresses the Applicant’s position with respect to 7 


agrivoltaics, otherwise known as dual harvest practices.  The Applicant is voluntarily 8 


committing to incorporate agrivoltaic practices as part of the Project, such that the site will 9 


generate both clean electricity and agricultural products.  The Applicant has solicited 10 


proposals from industry leaders in agrivoltaic strategies and is in the process of evaluating 11 


which providers are best suited to partner on this endeavor.  While the Applicant cannot 12 


provide specific details of the agrivoltaic plan at the time of this filing, the Applicant can 13 


commit to maintaining meaningful agricultural use of the site in parallel with the operations 14 


of the Project.  The Applicant proposes that as part of a CPCN for the Project, the 15 


Commission include a licensing condition similar to the PPRP’s recommended licensing 16 


condition #11b in Case No. 9714 (see ML #311390).  This licensing condition would 17 


(among other things) require the Applicant to submit an Agrivoltaics Plan to the Maryland 18 


Department of Agriculture (“MDA”) at least 30 days prior to operation of the Project and 19 


submit an updated Agrivoltaics Plan to MDA at least every five years after the 20 


commencement of operation, or whenever a change occurs in the agrivoltaics activity. 21 


Q.  IS A COMMUNITY SOLAR ENERGY GENERATING STATION A PRUDENT 22 


USE OF THE AGRICULTURAL LAND AT THIS SITE?  23 







Applicant Ex. _________ 


2 
 
 


A.  Yes.  The Project supports state mandates for renewable energy, including Maryland’s 1 


Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”).  The Final Report from Maryland’s Task Force to 2 


Study Solar Incentives, published in April 2024 and included as Appendix A to this 3 


Supplemental Direct Testimony, estimates that up to 35,000 acres of land (a large portion 4 


of which will be farmland) will be needed to achieve the State’s current RPS requirement 5 


to generate at least 14.5 percent of its electricity from solar sources by 2030.1  Since the 6 


passage of zoning reforms in 2020 that significantly restricted community solar 7 


development in the Montgomery County Agricultural Reserve, there is limited ability for 8 


County-sited solar projects to contribute meaningfully to the State’s solar energy 9 


requirements.  Instead, these zoning restrictions have shifted disproportionately the 10 


responsibility of hosting renewable energy infrastructure to other localities, while also 11 


constraining County residents’ access to significant cost savings through community solar 12 


subscriptions.  Because the Applicant voluntarily committed to agrivoltaics, the Project 13 


(and the County) can contribute to the State’s ambitious renewable energy mandate while 14 


not sacrificing all agricultural productivity of the Project site.    15 


Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY? 16 


A. Yes.  17 


 
 
 
 


 


 
1 See Appendix A at 14-16, 21. 







September 22, 2020 
 
 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue, 6th Floor 
Rockville, MD 20850 
 
 
Dear Council President Katz and Councilmembers: 
 
Maryland-Delaware-Virginia Solar Energy Industry Association (MDV-SEIA) and the Coalition for 
Community Solar Access (CCSA) appreciates the opportunity to submit industry analysis of the proposed 
amendments of USDA Class I, II, and III soil and USDA Class I and II soil restrictions.  Our analysis of the 
proposed restrictions show development of solar facilities will be essentially prevented under these 
amendments in the ZTA 20-01 legislation. 
 
As an industry, we collectively evaluated the list of available parcels for solar development, provided by 
the Montgomery County Planning Department.  We found the removal of USDA Class I, II, and III soils 
would result in 2MW or less of solar and the removal of USDA Class I and II would result in at most 82MW 
and likely only 4MW.  Both scenarios will put Montgomery County far behind your clean energy goals of 
80% renewable by 2027.  
 
The joint analysis between MDV-SEIA and CCSA found the available parcels for Class I and II restrictions 
for 220MW are not all viable for solar development, this is illustrated in the table below.  Parcel viability 
requires the land to be within 0.25 miles from a utility line and that line is available to accept 2MW of 
power for interconnection to the grid. Only 68MW of the 220MW under the Class I and II restrictions are 
workable.   There are 14MW of parceled land that should be considered marginally viable because they 
are located between 0.25 and 0.40 miles from a suitable power line or have obstacles limiting the usable 
area of the property.  For parcels beyond 0.25 miles, the projects are often financially not feasible due to 
prohibitive interconnection costs. It is important to note, all interconnection upgrades and costs are paid 
for by the developers. Interconnection costs can only be accurately determined after an interconnection 
analysis is performed by the Electric Distribution Companies (EDCs).  Under Class I and II restrictions, we 
predict the County would gain at most 82MW of clean energy generation, only if all parcels are cost 
effective and actually viable for development.   
 
