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Sincerely, 
 
Zachary and Jacqueline Kohn 
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northern boundary of the Property.  A 5.3-acre portion of the Property currently improved with 
the Rollins-Congressional clubhouse and pool is zoned R-75.   The Comprehensive Plan Land 
Use Policy Map (Attachment A) recommends the following for the Property: 

 CRM (Commercial and Residential Mix) for the East Jefferson frontage of the Property 
 RM (Residential Multiple Unit) for the balance of the Property. 

In designating the majority of the Property RM, the Comprehensive Plan notes: “A new 
higher-density residential zone, limited to residential uses, is appropriate for the 
remainder of the site to permit new investment and upgrades, though it should not result 
in residential displacement.” (Emphasis added).  

In connection with the Zoning Rewrite, Planning Staff is recommending the new RHD Zone for 
the Property that would allow 50 units per acre and a maximum height of 75 feet, except that 
those portions of the Property within 100 feet of single unit housing are limited to a maximum 
height of 45 feet.  As noted, we are concerned that these recommendations will not foster the 
desired redevelopment of the Property and as explained below, believe that an increase in 
allowable density and heights (in selected areas) is appropriate for the proposed RHD Zone. 
Critically, the Property is the only site in the City with an RM land use designation and a 
recommendation for a higher density residential zone and as a result, the Property is the only site 
in the City recommended for the proposed RHD Zone.   

II. Considerations for Increased Density and Height 

In addition to being the only site in the City subject to the RHD Zone, we believe that the 
following features associated with the Property justify consideration of an increase in the density 
and height: 

 The Property is located less than 2,000 feet from the Twinbrook Metro Station and is 
within the “walkshed” of the Metro Station, as well as along RideOn Routes 5 and 26.  
As the City evaluates where additional needed housing should be located, it is locations 
such as the Property, that are served by existing infrastructure and adjacent to substantial 
commercial services, that are most logical.  

 The northern portion of the Property where the multi-family buildings are located abut 
the 457-acre Woodmont County Club.  The distance between the multi-family buildings 
on the Property and the closest single-family homes (located north of Wooton Parkway) 
is more than 3,800 feet.  Between the buildings and these homes is the wide, undeveloped 
expanse of the County Club property. 

 The Rollins Park community was constructed in 1962 and 1963 and is very well 
maintained.  Nonetheless, given the age of the improvements, the Owner’s anticipate that 
within the next ten to twenty years, decisions will need to be made as to whether to 
commence a phased redevelopment of the Property or instead make significant 
investments into the maintenance and upkeep of the existing improvements.1  By way of 

 
1 Within the past five years, the Owner’s invested more than $15 million to improve the HVAC Central Plants, door 
and lock replacements, elevator renovations, corridor and lobby renovations and apartment renovations throughout 
the Property. 
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example, because this development was built before current requirements for stormwater 
management, any redevelopment will entail significant costs that cannot be absorbed by a 
moderate replacement of density.  Thus, anticipated redevelopment will only be pursued 
with the appropriate height and density incentives. 

As it relates to the proposed heights for the RHD Zone, it is important to first emphasize that we 
agree with the proposed development standard that limits the height on the Property to 45 feet 
within 100 feet of the single-family residents.  The Rollins Park community and the nearby 
single-family residences have co-existed in a compatible manner since the development of both 
communities in the early 1960’s, and the 45-foot height limit ensures that any future 
development of the Property will continue to be compatible with the adjacent uses. 

At the same time however, the Property is generously sized at 52 acres and significant portions 
of the Property are located more than 100 feet away from single unit housing.  With these 
characteristics, we believe that there are areas of the Property where heights above 75 feet are 
appropriate and can be provided without adversely impacting the surrounding area.  More 
specifically, it is one-third of a mile (1,620 feet) from the Property’s southern boundary (which is 
across Rollins Avenue from the single-family homes) to the northern boundary adjacent to the 
Woodmont County Club.  This is a significant distance, and the RHD Zone could be drafted to 
allow the opportunity to selectively increase allowable heights above the proposed 75 feet as one 
moves further away from single unit housing, with the greatest heights being allowed in the most 
northern portions of the Property adjacent to the Country Club.  The RHD Zone could also be 
drafted to incorporate design requirements such as upper story setbacks, to the extent necessary 
to ensure that increased building heights are less perceptible from the ground plane.  Importantly, 
allowing additional height above 75 feet provides the opportunity to increase the number of 
housing units and can be accomplished in a manner that does not create any additional impacts 
on the  area surrounding the Property than would heights of 75 feet.  Further, increased heights 
allow for smaller building footprints such that redevelopment can proceed with minimal 
displacement.  The result is a gradual phased development wherein new units are created to 
supplement the existing residences. 

As it relates to the proposed density, the RHD Zone proposes a maximum density of 50 units per 
acre.  While this density represents a doubling of the density that was approved when the 
Property was developed more than 60 years ago, it nonetheless, based on the Owner’s economic 
analysis, does not provide enough additional density to make the redevelopment of the Property, 
as recommended by the Comprehensive Plan, financially feasible.  Consultation with current 
active developers and land planners has confirmed our view that at 50 units per acre, the highest 
and best use for the property would be the development of for-sale townhouses.  This is not 
consistent with the Owners long term objectives, nor those set forth under the Rockville 2040 
Comprehensive Plan. Nor does it advance that Plan’s stated goal of concentrating additional 
density within Metro transportation nodes. Without sufficient allowable density (in the 100 unit 
an acre range2) to support the redevelopment of the Property, the existing status quo of the 
Property will continue for the foreseeable future. Multi-family podium, courtyard, and hybrid 
residential buildings range in density but typically provide well over 50 units per acre thereby 

 
2 By way of comparison, the six-story multi-family building at 1900 Chapman Avenue has a density of 110 units per 
acre.  
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providing flexibility and diversity of housing between the highest density Rockville Pike 
Corridor and the lower density missing middle housing across from the detached-house 
neighborhoods to the south and west.  The proposed development standards represent a 
significant missed future opportunity, given that the Property is ideally located to support 
additional housing, including affordable housing, in furtherance of the City’s goals. 

In considering this increased density it is important to emphasize that the Property, at 52 acres, 
has the benefit of being able to support increased density in a flexible and varied manner.  The 
allowable maximum density will be averaged across the entire Property, with some areas, such as 
the northern portions of the Property where the multi-family buildings are currently located, 
having a considerably higher density per acre than the southern areas of the Property near the 
existing single-family homes.  Moreover, increasing the allowable height above 75 feet (in those 
areas located away from the single-family residences), will increase the yield of desperately 
needed housing and provide the development flexibility needed to incentivize redevelopment.  In 
addition, while it is unknown what building materials and technologies will be available in the 
upcoming decades, even current strategies for urban design and architecture show that higher-
density, walkable, transit-oriented neighborhoods have a reduced environmental footprint per 
unit.  The proposed higher density and height will allow pursuit of these options through a full 
public entitlement process, thus ensuring that compatibility and sustainability are incorporated in 
the design. 

III. Conclusion  

This Property’s ownership is local in nature and committed to the community and market they 
have served since the acquisition and development of the Property in 1959, when Rockville Pike 
was just two lanes wide and the area was largely undeveloped.  Looking ahead, all future 
improvements associated with the Property must remain relevant and reflective of community 
and market needs, just as the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan envisions.  the Owner 
demonstrated its commitment to this approach when it redeveloped the existing standard 
swimming pool on the Property into a complex of pools and a community center in 2007, at a 
cost of $7,000,000.  The Owner expects that there will come a time when phased redevelopment 
will be the only economically feasible approach to ensure that the Property remains relevant to 
the evolving market and an asset to the surrounding community.   Thus, the Owner continues to 
take the long view in terms of the Property’s future enhancement.  As such, the zoning, use and 
density will be key to that evolution, as reflected in the Comprehensive Plan.  Recognizing that 
the Comprehensive Plan has a horizon of approximately 20 years, it is essential that the 
appropriate zoning development standards are in place to accommodate the phased 
redevelopment of the Property so that it never loses its position as an asset to the community and 
its residents.  

We appreciate the opportunity to share with you our concerns regarding the proposed RHD 
Zone.  It is our hope that based on our explanation you will request that Planning Staff reanalyze 
the proposed height and density development standards of the Zone with the intent of ensuring 
that they align with the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan and the City’s housing 
goals.  
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Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  

Sincerely, 

 

Patricia A. Harris 
 
cc:   Ms. Holly Simmons 

Mr. Jim Wasilak 
Mr. Kenneth Becker 
Mr. Arnold Polinger 
Mr. Anthony Rakusin  
Mr. Josh Sloan 

 
Encl.  
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July 31, 2025   
 
VIA Email  
Mr. James Wasilak 
Chief of Zoning 
City of Rockville 
111 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Re: City of Rockville Comprehensive Map Amendment (the “CMA”); Shellhorn Rockville 
LLC’s written comments regarding 1460 and 1488 Rockville Pike  

Dear Mr. Wasilak: 

On behalf of Shellhorn Rockville LLC, an affiliate of Quantum Companies (“Quantum”), the 
owner of the shopping center (1488 Rockville Pike) and neighboring auto repair facility (1460 
Rockville Pike) located approximately 1/10th of a mile to the north of the intersection of 
Rockville Pike and Congressional Lane (the “Property”) in the South Pike area, please accept 
these written comments to the City of Rockville’s (the “City”) recommended rezoning of 
properties in the vicinity of Twinbrook Metro Station. 

