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Resolution No.: 15-1088
Introduced: May 26, 2005
Adopted: July 18, 2005

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

eat C

o - SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION

OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council

SUBJECT: Designation of Legacy Open Space Class I Sites

1.

The County Council created the Legacy Open Space Program in 2001 to protect resources of
exceptional countywide significance by preserving them.

The Legacy Open Space Functional Master Plan identifies three different classes of Legacy .

Open Space properties and County Council approval is required to designate properties as
Class I sites. The Planning Board may place Class I properties in involuntary reservation.

The Planning Board added the Left Fork Fleadwaters and the Mitchell properties to the
Legacy Open Space program as Natural Resource sites on June 7, 2004.

The Left Fork Headwaters properties at the intersection of Good Hope and Spencerville
Roads merit Class I designation because they contain good quality forest and significant
aquatic resources that contribute to the health of the Upper Paint Branch watershed.

The Mitchell properties at Thompson and Peach Orchard Roads merit Class I designation
because they contain a large block of good quality forest that contributes to the health of the

Upper Paint Branch watershed.

Action
The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland sitting as the District Council

for that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery County,
Maryland, approves the following action: ‘




.

Resolution No.: 15-1088

The Left Fork Headwaters properties and Mitchell properties are designated as
Class I Legacy Open Space properties.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council




Macris, Hendricks and Glascock, PA. Athuchynent D

Montgomery Village, Maryland
20886-1279

Phone 301.670.0840
Fax 301.948.0693

(| | |
" www.mhgpa.com

Engineers « Planners = Surveyors « Landscape Architects

June 9, 2005

Ms. Cathy Conlon, Acting Supervisor
Development Review Division
Maryland National Capital
Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 2091 0
Re: Mitchell Property
Preliminary Plan of Subdivision
MHG Project No. 87.198.51

Dear Mr. Conlon:

We are pleased to present this Preliminary Plan of Subdivision Plan for your review.
With the submission of this plan we are asking for a waiver of §59-C-1.532. The waiver of the
minimum area required for the Cluster Option of Development is warranted to fulfill goals stated
in the Cloverly Master Plan and create a more environmentally sensitive development. The
cluster option will allow approximately 51% of the site to be retained as open space, conforms to
the environmental overlay zone, and provides the required forest conservation on-site.

Additionally, we would like to ask for Planning Board support for a waiver of sidewalks
for one side of the street only. We feel that the proposed 19 lots will be adequately served and
reduces impervious surface in the Paint Branch Watershed. :

Finally, we are requesting a waiver of §50-26(d), an over length cul-de-sac, Edgeware
street. The waiver will still allow safe and adequate traffic circulation.

Please let me know if I can be of assistance in your review of our proposal.

Best Regards,

Michael J. Watkins

CC: Marty Mitchell, Mitchell & Best Homebuilders

L003.MJW.doc
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MS.' Fal'Ol'l Hamel' . - a,:uwnu st momr.i-g- ae . - 0-" M—)
Actlng Dlrector \g',,.‘..,. [ P T ,,,,ﬁ,’ oy e ‘
Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Preliminary Plan 1-05107
Mitchell Property
Parcels 215, 266 & 511

Dear Ms. Hamer,

Congratulations on your new position as Acting Director with MNCP&PC. As a former
resident of Prince Georges County, I trust the public service you provided to the citizens
of Prince Georges you will also be providing in Montgomery County.

I am seeking your help. There is a proposed cluster development that is adjacent to two
properties I own on Peach Orchard Road. I have written two letters to MNCP&PC with
comments regarding the Mitchell Property subdivision. I have verified that the first letter
was received by checking the public files at MNCP&PC. To date, I have not received
any correspondence whatsoever from MNCP&PC, Developer, Applicant and/or the
Owner. The Developer has only dealt with a few residents of Kings House Road because
they are against providing the thru connection for Kings House Road. At the beginning
of the subdivision process I was originally in support of the development with conditions
but have since changed my views due to the lack of communication that is vital with the
subdivision process.

Attached is a 30 x 36 copy of the proposed development sent to me by the Developer’s
Engineers, Macris, Hendricks & Glascock (MHG). I have colored the parcels I own that
also have existing houses. The house at 15214 Peach Orchard Road has a 30 foot wide
limited easement whereas the other house at 15220 Peach Orchard Road has a 50-foot
wide for any type use easement.

The MHG plan shows the existing driveway to remain. Per Montgomery County Fire &
Rescue, a private driveway serving four or more houses must have a 20-foot wide
driveway provided for emergency equipment. This plan does not show this requirement.



Providing a 20-foot wide driveway will trigger other required approvals. In order to get
an MDE permit and MCDPS SPA water quality plan approval, the developer must
demonstrate that any disturbances to the stream and stream valley buffer must be
minimized. It appears to me that the Developer has not demonstrated this by providing
access via an alternate route. This proposed subdivision is located within the Special

Protection Area. It 1s best for your stattf to discuss with you the 1ssues involved with
Development within a Special Protection Area.

There is an existing 24” CMP culvert located on the Applicant’s property at the existing
driveway on Peach Orchard Road that is causing stream channel degradation on my
property at 15214. Ihad established a 200 foot long grassed swale parallel to the existing
driveway to minimize erosion and to provide partial water quality for approximately 18
acres of untreated half-acre developed lots. The Property Owner redirected this outfall
approximately two years ago so now the runoff flow flows through erosion forming
gullies in the forest on my property at 15214. Several mature trees have already been
uprooted and fallen (See Figures 1-4 and 8-9). Now that the Applicant is dedicating this
road frontage it is the time for an engineered grass swale to be implemented while the
opportunity exists for providing partial Water Quality control. This should have been a
mitigation requirement since this development is in the SPA. This culvert is also not
shown on the plan. ‘

The stream crossing has an existing 15 RCP culvert that is disjointed. There should be a
structural inspection to determine if it is suitable for heavy construction equipment or
Fire & Rescue equipment crossing. To minimize damage to the existing driveway
construction traffic should be prohibit from using the Peach Orchard Road entrance (See
Figures 5-7). This would also eliminate having to install appropriate sediment control
measures at the stream crossing.

15340 Peach Orchard Road (Parcel 211) was not legally subdivided and should now be
included in this subdivision. This will prevent a clouded title from ever arising for a
future buyer or problems occurring when a building permit is applied to do an addition or
totally rebuild. Parcel 211 was created by a deed L.12948 F.283 in 1994 by reducing the
size of Parcel 266, which is a part of the above referenced preliminary plan. This
previous deed may have been under the pretext that the land was being used for
agricultural purposes. Any agricultural uses have long ceased per the MNCP&PC
definition for agriculture. If the intent was to perform forestry operations then this
agricultural use was never done.

There is a maximum amount of land that can be conveyed to an adjacent parcel while
doing a minor subdivision. The conveyance of land shown on this plan doesn’t qualify
since this is not a minor subdivision. Parcel D/ Block B can’t just be given to parcel 211
without going through the necessary subdivision process. The same process applies to
parcel C/Block B being conveyed to parcel 278.




The existing utilities to my two properties are along the south side of the existing
driveway within an approximate 20-foot wide grassed area. The existing utilities include
one 2” water house connection, one 2” sewer house connection, one ¥ water house
connection, fiber optics, CATV and electric service. The road widening that would be
required for Fire & Rescue should occur on the north side of the gravel road. If the

widening occurred on the south side of the gravel driveway, there will be huge financial
burden and inconvenience to the homeowners if the utilities needed to be maintained by
excavating and replacing a driveway overtop.