  
 


Is Parcel 
Viable? 


Parcel Count 
(Lower-than-Class-
II)  Reasons for parcel not being viable 


Parcel Count 
(Lower-than-Class-II) 


No 69  Farther than 0.4 miles to electrical line 58 
Marginal 7  Existing assets on land (house, nursery, etc.) 9 
Yes 34  Oaks Landfill existing project 2 
Total 110  Sum 69 


 
MDV-SEIA and CCSA do not see changes to future market economics that would make more parcels viable 
under these restrictions.  For example, interconnection costs are determined by the EDCs and it is unlikely 
these costs will decrease.  The declining cost of solar panels has flattened as the panel technology has 
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matured.   Incentives on the federal and state level are diminishing and developers will be unable to safe 
harbor equipment past this year as a result of the expiring federal investment tax credits.  Furthermore, 
the Maryland Community Solar and Net Metering programs are expected to be reached by 2025. 
 
There are many other factors that affect the viability of a parcel, and the likelihood that a parcel would 
eventually host a solar facility: 
 


1. Farmer or Landowner interest.  There are many determinants influencing a farmer or 
landowner’s interest in hosting a facility - they must consider the terms of the lease and the 
economic incentives associated with leasing a small portion of their land.  On average, 1 in 20 
farmers or landowners are interested in the arrangement. Using this ratio, only 4MW of the 
82MW of viable and marginally viable parcels would actually be developed.  


 
2. Electrical line hosting capacity.  Power lines have limitations and a typical line can only handle 


one Community Solar project. For example, we found 6 parcels along what we term the 
"Clarksburg Rd. line", however the line can only handle 1, or possibly 2 projects (if smaller in size 
than 2 MW). 


 
3. Co-location restrictions. The Maryland Community Solar program does not allow projects on 


adjacent parcels. 
 
The overall impact on the number of acres or parcels available under the USDA Class I and II restrictions 
is shown in the below diagram and the attached spreadsheet contains the analysis methodology.  Our 
analysis uses industry standard criteria to assess the viability of a parcel.  
 


 
On average, a 2MW solar facility is between 12 and 14 acres. 


Community solar facilities are limited to 2MW pursuant to the Maryland Community Solar program 
rules and regulations. 


 







Considering the above challenges in solar siting, our analysis indicates that the Class I and II soil restrictions 
will only permit 1 or 2 projects to be developed for a total of 2MW to 4MW of solar generation.  The Class 
I, II, and III soil restrictions will prevent all development, making the ZTA 20-01 ineffective. In order to 
achieve the county’s ambitious clean energy goals, 300MW of solar generation is needed before 2027 in 
the Agricultural Reserve. As a result, the solar industry is united in our recommendation to find ways to 
merge the economic benefits associated with community solar development with the needs of the 
farming community. The time is now to move forward with ZTA-20-01 without Class II and III soil 
restrictions, to ensure Montgomery County can continue to be a leader in combating climate change. We 
look forward to working with you and all stakeholders to find a solution to these critical issues. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Leslie Ann Elder, Mid-Atlantic Director 
 


 
 
David Murray, Executive Director 


 
CCSA 
 


 


 
MDV-SEIA 


 
 





		Lett Pl Bd 8-29-24.pdf

		4. CPCN Approval by PSC Weighs Local Zoning and Planning Against Benefits of Solar Energy.

		1. Chaberton is Committed to Agrivoltaics

		2. Natural Resources Inventory (“NRI”) Awaits Planning Staff Approval

		3. Forest Conservation Plan Has Been Informally Submitted while Awaiting NRI Approval

		4. CPCN Approval by PSC Weighs Local Zoning and Planning Against Benefits of Solar Energy

		5. Montgomery County Solar Energy Policy Should Support a Realistic Amount of Community Solar to Support State Goals and Environmental Justice.