By way of background, the Property is improved with approximately 29,874 square feet of retail 
uses and ancillary surface parking spaces and is located approximately 0.40 miles to the 
northwest of the Twinbrook Metro Station entrance. An aerial image showing the Property’s 
proximity to Twinbrook Metro Station is attached as Exhibit “A”. The Property is presently 
zoned MXCD and located immediately to the south of the Twinbrook Quarter mixed-use 
redevelopment. In this respect, the Property is appropriately positioned for redevelopment with 
additional density, height and a mix of uses. To this end, we respectfully request that the City 
rezone additional properties in the South Pike area to further the approved Rockville 2040: 
Comprehensive Plan Update (the “Comprehensive Plan”) recommendations, including to 
“continue to develop the Twinbrook Metro Station area and the south Rockville Pike area as a 
major activity and growth center.” See page 32, land use element.  

Quantum supports the City’s recommendations to rezone many of the properties to the south of 
the Property, on the east side of Rockville Pike, to a new MXTD-235 Zone. However, Quantum 
respectfully requests that the City also recommend that the Property and surrounding sites to the 
north and west that are within ¾ mile of Twinbrook Metro Station be rezoned to the MXTD-200 
Zone. These properties are transit-oriented with strong pedestrian access to both the Twinbrook 
Metro Station and planned BRT on Rockville Pike. Many of these properties are developed with 
low-rise commercial buildings and an abundance of surface parking, which do not represent their 
highest and best use.   
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The CMA designates areas to the south of the Property for MXTD-255 zoning based upon a 
framework developed as part of Rockville Town Center Plan (the “Town Center Plan”). The 
Town Center Plan designated properties as MD-355 Corridor Character Areas (MXTD-255 
zoning), Core Character Areas (MXTD-200 zoning), and Edge Character Areas (MXTD-85 
zoning). Significantly, properties evaluated as part of the Town Center Plan that are more than 
0.80 miles from the Rockville Metro Station were designated as Core Character Areas and 
recommended for rezoning to MXTD-200 as part of the CMA. Map 19 from the Town Center 
Plan is attached as Exhibit “B” for context. In this respect, the City should use the same 
methodology in the South Pike area to recommend properties that are located within ¾ mile of 
Twinbrook Metro Station, but outside the limits of properties recommended for MXTD-255 
zoning, be rezoned to MXTD-200 through the CMA. 

Quantum’s request that the City expand the limits of properties recommended for rezoning is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s recognition that “thousands of people walk or bike 
from Twinbrook Metro Station to residences, offices and shops,” and “the land use plan provides 
flexibility for the future, allowing a mix of high intensity office, residential, and commercial uses 
through the Office Commercial Residential Mix (OCRM) land use designation for the majority 
of land in the south Pike area.” See page 32, land use element. As a result, we respectfully 
request that the City expand on its initial recommendations for the South Pike area in the CMA 
to include additional properties to the north and west, which will ensure that market-responsive 
zoning is in place for the continued revitalization of this important section of Rockville Pike.  

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the CMA and look forward to 
continuing to work with staff and other interested stakeholders to achieve the Comprehensive 
Plan’s vision along this important corridor in the City. 
 

 

Very truly yours, 

 
 
Matthew Gordon  

 
cc: Ms. Holly Simmons  
 Mr. Alex Forbes 
 Mr. David Sullivan 
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Exhibit “A” 
1488 Rockville Pike Aerial & Vicinity  
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Exhibit “B”  
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3. Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Risk: 
 
Duball 3 has requested a parking waiver, meaning no on-site parking for its 147 units. Residents will 
depend on nearby public garages, increasing the number of pedestrians and cyclists crossing already 
congested, single-lane streets. This raises the risk of accidents involving vehicles, especially for 
seniors, children, and people with limited mobility. 
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4: Sinkhole and Construction Concerns: 
 
ABC News with David Muir, KTLA, and LA Times reported a dramatic incident occurred in Ventura, 
California on May 30, 2025, where a 25-feet sinkhole abruptly opened beside a construction site for a new 
apartment complex . Vehicles were swallowed whole, structures adjacent to the site were damaged, and at 
least one commercial and one residential property were officially red-tagged by city authorities . The city 
later confirmed the cause was a failure of temporary shoring systems, possibly aggravated by excessive 
groundwater pumping and soil disruption . Despite zoning approval, oversight at the construction phase 
was evidently inadequate—shoring and drainage safeguards were ignored or under-reviewed, resulting in 
catastrophic ground collapse. 
 
Relevance to Rockville 
 
Both Victoria Condominium and the proposed development share limited underground infrastructure (water 
mains, drainage, sewage) buried under decades-old soil. Our building was constructed in 1992; the 
subsurface soil structure and pipe integrity may now be fragile. Excavation or construction stress nearby 
could accelerate soil collapse or flooding, raising structural stability risk akin to human-induced sinkhole 
phenomena. If the developer constructs deep foundations or reroutes utilities without independent 
geotechnical review, we face elevated risk of soil destabilization, pipe failure, and potential structural 
collapse. Shared infrastructure issues further amplify legal liability for both structures.  
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The risks from this proposed construction include: 
 
Airborne dust known to cause lung cancer, COPD, and cardiovascular issues; 
 
High-decibel construction noise, a source of mental stress, insomnia, and hypertension; 
 
Long-term exposure to dust and noise can be fatal or severely reduce quality of life for medically fragile 
individuals. 
 
These health hazards, over such a prolonged period, could result in legal liability to developers and 
the City should residents experience worsening conditions. 
 
 
Approving this rezoning would bring more density and hazard to an area that is already operating at 
capacity. It risks both the safety of Victoria residents and the long-term livability of Rockville Town 
Center. I respectfully urge the City of Rockville to carefully review, and reject this rezoning to preserve 
our current zoning protections. 
 
 
Thank you for your attention to these concerns. I look forward to speaking at the public hearing when 
it is scheduled. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jesse Chou 
 
Mei Chi Fan 
 
Resident, Victoria Condominium 
24 Courthouse SQ, #809 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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The Mayor and several City Council members have visited the Montrose neighborhood to gain a better 
understanding of how this parcel is part of our single family home neighborhood and distinctly different from the 
parcels shown in brown on this map. The area in brown is currently zoned as RMD-25. Currently, the orange 
parcel houses the Rollins Congressional Clubhouse with community rooms for party rentals and recreational 
classes, a fitness center, a community swimming pool and two parking lots of the facilities. This community 
facility is open to the residents of the Rollins Congressional rental community, the neighborhood and the pool 
is accessible to anyone for a daily fee of $10.  
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While it is challenging to understand from this map, the area is not appropriate for the increased zoning that is 
proposed for the brown areas. It is distinctly separate from the high-rise apartments that line the northwest 
edge of the brown area on the left. Those high-rise apartments are not visible from inside the Montrose 
neighborhood. The residents who live there use streets that empty onto East Jefferson Street and 
Congressional Lane. Both East Jefferson and Congressional Lane are wide streets capable of accommodating 
this volume of traffic. Martha Terrace is a narrow, neighborhood street that is not capable of accommodating 
increased traffic.  
 
The parcel on Martha Terrace is bordered by Montrose Park and another parcel of City of Rockville land.  
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We want to convey that this parcel on Martha Terrace is distinctly different from the other parcels that are 
proposed for changes. The Montrose neighborhood wants the zoning on this parcel to remain unchanged at R-
75. The proposed new zoning for the parcel would have it zoned RHD zone. This is the same zone proposed 
for the other dark brown parcels. The whole area would be one zone - RHD zone, a new high density 
residential zone. It is not appropriate for this parcel to be zoned RHD zone.  
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In summary, we have several concerns.  
 
As mentioned, the parcel on Martha Terrace currently houses a community center that has a gym and party 
space in addition to an Olympic size swimming pool, lazy pool and toddler splash pool and parking 
space.  Should this parcel be developed, the community would lose an affordable space to rent for weddings, 
religious gatherings, birthdays, and other events that need more space than their apartments or houses can 
accommodate.  The rents for these are well below those that would be charged in a local hotel. The gym is 
also at a rate that is competitive and is walking distance from the apartments and homes.  The pool is a well 
used facility that brings together both the home owners and apartment dwellers a unique opportunity for 
individuals to interact and children to be with their school mates. A loss of any one of these would be sad to 
lose all to development would be tragic. 
  
The streets that are in the Montrose neighborhood are narrow and cannot support two-way traffic without one 
car or the other pulling to the side to accommodate the other.  Development of this parcel would most likely 
have cars emptying onto Martha and then Evelyn which currently are burdened beyond their original 
design.  The infrastructure will more than likely not accommodate the influx created by higher density 
development. The current infrastructure of Martha Terrace and the roads that Martha Terrace empties onto, 
Evelyn drive, cannot support increased traffic. They are residential, narrow streets designed to be mostly only 
neighborhood traffic. 

  
We believe that the upper portion of zone 10 has plenty of space for high density development and would be 
closer to the Metro and Rockville Pike and roads leading to 270 that can accommodate traffic in two directions 
easily. 
 
Thank you for considering our feedback as you make this challenging decision regarding our neighborhood. 
 