The MHG plan fails to show the utility poles that cross Parcels 211 & 266 that serve my
lot at 15220. This needs to be shown on the plan. (See Figure 17)

The applicant shows a path that is to be for public use on the existing driveway. The
driveway length from Peach Orchard Road to 15220 is approximately 800 feet long. This
is not prudent especially for the hearing/visually impaired that might use this path at
nighttime. It is wiser to relocate the path to the parcel the applicant owns at 15340 Peach
Orchard Road (P211) since this driveway will only serve one house. This location also
will provide a shorter distance to the closest sidewalk that exists at the intersection of
Peach Orchard Road and Thompson Road. There is currently no sidewalk on existing
Peach Orchard Road. The lack of police enforcement of vehicular speeds on Peach
Orchard Road make it very pedestrian unfriendly. (See Figures 18-22)

My house at 15220 has a 60-year-old septic system. Again, I must voice my concerns
about the proposed sewer easement being located outside of the 50-foot easement I am
allowed to use for 15220 Peach Orchard Road. This proposed sewer easement on Lot
1/Block B appears to be an obvious spite strip to prevent me from ever tapping into the
public sewer. A WSSC easement is for WSSC to have access for maintenance. It does
not allow blanket use for anyone to tap into this sewer in the future because it will be
located within private property. Since 15220 will be totally surrounded by development
with no access to the proposed nearby public sewer then when the septic field fails,
approximately 800 feet of pressure sewer will be required to circumvent the stream invert
elevation. The financial and environmental costs will be high since this would entail
disturbing 300 feet of stream valley buffer, the stream, forest, utility lines, existing
driveway, etc. A sewer easement should be granted to 15220 for future use.

There is an existing 36” diameter poplar tree that is adjacent to the property line at the
northwest corner of the Parcel for my house at 15214. Based on the Limit of Disturbance
for the proposed Lot 2/Block B, this tree will be very vulnerable to being blown over. I
will allow the applicant to enter my property to remove this tree. (See Figures 10-13)



There are numerous problems with this Mitchell Property subdivision. There have been
no communication, serious environmental impacts and poor planning on the part of the
developer. Ihope you will take my concerns into consideration. Your assistance in

having one of your staff follow up on my comments would be greatly appreciated. Iam
willing to meet them at the site.

Sincerely,

Yoy

Brian Davila

PO Box 255
Spencerville, MD 20868
301-577-7688

Cc: Greg Leck - MCDPW&T
Rick Brush —- MCDPS Water Resources
Joseph Cheung — MCDPS Subdivision Development
Bob Cooper - MDE
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To: Jeff Zyontz & Bill Barron, MNCPPC
Re: Mitchell Property Preliminary Plan (#1-05107)/Proposed Kingshouse Road Connection
Please find below the basis of our opposition to the extension of Kingshouse Road.

1) The road connectlon will permanently damage one of the few remaining pristine natural areas in the
——n wn-that-metervehicles-contribute-to-the-de
' environment in a number of ways Locally, natural areas such as Croyden Falls in Rockville, MD have
become polluted with trash from passing vehicles. (See Attachment | - Spring 2005 Pictures of the Paint
Branch Left Fork, Attachment Il - John G. Hayes Forest Preserve Trail Map & Attachment 1l - Sept 2005

Croydon Falls Pictures)

2) In her July 18, 2005 DRC Recommendations Candy Bunnag, Countywide Environmental Planner, gives
three specific examples of how "...there would be less environmental impacts if the road connection is not
made compared to a road connection..." (See Attachment IV, A-C - MNCPPC Development Review

Committee Recommendations)

3) At the Legacy Open Space (LOS) Public Hearing on June 14, 2005 environmentalists testified against
the proposed road connection. Friends of Maydale member Barbara Medina, and Sierra Club :
representative Ann Ambler, voiced strong opposition based on environmental concerns. No one present,
including the property owners, testified in support of the road connection. (Attachment V - Montgomery

County Council Tape/DVD)

4) The 1997 Master Plan/Review predates the Class | Legacy Open Space designation as approved by the
Montgomery County Council on July 18, 2005. The proposed Kingshouse Road connection runs through
the Left Fork of the Paint Branch stream buffer and therefore conflicts with the actions of the County
Legislative Branch to preserve this special protection area. The stream buffer issue has not been mitigated
as per the Mitchell Property Preliminary Plan that was sent out to adjacent homeowners on July 11, 2005.
Both sides are in violation. (See Attachment VI, A&B - Montgomery County Council Resolution # 15-1088)

5) The road connection also goes against two of the seven visions of the Planning Act, as stated in Article
66B of the Annotated Code of Maryland: Sensitive areas are to be protected, Stewardship of the
Chesapeake Bay and the land is to be a universal ethic. As part of the Anacostia Watershed, the Left Fork
of the Paint Branch stream falls into this category. We also question if Maryland State regulations are being
violated in regard to the removal of the riparian buffer on a Class Ill stream. (See Attachment VII - Cloverly
Master Plan, Conformance with the Maryland Planning Act of 1992 and the General Plan for Montgomery

County)

6) While the 1997 Cloverly Master Plan mentions the Kingshouse Road "extension™ under it's classification
as a "Primary Residential Street" it also states that Primary Residential Streets, "May carry some through
traffic but their main purpose is to provide access for 200 or more households and to connect arterial
roads.” On the southern side of Kingshouse Road, the Peach Orchard Estates neighborhood consists of
approximately 29 homes. (See Attachment VIII - Cloverly Master Plan, Table 3)

7) The most recent Cloverly Master Plan is composed of several sections besides "Transportation".
Section VII covers Environmental Resources and dedicates several pages to watershed protection. (Refer

to page 77 of the 1997 Cloverly Master Plan)

8) Residents on both sides of the proposed road extension, including those from the Good Hope Estates
neighborhood, signed approximately 150 petitions opposing the Kingshouse Road Connection. These were
submitted to the Montgomery County Council at the June 14 LOS Public Hearing. At the neighborhood
meeting with MNCPPC staff this past Friday, September 9, 2005, area residents stated that they are not in
favor of a Kingshouse Road connection. We question why staff would consider following the 1997 Master
Plan road extension when the Cloverly Community has made it clear that they would not benefit from the

proposed road.

9) Transportation Planning staff determined that a traffic study was not needed according to Annual Growth
Policy (AGP) requirements. This decision is based on the guestimate that the proposed road will generate
approximately 20 trips per peek hour, about 10 below the threshold. Residents of Peach Orchard Estates

9/26/2005



maintain that the environmental cost of the road connection is too high in relation to the number of local
people who would use it.

