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September 23, 2020
Testimony on the Draft Comprehensive Plan for Planning Commission Public Hearing
The Twinbrook Community Association thanks you for this opportunity to provide feedback to the Planning
Commission on the Draft Master Comprehensive Plan for the City of Rockville. Volume II, which represents
Rockville’s planning areas, is a positive step forward in a long-range plan to develop our beloved City. We
especially want to thank City planning staff for their efforts over the past 5 years. City staff have met with
Twinbrook residents at least three times since 2015. According to Rockville’s 2040 website this appears more
than any other planning area. We appreciate the outreach and think the plan accurately reflects the vision of the
neighborhood shared by neighbors at the meetings. The TCA agrees with all the recommendations in the plan
and will specifically highlight those we find most important and were commented on by neighbors as part of our
outreach.
I.

Land Use, Housing, and Economic Development

We applaud the inclusion of the Twinbrook Metro Station area and the Veirs Mill Corridor in the Land Use
Policy map, to ensure that Twinbrook residents have access to flexible zoning arrangements that allow for
growth and housing options. We think this is a smart and creative way to help address the city’s and county’s
housing needs in the future as well as support the Metro and the hopefully soon to be built Bus Rapid Transit
along Veirs Mill Rd. In particular, the residential/retail “nodes” highlighted in areas 2 and 3 are responsive to
the community’s request to be a more walkable neighborhood. Parts of Twinbrook near the metro and
Twinbrook shopping center have a high “walk score,” but walkability drops off considerably as you move away
from these areas. Adding retail to Area’s 2 and 3 will give neighbors something they can walk to for their daily
needs as well as support the future BRT.
The area around the Twinbrook Metro is an important one to our community. It connects us to the retail and
services provided along Rockville Pike. We applaud transit oriented development that can connect the
residential side of the tracks to the Pike in a meaningful way, including a pedestrian/bike crossing. This will
also fulfill our shared goal of a truly walkable City. Project 6 remains the top priority of the neighborhood.
II.

Transportation

We strongly support the improvement of bus routes, stops, and shelters in Twinbrook (Other Policy
Recommendations, page 92). Many of the Ride On stops do not have a shelter, and some are not accessible to
individuals with disabilities. This should be addressed. We also support any efforts to increase the frequency
and coverage to bus routes that serve the interior of our community such as Ride on 44 and 45. As the county

moves forward with its design of the Veirs Mill BRT we think the city should take advantageExhibit
of the county’s
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planning efforts to make changes to Ride On buses so they help serve the future BRT as well as serving as a
way to get around Rockville.
We look forward to the possibilities that the BRT will bring for innovation, economic development, and easing
traffic congestion. We strongly support a BRT station at Atlantic Avenue (Project 1) as well as the extension of
Atlantic through to McAuliffe should the shopping center redevelop (Project 5).
The extension of Lewis Avenue to Fishers Lane (Project 2) is a project that has been raised many times over the
decades. We understand it has been controversial and there was limited support for it in the past; however, we
believe the time has come to implement this improvement. With the recent and anticipated future development
at Twinbrook Metro, it serves as another access point for the neighborhood. We understand the concerns about
people using Lewis Ave as a “cut through” to avoid Rockville Pike; however, in this age of smartphones and
navigation apps, we believe this cut through already occurs. People already use Lewis Ave to get to/from the
Pike and Twinbrook Parkway. Today that means they need to also use Twinbrook’s side streets such as
Halpine. Providing a connection from Lewis to Fishers will help alleviate traffic on our smaller streets. If this
project moves forward, we also strongly encourage the city implement traffic calming measures along Lewis
Ave. to include speed cameras, which has also been a long time request of residents along Lewis Ave.
We cannot stress enough the importance of making further improvements to bicycle and pedestrian safety and
access. We appreciate the city’s efforts in 2020 at key intersections identified by the neighborhood and we look
forward to working with the city to implement further improvements as envisioned by Project 10 and under
Other Policy Recommendations.
III.

Recreation and Parks

We are lucky to have access to our namesake brooks, parks, and recreation centers. TCRC is much beloved by
many. We strongly encourage an investment in the Rockcrest Community Center, so that it may serve as a
similar location for community meetings, programs, and sports. At a recent TCA membership meeting, support
for project 8 was specifically mentioned as a need. Rockville’s ballet program is highly regarded and a strength
of the city’s recreation program. Improving and expanding on this facility would be a benefit not only to
Twinbrook but also the city.
IV.

