Lerch Brewer 7600 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 700 « Bethesda, MD 20814 + lerchearly.com

Stacy P. Silber
Attorney

301-841-3833
spsilber@]lerchearly.com

Vincent G. Biase
Attorney

301-657-0168
vgbiase@lerchearly.com

February 18, 2026

BY HAND DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, Room 217
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re:  Petition of Tennis Central Corp
Case No. S-596
Request for Administrative Modification for Seasonal Tennis Bubble

Dear Chair Hines Members of the Board:

Our firm represents Tennis Central Corp (the “Petitioner” or “Tennis Central”) located
at 10200 Gainsborough Road, Potomac, Maryland (the “Property”’). On behalf of Tennis
Central, we submit this letter in advance of the Board of Appeals’ worksession on February
25, 2026, as a supplement to Tennis Central’s deferred request for an administrative
modification to (1) permit the seasonal installation of a temporary bubble over the existing
tennis courts and (2) associated modifications to the approved hours of operation when the
bubble is in place.

| Incorporation of December 2025 Petition for Minor Modification

Tennis Central’s original petition letter, dated November 24, 2025, sets forth the factual
background, proposed operations, prior coordination with the surrounding community, and
legal basis for the requested Minor Modification. As part of the Board’s December 3, 2025,
worksession, the Board of Appeals (1) voted 4-0 to transfer Special Exception No. S-596 to
Tennis Central and (2) voted 3-1 to defer consideration of the administrative modification to
permit the seasonal installation of a temporary bubble (See Exhibit F). For the Board’s
convenience and continuity with the Petitioner’s December 2025 request, Tennis Central

104424222 99026.001


mailto:spsilber@lerchearly.com
mailto:vgbiase@lerchearly.com

Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Page 2 of 5

incorporates the prior Petition for Minor Modification by reference in this supplemental
submittal (See Exhibit A).

11. Procedural Background

Only four Board Members were appointed to the Board of Appeals at the time of the
December 3, 2025, worksession. The Petitioner presented their case for the proposed minor
modification and ultimately deferred a vote on the minor modification until a fifth member of
the Board was appointed, and the full complement of Board Members could be present to hear
the request.

111. Continued Community Qutreach

Although not required, Tennis Central has conducted extensive community outreach
regarding the proposed modification. Tennis Central distributed a written notice, co-signed by
the East Gate Recreation Association, to surrounding neighbors, updating them on the
proposed seasonal bubble and inviting feedback. In addition, Tennis Central held multiple in-
person meetings to discuss the proposed modification. Tennis Central also hosted on-site visits
for neighbors and engaged in follow-up discussions regarding project details. Prior to the
December 3, 2025, worksession, Tennis Central received multiple letters of support from
neighbors, expressing support for both the seasonal bubble and the associated site
improvements, which are attached hereto as Exhibit B.

Since the December 3, 2025, worksession, Tennis Central has continued its outreach
with nearby residents, including coordination through the leadership of the surrounding
homeowners’ associations. Tennis Central is submitting additional letters of support into the
record for the Board’s consideration at the upcoming worksession (See Exhibit C).

IV. Reason for the Minor Modification Request

To support the existing members’ interest in Tennis Central’s programming and to
ensure the financial sustainability of Tennis Central’s operations on the Property, Tennis
Central plans to add a seasonal, temporary tennis bubble over its existing three tennis courts.
The bubble is proposed for seasonal winter use from October 30" to April 1% each year. The
hours of use of the tennis bubble would be from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. daily. When the
bubble is not in place (i.e., outside of the above referenced April to October time frame), the
hours would remain as 8:00 A.M. to dark.

The existing tennis courts are located in the central portion of the Property, as shown
in the aerial photograph included below.
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Democracy Blvd

Existing Tennis Court Location (location of proposed bubble)

The proposed tennis bubble, will be approximately 40 feet in height. Existing
conditions, including substantial setbacks, grade changes, tree buffers and intervening rights-
of-way significantly mitigate any impact of the proposed tennis bubble on surrounding
properties.