10) While the 1997 Cloverly Master Plan does call for connecting communities it also specifies two
fundamental planning concepts, "Protect Watersheds and Reinforce the Character of Cloverly's
Communities.” Given the number of active pedestrians and cyclists currently residing in the neighborhood,
a paved path (instead of a road extension) would meet both criteria. For the past twenty-five years area
residents have enjoyed visiting the Good Hope Estates community by hiking and biking through the woods.
(See Attachment IX - Cloverly Master Plan, Fundamental Planning Concepts) '

11) Residents in the immediate area of the Mitchell property were not aware of the 1997 Cloverly Master
Plan review. The Residents of Peach Orchard Estates were not included in the Cloverly Master Plan ‘
Citizens Advisory Committee. Those who resided in the neighborhood would have actively participated in
the process if given the notice/opportunity. Other area homeowners were not in residence at the time.
Quentin Remein and other participants confirmed that residents from the surrounding areas generally
opposed the road connections. (See Attachment X - Cloverly Master Plan Citizens Advisory Committee)

12) Over the past four months area residents submitted letters and other correspondence opposing the
road connection to various Planning Board staff. These missives were not kept in the Public Information file
at MNCPPC. Our concerns were not made available to the public.

We would like a written response to these issues by September 30, 2005.

Submitted by Jeanne Taylor, Representing the Residents of Peach Orchard Estates

Jeanne Taylor

14904 Mcintosh Court
Silver Spring, MD 20905
301-879-9539

cc: Cathy Conlon, Rich Weaver, Candy Bunnag, Cherian Eapan, David Adams, Claire Iseli, Marilyn
Praisner, Martin Kiauber, POESS, Good Hope Estates, Cloverly Civic Association, Environmenta! Friends,

Mitchell & Best, The Mitchell Family

9/26/2005
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Barron, Bill
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:31 PM

To: Bunnag, Candy; Conlon, Catherine
— — - -Subject: FW:-Mitchell Property ' e

From: Barron, Bill

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 12:03 PM
To: 'FRTIJMT@aol.com'

Subject: RE: Mitchell Property

Jeanne,

| agree with many of your points. As you know, we are looking at alternatives to connecting the 2 parts of
Klngshouse Road.

That being said, Kingshouse Road was designated as a "Primary Road" in both the 1981 Eastern County Master
Pan and the 1997 Cloverly Master Plan. | believe that we must require, at a minimum, the dedication of the right-
of-way through the subdivision process--unless the Cloverly Master Plan is amended and the "Primary”
designation is removed.

As far as the designation in the Master Plan is concerned, | do not remember the staff or the Citizens Advisory
Committee analyzing the Kingshouse Road connection in the detail that is now taking place--especially the
environmental implications of the connection. The Cloverly CAC is still functioning and still meeting under its

~ Chair, Ed O'Hara. | have asked them for some help in refreshing my aging memory.

As you know, we are all involved with balancing the community's concerns, the developers "desires",the Master
Plan, the Paint Branch, and commumty traffic "patterns".| hope that we can reach a solution that will be to most

everyone's satisfaction.

Please continue to make me and the rest of the staff aware of your questions and your views.

Bill Barron
Eastern County Team Leader
301-495-4556 :

-----Original Message-----

From: FRTIMT@aol.com [mailto:FRTIMT@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2005 1:51 PM

To: Barron, Bill; david. adams@montgomerycountymd gov

Cc: poess@yahoogroups.com; Conlon, Catherine; Weaver, Richard; Bunnag, Candy; Eapen, Cherian;
Claire.Iseli@montgomerycountymd.gov; Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov;
gr@remein.net; Cameron.Wiegand@montgomerycountymd.gov; bhenry@audubonnaturalist.org;
ptbrnchbob@eopb.org

Subject: (no subject)

Via E-mail and Pony Express

September 2005

9/26/2005
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Barron, Bill

Sent:  Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:27 PM
To: Bunnag, Candy; Conlon, Catherine
Subject: FW: Mitchell Property

From: FRTIJMT@aol.com [mailto: FRTJMT@aoI com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:09 PM

To: Barron, Bill
Cc: poess@yahoogroups.com; qr@remein.net; bhenry@audubonnaturalist.org; barbflo@earthlink.net;

Claire. Isell@montgomerycountymd gov; Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov;

ptbrnchbob@eopb.org
Subject: Re: Mitchell Property

Dear Bill:

Thanks for you response.

Your comments, "As far as the designation in the Master Plan is cohcerned, | do not remember the staff or the
Citizens Advisory Committee analyzing the Kingshouse Road connection in the detail that is now taking place--
especially the environmental implications of the connection," completely support two of my arguments.

1) The LOS designation happened after the 1997 Master Plan review. In fact, the upgrade to a Class | designation
just happened a few months ago. As I've stated before, we were not as smart back then about conservation.

2) The reason you do not remember intense discussion of the Kingshouse Road connection is that the Mitchell
Property neighbors were not involved with the 1997 Master Plan review. Two very different individuals from other
neighborhoods who were (and still are) directly involved with the process shared their experiences with me. Due
to the number of issues at the time, only those neighborhoods with an actual representative present got their

issues/concerns discussed.

As stated in our Press Release the Residents of Peach Orchard Estates are very willing to request a Master Plan
amendment but we were advised against that action by Marilyn Praisner's office. The concern is that an
amendment would open up the area to all kinds of proposals.

As far as balancing the needs of the various stakeholders, the Developer has confirmed that the Planning
Transportation folks are the only ones pushing the road connection, simply based on the Master Plan. While |
understand the purpose of Master Plans | also know they are not followed religiously. | also realize that the
Transportation Planners are doing their job but since none of them live in the affected area | do not beheve they

are truly stakeholders.

Please share this e-mail with the various staff at MNCPPC.
Again, thanks for your time.

Jeanne Taylor

2

9/26/2005
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_Conlon, Catherine

From: Bunnag, Candy

Sent:  Monday, August 22, 2005 7:51 AM

To: Conlon, Catherine; Weaver, Richard

Cc: Barron, Bill

Subject: FW: Your Assistance Please - Preliminary Plan # 1-05107 .-

e Original Message-----

From: FRTIJMT@aol.com [mailto:FRTIJMT@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2005 12:42 AM

To: Wellington, Meredith

Cc: MCP-Chairman; poess@yahoogroups.com; gr@remein.net; Claire.Iseli@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov; Bunnag, Candy; david.adams@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Eapen, Cherian; bhu@gazette.net; barbflo@earthlink.net

Subject: Your Assistance Please - Preliminary Plan # 1-05107

Dear Ms. Wellington:

As a resident of Peach Orchard Estates in Silver Spring | am very concerned about the proposed Kingshouse
Road connection. This is part of the Mitchell Property development plan (Preliminary Plan # 1-05107.)

At a June 14 CC Public Hearing, as part of her testimony supporting the Mitchell property as a Class | LOS
designation, area resident Kathy Manzo submitted over 200 petitions protesting the proposed road connection.

Today my family visited some friends who live on Snider Lane. | spoke to them about the similar issue they had in
2001. | also reviewed two Gazette articles concerning the Snider Lane/Rainbow Drive connection. We have the
exact same concerns as to safety and quality of life issues. In addition, there are environmental concerns since
the proposed road would encroach on the Paint Branch stream buffer. We have made our position known to the
Transportation Planners at MNCPPC and DPWT but we are not getting any response. (See most recent letter at

bottom)

We are wondering what the difference is between the two scenarios and why our area would be treated

differently. After local residents successfully appealed the original decision to connect Snider and
Rainbow, the new development ended in a cul-de-sac. The residents of Peach Orchard estates would like the

same result.

We need to know our rights in this process. Any assistance you can provide would be greatly appreciated.