		Boswell Suppl Test Ex. A.pdf

		Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf I Cover Letter - Supplemental Direct Testimony

		Chaberton Solar Sugarloaf LLC - Supplemental Direct Testimony R. Boswell

		Appendix A

		Appendix A body



		2020 industry letter to Council Ex. B.pdf









Thank you for following up and the opportunity to offer additional comments. I'm available
to talk anytime over the next few days if you have questions. My cell is 202-236-4652. 

I want to reiterate an important issue that appears to get little attention. While there are
appropriate areas in Maryland for solar farms, residential neighborhoods are not one of
them, regardless of what the laws say. And, despite that fact, our neighborhood already has
one solar farm (Santa Rosa). And that farm took years to construct, was riddled with
mismanagement and delays by the same proposed developer, was built by out of state
workers, and has provided no benefit — financial or otherwise — to our neighborhood or
other residents of Maryland. Chaberton already sold the first project to an out-of-state
investor (PureSky from Colo.), and they used all out-of-state construction teams (Cinterra
from NC). 

Chaberton is now proposing two more solar farms — that are bigger than Santa Rosa —
directly ADJACENT to Santa Rosa. If this co-location is permitted, that will make a Mega-
Solar-Farm totaling 5 to 6 MWs (which this developer already tried to do with the State
PSC and then withdrew its application when it knew it would fail). There is no basis, reason,
or justification for Maryland or Montgomery County to knowingly approve of three adjacent
solar farms in SAME neighborhood. There are endless other areas that would be appropriate
for industrial scale solar farms. 

I also do not believe there has been any analysis of whether the current Pepco electrical grid
could even handle the addition of 4 MW of electricity.  Apparently, Santa Rosa failed the
first start up test and is not yet operational. They have until May 2026 to get it online.
Without a careful and thorough evaluation of the electrical grid in the area, it would be
reckless for the County to approve the two proposed projects. Has anyone ever done this
analysis? In addition, Pepco is currently in active litigation over problematic, unsafe live
wires on Manor Stone Drive. Is the staff even aware of this significant situation
with Pepco?  Again, it would be suspect for the County to approve new solar projects on
land adjacent to land with unsafe, known live wires.

Plus, this 5-6 MW monstrosity would be constructed in a residential neighborhood that does
not have fire hydrants. So the county would be approving and sanctioning a potential
disaster, if there were to be some sort of fire which spreads to the neighborhood.  I’m sure
Montgomery County does not want to be defending some of the issues that Los Angeles
County has been dealing with for the past year. My family lost two houses in the Palisades,
so I know a little about this subject, as today is the first anniversary of the fires.

The environmental damages from Santa Rosa, the traffic impacts have been significant, and
the repeated delays have been unfortunate. The project has been totally mismanaged. 
Attached is Mr. Hoffman's June 2025 petition to intervene submitted to the PSC, which is a
public document. Please make it part of the record and share it with the Board. 

Thanks again for allowing me to share input. Hope to meet you in person on the 29th. 

I think this one graphic (attached) tells the whole story - each star is a house. This is not
rural, this is suburbs. If you compare this to what the developer submitted, you get a very
different story and can understand our real safety concerns about brush fires and
electrocution.



Paul
 

On Tue, Jan 6, 2026 at 3:52 PM Gatling, Tsaiquan
<tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Mr. Garrett,

 

I am writing to follow up with you regarding the Chaberton Solar Victoria Mandatory Referral
projects. I am the lead reviewer for these applications and have taken your initial email
comments as part of our review and will incorporate them into the Staff Report. I am reaching
out now to ask if you have further comments you wanted to provide or questions you want to

pose to myself or the Applicant head of the scheduled January 29th Planning Board hearing. I will
look forward to your response; my contact information is below if you’d prefer to talk via phone.

 

Thank you,

Tsaiquan Gatling

 

Tsaiquan Gatling

Planner III, West County Planning

 

Montgomery County Planning Department

2425 Reedie Drive, Wheaton, MD  20902

Tsaiquan.Gatling@montgomeryplanning.org

p: 301.495.2116

 

From: Paul Garrett <paul@jsjetty.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2025 10:25 AM
To: Flynn, Meghan <meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org>
Cc: Dickel, Stephanie <Stephanie.Dickel@montgomeryplanning.org>; Gatling, Tsaiquan
<tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org>; Lindsey, Amy
<amy.lindsey@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Re: Chaberton Solar Victoria

 

mailto:tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:Tsaiquan.Gatling@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:paul@jsjetty.com
mailto:meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:Stephanie.Dickel@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:tsaiquan.gatling@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:amy.lindsey@montgomeryplanning.org


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links,
or responding.