Historic Preservation/Place Making

Twinbrook has a rich history, and the founding of Twin-Brook along with the naming of streets within the
development to honor World War II battles and important individuals is well worth acknowledging. We urge
the inclusion of signage in Twinbrook and throughout the City to mark the history of a given community or
neighborhood, including Twinbrook.
V.

Cambridge Walk HOAs

The TCA strongly supports the above named HOAs request to remain part of Planning Area 8 rather than part
of the Rockville Pike Planning Area (Planning Area 9). Although the townhome communities along Halpine

are represented by their own HOAs, they are and historically have been part of the TwinbrookExhibit
community.
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share their general concern about the potential redevelopment of the properties at 5906 Halpine Rd (Twinbrook
Community Church) and 5946 Halpine Rd. The TCA does not have a position at this time on the appropriate
zoning for these two properties; however we do support townhomes and “missing middle” housing at these
locations. We are in contact with the Cambridge Walk HOAs and are committed to working together to find a
solution that works for everyone. We believe that can best be accomplished if we all remain part of the same
Planning Area.
Respectfully,
Mike Stein, President
Twinbrook Community Association
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Comprehensive Master Plan Testimony
Jennifer Timmick <jentimmick@gmail.com>
Thu 9/24/2020 11:42 AM
To: Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov>

Dear Mr. Chairman and Commissioners,
I would like this testimony regarding the Comprehensive Master Plan Update to be included in the
record. My name is Jennifer Timmick and I live at 4 West Argyle Street. As a resident of the south side
of West Argyle Street, I would first like to thank you for adjusting the Planning Area boundary, which
runs along my street. When my family moved to Rockville in 2013, I became involved with the West
End Citizens Association, believing our home to be located in the West End in Planning Area 4. It wasn’t
until I joined the group of residents working on the update for Planning Area 4 that I realized that the
houses on my side of West Argyle were actually part of Planning Area 3, given the current boundary. I’m
very grateful that this Planning Area 4 draft has adjusted the boundary so that the houses on my side of
the street are now officially part of the West End, like my neighbors directly across the street from me.
I have been part of a committee of residents working on the update for Planning Area 4 since December,
2015. I would like to take just a few moments tonight to acknowledge some of the people on this
committee, who put an amazing amount of work and time into preparing a draft of our Planning Area to
present to city staff – from creating and implementing a survey, to compiling the results, then writing a
completely new Planning Area draft, presenting it to neighbors, and revising it based on their input. The
committee co-chairs are Judge Patrick Woodward and Noreen Bryan. Other members of the committee
who worked on this project include Dennis Cain, Warren Crutchfield (may he rest in peace), Eric Fulton,
Jacques Gelin, Larry Giammo, Nancy Pickard, Ken Sonner, Patricia Woodward and Kevin Zaletsky. I
am honored to have worked with such a dedicated and smart group of people.
The committee completed the draft of Planning Area 4 and submitted it to city staff in December, 2017.
Then, beginning in spring 2018, we began to meet with members of City Staff, for about an hour and a
half to two hours, every two weeks. During these meetings we discussed in detail every topic, element,
issue, policy, recommendation, property, everything. And over the next year and a half committee
members and city staff, with extra help from others now and then, managed to come together and agree
on nearly all of the draft you have now for Planning Area 4. There are only a few areas where the
committee and staff disagree, which, to me, is a great accomplishment. While many staff members
attended our meetings sometimes, we worked most closely with Cindy Kebba and Dave Levy, who were
almost always there. Cindy and Dave were professional. They were willing to work hard, listen to our
ideas, discuss differing opinions, research various topics and come back with answers, and make
compromises. I am grateful for the many, many hours both Cindy and Dave devoted to our Planning
Area, and for their willingness to work with us to produce a draft that clearly states the desires of the
Planning Area residents.
One area that remains difficult is the section regarding Institutional Uses. Planning Area 4 residents do
not want to see the expansion of large institutions in their neighborhoods, and our Plan should protect
them from that. On page 46 of this draft, the 4th bullet under “Policies” states “Seek standards that
establish maximum acreage allowed for large institutions, prevent aggregation of the majority of
residential lots on a block, or the equivalent aggregation of lots in different locations for the purpose of
creating a large institution. Review and amend other standards, such as building heights and set-backs,
to prevent erosion of the residential character of the neighborhood.” Rather than just "seek new
standards" or "review and amend existing standards," I believe that this Plan should, right here, actually
define the standards that would accomplish these goals. I support the standards described by the
Planning Area 4 Committee, specifically: no more than one institution per block; no more than one acre
in total area; and no further expansion of total land used for institutions.
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?state=0&version=20200921004.08&popoutv2=1
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I would also like to make one comment about Volume I, the Elements section of the Comprehensive
Master Plan. At the top of page 3 of Volume I it states that policies are organized in two ways, the first is
by topic area, or “elements,” and then it states “The second organizing approach is by geographic subareas of the city, which are known in Rockville as Planning Areas, where multiple elements are addressed
as they apply to neighborhoods.” And that’s all it says. From there it moves on to a different subject. I
would like to add a sentence or two here, at the beginning, that makes it very clear from the start, stating
that the policies and recommended actions for the individual Planning Areas can be found in the
“Comprehensive Plan: Volume II, Planning Areas.” It should also state that as part of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, the policies and recommended actions in Volume II carry the same weight as
those in Volume I and must be considered for all decisions applicable to specific Planning Areas. I
realize this may seem like stating the obvious, but I want to be sure that after all the work that so many
people put into the Planning Area 4 section, and all the individual Planning Area sections, that Volume II
doesn’t end up being forgotten, ignored or disregarded.
Thank you so much for your time.
Best regards,
Jennifer Timmick
jentimmick@gmail.com