The Montrose Civic Association 
Represented by Neighborhood Leads: 
Natasha Hurwitz, 1708 Lorre Drive 
Susan Zemsky, 1622 Martha Terrace 
Monica Saavos, 1723 Evelyn Drive 
 

45











1

Holly Simmons

From: Amanda Innes 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 11:06 AM
To: zoning
Subject: Concerns about Rezoning in NMC area

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
Good morning, 
 
I am wriƟng to express concerns about the draŌ zoning change that would increase by more than five-fold the current 
permiƩed density of the 10-acre wooded property that borders the New Mark Commons Scandia Way neighborhood 
and Don Mills Court. The property is currently zoned R-90 (similar to Markwood along Potomac Valley), which allows 
about 4.5 single detached homes per acre. The proposed new zone RM-25 would allow 25 dwelling units per acre, 
possibly in the form of mulƟ-story buildngs up to 75 feet high and as close as 40 feet to the property line. 
  
The proposed zoning change for the 10-acre site should NOT be adopted into the city’s master plan. While development 
plans have not been filed for the property, the proposed change could in the future allow a significant increase in traffic 
through our community, impacƟng safety for the many pedestrians that walk in this neighborhood and along Maryland 
Avenue, and INCREASE THE DANGER of the already congested and crowded Falls Road and NME intersecƟon at 270 Exit. 
In addiƟon the added density is not consistent with the rest of the community, and increases burden on natural spaces 
and exisƟng water management issues. 
 
I am raising my voice strongly against a zoning change that makes no sense. I appreciate and value the work to increase 
housing density where appropriate in Rockville—this is NOT an appropriate locaƟon for this change and there are many 
others that are MORE appropriate.  
 
Thank you for the space to provide input, 
 
Amanda Innes 
Rockville Resident 
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Beyond these issues, the proposed rezoning fails to meet key planning requirements. It is incompatible with 
the city’s master plan, lacks adequate infrastructure and traffic studies, and poses significant environmental 
risks. 

While I recognize the need to expand housing opportunities, this site is too constrained and environmentally 
sensitive. On behalf of my household, I urge the Mayor and Council to reject this zoning change, preserve the 
current designation in the master plan, and explore more balanced approaches to Rockville’s housing needs. 

Above all, this is about protecting pedestrian safety—especially for children—while also addressing the very 
real risks of increased traffic and environmental harm. 

Sincerely, 
Wing Pokrywka 
9 Vallingby Circle 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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 School Overcrowding: Our local school, Bayard Rustin Elementary, is already overcrowded. 
Adding hundreds of new students would place an unbearable strain on our school system.  

 Long-Term Impact: We are also concerned about the precedent this sets for the other 20 
acres of land owned by the same developers, which could lead to an even larger, high-density 
development in the future. I live directly next to the next parcel that I fear is next for more 
rezoning and more redevelopment. I am scared for the beautiful and untouched land that is 
directly behind my backyard.  

The proposed rezoning is simply too aggressive for this specific location. We ask that you listen to the 
concerns of your residents and reject this proposal. Let’s find a path forward that provides for future 
growth while protecting the natural beauty and character of our existing neighborhoods. Please 
consider my message and the concerns of my fellow neighbors in New Mark Commons.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

 
--  
Natalie K. Lotuaco 
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dense development could mean for our neighborhood, its streets and its surroundings – 
and we offer to lead you on a walking tour of the area one of these fine days! 
 
Thank You, Pat Reber 
705 New Mark Esplanade 
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Peter and Laurie Krug 
322 New Mark Esplanade 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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My primary concern is the anticipated increase in traffic volume, particularly during peak hours and 
school pick-up and drop-off times. As you may recall, the recent changes to the Maryland Avenue traffic 
pattern were implemented to accommodate bicycle traffic. While this has benefited those of us who rely 
on bicycles as a primary mode of transportation, it has also introduced significant traffic challenges for 
the broader community. 

The city addressed the Maryland Avenue situation by simply redrawing traffic lines, and while that may 
have technically improved bicycle access, it did not address the larger infrastructure or traffic flow 
issues. If a similar approach is taken with the proposed zoning changes—implementing surface-level 
solutions without meaningful planning—I would be deeply concerned. 

Should these changes be approved without a comprehensive traffic impact analysis and appropriate 
mitigation measures, I would find it unacceptable. 

I respectfully urge the Mayor and Council to consider the long-term implications of these changes and to 
engage in thoughtful, community-focused planning that prioritizes safety, accessibility, and the quality of 
life for all residents. 

Sincerely, 
Vladimir Gurevich 
Resident, New Mark Commons 
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of its structures but also the layout of the community and tree preservation. There are other infill 
approaches available for Rockville zoning that would be more compatible with our neighborhood. 

 New Mark Commons is fortunate to have common amenities as part of the original PRU (planned 
residential unit) approved by the City which are maintained by NMC homeowners through our 
HOA dues. We have a Clubhouse and pool which are maintained as locked for use by Association 
membership. By contrast we have many amenities that are open to pedestrian traƯic. These 
public-facing, yet privately maintained, amenities include Lake New Mark and its bridge, dam, and 
two piers, the asphalt paths around the lake and through the community, pickleball/tennis courts, 
a basketball court, a recreational lot for young children, and some private roads and parking lots. 
These amenities of limited capacity were designed in the context of our neighborhood of 384 
homes. New Mark Commons has been historically welcoming to pedestrian traƯic through the 
neighborhood amenities. Notable is the asphalt path we maintain around the lake that also 
provides a short-cut to school and bus stops for people living in the neighboring community, 
especially for Julius West students. Nonetheless, Rockville police records show that we do 
experience visitors who do not abide the posted Association safety rules- especially regarding the 
lake and no fishing or entering upon the ice. Some visitors mistake the NMC common areas for a 
public park. 

We have concern about creating so much additional pedestrian as well as vehicular traƯic in the 
neighborhood as could result from an RMD-25 zoning category right across the street from New 
Mark Commons. We anticipate some amenities becoming less available to NMC homeowners 
and experiencing more wear and tear at the Association’s expense. While public recreational 
facilities are available at Dogwood Park and the playground across Maryland Avenue, NMC 
amenities will be those of closest proximity to the subject land parcel. We don’t have an 
understanding whether the proposed zoning change could also impact the Association’s costs for 
liability insurance on our open common property. 

 Maryland Avenue was recently narrowed to provide for bike lanes. There is already an egress 
bottleneck accessing NMC at the intersection of New Mark Esplanade and Maryland Avenue. 
While the loss of a traƯic lane slowed traƯic, a desirable end, now through drivers on Maryland 
Ave try to pass NMC homeowners outside the single lane either on the left or even the right while 
homeowners make the right turn onto New Mark Esplanade. Additional vehicles using this 
intersection will only make it less safe.  

To provide some relief at this intersection in anticipation of more vehicles, it is not hard to imagine 
a proposal to open the closed access from New Mark Esplanade to Monroe Street. That would 
also provide direct vehicular access from NMC to Dogwood Park. Imagine the impact on traƯic 
volume/safety in NMC if New Mark Esplanade thus became an access road to I-270. 

 The cross-walk at Maryland Avenue and Potomac Valley/Great Falls Road is an important safety 
access for students walking to Julius West School. Bringing additional vehicular traƯic to Potomac 
Valley Road at the cross-walk would be a significant safety consideration. 
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We understand that the City’s goal is to provide additional residential opportunities in Rockville by 
increasing density through the rezoning of specific areas; however, we ask that the City not be wed to a 
proposed zoning plan that appears to consider Rockville residents living in potential future housing more 
than residents who are currently living in existing housing and currently paying property taxes in 
Rockville. 

We are proud residents of Rockville and thank you for your work on our behalf. Thank you for your kind 
attention to this letter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Mesmer and Henrik Olsen 

170 New Mark Esplanade 

Rockville, MD 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: natalie nelson 
Sent: Saturday, September 27, 2025 2:53 PM
To: mayorcouncil
Subject: !!!! A five fold increase in permitted density allowing units as close to 40 feet bordering 

Scandia Way and Don Mills Court, and NME !!!!!!!!!!

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
DEAR Mayor Monique Ashton and Council, 
 
Is this vast increase ( a 5 fold increase) really in line with the city?( A five-fold increase In Rockville in  ten acres that is 
being considered? There could be serious problems from  increased and unsafe traffic, and  environmental impact, AND 
COMMUNITY CONFLICTS. 
 
 
Developers may profit but other ciƟzens in the exisƟng developments and future housing ciƟzens may suffer. There are 
higher profit margins for developers  on larger mulƟfamily buildings, that needs to be considered..Present values of 
homes might go down. 
 
 
Is this change of density in line with Rockville ’s overall plan for the city? Has there  been sufficient interacƟon will the 
neighbors that will bear the impact of such a major change? 
 
I LIVE at 518 NEW MARK ESPLANADE AND I OPPOSE  THIS PROJECT. 
 
Natalie J Nelson 
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Proposed City of Rockville Zoning Change Next to New Mark 
Commons 

 
Here are our comments on the potential zoning changes by the City of 
Rockville that would directly impact the New Mark Commons 
community. 
 