Thank You,
Jeanne Taylor ~~~~~~

Via E-mail and Pony Express
August 3, 2005

M-NCPPC

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Cherian Eapen

DPWT

101 Orchard Ridge
Second Floor
Gaithersburg, MD 20878

9/22/2005
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Dévid Adams

Mitchell & Best

1686 E. Gude Drive
Rockville, MD 20850
Marty Mitchell ’

Dear Sirs:

1am wfiting in regard to the Mitchell Property, Preliminary Plan #1-05107 (formerly Pre-preliminary Plan # 7-
05055). '

This is to voice my concerns and objections over the proposed connection of Kingshouse Road.

Connecting this road will not improve the transportation situation for area residents. If anything it will cause traffic
congestion in our local neighborhoods and endanger pedestrians and wildlife.

It will also destroy the natural environment of this special protection area by encroaching on environmental buffer
zones designed to protect the ecologically sensitive Paint Branch Stream. The resultant disturbance to this unique

forested area will be irreversible.

When the Cloverly Master Plan was reviewed in 1997 the Legacy Open Space program did not exist. We were
not as smart about protecting the environment or recognizing the lack of open space in the Northeast section of

Montgomery County. -

If the goal of the DPWT is to connect neighborhoods then | would like to suggest a paved pedestrian path be built
instead of a road. Damage to the area would be minimized and the community would be connected. This plan
would certainly be cheaper than building a road connection. It would also ensure that property values in the area

remain high. :
Please keep Kingshouse Road closed.

Sincerely,

Jeanne Taylor

14904 Mcintosh Court

Silver Spring, MD 20905

301-879-9539

cc: Candy Bunnag, County Wide Environmental Planner
Claire Iseli & Marilyn Praisner, Montgomery County Council

9/22/2005
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MCP-Chairman JUN 14 2005

] OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
From: witrier@comcast.net THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL
Sent:  Tuesday, June 14, 2005 9:55 AM PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

Subject: Mitchell Property, App. #7-05055

Chairman Derick Berlage June 14, 2005

Montgomery County Planning Board

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
The M-NCPPC

8778 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr.Berlage,

We are homeowners in Peach Orchards Estates who oppose the current development plan for the Mitchell
Property, App. #7-05055. We are gravely concerned about the proposal to connect the eastern and western
portions of Kingshouse Road. While we acknowledge that a thoroughfare at that location may provide some
general benefits to the County’s Transportation interests, we respectfully suggest that the planned development’s
overall impact would be overwhelmingly negative to those most affected by it. We are concerned that the
proposed cut-through violates the protective stream buffers of the Paint Branch on both ends of Kingshouse Rd.
Neither of the two neighborhoods wants to be connected by a high speed thoroughfare, and I strongly believe that
the prospective homeowners in the Mitchell development would also prefer to purchase homes on a cul de sac,

not a high-speed thoroughfare.

Even though many of my sons’ and daughter’s soccer teammates and friends from school live on the other side of
wooded buffer that currently divides the two neighborhoods, we all prefer it that way. Both neighborhoods enjoy
the fact that we can take our families down to the Paint Branch stream and Maydale to observe nature firsthand,
without worrying about the dangers of traffic (this is of particular-concern as my 9 year old son is hearing
impaired and our next door neighbor has an 6 year old with autism). The sense of safety, community and the
beautifully forested Paint Branch Stream that forms the pristine headwaters of the Anacostia Watershed attracted

us to this neighborhood, and the proposed cut-through places all of it at risk.

The adverse impact upon the: environment, wildlife, safety, traffic and quality have not yet been measured. How
much additional run-off, fertilizer and other environmental hazards associated with the current development can
Paint Branch handle? Perhaps it is a bit premature to invade the protective stream buffers of Paint Branch
before we have Environmental Impact Statements to measure the adverse impact of the proposed
development upon the pristine headwaters of Paint Branch and Maydale?

We respectfully suggest that matters have changed greatly since the Master Plan was drafted 35 years ago. How
much more important is it that we preserve this wonderful little slice of natural Maryland now? As citizens we
feel compelled to protect this wonderfully biologically diverse garden and as neighbors we want to preserve the
buffers that keeps our respective communities, nice, safe, nurturing and beautiful. Please recognize its value to us

all and re-designating the area a Class I Legacy Open Space Area.

Please accept our sincere invitation to show you around our neighborhood, and the nearby forest and stream of the
Paint Branch and Maydale. We would love to show you why we need to protect this natural treasure. Thank you

for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Walt, Lisa, Max, Patrick, Jessica and Jack Trierweiler
14912 McIntosh Ct

6/14/2005
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Chairman Derick Berlage ‘ June 14, 2005
Montgomery County Planning Board :

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning E @ E ﬂ M E
The M-NCPPC , P00 5 Jlo7
8778 Georgia Avenue JUL 06200

Silver Spring, MD 20910

OFFICE OF THE Chisunman

Dear . ) THE MARYLAND NATIORMAL CAPITAL
~Dear Mr.Berlage, - —PAﬁK-mannmumm'om

We are homeowners in Peach Orchards Estates who oppose the current development plan for the
Mitchell Property, App:#7-05055. We are gravely concerned about the proposal to connect the eastern
and western portions of Kingshouse Road. While we acknowledge that a thoroughfare at that location
may provide some general benefits to the County’s Transportation interests, we respectfully suggest that
the planned development’s overall impact would be overwhelmingly negative to those most affected by it.
We are concerned that the proposed cut-through violates the protective stream buffers of the Paint Branch
on both ends of Kingshouse Rd. Neither of the two neighborhoods wants to be connected by a high speed
thoroughfare, and I strongly believe that the prospective homeowners in the Mitchell development would
also prefer to purchase homes on a cul de sac, not a high-speed thoroughfare. ‘

Even though many of my sons’ and daughter’s soccer teammates and friends from school live on the
other side of wooded buffer that currently divides the two neighborhoods, we all prefer it that way. Both
neighborhoods enjoy the fact that we can take our families down to the Paint Branch stream and Maydale
to observe nature firsthand, without worrying about the dangers of traffic (this is of particular concern as
my 9 year old son is hearing impaired and our next door neighbor has an 6 year old with autism). The
sense of safety, community and the beautifully forested Paint Branch Stream that forms the pristine
headwaters of the Anacostia Watershed attracted us to this neighborhood, and the proposed cut-through-

places all of it at risk.

The adverse impact upon the: environment, wildlife, safety, traffic and quality have not yet been
measured. How much additional run-off, fertilizer and other environmental hazards associated with the
current development can Paint Branch handle? Perhaps it is a bit premature to invade the protective
stream buffers of Paint Branch before we have Environmental Impact Statements to measure the
adverse impact of the proposed development upon the pristine headwaters of Paint Branch and

Maydale?

We respectfully suggest that matters have changed greatly since the Master Plan was drafted 35 years
ago. How much more important is it that we preserve this wonderful little slice of natural Maryland now?
As citizens we feel compelled to protect this wonderfully biologically diverse garden and as neighbors we
want to preserve the buffers that keeps our respective communities, nice, safe, nurturing and beautiful.
Please recognize its value to us all and re-designating the area a Class I Legacy Open Space Area.