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?state=0&version=20200921004.08&popoutv2=1
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City of Rockville Planning Commission
c/o Larissa Klevan
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Members of the Rockville Planning Commission,

I am writing to you today, in my individual capacity, in support of letters provided to the
committee from the Cambridge Walk I (CWI) and Cambridge Walk II (CWII) Home Owners
Associations, the Twinbrook Home Owners Association, and a petition from affected home
owners of Halpine Road, Rockville, Maryland. I am also writing in response to testimony
provided to the committee on 9/23/2020 concerning the portions of the Draft 2040 Development
Plan covered on pages 92 through 97 in regards to Focus Area 1 of Planning Area 9.
The City's proposed plan recommends zoning changes to all of the properties on the south side
of the 5900 block of Halpine Road, as well as removing our community from the Twinbrook
residential zone (Planning Area 8) and incorporating it into the Rockville Pike zone (Planning
Area 9). As our carefully crafted letters and petitions to the Planning Committee (which
represent the views of hundreds of residents directly impacted by these proposed changes)
have stated, this area should not be removed from Planning Area 8 and should continue
to adhere to the zoning restrictions of Planning Area 8. Zoning changes were not mentioned
when City staff inquired what citizens envisioned for the Twinbrook area when they conducted
their survey in 2018. The Halpine Road and Ardennes Avenue communities are already having
to prepare to deal with absorbing over 1,000 additional units from development projects in the
area that are nearing completion or have already been approved. To my knowledge, there has
been zero support for these proposed zoning changes from the community, as they are not in
the best interests of Twinbrook neighborhood, the residents of the 5900 block of Halpine Road,
or the City of Rockville, for reasons described in the afore mentioned letters.
The 5906 Halpine Road property, previously the Twinbrook Community Church and Daycare
Center, is being purchased by a developer (Pulty Homes). This developer wants to build two
large, five story condominium complexes on this relatively small lot, likely what led the planning
committee to propose the boundary change and re-zoning request. The discrepancy in the size
of the lot and the planned scale of the build was recently made plain when, in their testimony to
the committee on 9/23/2020, Pulty Homes' representative indicated not only that they want the
zoning for the property changed to allow much higher density housing then allowed in Planning
Area 8, but that they also want the standard set-backs for these buildings to be reduced by half!
The developer often referred to their condominiums at Tower Oaks as an example of what we
can expect from their build proposal for the site. Unlike the 5900 block of Halpine Road, the
Tower Oaks development project is far removed from any proximal residential areas or
structures. The buildings themselves are large, monolythic, densely packed, and centrally