Meghan

 

Thanks so much for the information. As we discussed, the neighborhood surrounding
Chabterton's new proposed projects (Manor Stone, Signal Tree Road, and Magruder Farm)
is organized. It successfully fought Chaberton on its  original proposal for a CPCN with
the State PSC this past summer (Case #9770). Four neighbors were granted legal
intervenor status by the PSC back in the summer. 

 

Chaberton's new proposed projects are merely an addition to Project Santa Rosa and an
attempt to do an end-around of the original project that it was forced to withdraw. Here is
my testimony before the PSC on 10/29 - go to minute 10
- https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3OJs-siUSq8&t=1013s 

 

There are endless details about the mismanagement and problems with Santa Rosa &
Victoria, which are detailed in the intervenor filings (linked here - items 33, 37 & 39). I
encourage you all not only to review those filings but also to come visit Santa Rosa
(13300 Signal Tree). You will learn about how the project directly injures four neighbors'
properties, the negative impact on the neighborhood from water run-off, erosion, etc., the
environmental/wildlife/livestock destruction, and the damage to the street from all the
construction.  And that is not to mention the life-safety issues created by the
proposed massive enlargement of the solar fields in a neighborhood with no ability to fight
fires. Solar has a place in Maryland - just not in residential neighborhoods. 

 

History proves that Chaberton's business model is to flip these projects to out-of-state
private equity funds - that's what they did with Santa Rosa. Chaberton will likely do the
exact same thing with the new proposed projects, i.e., sell this project well before the
completion. They have also primarily used out-of-state construction workers, so Maryland
and MoCo are not even seeing the supposed (limited) economic benefit they promise in
applications. Lastly and most importantly, this combined and enlarged collective project
presents real and present life-safety risks from both brush fire and electrocution given the
age and frailty of Pepco's grid.  

 

Here are the pictures of the two signs they posted to announce the new phase. They are
hardly accessible and certainly are not readable, consistent with the poor quality and mis-
information they exhibited in building Santa Rosa. The neighborhood looks forward to
further interface with your office.  Members are planning on attending the public hearing

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3D3OJs-siUSq8%26t%3D1013s&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7Cf1680c40df984c43a7bc08de54455a01%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639040854616580159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wADemr0QdkuBkL9wuqmuD3bP%2FssOq0qfia9GvdgabhA%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwebpscxb.psc.state.md.us%2FDMS%2Fcase%2F9770&data=05%7C02%7Ctsaiquan.gatling%40montgomeryplanning.org%7Cf1680c40df984c43a7bc08de54455a01%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C639040854616610904%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=C%2F3bsUWAVSexIz88Ck%2BnqWDVK7nGhE9P9Nkec3POoJo%3D&reserved=0


when it is scheduled in January.

 

Please reach out with questions and let me know if you or anyone on your team would like
to visit the sites.

 

Paul Garrett

28 year Potomac resident 

C 202-236-4652

 

On Tue, Nov 18, 2025 at 12:35 PM Flynn, Meghan
<meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Mr. Garrett,

I’m following up on our conversation this morning about the new solar project near you, and
with this email I am connecting you to the regulatory supervisors coordinating our review,
Stephanie Dickel and Amy Lindsey.  I also wanted to amend a piece of incorrect information I
gave you – the review period for a Mandatory Referral is 60 days, not 90.  So, to estimate a
Board date, we’d be looking at mid-January, not mid-February.

 

For the benefit of the planners copied here, I’ll also give a brief summary of our
conversation.  You are Paul Garrett, living at 13513 Magruder Farm Ct, with an interest in
and opposition to the new project called Chaberton Solar Victoria, located on P133 on River
Rd, 1000ft West of Signal Tree Lane.  The Victoria project consists of:

 

Forest Conservation:    F20260280 for the whole property, this being 38.21 acres according to
SDAT, but called 42 acres in the application (applicants are allowed to include prior
dedications in calculating tract size).