We have lived together for the past 20 years in New Mark Commons 
and really enjoy the neighborhood and its status as designated on the 
National Register of Historic Places. The current City of Rockville zoning 
rules recognize the value of New Mark Commons by limiting 
development in the 10 acres adjacent to Scandia Way & Don Mills 
Court to no more than 4.5 homes.  
 
The proposed new City Master Plan for that area includes an option to 
increase potential development of the equivalent up to 25 new homes 
which could include buildings of up to 75 feet in height. That would 
significantly degrade the character of New Mark Commons life of those 
living in the 384 town homes and detached homes within NMC. 
 
To be clear we are NOT opposed to all new potential development on 
these 10 acres. We recognize the great need to provide Rockville and 
Montgomery County with more affordable housing. At the same time 
we very much want to preserve the character of New Mark Commons 
and the quality of life for its residents. 
 
Ron Tipton & Rita Molyneaux 
218 New Mark Esplanade 
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While I recognize the need to expand housing opportunities, this site is too constrained and 
environmentally sensitive. On behalf of my family and my community as a whole, I urge the Mayor and 
Council to reject this zoning change, preserve the current designation in the master plan, and explore 
more balanced approaches to Rockville’s housing needs. 

Above all, this is about protecting pedestrian safety—especially for children—while also addressing the 
very real risks of increased traffic and environmental harm. 

I want to express my appreciation for your time and consideration while asking that my email be added 
into the public record. 

Maria Sol Pikielny from New Mark Commons.  
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The Key Issues section states "a desire for future development that is better connected to the 
surrounding community." 
 
The Area 1 section notes that various agreements limit the density of development on this specific 
property: "Until such agreements expire and, unless the City approves an appropriate development on 
this site that retains the stormwater management facility and is compatible with the adjacent 
neighborhood, this parcel is likely to remain undeveloped." 
 
Is a  RMD-25 zone compatible with New Mark Commons underlying R-90 zone? 
 
3. We have met with Rockville zoning staff.  During one meeting, I asked staff if they had ever considered 
a less dense designation for the property. I was told that the level of development being sought by Mayor 
and Council "would not be achieved" by other zoning categories on this small plot of land. 
 
4. In its briefing to the New Mark Community on September 4, zoning staff reassured residents that  the 
parcel will likely remain undeveloped. Why, then, is the RMD-25 being proposed? For residents, it did not 
offer much reassurance, but rather seemed like a request that we accept the RMD-25 without further 
question. 
 
5. An additional factor about this property is its lack of access to public transport and lack of access by 
any roads, other than those going down Potomac Valley and through New Mark Commons. 
 
We have invited Mayor and Council to come for a walk through our neighborhood and include that 
invitation to zoning staff, so you can see our concerns first hand. 
 
Thank you for your service to our community, 
 
Pat Reber 

 
705 New Mark Esplanade 
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Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville;  

Comments before Mayor and Council 

Sept 15, 2025  

 

Hi! I’m Pat Reber, and I thank you for the opportunity to speak. I have lived  
New Mark Commons off Maryland Avenue since 1985. I and many of my 
neighbors are alarmed by a proposed zoning change for a 10-acre wooded 
plot adjacent to us that would allow residential density more than five times 
that of our community .  New Mark’s underlying zoning is R-90, which comes 
out to about 4.5 dwelling units per acre.  This is also the current zoning of the 
adjacent undeveloped property. The proposal for new zoning for the 10-acre 
plot is RMD-25, which would allow 25 units per acre.  It would encourage 
multi-unit buildings up to 75 feet high, property setbacks of only 40 feet and a 
drastic increase of traffic through our community.  We appreciate  the need to 
provide more residential housing in Rockville, but we are asking Mayor and 
Council to PLEASE take another look at this proposal before you act on the 
city wide draft in December.  Rockville has other zone possibilities that would 
not present such a drastic change – R-75, R-60, R-40 and so on. Please 
consider them for this property instead of RM-25!  Your zoning experts have 
tried to reassure our community that the property is likely never to be 
developed because it is difficult terrain, steep slopes and wetlands. If that is 
the case, why is it being rezoned at such a dense level?  It seems to us that the 
RM-25 zone would actually INVITE! dense development, in order to support 
the Mayor and Council’s goal of increasing residential opportunities. We 
welcome you to come walk our neighborhood and the adjacent land to get a 
clearer picture of what such dense development could mean for our 
neighborhood, its streets and its surroundings – and we offer to lead you on a 
walking tour of the area one of these fine days! 
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Council Remarks Sept 29, 2025  

Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville   

 

I’m Pat Reber, resident of New Mark Commons since 1985. 
There are also others here tonight from New Mark  – can you 
wave your hands?  We’re here tonight to invite you all to gather 
in our neighborhood before December 1 so you can see why we 
are worried about the city-wide rezoning proposal you are 
preparing to adopt that day. If developed at the proposed 
zoning level, it would drastically affect life in our historic 
community. Change is a constant of the human condition. It 
can be good for us, or it can provoke anxiety. Right now Mayor 
and Council are poised to adopt a plan that UNFORTUNATELY 
would do the latter. The genius of governance in Rockville and 
the work you do as Mayor and Council is the protection and 
nourishment of the integrity of communities like ours around 
the city. It’s what our city is known for – nationally!  At issue for 
us is the 9.75-acre plot adjacent to New Mark. Since the 1980s, 
we have been reassured through various agreements involving 
the property owners, residents of Don Mills Court, our HOA 
AND this very city that any development on this property  
would be “compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.”  This is 
even stated in the 2040 Rockville Comprehensive Plan.  Yet 
now we find a proposed zoning change that would INVITE more 
than five times the density of New Mark and would likely result 
in 75-foot high apartment buildings and minimal setbacks. We 
can’t see how that would be COMPATIBLE! In 2027, New Mark 
will celebrate its 60th anniversary. On our 50th, our city’s 
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Historic Commission and Mayor and Council backed our listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places, recognized for its 
mid-20th-century architecture and planning. We understand 
the city’s need for more housing. But we hope you will continue 
to support the integrity of our community by keeping the 
current zoning of the adjacent property. And we hope we can 
organize a visit to our community so you can see our concerns 
first hand. Thank you for listening. Come visit!!!  
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impersonal, unsafe, more vulnerable place to live is 
objectionable,  And I object. . If there is a 
political motivation to "look" good in the eyes of the State and 
Federal, all I can say  is "shame on you" for being part of the problem 
that plagues us as a nation. Leave the zoning as it, and let New Mark 
remain as the City of Rockville's hidden gem. 
 
Sincerely, 
Helene Dubov 
4 Stevenage Circle 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: Martin Reiss 
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 12:24 PM
To: zoning
Subject: RE: ZOR ID 17

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
 
October 22, 2025 
 
Dear Mayor and Council and zoning staff, 
 
I am wriƟng to request that the mayor and counsel decide that the 9.7 acre undeveloped area (Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Area 
12) bordering New Mark Commons NOT have its zoning changed from R90 to RMD25. 
 
The Rockville 2040 comprehensive plan indicates that the acreage cannot be successfully developed unless there is: 1)an 
acceptable soluƟon to the access problem, 2) an acceptable soluƟon to the wetlands problem, and 3) an acceptable 
soluƟon that is COMPATIBLE with bordering neighborhood (New Mark Commons). 
 
In order to achieve this the Rockville Mayor and Counsel should require that the acreage remain zoned R90.   This then 
would not create a potenƟal non compaƟble high rise development with environmental problems (noise and air quality) 
from excess traffic through the extant community.  It will then permit desperately need housing to be added to the area 
in a harmonious manner.  
 
MarƟn Reiss 
9 Don Mills Court 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Holly Simmons

From: Martin Reiss 
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2025 12:07 PM
To: mayorcouncil; zoning
Subject: RE: ZOR ID 17

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
October 31, 2025 
 
Dear Mayor and Council and Zoning staff, 
 
I am wriƟng regarding the proposed rezoning of the 9.75 acre property next to New Mark Commons.  It is presently 
zoned RMD90 (4 houses per acre).  The city is now considering changing it to RMD25 (25 dwelling units per acre). 
 
Due to Wetlands problems and access problems the builder would be limited to using a smaller porƟon of the acreage 
which  could result in densely populated high rise buildings. I understand the need for housing in Rockville, but if 
developed, this change would result in a massive increase in traffic throughout our community streets endangering our 
families and children 
 
In the 2040 Rockville Comprehensive Plan it is stated that any development on this property would be compaƟble with 
the adjacent neighborhood.  This recommended change would not be compaƟble with our historic community. 
 
Our community would appreciate keeping the zoning as it is now..  But if this is not possible, a lower density that does 
not endanger the safety of our community would be preferable. 
 
Thank you for your consideraƟon of these issues. 
 
Ann Reiss 
9 Don Mills Court 
Rockville, MD. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Ansalan Stewart 
New Mark Commons Resident  
Rockville, MD 20850  
  

94



95



2

Joseph Jordan 
328 New Mark Esplanade 
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206 New Mark Esplanade 
Rockville MD 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: michelle tongratanasiri 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 8:59 PM
To: Jim Wasilak; Planning Commission
Subject: You’ve been identified as a key decision maker on my petition

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
Dear Mr. Wasilak and the Rockville Planning Commission, 
 
I'm wriƟng to you because I started a peƟƟon Ɵtled 'Deny Proposed RMD-25 High Density Zoning for Parcel ZORID17 
(Adjacent to New Mark Commons),' which has garnered widespread support from our community, with 535 signatures 
and counƟng. As a key decision maker, your involvement is pivotal in making change happen on this criƟcal issue. 
 