Please accept our sincere invitation to show you around our neighborhood, and the nearby forest and
stream of the Paint Branch and Maydale. We would love to show you why we need to protect this natural

treasure. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Walt, Lisa, Max, Patrick, Jessica and Jack Trierweiler
14912 Mclntosh Ct ‘
Silver Spring, Maryland 20905

(301) 879-0875



Montgomefy County Planning Board 3E ﬁ)E ﬂ \W E

8787 Georgia Avenue ZO05-f10%
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 JUL 06 2005

OFFICE OF [HE CHAIRMAN_ __

- ‘ . THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL
I'have reviewed the development plans for Roberts Landing, Parcel 210 MEKBI-HesisTIMMISSION

Maryland as provided by Gutschick, Little & Weber and I would like to €Xpress some
concerns that I have with the plan. They are as follows:

1) There are many acronyms that are not defined; this makes the map somewhat
useless for detailed review.

2) Before you rule on this plan, I hope you will provide enough time for the public to
request copies of the application, the forest conservation plan, the traffic study,
review of historic sites, and any and all exemption requests. This will take me
several weeks, others may require more time.

3) The plan alludes to two phases but they are not explained. Hopefully the nature
and rationale for the two phases will be explained in the permits or related

documents.

4) This land has gone feral for many years and as such it has become the home to
countless varieties of animals and birds. What protection will the state and the
county afford these unknown inhabitants as construction eliminates this habitat?
Has there been an Environmental Assessment or at least a survey of flora and
fauna so you know what habitats are going to be destroyed?

5) More importantly, what consideration has been given to the displaced wildlife?
Clearly there is an enormous, unmanaged deer population in these 80 acres of
woods and they will be driven out during development. The surrounding
neighborhoods will suffer the consequences in lawn damage and the inevitable
increase in deer collisions with automobiles. ' ’

6) There appears to be some sort of horse trail included in the plan. I welcome
horses to the area but fear that these trails will become the playground for dirt
bikes and ATVs. What protection or consideration is the county planning to
prevent such and outcome? Has the county police department and fire department
been given an opportunity to review and comment on this plan? These cul-de-
sacs are going to be tough to maintain and patrol.

I recognize the need to develop this land but that development should be carefully

managed to limit the impact on the environment and to retain as much of the existing

woodland as is possible. Developers are in the business of making money, which is a fact

not a criticism. It is your responsibility to assure that in the course of making money they

do the Jeast amount of damage and create the fewest problems for the overall community.
Once this gets started it will be you and the people of Montgomery County and the



immediate community and not them that will have to deal with the consequences. Thank
you for your service to the people of the county and I am confident that you will exercise
due diligence in your review of this plan.

Dennis Miotla
14505 Falling Leaf Court
Damestown, MD 20878



Via Fax & E-Mail
May 23, 2005

Mr. Bruce Johnston

Chief, Division of Capital Development

"Montgomery County Depa i ion . -
101 Monroe St., 10™ Floor

Rockville, Md. 20850

Dear Mr. Johnston: 05 fb’] v

As concerned citizens we are writing in response to your agency’s recommendations to connect Kingshouse Rd.
under the pre-preliminary development plan for the Mitchell Property, App- #7-05055.

We are urging you and your staff to reconsider this recommendation given the considerable negative impact it would
have on the safety and well-being of residents in the long-established communities on either side of the existing road

~ and to the Special Protection Area. These concerns have not yet been factored into the decision, but we believe they
- are supported by the intent of the Master Plan to discourage “excessive cut-through traffic,” as well as the

Transportation Policy Task Force goal to “enhance livability in our neighborhoods.”

Good Hope Estates, to the west of the site, is a community of several hundred homes that has been well served by
the existing road configuration. Residents can enter and exit from several different directions to key points
throughout the Cloverly area without delay. Despite these ample existing options, many residents would take
advantage of a newly connected road to cut a few seconds off the drive to Peach Orchard Rd. As a result, the
adjoining streets in that neighborhood—Hopefield, Aylesbury, Craddock, and Kingshouse—would also see a

" significant increase in traffic.

Peach Orchard Estates, on the eastern side of Kingshouse Rd., where we live, has been a much smaller, self-
contained neighborhood (consisting of a few dozen homes) for more than 35 years. Consisting of a dead end (at
Kingshouse Rd) and 2 cul de sacs, this quiet community attracts just a few dozen vehicles each day.

Connecting the road would allow for several hundred additional traffic trips along Kingshouse Rd. to Peach Orchard
Rd. each day. It would create a dangerous hazard for the pedestrians, bicyclists, and particularly the many young
children who, for lack of any sidewalks, walk in the street to go to and from school bus stops or to visit neighbors’
homes each day. There are several special needs children in our neighborhood (including our 3) who would be put at

increased risk.

Many of the homeowners chose this neighborhood because of the serenity and security. Prior to purchasing our
homes, several residents reviewed the Master Plan and expressed concerns to Planning Staff about the potential for
connecting the roads. We were told that given that the neighborhoods on either side had been long-established, that
the property in between had been designated as a Special Protection Area, and that the County had found no
compelling need during all the intervening years to complete the extension, the road was unlikely to ever be
connected. We think there is a strong argument to be made that connecting the road no longer fulfills the intent of
the Master Plan, nor adheres to the present environmental guidelines for a Special Protection Area.

The alignment of Kingshouse Rd. goes directly through the stream buffer at both ends of the proposed connection.
Connecting the road, and attracting thousands of additional vehicle trips each week, would require additional
infrastructure (i.e.: sidewalks) and much more frequent maintenance of the surface. This activity could further
endanger the stream buffer and the surrounding sensitive area. There would also be a need for traffic calming
measures to prevent Kingshouse Rd. from becoming a high-speed cut-through, and for mitigation strategies to cope
with the inevitable backup of traffic where it meets Peach Orchard Rd. The high volume of traffic exiting onto
Peach Orchard would create additional safety concerns considering the generally excessive speed of traffic on that

road already and the blind curve leading up to the intersection.



We are not opposed to the development of the private property. But we would ask that you and your staff consider a
more reasonable design that would enhance, rather than degrade, the existing surrounding communities and
minimize impact to the stream buffer, as required under the county’s environmental guidelines. Ending an extended
Kingshouse Rd. with a dead end barrier similar to the ones that have marked the sites for decades, or with an
attractive cul de sac, would preserve the unique quality of both communities and ease the safety concerns of all

~ residents.

It appears the only reason for connecting the road is the Master Plan designation. The detrimental impact that such a
connection would pose to these two long-established neighborhoods, and the added environmental concerns in an
era of increased commitment to preservation of our pristine stream, should trump a dated Master Plan. It is
important to note that there have also been precedents on this issue in the Cloverly region, as similar efforts to
connect roads—McNeil Lane, Snider Lane, Rainbow Dr.—have been reconsidered due to the concerns for citizens’

safety and for their quality of life.

Again, we urge you to seriously consider this new evidence and reassess your recommendation for the connection of
Kingshouse Rd in light of the many disadvantages to residents and the Special Protection Area.

Sincerely,

Jeanne & Frank Taylor
14904 MclIntosh Ct.
Silver Spring, MD 20905
301-879-9539

cc: Attached
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2020 Cradock Street
Silver Spring, MD 20905
September 10, 2005

- -DevelopmentReview Division

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Re: Mitchell Property
Preliminary Subdiv. Plan 1-05107
" To Whom It May Concern:

Thank you for inviting property owners affected by the proposed subdivision to comment on the
preliminary plan referenced above. Our property is located on the corner of Cradock Street and
Kingshouse Road, directly across the street from the wooded trail entering the Maydale Nature Center.
Because of our location, our concerns about the proposed cluster housing focus on two themes, as
described below.