Mandatory Referrals:    MR2026010 for a 2MW facility on the North half of the property, this
being 12.2 acres of P133

MR2026011 for a 1.25MW facility on the South half of the property,
this being 8.3 acres of P133

 

The Victoria project is adjacent to its sister project, Caberton Santa Rosa, at 13330 Signal
Tree Ln.  The site plan 820220210 approved the project for a 1.75MW facility on a 10 acre
parcel.

mailto:meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org


 

Paul, I’ll let you know when the project passes intake and the files become available online. 
Please let me know if you have any other questions,

 

MF

 

 

 

                

  Meghan Flynn  she / her

Planner   |    Westcounty Division

 

Montgomery County Planning Department

2425 Reedie Dr, Wheaton MD 20902

Meghan.Flynn@montgomeryplanning.org

o: (301) 495-4609  |  Info Desk:  (301) 495-4610
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Meghan

Thanks so much for the information. As we discussed, the neighborhood surrounding
Chabterton's new proposed projects (Manor Stone, Signal Tree Road, and Magruder Farm) is
organized. It successfully fought Chaberton on its  original proposal for a CPCN with the State
PSC this past summer (Case #9770). Four neighbors were granted legal intervenor status by
the PSC back in the summer. 

Chaberton's new proposed projects are merely an addition to Project Santa Rosa and an
attempt to do an end-around of the original project that it was forced to withdraw. Here is my
testimony before the PSC on 10/29 - go to minute 10 - https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=3OJs-siUSq8&t=1013s 

There are endless details about the mismanagement and problems with Santa Rosa & Victoria,
which are detailed in the intervenor filings (linked here - items 33, 37 & 39). I encourage you
all not only to review those filings but also to come visit Santa Rosa (13300 Signal Tree).
You will learn about how the project directly injures four neighbors' properties, the negative
impact on the neighborhood from water run-off, erosion, etc., the
environmental/wildlife/livestock destruction, and the damage to the street from all the
construction.  And that is not to mention the life-safety issues created by the proposed massive
enlargement of the solar fields in a neighborhood with no ability to fight fires. Solar has a
place in Maryland - just not in residential neighborhoods. 

History proves that Chaberton's business model is to flip these projects to out-of-state private
equity funds - that's what they did with Santa Rosa. Chaberton will likely do the exact same
thing with the new proposed projects, i.e., sell this project well before the completion. They
have also primarily used out-of-state construction workers, so Maryland and MoCo are not
even seeing the supposed (limited) economic benefit they promise in applications. Lastly and
most importantly, this combined and enlarged collective project presents real and present life-
safety risks from both brush fire and electrocution given the age and frailty of Pepco's grid.  

Here are the pictures of the two signs they posted to announce the new phase. They are hardly
accessible and certainly are not readable, consistent with the poor quality and mis-information
they exhibited in building Santa Rosa. The neighborhood looks forward to further interface
with your office.  Members are planning on attending the public hearing when it is scheduled
in January.
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Please reach out with questions and let me know if you or anyone on your team would like to
visit the sites.

Paul Garrett
28 year Potomac resident 
C 202-236-4652

On Tue, Nov 18, 2025 at 12:35 PM Flynn, Meghan
<meghan.flynn@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Mr. Garrett,

I’m following up on our conversation this morning about the new solar project near you, and with
this email I am connecting you to the regulatory supervisors coordinating our review, Stephanie
Dickel and Amy Lindsey.  I also wanted to amend a piece of incorrect information I gave you –
the review period for a Mandatory Referral is 60 days, not 90.  So, to estimate a Board date, we’d
be looking at mid-January, not mid-February.

 

For the benefit of the planners copied here, I’ll also give a brief summary of our conversation. 
You are Paul Garrett, living at 13513 Magruder Farm Ct, with an interest in and opposition to the
new project called Chaberton Solar Victoria, located on P133 on River Rd, 1000ft West of Signal
Tree Lane.  The Victoria project consists of:

 

Forest Conservation:    F20260280 for the whole property, this being 38.21 acres according to
SDAT, but called 42 acres in the application (applicants are allowed to include prior dedications in
calculating tract size).

Mandatory Referrals:    MR2026010 for a 2MW facility on the North half of the property, this
being 12.2 acres of P133

MR2026011 for a 1.25MW facility on the South half of the property, this
being 8.3 acres of P133

 

The Victoria project is adjacent to its sister project, Caberton Santa Rosa, at 13330 Signal Tree
Ln.  The site plan 820220210 approved the project for a 1.75MW facility on a 10 acre parcel.

 

Paul, I’ll let you know when the project passes intake and the files become available online. 
Please let me know if you have any other questions,

 

MF
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