Click here to learn more about this peƟƟon: hƩps://www.change.org/p/deny-proposed-rmd-25-high-density-zoning-for-
parcel-zorid17-adjacent-to-new-mark-commons?utm_source=starter_emails_dm 
 
This peƟƟon maƩers deeply to me, and I’d really appreciate any Ɵme you can give me. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
Best, 
 
Michelle Tongratanasiri 
New Mark Commons Homeowner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Rose G. Krasnow 
594 Woodbury 

Fearrington Village, NC 27312 
 

November 21, 2025 

Dear Mayor Ashton and Councilmembers, 

I am writing to you regarding the R-25 zoning which is being proposed for the 9.75 acres in 
Area 3 that abut the New Mark Commons community, which was my home for 39 years.  
Many of you know that I am a past Mayor of the City, but I am also a professional planner 
who worked, before retiring, as the Deputy Director at Montgomery Planning.  In both 
positions, I recommended approval of many developments that raised concern among the 
community at large, because I recognized the ever-growing need for more housing. 

Nevertheless, before you vote on this particular upzoning, I ask you to consider the 
following.  New Mark Commons is almost sixty years old, and, in 2017, the neighborhood 
received historic designation.  Changing the character of such a neighborhood is against 
the very intent of the Rockville 2040 plan.  When the Tower Oaks development adjacent to 
New Mark was proposed, the residents worked diligently to ensure that proper buffers were 
put in place to protect New Mark.  At the time, an agreement was signed that said that no 
more than nine houses could be built on the land in question and that they could not be 
built as long as any of the residents of Don Mills Court who had signed the agreement still 
lived on the street.  Currently, two such residents still reside there.  (Note:  I should mention 
that I lived on Don Mills Court and was one of the original signers.) 

The real problem is not actually the density that has been proposed.  The problem is that 
the site is landlocked.  As far as I know, the only point of access to the site is from Don Mills 
Court.  This small cul-de-sac cannot possibly handle the traffic that would be generated by 
up to 250 new housing units.  There is a significant curve on Don Mills Court where cars 
would have to enter and exit.  There is another significant curve where Don Mills Court 
intersects with New Mark Esplanade.   Two of the key issues  identified in Area 3 in the 2040 
plan were as follows: 

• Support for controlling traffic volumes and speeds on neighborhoods streets 
through limited internal and external road connections, speed limits, and traffic 
calming 

• Need to mitigate traffic and safety issues at the Falls Road / Maryland Avenue / I-270 
interchange for all travel modes 

Adding this many cars to the roads in New Mark Commons would not only cause increased 
traffic volumes and speeds within the community but also would create new traffic and 
safety issues at the Falls Road/Maryland Avenue/I-270 interchange because the additional  
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vehicles would exit the Esplanade using Potomac Valley Road, exacerbating an already 
dangerous intersection and one where neighborhood children have to cross on foot to get 
to Julius West Middle School.   

I have heard it said that the upzoning would not really matter because no one was likely to 
develop the 9.75 acres anyway.    I strongly disagree with that statement.  If you zone it, they 
will build.  Someone will almost undoubtedly see the money-making potential of the site 
and will not have the least concern for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique 
neighborhood character and pedestrian friendly nature.   

I know that members of the Mayor and Council, as well as members of the Planning Board, 
came out to see the land in question.  I greatly appreciate that effort.  I hope that you agree 
with me that the R-25 zoning is not appropriate for this particular site. 

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

   Rose 

Rose Krasnow   

134



Rose G. Krasnow 
594 Woodbury 

Fearrington Village, NC 27312 
 

November 21, 2025 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I am writing to you regarding the R-25 zoning which is being proposed for the 9.75 acres in 
Area 3 that abut the New Mark Commons community, which was my home for 39 years.  
Many of you know that I am a past Mayor of the City, but I am also a professional planner 
who worked, before retiring, as the Deputy Director at Montgomery Planning.  In both 
positions, I recommended approval of many developments that raised concern among the 
community at large, because I recognized the ever-growing need for more housing. 

Nevertheless, before you vote on this particular upzoning, I ask you to consider the 
following.  New Mark Commons is almost sixty years old, and, in 2017, the neighborhood 
received historic designation.  Changing the character of such a neighborhood is against 
the very intent of the Rockville 2040 plan.  When the Tower Oaks development adjacent to 
New Mark was proposed, the residents worked diligently to ensure that proper buffers were 
put in place to protect New Mark.  At the time, an agreement was signed that said that no 
more than nine houses could be built on the land in question and that they could not be 
built as long as any of the residents of Don Mills Court who had signed the agreement still 
lived on the street.  Currently, two such residents still reside there.  (Note:  I should mention 
that I lived on Don Mills Court and was one of the original signers.) 

The real problem is not actually the density that has been proposed.  The problem is that 
the site is landlocked.  As far as I know, the only point of access to the site is from Don Mills 
Court.  This small cul-de-sac cannot possibly handle the traffic that would be generated by 
up to 250 new housing units.  There is a significant curve on Don Mills Court where cars 
would have to enter and exit.  There is another significant curve where Don Mills Court 
intersects with New Mark Esplanade.   Two of the key issues  identified in Area 3 in the 2040 
plan were as follows: 

• Support for controlling traffic volumes and speeds on neighborhoods streets 
through limited internal and external road connections, speed limits, and traffic 
calming 

• Need to mitigate traffic and safety issues at the Falls Road / Maryland Avenue / I-270 
interchange for all travel modes 

Adding this many cars to the roads in New Mark Commons would not only cause increased 
traffic volumes and speeds within the community but also would create new traffic and 
safety issues at the Falls Road/Maryland Avenue/I-270 interchange because the additional  
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vehicles would exit the Esplanade using Potomac Valley Road, exacerbating an already 
dangerous intersection and one where neighborhood children have to cross on foot to get 
to Julius West Middle School.   

I have heard it said that the upzoning would not really matter because no one was likely to 
develop the 9.75 acres anyway.    I strongly disagree with that statement.  If you zone it, they 
will build.  Someone will almost undoubtedly see the money-making potential of the site 
and will not have the least concern for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique 
neighborhood character and pedestrian friendly nature.   

I know that members of the Mayor and Council, as well as members of the Planning Board, 
came out to see the land in question.  I greatly appreciate that effort.  I hope that you agree 
with me that the R-25 zoning is not appropriate for this particular site. 

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

   Rose 

Rose Krasnow   
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New Mark is a primary walking path for students from Julius West Middle School and Richard 

Montgomery High School.  And New Mark’s half-dozen cross walks are crowded every school day with 

elementary school kids stepping down from school buses.   

The proposed rezoning of the parcel would increase vehicle traffic in and around New Mark Commons 

and present serious challenges for our residents and for the students who walk through the neighborhood on the 

way to and from school.     

More than half of the 10-acre parcel already serves as part of a Rockville water infiltration basin and as 

a wetland mitigation zone for buildings previous constructed by Tower-Dawson LLC, which owns the 10-acre 

parcel in question.  The parcel’s five designated wetland mitigation areas cover more than half the area 

proposed for rezoning.   

By means of this letter, I respectfully ask that you maintain the area’s current zoning of R-90 as a 

location for future single-family homes.  I ask you to maintain the parcel’s compatibility with its adjoining 

neighborhoods and to help us protect the safety, property values, and environmental integrity of our 

neighborhood.   

Thank you for your wise consideration.   

Your sincerely, 

  

James D. Nations, Ph.D. 

2 Tegner Court 

Rockville, MD  20850 
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--  
James D. Nations 
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Holly Simmons

From: Jim Wasilak
Sent: Friday, November 28, 2025 2:03 PM
To: Craig Simoneau; Holly Simmons; Katie Gerbes
Subject: Fw: New Mark Commons Board of Directors thank you and no position statement 

regarding 2040 rezoning proposal

FYI 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
 

From:  
Sent: Friday, November 28, 2025 11:42:09 AM 
To: mayorcouncil <mayorcouncil@rockvillemd.gov> 
Cc: Jim Wasilak <jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov>;  
'Kaitlyn Ambush'  
Subject: New Mark Commons Board of Directors thank you and no position statement regarding 2040 rezoning 
proposal 
 
 WARNING - External email. Exercise caution. 
November 28, 2025 
  
Mayor and Council 
City of Rockville 
111 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville MD 20850 
  
Dear Mayor and Council, 
  
The New Mark Commons Board of Directors is writing to thank you for the City’s 
engagement with our community regarding the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan and 
specifically its proposed rezoning for the ten-acre parcel abutting Don Mills Court and 
homes on streets off Scandia Way (in Planning Area 12). 
  
Chief of Zoning Jim Wasilak facilitated a very educational session at our September 
4th NMC Board of Directors virtual meeting.  Approximately 54 NMC residents were in 
attendance. Mr. Wasilak explained that the goal of the Mayor and Council is to increase 
opportunities for more housing. Wasilak also explained the proposed increase in density 
for potential homes in the ten-acre parcel near NMC. 
  