Environmental Impact Concerns

Has the developer filed an Environmental Impact Statement? If so, what has been the response of the
county review? We are concerned about the current problems of trash dumping, seemingly uncontrolled
growth of invasive plant species in and at the edge of the Maydale property, and deer from the Center
who feed in neighborhood gardens. Given increased human population pressure on the Center which the
proposed construction will bring, we expect that these problems can only worsen in the absence of
adequate county parks funding with specific attention to Maydale. Perhaps the developer should be
required to fund mitigation measures?

Traffic Concerns

Neighborhood traffic now regularly speeds along Kinghouse Road, posing risks to Jjoggers, dog-walkers,
children on scooters, and others who must share the street with vehicles because of the absence of
sidewalks. If Kingshouse Road is extended, as proposed, cut-through traffic to and from Peach Orchard
Road will only worsen these unsafe conditions. We urge the county to add both sidewalks and traffic-
calming measures as a condition of making Kingshouse Road a through street.

Your attention to these concerns will be greatly appreciated. We look forward to receiving information
about any scheduled public hearing.

Very truly yours,

DECEIVER Denshoar TR

%”7/ Dorothea and Wilbur Atwell
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Via E-mail and Pony Express

September 7, 2005

To: Derick Berlage, Chairman, MNCPPC

" Re: Urgent - Dated Material - ICC Park Replacement and the Mitchell Property

I was just informed that with the selection of the ICC route, the State of Maryland needs to
compensate Park and Planning with other land to replace the parkland that will be taken to build

the ICC.

The Mitchell Property, with its *"large block of good quality forest and wetlands" is an ideal
replacement property. Area residents currently hike to and from the adjacent parkland and
Maydale Nature Center. Furthermore, the Montgomery County Public School system currently
utilizes Maydale Park and Nature Center for educational field trips.

Since the Montgomery County Council recently voted to upgrade the Mitchell property to
a Class I Legacy Open Space designation, and since development in this area is imminent,
and since adequate funding to acquire land is always a challenge, the Planning Board needs
to take immediate advantage of this unique opportunity. : '

~ The Planning Board needs to move the Mitchell property to number one on their
replacement property priority list. There should be no question in the minds of County
Planners that this land is worth acquiring through the state program since the County Legislative
Branch has overwhelmingly deemed it so.

The timing of this unprecedented replacement strategy is a gift. Please use it to acquire and
protect the Left Fork of the Paint Branch. :

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Jeanne Taylor,

Resident of Peach Orchard Estates
14904 McIntosh Court

Silver Spring, MD 20905
301-879-9539

*MC - MNCPPC ICC Study, Planning Board Briefing # 7

cc: List



~onlon, Catherine

From: Riese, Jeffrey [Jeff.Riese@montgomerycountymd.gov] — \
Sent:  Thursday, October 14, 2004 9:40 AM ( _ O\ l()7
To: Bunnag, Candy

zc: Eapen, Cherian; Conlon, Catherine

Subject: RE: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

ndy, yes we would need cul de sacs to properly terminate the road. | thought this was worked out in earlier discussions.
environmental primary (closed section, narrower pavement, no parking or driveways) is possible. This would require rear
dind garages served from a private alley. Jeff

R
PN

FREY I. RIESE

NIOR PLANNING SPECLIST.
BDIVISION REVIEW

INTG. COUNTY DPWT

QFFIC OPERATIONS
riese@montgomerycountymd.gov

3

+  -----Original Message-----

From: Bunnag, Candy [mailto:Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org]
_ Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 9:28 AM
" To: Riese, Jeffrey

Cc: Eapen, Cherian

Subject: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

o

Jeff -- If, for some reason, the Kingshouse Rdl connection was not made, would there be a requirement to create
formal road terminations (e.g., cul-de-sacs or other feature) at the current two stubs? If so, what would the termintation
configuration be? Thanks. Candy

Candy Bunnag

Environmental planner

. M-NCPPC

y County-wide Planning Division
¢ 8787 Georgia Ave.

" Silver Spring, MD. 20910

R U AN

301-495-4543
301-495-1303 (fax)
candy.bunnag@mncppc-mc.org <mailto:candy.bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>

5/2004



onlon, Catherine

rom: Riese, Jeffrey [Jeff.Riese@montgomerycountymd.gov]

ient:  Thursday, October 14, 2004 10:28 AM

Bunnag, Candy

i Eapen, Cherian; Conlon, Catherine : N
ubject: RE: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

Q9

ess the answer is there would be a level of disturbance whichever method was chosen, sorry.

FREY I. RIESE

JIOR PLANNING SPECLIST.
3DIVISION REVIEW

NTG. COUNTY DPWT

XFFIC OPERATIONS
riese@montgomerycountymd.gov

From: Bunnag, Candy [mailto:Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org]
¢ Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 9:56 AM

To: Riese, Jeffrey

Cc: Eapen, Cherian; Conlon, Catherine

Subject: RE: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

Jeff -- The reason | asked the question is to determine if there would be some level of disturbance in the
environmental buffer area even if the primary road connection was not made. Environmental Planning is not opposing
the primary road connection, but we have made comments to look at ways to reduce road disturbance/grading within

the buffer. Candy

From: Riese, Jeffrey [mailto:Jeff.Riese@montgomerycountymd.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 9:40 AM
| To: Bunnag, Candy
Cc: Eapen, Cherian; Conlon, Catherine
Subject: RE: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

Candy, yes we would need cul de sacs to properly terminate the road. | thought this was worked out in earlier
discussions. An environmental primary (closed section, narrower pavement, no parking or driveways) is
possible. This would require rear loadind garages served from a private alley. Jeff .

JEFFREY |. RIESE

SENIOR PLANNING SPECLIST.
SUBDIVISION REVIEW

MONTG. COUNTY DPWT

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS
jeff.riese@montgomerycountymd.gov

From: Bunnag, Candy [mailto:Candy.Bunnag@mncppc-mc.org]
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 9:28 AM

5/2004
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To: Riese, Jeffrey
Cc: Eapen, Cherian
Subject: Mitchell Property -- Kingshouse Road connection

Jeff - If, for some reason, the Kingshouse Rd. connection was not made, would there be a requirement
to create formal road terminations (e.g., cul-de-sacs or other feature) at the current two stubs? If so, what

would the termintation configuration be? Thanks. Candy

Candy Bunnag

Environmental planner
M-NCPPC

County-wide Planning Division
8787 Georgia Ave.

Silver Spring, MD. 20910

301-495-4543

301-495-1303 (fax)
candy.bunnag@mncppc-mc.org <mailto:candy.bunnag@mncppc-mc.org>
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Barron, Bill
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:31 PM
To: Bunnag, Candy; Conlon, Catherine

Subject: FW: Mitchell Property

-----Original Message-----

From: Barron, Bill

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 12:03 PM
To: 'FRTIMT@aol.com'

Subject: RE: Mitchell Property

Jeanne,

| agree with many of your points. As you know, we are looking at alternatives to connecting the 2 parts of
Kingshouse Road.