Exhibit 25

localized around shared community spaces and amenities that would be lacking in the 5900
block of Halpine Road site. The developer's representative also tried to downplay the impact
that the build would have on local area schools and traffic by stating that their primary target
demographic for this project would be empty nesters. While this a worthy goal, it does not
appear to square with the city's intention to increase the number of family homes for the urban
workforce proximal to Metro Stations along the Red Line. It is also telling that these
condominiums would likely sell for the cost of single family homes in the area, likely attracting
families, and the ensuing density impacts on schools, roads, and traffic congestion (all
mentioned in the afore mentioned letters to the Planning Commission from CWI and CWII).
In short, the developers of 5906 Halpine Road have proposed to remove the 5900 block of
Halpine Road from the Twinbrook community so that they can avoid the zoning restrictions of
Zone 8. Their reasons for doing so are so that they can cram too much building onto too small
of a lot (even for Rockville's Residential Medium Density and Mixed Use Commercial
requirements) on a residential street and directly adjacent to single family homes and
townhomes. There is no support for this proposal from the Twinbrook community. As such, 1)
the boundary line between Planning Area 8 (Twinbrook) and 9 (Rockville Pike) should
remain where it has been for the last 20 years; the Metro parking lot and the Alaire
property line, 2) the 5906 Halpine Road property zoning should discourage the
development of additional high-density occupancies on Ardennes Avenue and Halpine
Road and instead encourage the development of 'missing-middle' housing, to include
duplexes and townhomes.

Thank you for your time,

George Liechti
221 Halpine Walk Court
Rockville, MD 20851

Testimony of Brian Shipley
Planning Commission Hearing, September 23, 2020
Testimony on Planning Area 4 Plan
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Good evening, my name is Brian Shipley and I live at 211 South Washington Street, Rockville,
MD.
I have been an officer, either President or Vice President, of the West End Citizens Association
for more than two years and participated in the bi-weekly meetings with City staff to finalize
the Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan in 2018 and 2019.
I want to make sure that the Planning Commission is aware that the development of the
Planning Area 4 Plan has been a community effort - from the ground up. We recognized that
our 1989 Neighborhood Plan was sorely out of date and, as an appendix to the Master Plan,
was largely a lost document that was rarely referenced. We knew that the future of our
neighborhood depended on having a Neighborhood Plan that was recognized as policy by
everyone - developers, government officials, and residents.
Throughout our own planning process we have sought to build our Plan on the views and
values of the residents – and to accomplish this we surveyed the households in the West
End. Once the survey was complete, and to ensure our planning process remained public, we
discussed the status of our Plan at monthly WECA meetings and at our annual general
membership meetings that is open to all residents. So, before these public hearings, residents
have had many opportunities to express their views and shape our Neighborhood Plan.
As Rockville continues to grow and become an urban center, we know how the residents of
Planning Area 4 feel about preserving the character of the neighborhood. And as you have
heard from others who have testified, Planning Area 4 residents overwhelmingly desire to
preserve the single-family residential neighborhood that exists today. With survey data to
support residents desires, we knew that our Neighborhood Plan needed to be clearer and
provide protections that do NOT currently exist.
As Rockville is urbanizing, pressure to expand commercial and institutional uses into the
neighborhood is increasing. Communities with HOAs have covenants that prevent this from
happening – Planning Area 4 has NONE. We hope that you will support the protections
incorporated into our draft Neighborhood Plan and will support the additional policies for
institutions, open space in historic districts, and free-standing accessory dwelling units.
New neighborhoods with HOAs have far greater protection from traffic and encroachment of
non-residential uses. This has put more traffic on our streets and an unbalanced pressure for
development in Planning Area 4 and other older neighborhoods. Through our Neighborhood
Plan and the proposed additional policies, we are hoping to preserve our existing residential
character through increase protections and level the playing field with HOA communities.
Thank you
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EYA Townhome Concept Plan
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William Kominers

Attorney
301-841-3829
wkominers@lerchearly.com

September 24, 2020

Via Electronic and Regular Mail
Charles Littlefield, Chair
Rockville Planning Commission
Rockville City Hall
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20852
RE:

5946 Halpine Road - Comprehensive Plan, Volume II: Planning Areas Draft for
Planning Commission Public Hearing

Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission,
We represent the owner of the property at 5946 Halpine Road ("Owner") in the City of
Rockville (the "Property") (highlighted in yellow on an excerpt of Tax Map GQ563 attached as
Exhibit A). The Property is just to the east of the Twinbrook Station mixed-use development.
The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Comprehensive Plan, Volume II: Planning Areas
Draft for Planning Commission Public Hearing for the City of Rockville ("Volume 11") and
request appropriate zoning to implement the land use recommendation for the Property of the RF
(Residential Flexible) land use category.
Property Location
The Property, located east of the railroad/Metro tracks, is a short walk to the Twinbrook
Metro Station and adjacent to the Twinbrook Station mixed-use development to the west and
across the street on the south. The approved plan for Twinbrook Station included four to six
story buildings and similar sized parking structures adjacent to the Property, with taller buildings
confronting to the southwest (all in the PD-TC Zone). To the immediate east of the Property are
townhouse developments known as Cambridge Walk I and II, in the RMD-10 Zone. To the
north and northwest are single family homes and industrial properties. (See excerpt from the
Zoning Map attached as Exhibit B.) The Property is currently zoned R-60 and is improved with
a small house as part of a non-conforming use.
Background History
The Owner of the Property has tried unsuccessfully in the past to have the Property re
zoned comprehensively, because the single-family zone and use are out of character with the
surrounding land uses and zones. The R-60 Zone, a single-family zone (and even the single
family land use), is inappropriate for the Property - because of the Property's location close to
the Metro Station, its nearness to the railroad tracks, its adjacency to property planned under the
3801834.1
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PD-TC Zone (and recommended in Volume II for an office/residential/retail/mixed land use,
under the ORRM designation), and its location relative to other nearby developments (also
recommended in Volume II for ORRM, office/residential/retail/mix, or more intense residential
land uses). (See the Land Use Policy Map of Planning Area 9, page 97 of Volume II, attached as
Exhibit C.)
There is a long history of the Owner working with the City planners and officials to
recognize and implement the most appropriate land use for the Property, to help it reach full
potential. During the preparation of the Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan (the "Pike Plan") the
Owner requested that the Property, adjacent to the edge of the Pike planning area, be included in
the Pike Plan by extending the boundaries of that Plan. At that time, the City Staff
recommended against the request, stating in the Agenda Memo that the "most appropriate
mechanism for reconsideration of the land use assigned to this property is already underway the Rockville 2040 process to update the Comprehensive Master Plan". During the Citizens
Forum and worksession on the Pike Plan (held on June 6, 2016), an individual stated that he
represented the Twinbrook Citizen Association and that "no one wanted" the Property to remain
residential. He stated that the preference was for a non-residential land use such as office or
"modem industrial".
At the June 6, 2016 worksession, Councilmember Pierzchala stated that he did not
believe the Property should remain zoned R-60 because the Property is "too close to the path"
and it would be too difficult for occupants of a single-family home on the Property to have any
privacy. In addition, Mr. Pierzchala opined that use as a park would be a risky use, because a
very small park at that location would be an inviting location for dangerous activity. Mayor
Newton agreed, at that time, that the R-60 Zone would not be appropriate. During that
worksession, Planning Staff agreed that the appropriate land use for the Property should be
decided during the Comprehensive Plan process. Now that the Comprehensive Plan is well
underway, it is time to address the future use of the Property.
Land Use and Zoning
Volume II recommends the RF (Residential Flexible) land use designation for the
Property. But, the land use should also allow for some ancillary retail use of the ground floor,
especially given the walkable route to the Metro. The potential for some ground level retail will
allow the Property to better serve as a transition from the townhouses to the east to the
office/residential/retail/mixed land use of the planned development to the west of the Property
(see Volume II, p. 97). This potential can be built into the zoning classification for the Property.
The Owner is pleased that Volume II recognizes that single-family use is not appropriate,
by recommending the RF (Residential Flexible) land use category. However, given the
proximity to the Metro Station and the Twinbrook Planned Development, there should also be an
opportunity for a limited amount of ground floor retail in a residential redevelopment of the
Property. The element can be included in the future zone for the Property. The future zoning
classification should allow a variety of residential uses, including multi-unit. The RF use allows
a mix of row houses, apartment buildings, and detached houses. The zone used to implement the
RF should accommodate those residential uses and a small component of retail to mix uses on
the Property.