Since that September meeting, the NMC Board of Directors has encouraged community 
members to communicate their comments on the proposed rezoning to the City.  
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The NMC Board of Directors discussed the rezoning proposal at our October 3 and 
November 6 meetings. Both discussions resulted in no board position being established 
in the matter. 
  
Here in November, the NMC Board of Directors has learned that independent of board 
involvement, NMC residents have: 

 Spoken at Mayor and Council meetings 
 Written emails 
 Met on site with Mayor and Council members 
 Circulated a petition and reported results to the Mayor and Council on November 

17 
  
What the final zoning criteria should be in the 2040 Comprehensive plan is understood to 
be the responsibility of the Mayor and Council. The NMC Board of Directors thanks you for 
your thoughtful and ongoing leadership to listen to residents, consider options, and act to 
support a vision for a future that maintains a quality of life for all current and future homes 
in Rockville. 
  
Sincerely, 
New Mark Commons Board of Directors 
  
cc. Jim Wasilak, Chief of Zoning 
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Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville  

 Prepared Testimony before Rockville Planning Commission Public Hearing,  
January 14, 2026 

Re: Proposed rezoning of Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Planning Area 12 From R-90 to 
RMD-25 

 

Mr. Jaime Espinosa, Chair, Rockville Planning Commission and colleagues on 
the Planning Commission:  
 
My name is Pat Reber. I have lived in New Mark Commons, a historic  
community  of 384 homes adjacent to this parcel, since 1985. We have nearly 
700 signatures on a petition opposing this zoning change. They represent 
about two-thirds of all homes in the community. 
 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment under your consideration 
calls for the rezoning of this 9.75-acre plot that abuts our community from the 
current R-90 to RMD-25. If developed at this proposed zoning level, housing 
density would increase five-fold and traffic would double on New Mark’s 
streets to use the most likely access point at a bend in Don Mills Court.  
 
This change would contradict the stated policy and guidelines of the 2040 
Rockville Comprehensive Plan. On  Page 367, this specific parcel is described 
as being subject to agreements that would require any development to be 
“compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.” We do not think a five-fold 
increase in density next to us is “compatible” with our neighborhood.  
 
The Comprehensive Plan also states that this specific parcel is “likely to 
remain undeveloped” for other reasons - including difficult terrain and the 
presence of a stormwater management facility and wetlands mitigation. City 
staff have offered this assurance to our community in several encounters, in a 
sense telling us there’s no point in opposing this dense zoning because it is 
“likely to remain undeveloped.” 
 
In fact, we do worry.  I quote the words of  past Rockville mayor, former New 
Mark resident and one-time Deputy Director at the Montgomery Planning  
Board– Rose Krasnow. Last year, she wrote the following to Rockville Mayor 
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and Council: “If you zone it, they will build. Someone will almost undoubtedly 
see the money-making potential of the site and will not have the least concern 
for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique neighborhood character 
and pedestrian friendly nature.”  
 
After listening to our concerns for months, Mayor and Council on December 1 
questioned the suitability of  the RMD-25 zone for this parcel and directed 
staff to add a note to the plan that they need further discussion about this 
parcel.   
 
In its oral briefing to the Planning Commission on December 10, zoning staff 
noted this request, which is also noted on page 13 of the Highlights of the City 
of Rockville Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance. 
 
We ask that the Planning Commission consider alternative proposals for this 
parcel which would make sure eventual development there be “compatible” 
with our community. We invite each of you to come tour the property with us 
so you can see the situation firsthand. Please contact us to make 
arrangements. We will organize a group to meet you there and answer 
questions. 
 
Thank You,  
Pat Reber   
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Plan’s recommendation for high residential density, while at the same time respecting the 
surrounding existing neighborhood development and preserving the treasured open space. 

By way of brief background, the majority of the Property is currently zoned RMD-25 and was 
developed in the early 1960’s with a variety of garden apartments, townhouses, and four seven-
story multi-family buildings that are located along the northern boundary of the Property.  The 
Property includes the 5.3-acre portion of the Property zoned R-75 that was originally a pool 
complex only but which the Owner redeveloped in 2008 to include rebuilt pools, a fitness center 
and multi-purpose community space.  The existing density community wide is 25 units per acre.   
While the Owner continues to invest in the development, the reality is that all buildings have a 
useful life, and at some point in the next five to twenty years, a phased redevelopment of the 
Property will be necessary to offset functional obsolescence and maintain market demand.  

II. The Alternative Proposal Provides the Needed Financial Incentive to Support
the Redevelopment of the Property

We embrace the Alternative Proposal because it provides the necessary financial incentive to 
support the redevelopment of the Property and bring more needed housing to the City.  To 
further expand on this, the existing residential development is an income producing asset for the 
Owner.  As such, in order to take existing development off-line (in a phased manner) for two to 
three years to redevelop to densities that help the City meet its housing goals, the return on 
investment needs to be financially viable.  The Draft Zoning Ordinance’s initial recommendation 
for the RHD Zone of a maximum of 50 units per acre simply does not provide the necessary 
financial incentive and given various factors, including the cost of construction, the only 
redevelopment that likely would have occurred under the initially proposed 50 units per acre 
development standard is townhouse development.  While there is a place for a portion of the 
Property to be redeveloped with townhouses, the wholesale redevelopment of the Property with 
townhouses would fail desperately in furthering the City’s goal of more housing and would result 
in a net decrease of the number of residential units on the Property.1  Thus, we are pleased to see 
the Alternative Proposal which, contrary to the initial proposal, is economically viable. 

III. Community Center

We understand that the preservation of the existing green space and community center on the 
Property is very important to the surrounding community and therefore we support the 
Alternative Proposal to preserve this community amenity. The retention of the community center 
for the benefit of the neighborhood is consistent with the Owner’s past practices, which included 
as part of the original development of the Property, the dedication to the City of a 5.7 acre parcel 
which became Montrose Park.  

Montrose Park and the community center account for approximately 20 percent of the overall 
Property and represent a significant amenity to the surrounding community.  The Owner 
recognizes the importance of the open space to both the Rollins Park residents and the broader 

1 Even under a dense urbanized townhouse layout, the typical yield is only 20 units per acre. 

186



Rockville Planning Commission • January 12, 2026 • Page 3 

10351367.5                85234.001 

community and in this regard is supportive of preserving the community center and associated 
open space, despite the significant cost to the Owner to maintain the community center.   The 
current community center is classified as an “accessory swimming pool” which allows 
memberships to the broader community.  It is important that the new Zoning Ordinance continue 
to allow this in order that the broader residential community may continue to benefit from this 
amenity.  

IV. Concept Plan

The Property is located in a transitional area with the proposed high intensity MXTD Zone 
allowing heights up to 200 feet and no prescribed density located immediately to the east across 
East Jefferson Street; the 457-acre Woodmont County Club located to the north; and Montrose 
Park and the community center to the west.  To the south and west of Montrose Park and to the 
south of Rollins Avenue are the single-family neighborhoods that were developed by the Owner. 

The Alternative Proposal would accommodate a redevelopment plan that concentrates the 
highest densities and heights along the northern boundary of the Property adjacent to the country 
club in high rise multifamily buildings, with heights and densities decreasing as the development 
moves to the east and to the south from moderate (six to seven-story housing) to four stories, in 
order to ensure compatibility with the existing single family residential development.  Moreover, 
the proposed front setback standard for the RMD-25 Zone ensures that the heights within a 
minimum of 100 feet2 of the single family residences will not exceed 45 feet in height.   

V. The Alternative Proposal is Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan

The Alternative Proposal is wholly consistent with the recommendations of the City’s 2021 
Comprehensive Plan which recommends CRM (Commercial and Residential Mix) for the East 
Jefferson frontage of the Property and RM (Residential Multiple Unit) for the balance of the 
Property.  The Plan further provides:  

In designating the majority of the Property RM, the Comprehensive Plan notes: “A new 
higher-density residential zone, limited to residential uses, is appropriate for the 
remainder of the site to permit new investment and upgrades, though it should not result 
in residential displacement.”  

The Alternative Proposal will allow for the redevelopment of the Property in a manner wholly 
consistent with the Urban Design recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan which provide: 

Any redevelopment should include a mix of housing types: high-rise apartments 
overlooking the golf course and a mix of low- to medium-height buildings that feature 
appropriate transitions between the new community and the adjacent single-unit 
detached homes on Rollins Avenue and Martha Terrace. 

2 25 foot setback provided by the RMD-25 Zone development standards plus the 75 foot right-of-way width of 
Rollins Avenue. 
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VI. Justification 

The Property is located in a transit rich location.  The Twinbrook Metro Station is less than 2,000 
feet to the east, a straight walk down Halpine Avenue.3  In addition, the Bus Rapid Transit is 
located just a block away on Rockville Pike and the Property is served directly by Ride-On buses 
5 and 26 that provide very convenient access from the Twinbrook Metro Station and through the 
Rollins Park community (Attachment “B”).   

The location of the Property west of Rockville Pike addresses concern expressed by the Mayor 
and Council that new development needs to be spread more evenly throughout the City and not 
concentrated to the east of Rockville Pike.  At the same time, the Alternative Proposal secures 
the Property as a transitional development between the much more intensive development 
located immediately to the east (the majority of Congressional Plaza is proposed for MXTD 
zoning with a maximum height of 200 feet) to the lesser intensive development to the west.   