That being said, Kingshouse Road was designated as a "Primary Road" in both the 1981 Eastern County Master
Pan and the 1997 Cloverly Master Plan. | believe that we must require, at a minimum, the dedication of the right-
of-way through the subdivision process--unless the Cloverly Master Plan is amended and the "Primary"
designation is removed.

As far as the designation in the Master Plan is concerned, | do not remember the staff or the Citizens Advisory
Committee analyzing the Kingshouse Road connection in the detail that is now taking place--especially the
environmental implications of the connection. The Cloverly CAC is still functioning and still meeting under its
Chair, Ed O'Hara. | have asked them for some help in refreshing my aging memory.

As you know, we are all involved with balancing the community's concerns, the developers "desires",the Master
Plan, the Paint Branch, and community traffic "patterns”.| hope that we can reach a solution that will be to most
everyone's satisfaction.

Please continue to make me and the rest of the staff aware of your questions and your views.

Bill Barron
Eastern County Team Leader
301-495-4556

----- Original Message-----

From: FRTIMT@aol.com [mailto:FRTJMT@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2005 1:51 PM

To: Barron, Bill; david.adams@montgomerycountymd.gov

Cc: poess@yahoogroups.com; Conlon, Catherine; Weaver, Richard; Bunnag, Candy; Eapen, Cherian;
Claire.Iseli@montgomerycountymd.gov; Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov;
gr@remein.net; Cameron.Wiegand@montgomerycountymd.gov; bhenry@audubonnaturalist.org;
ptbrnchbob@eopb.org .

Subject: (no subject)

Via E-mail and Pony Express

September 2005

9/26/2005
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Barron, Bill
Sent:  Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:27 PM

To: Bunnag, Candy; Conlon, Catherine
——————8Subject: FW:-Mitchell-Property

From: FRTIMT@aol.com [mailto:FRTIMT@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 1:09 PM

To: Barron, Bill

Cc: poess@yahoogroups.com; gr@remein.net; bhenry@audubonnaturalist.org; barbflo@earthlink.net;
Claire.Iseli@montgomerycountymd.gov; Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov;
ptbrnchbob@eopb.org

Subject: Re: Mitchell Property

Dear Bill:

Thanks for you response.

Your comments, "As far as the designation in the Master Plan is concerned, | do not remember the staff or the
Citizens Advisory Committee analyzing the Kingshouse Road connection in the detail that is now taking place--
especially the environmental implications of the connection," completely support two of my arguments.

1) The LOS designation happened after the 1997 Master Plan review. In fact, the upgrade to a Class | designation
just happened a few months ago. As I've stated before, we were not as smart back then about conservation.

2) The reason you do not remember intense discussion of the Kingshouse Road connection is that the Mitchell
Property neighbors were not involved with the 1997 Master Plan review. Two very different individuals from other
neighborhoods who were (and still are) directly involved with the process shared their experiences with me. Due
to the number of issues at the time, only those neighborhoods with an actual representative present got their
issues/concerns discussed.

As stated in our Press Release the Residents of Peach Orchard Estates are very willing to request a Master Plan
amendment but we were advised against that action by Marilyn Praisner’s office. The concern is that an )
amendment would open up the area to all kinds of proposals.

As far as balancing the needs of the various stakeholders, the Developer has confirmed that the Planning
Transportation folks are the only ones pushing the road connection, simply based on the Master Plan. While |
understand the purpose of Master Plans | also know they are not followed religiously. | also realize that the

Transportation Planners are doing their job but since none of them live in the affected area | do not believe they
are truly stakeholders.

Please share this e-mail with the various staff at MNCPPC.
Again, thanks for your time.

Jeanne Taylor

9/26/2005
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Bunnag, Candy
Sent:  Monday, August 22, 2005 7:51 AM
To: Conlon, Catherine; Weaver, Richard

Subject: FW: Your Assistance Please - Preliminary Plan # 105107 =

----- Original Message-----

From: FRTIMT@aol.com [mailto:FRTIMT@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2005 12:42 AM

To: Wellington, Meredith

Cc: MCP-Chairman; poess@yahoogroups.com; gr@remein.net; Claire.Iseli@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Councilmember.Praisner@montgomerycountymd.gov; Bunnag, Candy; david.adams@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Eapen, Cherian; bhu@gazette.net; barbflo@earthlink.net

Subject: Your Assistance Please - Preliminary Plan # 1-05107

Dear Ms. Wellington:

As a resident of Peach Orchard Estates in Silver Spring | am very concerned about the proposed Kingshouse
Road connection. This is part of the Mitchell Property development plan (Preliminary Plan # 1-05107.)

At a June 14 CC Public Hearing, as part of her testimony supporting the Mitchell property as a Class | LOS
designation, area resident Kathy Manzo submitted over 200 petitions protesting the proposed road connection.

Today my family visited some friends who live on Snider Lane. | spoke to them about the similar issue they had in
2001. | also reviewed two Gazette articles concerning the Snider Lane/Rainbow Drive connection. We have the
exact same concerns as to safety and quality of life issues. In addition, there are environmental concerns since
the proposed road would encroach on the Paint Branch stream buffer. We have made our position known to the
Transportation Planners at MNCPPC and DPWT but we are not getting any response. (See most recent letter at
bottom) ‘

We are wondering what the difference is between the two scenarios and why our area would be treated
differently. After local residents successfully appealed the original decision to connect Snider and
Rainbow, the new development ended in a cul-de-sac. The residents of Peach Orchard estates would like the

same resulit.

We need to know our rights in this process. Any assistance you can provide would be greatly appreciated.

Thank You,
Jeanne Taylor ~~~~~~

Via E-mail and Pony Express
August 3, 2005

M-NCPPC

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Cherian Eapen

DPWT

101 Orchard Ridge

Second Floor

Gaithersburg, MD 20878 *

9/22/2005
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. .
David Adams
Mitchell & Best
1686 E. Gude Drive

Rockville, MD 20850
Marty Mitchell

Dear Sirs:

| am writing in regard to the Mitchell Property, Preliminary Plan #1-05107 (formerly Pre-preliminary Plan # 7-
05055).

This is to voice my concerns and objections over the proposed connection of Kingshouse Road.

Connecting this road will not improve the transportation situation for area residents. If anything it will cause traffic
congestion in our local neighborhoods and endanger pedestrians and wildlife.

It will also destroy the natural environment of this special protection area by encroaching on environmental buffer
zones designed to protect the ecologically sensitive Paint Branch Stream. The resultant disturbance to this unique
forested area will be irreversible.

When the Cloverly Master Plan was reviewed in 1997 the Legacy Open Space program did not exist. We were
not as smart about protecting the environment or recognizing the lack of open space in the Northeast section of

Montgomery County. -

If the goal of the DPWT is to connect neighborhoods then | would like to suggest a paved pedestrian path be built
instead of a road. Damage to the area would be minimized and the community would be connected. This plan
would certainly be cheaper than building a road connection. It would also ensure that property values in the area
remain high.