3801834.1
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A multi-unit, primarily residential building would serve as an appropriately scaled
transition from the townhouses on the east (Cambridge Walk I and II, currently zoned RMD-10)
and the single-family properties further to the east. Unfortunately, there is not currently a City
zone that can accomplish the goals for this Property. A neighborhood-scaled mixed use zone is
needed. Existing zones each have a major impediment:
1. MXNC. Allowable height is 45 feet, with potential to increase to 65 feet. Setbacks
adjacent to residential are too large for the size of the Property.
2. RMD-15. Requires a minimum tract size of one (1) acre. Too large for the Property.
Building coverage is too low, at 30%, while setbacks are too large. Ancillary retail is
not allowed.
Ultimately, the use of the Property will be governed by the zoning put in place to
implement the Comprehensive Plan.
That zoning should encompass the following
elements/considerations for this infill development:
1. Minimum or no setbacks on sites less than one acre. Encourage bringing the majority
of the building to the property line. Appropriate setbacks, if any, should be
established during review of the site plan.
2. Maximum height 40' to a flat roof, 45' to the midpoint of a gable-type roof.
3. Allow ancillary retail for a portion of the ground floor. Do not require parking to be
provided for such retail. Service of retail uses can occur through the front doors.
4. Provide for and encourage parking reductions for residential within¼ mile of a Metro
station.
5. Require review of site plan by the Planning Commission.
6. Provide for a density of up to fifty (50) units per acre for residential.
Establishing the RF land use and appropriate zoning for the Property to replace the
outdated single-family residential zone on the Property, would be consistent with policies
outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, including to "plan for additional growth near the Twinbrook
Metro Station," and the action described to implement the policy, which is to "allow attached
and small, multi-unit residential types on blocks in the Twinbrook neighborhood adjacent to the
east side of the Twinbrook Metro Station as mapped in the Land Use Policy Map." The Property
directly responds to those directions. A zone with the characteristics noted above would be
appropriate at this location, and would allow some flexibility in use and design of the site. In
addition, a principally residential land use, with minor ancillary retail, would be compatible with
surrounding land uses and would also serve as an appropriate transition for those surrounding
land uses.
For many years, through many planning processes, the City has recognized the errors of
the R-60 zoning on the Property and of the recommendation for park use. Each time, the City
authorities have said that the then-ongoing process was not the right one to use to correct the
anomaly.
Most recently, in discussing the Pike Plan in 2016, the Mayor, Council, and City Staff
pointed to the then-upcoming Comprehensive Plan as the method by which to make this
correction. The Comprehensive Plan is here. The time has come. The time is now. RF is a
start. But the selection of an appropriate zoning tool to accomplish this change is critical to its
success. The zone should create a better and more flexible path to solve a challenging property
3801834.1

85175.002

Exhibit 29

Charles Littlefield, Chair • September 24, 2020

Page4

that is a short walk from the Metro Station. There are future residents waiting for just such an
opportunity. Give the Property a chance to be what it can be.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,

�l�.

LERCH, EARLY & BREWER, CHARTERED
William Kominers

Enclosures
cc:

Mr. Zion Avissar
Mr. David Levy
Ms. Andrea Gilles
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EXHIBIT A
[EXCERPT OF TAX MAP]
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EXHIBITB
(EXCERPT OF ZONING MAP]
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Figure 32: Land Use Policy Map of Planning Area 9
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Woodmont Station Center
Terry Tretter <terry@terrytretter.com>
Mon 10/5/2020 2:21 PM
To: Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov>
Dear Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:
I am Terry Tretter, managing Partner of the Woodmont Station retail strip center located at 1319 – 1321 Rockville Pike, next to
the Woodmont Country Club. I would like to highlight several issues that the plans implemented in 2016 and the new proposed
2040 plans may pose.

First, an access lane is proposed along our side of the Pike, but has been waived for properties across the street because their
lots are shallow due to the railway behind them. However, I would like to bring to your attention that our property is shallow as
well because the back is wrapped by the parking lot of the shopping center next door. Any taking of land for an access lane
and/or bus lane would negatively impact the surface parking, which is tight already. Moreover, certain other properties on our
side of the Pike have shallow lots also.

Second, I urge that any plans for the redevelopment of the front of the Woodmont Country Club next door make sure take into
account the effect on our property. I am concerned that new zoning and any required new roads may negatively impact our
property and would like to point out that it is important for the Planning Commission to assess the impact on our property that
abuts the Country Club.

We are all in this together and many parts of the plan may not take place for a long time, especially since the event of COVID.
On the whole, I applaud the planners for their visions to improve the area in the long run.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ms. Terry Tretter, Partner
Woodmont Station Associates LLP
1319 –1321 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
terry@terrytretter.com
Cell: 240-277-5507
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200928003.09&popoutv2=1
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