While the Property does not have frontage on Rockville Pike, it most certainly is part of the 
Rockville Pike corridor.  Residents of the Property need only cross East Jefferson Street to begin 
to avail themselves of the generous amount of retail, commercial uses and services located along 
Rockville Pike, starting with Congressional Plaza and extending to the north, south and east. The 
Property is only 1,000 feet (less than ¼ of a mile) from Rockville Pike and provides the 
opportunity for meaningful housing just west of the Pike.  

The single-family residences to the south of the Property are buffered from any potential 
redevelopment on the Property by virtue of the 75-foot Rollins Avenue right-of-way, Martha 
Terrace, the community center and Montrose Park.  The retention of the RMD-25 along the 
southern portion of the Property provides a very generous buffer, such that the single-family 
homes on Rollins Avenue are approximately 475 feet – a distance considerably greater than the 
length of a football field, from any height more than 75 feet.   Moreover, the Property is located 
to the north of the single-family homes, ensuring that the development will not shade or shadow 
the existing residential development.    

In addition, when considering the Alternative Proposal, it is important to emphasize that 
approximately 25 percent of the Property is not being rezoned to the RHD Zone but rather 
retained in either the RMD-25 Zone (8 acres) or the R-75 Zone (5.3 acres).   

Finally, the Property is located on a prominent corner; it is not imbedded within an existing 
community where access is limited.  Instead, the location of the Property in the northwest 
quadrant of East Jefferson Street and Rollins Avenue and the existing presence of Congressional 
Lane to the west of the majority of the Property allows for the establishment of a desired 
urbanized street grid, with multiple access points to the development.  The result is the creation 
of a finer grained community which is a preferred urban design approach over the maintenance 
of mega-blocks.  

 
3 By way of comparison, the pending Comprehensive Map Amendment proposes the MXTD Zone with heights of 200 feet for 
properties located up to 4,500 feet away from the Rockville Metro Station.  
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VII. Requested Consideration of Modification

As stated, we embrace the Alternative Proposal but believe that the redevelopment of the 
Property would be further enhanced by relocating the zoning line between the RMD-25 and the 
RHD Zones approximately 200 feet further to the south and limiting the height in the RHD Zone 
to 75 feet for areas located within 200 feet of the RMD-25 Zone, as indicated on Attachment 
“C”.   Critically, this modification will maintain the same height restrictions as the Alternative 
Proposal, thus ensuring a compatible relationship with the single-family areas to the south.  In 
addition, the modification will provide the opportunity for additional units in the most northern 
portions of the Property, thus allowing a portion of the density that is foregone by virtue of the 
retention of the community center as a public amenity, to be recouped.  More specifically, the 
Comprehensive Map Amendment as originally drafted proposed rezoning the 5.3 acre 
community center to the RHD Zone.  Even at 50 units per acre as originally proposed, the 
community center would have supported 265 residential units, whereas the proposed shifting of 
the zoning line would accommodate a fraction of these units – approximately 150 units.   This 
request is made in part given the costs associated with the retention, maintenance and operation 
of the community center.4  We appreciate the Commission’s consideration of this modification.  

VIII. Conclusion

The Alternative Proposal for the Property provides the opportunity to help the City address its 
housing needs.  Accordingly, we want to express our appreciation to the Planning Staff for their 
recommendation and encourage the Planning Commission to support the Alternative Proposal 
and further consider our requested modification.  

We look forward to testifying at the Planning Commission’s hearing on January 14, 2026 and 
thank you in advance for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Patricia A. Harris 

cc: Mr. Craig Simoneau 
Ms. Holly Simmons 
Mr. Jim Wasilak Mr. 
Kenneth Becker Mr. 
Arnold Polinger Mr. 
Anthony Rakusin 

Encls. 

4 By way of example, in 2008 the Owner spent more than $7.5 million to refurbish the community center.   
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FIGURE 2. STAFF DRAFT CMA PROPOSAL 

14191



ATTACHMENT B 

Ride On Routes
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ATTACHMENT C 

Rollins Park Proposed Modification 
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January 14, 2026 

City of Rockville Planning Commission 
Public Hearing re Proposed Zoning Amendment 
 
 
 My name is Margaret Chao and I have been a resident of New Mark Commons since 
1984.  I regret that I am unable to attend tonight’s public hearing and appreciate the 
opportunity to have my statement made a part of the record. 
 
 I am addressing the proposed re-zoning of the 9.75 acres of land adjacent to New 
Mark, known as Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Planning Area 12.  As you may know, there was some 
confusion as to when and how New Mark Commons received official notification about the 
proposed zoning amendment.  However, once the community heard about the proposed 
zoning amendment and the impact it would have on New Mark, people were concerned 
and got involved.  A petition was circulated and signed by more than 650 neighbors and 
supporters, representing 65% of New Mark households as well as homeowners bordering 
New Mark.   
 

At the December 1, 2025 May & Council Citizen’s Forum, after hearing testimony 
from several New Mark residents opposed to the designation of the 9.75 acres as RMD-25, 
the mayor and council questioned the suitability of rezoning the property as RMD-25 as it 
appeared to be “unsuitable” and “not compatible” with the neighborhood.  The mayor and 
council left the RMD -25 designation on the document but directed zoning staff to add a 
note to the plan that they need further discussion of rezoning for 2 areas—New Mark 
Commons and Montrose.   
 

 I urge the Planning Commission to reconsider the proposed RMD-25 zoning 
designation for the 9.75 acre property bordering New Mark for the following reasons: 

1. RMD-25 zoning designation would allow for several high rise apartments to be built; 
these high rise apartments would result in increased density, increased traffic and 
place a burden on nearby schools and public services.  The high rise apartments are 
not compatible with the single family homes or the low rise apartments bordering 
the property.  Therefore, the RMD-25 designation should NOT be allowed as it is NOT 
compatible with ANY of the surrounding neighborhoods, not just New Mark.  Per the 
2040 Rockville Comprehensive Plan, compatibility with the existing neighborhood is 
a required factor for any proposed zoning designation.   
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2. The current zoning designation of the parcel is R-90 which IS compatible with the 
neighboring communities.   

 

I urge you to carefully consider how a high density zoning designation will stick out 
and be totally out of character  and incompatible with the surrounding neighborhoods.  The 
zoning designation should remain  R-90.  Thank you. 

 

      Margaret Chao 
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Holly Simmons

From: Jim Wasilak
Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 11:31 AM
To: Planning Commission; Jeff Zyontz
Subject: Fw: Testimony for Wed Jan 28, 2026

Commissioners, please see the testimony below. Jim 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 10:55 AM 
To: Jim Wasilak <jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov> 
Subject: Testimony for Wed Jan 28, 2026  
  
WARNING - External email. Exercise caution. 
 
We are against changing R-90 to RMD-25 on the Tower Oaks property behind New Mark Commons & Markwood 
properties. 
 
The change will cause too much noise & traffic during construction & beyond 
 
The Potomac Valley Nursing & Rehab center already had many delivery trucks daily as well as trash removel & fire 
trucks & ambulances. Although the firetrucks turn off sirens most nights to be kind to residents of Markwood 
neighborhood. 
 
The length of time for construction will cause loud conditions for the residents of the Nursing facility as well as 
residents of Markwood & New Mark Commons 
 
In addition- have all the remains of the ‘Poor Farm’ that was on the property been recovered & re-intered? 
 
What about the several streams on the property?  Will they be diverted or bridged over? 
 
Markwood’s 36 homes would like the area to continue to be R90. 
 
If not- PLEASE send all construction through Tower Oaks 
 
Thank You 
Phyllis E Blum & Samuel Blum DDS (residents since 1968) 
 
1201 Potomac Valley Rd 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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​Oral testimony before Rockville Planning Commission Public Hearing,  January 28, 2026​
​Re: Proposed rezoning of Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Planning Area 12 From R-90 to RMD-25​

​Good evening,​

​My name is Ana Astrid Molina. I have lived in Markwood for 30 years. Our community is so seamlessly​
​compatible with New Mark Commons that most cannot tell where one ends and the other begins. I am​
​here to ask you to reject the rezoning of Parcel ZOR ID 17 from R-90 to RMD-25.​

​I’d like to address some misconceptions mentioned in previous sessions. Commissioner Zyontz​
​suggested that the property's incline would hide a high-rise from view. In reality, the topography does​
​the opposite. The highest point begins at I-270/Nursing Home and slopes down toward Don Mills Court.​
​Any 75-foot structure built there will not be "hidden"—it will tower over our single-family neighborhood,​
​creating a massive visual intrusion.​

​Furthermore, while Potomac Valley Road was described as a "no-friction" road, the reality on the​
​ground is different. Between three shifts of nursing home staff, visitors, and the 3–4 heavy emergency​
​vehicles that pass through daily and park on the street, this road is already at capacity. Adding​
​additional traffic is a recipe for gridlock.​

​The jump from R-90 to RMD-25 is not a gradual change; it is a seven-level leap in density. We are​
​concerned that if this 9.75-acre plot is combined with the adjacent 20-acre Tower Oaks parcel, the​
​actual density impact will be triple what has been presented.​

​This site is uniquely unsuitable for such density. A previous Montgomery County Board of Education​
​study explicitly stated that under no circumstances should vehicular access be permitted through the​
​residential neighborhoods to the north. Yet, that is exactly what this rezoning would do. Additionally, this​
​parcel contains unmarked graves that require relocation—this is a sensitive site that demands a​
​cautious, low-impact approach, not a high-density apartment complex.​