Please keep Kingshouse Road closed.
Sincerely,

Jeanne Taylor

14904 Mcintosh Court

Silver Spring, MD 20905
301-879-9539

cc: Candy Bunnag, County Wide Environmental Planner
Claire Iseli & Marilyn Praisner, Montgomery County Council

9/22/2005
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MCP-Chairman JUN 14 2005
. ) OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
From: wiltrier@comcast.net THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL
Sent: ~ Tuesday, June 14, 2005 9:55 AM PARK AND PWN'M COMMISSION
To: MCP-Chairman s ARy
Subject: Mitchell Property, App. #7-05055
Chairman Derick Berlage June 14, 2005

Montgomery County Planning Board

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
The M-NCPPC

8778 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr.Berlage,

We are homeowners in Peach Orchards Estates who oppose the current development plan for the Mitchell
Property, App. #7-05055. We are gravely concerned about the proposal to connect the eastern and western
portions of Kingshouse Road. While we acknowledge that a thoroughfare at that location may provide some
general benefits to the County’s Transportation interests, we respectfully suggest that the planned development’s
overall impact would be overwhelmingly negative to those most affected by it. We are concerned that the
proposed cut-through violates the protective stream buffers of the Paint Branch on both ends of Kingshouse Rd.
Neither of the two neighborhoods wants to be connected by a high speed thoroughfare, and I strongly believe that
the prospective homeowners in the Mitchell development would also prefer to purchase homes on a cul de sac,

not a high-speed thoroughfare.

Even though many of my sons’ and daughter’s soccer teammates and friends from school live on the other side of
wooded buffer that currently divides the two neighborhoods, we all prefer it that way. Both neighborhoods enjoy
the fact that we can take our families down to the Paint Branch stream and Maydale to observe nature firsthand,
without worrying about the dangers of traffic (this is of particular-concern as my 9 year old son is hearing
impaired and our next door neighbor has an 6 year old with autism). The sense of safety, community and the
beautifully forested Paint Branch Stream that forms the pristine headwaters of the Anacostia Watershed attracted
us to this neighborhood, and the proposed cut-through places all of it at risk.

The adverse impact upon the: environment, wildlife, safety, traffic and quality have not yet been measured. How
much additional run-off, fertilizer and other environmental hazards associated with the current development can
Paint Branch handle? Perhaps it is a bit premature to invade the protective stream buffers of Paint Branch
before we have Environmental Impact Statements to measure the adverse impact of the proposed
development upon the pristine headwaters of Paint Branch and Maydale?

We respectfully suggest that matters have changed greatly since the Master Plan was drafted 35 years ago. How
much more important is it that we preserve this wonderful little slice of natural Maryland now? As citizens we
feel compelled to protect this wonderfully biologically diverse garden and as neighbors we want to preserve the
buffers that keeps our respective communities, nice, safe, nurturing and beautiful. Please recognize its value to us
all and re-designating the area a Class I Legacy Open Space Area.

Please accept our sincere invitation to show you around our neighborhood, and the nearby forest and stream of the
Paint Branch and Maydale. We would love to show you why we need to protect this natural treasure. Thank you

for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Walt, Lisa, Max, Patrick, Jessica and Jack Trierweiler
14912 McIntosh Ct

6(14/2005



Chairman Derick Berlage June 14, 2005
Montgomery County Planning Board

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning E @ E ﬂ w E
The M-NCPPC | 2005/,
8778 Georgia Avenue JUL 06 20(];‘7
Silver Spring, MD 20910 »

e OFFICE OF THE Chimuman

I
~——— DearMrBerlage THE MARYLAND NATIONAT CAPITAL
g PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

We are homeowners in Peach Orchards Estates who oppose the current development plan for the
Mitchell Property, App«#7-05055. We are gravely concerned about the proposal to connect the eastern
and western portions of Kingshouse Road. While we acknowledge that a thoroughfare at that location
may provide some general benefits to the County’s Transportation interests, we respectfully suggest that
the planned development’s overall impact would be overwhelmingly negative to those most affected by it.
We are concerned that the proposed cut-through violates the protective stream buffers of the Paint Branch
on both ends of Kingshouse Rd. Neither of the two neighborhoods wants to be connected by a high speed
thoroughfare, and I strongly believe that the prospective homeowners in the Mitchell development would
also prefer to purchase homes on a cul de sac, not a high-speed thoroughfare.

Even though many of my sons’ and daughter’s soccer teammates and friends from school live on the
other side of wooded buffer that currently divides the two neighborhoods, we all prefer it that way. Both
neighborhoods enjoy the fact that we can take our families down to the Paint Branch stream and Maydale
to observe nature firsthand, without worrying about the dangers of traffic (this is of particular concern as
my 9 year old son is hearing impaired and our next door neighbor has an 6 year old with autism). The
sense of safety, community and the beautifully forested Paint Branch Stream that forms the pristine
headwaters of the Anacostia Watershed attracted us to this neighborhood, and the proposed cut-through
places all of it at risk.

The adverse impact upon the: environment, wildlife, safety, traffic and quality have not yet been
measured. How much additional run-off, fertilizer and other environmental hazards associated with the
current development can Paint Branch handle? Perhaps it is a bit premature to invade the protective
stream buffers of Paint Branch before we have Environmental Impact Statements to measure the
adverse impact of the proposed development upon the pristine headwaters of Paint Branch and
Maydale?

We respectfully suggest that matters have changed greatly since the Master Plan was drafted 35 years
ago. How much more important is it that we preserve this wonderfu! little slice of natural Maryland now?
As citizens we feel compelled to protect this wonderfully biologically diverse garden and as neighbors we
want to preserve the buffers that keeps our respective communities, nice, safe, nurturing and beautiful.
Please recognize its value to us all and re-designating the area a Class I Legacy Open Space Area.

Please accept our sincere invitation to show you around our neighborhood, and the nearby forest and
stream of the Paint Branch and Maydale. We would love to show you why we need to protect this natural
treasure. Thank you for your consideration. ‘

Sincerely,

Walt, Lisa, Max, Patrick, Jessica and Jack Trierweiler
14912 McIntosh Ct '

Silver Spring, Maryland 20905

(301) 879-0875
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I'have reviewed the development plans for Roberts Landing, Parcel 210 PRKANY PLAKBIVTOMMISSION

Maryland as provided by Gutschick, Little & Weber and I would like to express some
concerns that I have with the plan. They are as follows:

1) There are many acronyms that are not defined; this makes the map somewhat
useless for detailed review.

2) Before you rule on this plan, I hope you will provide enough time for the public to
request copies of the application, the forest conservation plan, the traffic study,
review of historic sites, and any and all exemption requests. This will take me
several weeks, others may require more time.

3) The plan alludes to two phases but they are not explained. Hopefully the nature
and rationale for the two phases will be explained in the permits or related
documents.

4) This land has gone feral for many years and as such it has become the home to
countless varieties of animals and birds. What protection will the state and the
county afford these unknown inhabitants as construction eliminates this habitat?
Has there been an Environmental Assessment or at least a survey of flora and
fauna so you know what habitats are going to be destroyed?

5) More importantly, what consideration has been given to the displaced wildlife?
Clearly there is an enormous, unmanaged deer population in these 80 acres of
woods and they will be driven out during development. The surrounding
neighborhoods will suffer the consequences in lawn damage and the inevitable
increase in deer collisions with automobiles. '

6) There appears to be some sort of horse trail included in the plan. Iwelcome
horses to the area but fear that these trails will become the playground for dirt
bikes and ATVs. What protection or consideration is the county planning to
prevent such and outcome? Has the county police department and fire department
been given an opportunity to review and comment on this plan? These cul-de-
sacs are going to be tough to maintain and patrol.
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