​Looking at the City’s own "Visualizing Density" examples, every high-density comparison used—like​
​King Buick or Halpine—was already surrounded by commercial or multi-family zones. Parcel ZOR ID​
​17 is the only parcel being pushed toward RMD-25 that is isolated from major transit and surrounded by​
​R-90 homes.​

​The City’s 2040 Plan emphasizes community involvement, yet our neighborhood was not engaged until​
​the process was nearly over. Our testimonies and the petition with almost 700 signatures prove that this​
​recommendation currently lacks the input of those most affected.​

​In 1997, Tower Oaks presented a compatible R-90 rendition with an entrance through Don Mills Court.​
​That plan respected the character of Markwood and New Mark Commons. We ask you to honor that​
​compatibility and maintain the R-90 designation.​

​Thank you,​
​Ana Astrid Molina​

 1208 Potomac​​Valley Rd | Rockville MD 20850​
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Testimony Jan 28, 2026  

Pat Reber 

Planning Commission public hearing 

RE: ZOR ID 17, Area 12  

 

Good evening, madam chair and commissioners, 

I’m Pat Reber, here on behalf of a large majority of New Mark Commons 
Residents. When you meet with Mayor and Council to discuss alternative, 
less dense zoning possibilities for ZORID17 in Area 12 ,  as they have 
requested, we hope you will support the City’s stated goal that new 
development be compatible with adjacent communities! We look forward to 
that discussion, as our community was not included in Area 12 discussions to 
create the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. We also know that other 
accommodations  have been made with other communities over the past year 
or so to change recommendations to be “more compatible.”  

We appreciate that the Commission acknowledged our concerns in the last 
work session. However, if the discussion was any indication, the 
“recommended” RMD-25 is set in stone. This, we were told, is because 
changing it, negotiating over it, would “erode” the years-long  “public process” 
– in  which we had no say!   Thus, we are curious to see how RMD-25 can be 
massaged into being LESS than RMD-25 by adding design guidelines that 
would make it “more compatible” with the adjacent neighborhood. When 
some of us visited the “visualizing density” examples, we found  them 
surrounded by commercial or multi-family zones. ZOR ID 17 is the only parcel 
being pushed toward RMD-25 that is isolated from transport and next to R-90 
homes.  

As you know, a big concern of ours is how this inaccessible plot will be 
reached. In September, we were told that Don Mills Court would be the logical 
point of access, in contradiction to long-standing agreements. We heard for 
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the first time on January 14 that staff has “received testimony” from the 
representatives of Tower Oaks “that they would anticipate accessing this 
property through their property and not through Don Mills Court.” Apparently 
this testimony was submitted shortly before the last hearing.  

I want to thank Commissioner Pitman for clarifying whether state law requires 
that a recommended rezoning MUST be adopted, as implied in the last 
briefing document.  She received the explanation that it was not a legal 
requirement, but rather tradition in Rockville that interim zoning levels are 
never offered or discussed or negotiated.  

Thank you for your time. 
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Pat Reber 

705 New Mark Esplanade  

Expanded Written Testimony, Rockville Planning Commission, February 4, 
2026 

Re: Plans to designate  Planning Area 12, ZOR ID 17 as a medium density 
development zone  RMD-25 

 

I’m Pat Reber. I live in New Mark Commons, which partly surrounds the parcel 
in question, and I also speak for neighboring Markwood.   

HISTORY: New Mark is recognized on the National Register of Historic Places 
for the pioneering mid-century home design, tree preservation and layout 
approach by developer Edmund Bennett. In 1967, we were one of Rockville’s 
first planned development units. 

The parcel next to us ALSO is historic as part of the footprint of the now 
defunct Montgomery County Poor Farm, where possibly thousands of human 
burials took place in unmarked graves over the period of about 200  years. 
https://bit.ly/4khuVW9 

In addition, it is home to wildlife like box turtles, which barely travel a mile in 
the course of their lives;  and every July, to one of the most astonishing 
displays of fireflies in all of Rockville. 

COMPATIBILITY: We appreciate efforts to accommodate our concerns. Our 
main worry is the traffic any development would spill through us.  What is 
being offered as a footnote – less density in exchange for more traffic through 
us – is not acceptable. There is also a notable difference between “10 units 
per acre” suggested in the draft  and “RMD-10.” We are asking you to replace 
the recommended zoning of RMD-25 with RMD-10 for the purpose of 
compatibility with the adjacent and nearby neighborhoods.  
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Compatibility with adjacent property and communities is a key stated goal of 
the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive plan, which is intended to be adopted by 
Mayor and Council by June.  RMD-25 would be five-times the density of New 
Mark Commons and Markwood, which are zoned R-90.  RMD-10 would be 
little more than twice the density of our neighborhoods. That’s a huge 
difference when considering whether a recommended zone is “compatible.”  

TRAFFIC: We insist that any development on this parcel be accessed from the 
landowner’s southern parcel. There can be no access from New Mark 
Commons or Markwood. It’s disingenuous to suggest that we SHOULD be 
able to accept increased traffic because of an “earlier expectation of 
vehicular use”   from what was once a school site. Those plans were 
abandoned before anyone moved to New Mark. As our Don Mills resident 
Mark Wetterhahn notes in his written testimony: “No one has agreed to 
accept any level of noise or disruption by virtue of a government initiative that 
was abandoned at least 52 years ago.”  

An additional reason for preventing any vehicle access through New Mark or 
Markwood is this: Tower Oaks has made clear its intention to develop the 
approximately 20 acres of the plot to the south with 375 new residential units 
and have it be seamlessly integrated with the smaller northern plot.  In its 
January letter to the Planning Commission, its representative William 
Kominers states that development of this plot next to New Mark represents 
“an opportunity to integrate the development of the property with the abutting 
portion of Tower Oaks to the South.” Would those two sections of 
development be barred from driving through each other, and thus out through 
New Mark or Markwood? 

If access through our neighborhoods were granted, it would send  several 
thousands cars through us on a daily basis not only from the added homes in 
the southern portion, but also from drivers frustrated with gridlock on 270 or 
the Rockville Pike seeking a north-south route. The ensuing tie-ups at the Falls 
Road Interchange and on Maryland Avenue would result in its own gridlock in 
our communities. 
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FAILURE TO NOTIFY: From 2015 to 2025, planning conversations that led to 
the RMD-25 designation did not include the residents whose homes, traffic, 
safety and quality of life would be most directly affected 

In 2011, Rockville decided that direct notification of adjacent properties was 
no longer needed if a recommended zoning change was part of a 
Comprehensive Plan effort. To suggest that since the community offered no 
opposition for ten years, RMD-25 must be accepted, is absurd. Again, I’ll let 
Mark Wetterhahn speak: “It strains credulity that the City did not know that an 
entire segment of its constituency was not present for any of its deliberations 
and did not think to rectify the notice deficiency.”  

By some fluke we were notified just months before this final adoption process 
started in January 2026. In that short time, we have gathered a large majority 
of the Potomac Valley and New Mark neighborhoods behind us. Now we are 
told we are too late to the game? So much for citizen input in Rockville. 

WHAT ABOUT PARKING LOTS FOR TALL BUILDINGS? We end with our 
puzzlement over the landowner’s argument that “denser taller building 
design” will benefit the environment because the construction and utility 
footprints would be smaller than for detached or town homes or other smaller 
structures with their individual roads and driveways. We wonder where all the 
cars would be parked for 25 units per acre – underground?  Or will large paved 
parking lots surround the tall buildings, countermanding the benefit of small 
construction footprints?   
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Alex statement at 2/11/26 Planning Commission Work Session 

I’m here tonight, again, on behalf of 700 or so residents of New Mark 
Commons and Markwood to ask a simple question. Why haven’t you 
considered options to RMD-25 for the 9.75-acre Tower Oaks parcel next 
to New Mark as the Mayor and Council asked you to in December?  

Because unless you’ve been having private talks amongst yourselves or 
with Staff, these public work sessions have repeatedly seen you sticking 
to RMD-25. There’s been no open discussion of rezoning that plot 
RMD-10 or RMD-Infill. 

There was some tweaking last week that would limit development on 
this plot depending on vehicle access. But you made clear that limited 
development would still be under the provisions of RMD-25, which 
would enable construction of high-rise structures – something RMD-10 
doesn’t permit.  

We’ve argued in front of you and the Mayor and Council that this kind 
of development is not compatible with our neighborhoods, as the 
Comprehensive Plan asks. But then again, we have heard you discussing 
eliminating the word “compatible” as a determinative consideration. All 
I can say to that is “Wow.” 

As I recall, there was some frustration here when we first brought up the 
Mayor and Council’s call for a review of RMD-25 on the grounds that 
decision was made years ago. We know the attorney representing the 
property owner has said that no one objected to it back when it was first 
proposed. True...but disengenuous -- because Planning Area 12 is Tower 
Oaks. Our neighborhoods are in Area 3. We didn’t learn of the proposed 
up-zoning until last year and then only because a couple of our 
neighbors got letters. Our HOA President says the HOA was never told. 
We think you ought to reconsider your notification requirements to 
ensure meaningful citizen engagement at an early date. 
Thank you. 
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