Lighting within the bubble is provided via lamps suspended inside the bubble. The
bubble would be opaque and would not create any off-site lighting impacts. The bubble will
be made of a fabric membrane that is a white vinyl coated opaque polyester fabric with acrylic
exterior top-coating. This fabric restricts virtually all light emissions from the covered areas.

V. Special Exception Administrative Modification Request

As described herein, the Petitioner seeks to add a temporary, seasonal bubble to the
Property and proposes that the hours of operation extend to after dark only when the bubble is
in place. Specifically, Tennis Central requests changing the allowed evening hours of Tennis
Court operation, when the bubble is in place, to 10 P.M. As noted in the S-596 Opinion of the
Board, the Board limited the hours of the tennis use because of a concern about light spillover.
The bubble will address that concern in that light will be contained within the bubble.
Specifically, the Opinion of the Board for Special Exception S-596 states:

“8. Hours of Operation:

Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting, from 8:00 a.m.
until dark.”

We respectfully request that this condition be revised to be worded as follows:
8. Hours of Operation:
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Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting. While the tennis
bubble is in place, tennis activities may occur between
8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. When the tennis bubble is not
in place, tennis activities shall be limited to the hours
between 8:00 a.m. and dark.

VI Proposed Changes Qualify for Administrative Modification

Section 59-G-1.3(c)(1) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance provides that the
Board may amend or modify the terms or conditions of a special exception on request of the
special exception holder:

“If the proposed modification is such that the terms or conditions could be
modified without substantially changing the nature, character or intensity of the
use and without substantially changing the effect on traffic or on the immediate
neighborhood, the board, without convening a public hearing to consider the
proposed change, may modify the term or condition.”

As detailed in the Petitioner’s Petition for Minor Modification, which is attached hereto
as Exhibit A, the proposed temporary tennis bubble will not substantially change the nature,
character or intensity of Tennis Central’s tennis use. Importantly, the bubble addition will not
change the Board-approved total membership, which was set at “350 family memberships” in
1978 when the Board initially approved the Special Exception. Tennis Central’s current
membership is less than 60 and the proposed minor modification would not increase
membership above the Board’s original approval.

Additionally, the proposed bubble will be buffered by significant setbacks, grade
changes, and landscaping. Furthermore, the bubble is designed with materials and lighting
that will prevent all light spillage. As such, the proposed temporary bubble will not
substantially change the nature, character or intensity of the Tennis Central use.

VII. Conclusion

For the reasons described herein, we respectfully request that the Board grant these
requests administratively. In support of this request, we are enclosing the following
attachments:

= Exhibit A: Petitioner’s Minor Modification Submittal Package for December
3, 2025, Worksession.

= Exhibit B: Copies of Neighbor Letters of Support Submitted Prior to
December 3, 2025, Worksession
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= Exhibit C: Copies of Neighbor Letters of Support Provided Affer the December
3, 2025, Worksession

= Exhibit D: S-596 Opinion of the Board, February 15, 1978

= Exhibit E: S-596 Opinion of the Board, April 27, 1983 (Amendment to permit
sale of refreshments)

= Exhibit E: S-596 Opinion of the Board, December 17, 2025 (Amendment to
Transfer Special Exception to Tennis Central)

The Petitioner appreciates the Board’s review of this request and looks forward to the
Board’s deferred consideration at the February 25" worksession. If you have any questions,
please contact us at the number above. Thank you very much in advance for your consideration
and cooperation in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

Stacy P. Silber

Vincent G. Biase
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Stacy P. Silber
Attorney

301-841-3833
spsilber@]lerchearly.com

Vincent G. Biase
Attorney

301-657-0168
vgbiase@lerchearly.com

November 24, 2025

BY HAND DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, Room 217
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re:  Petition of Tennis Central Corp
Case No. S-596
Request for Administrative Modification for Seasonal Tennis Bubble

Dear Chair Hines Members of the Board:

Our firm represents Tennis Central Corp (“Tennis Central”) located at 10200
Gainsborough Road, Potomac, Maryland (the “Property”). On behalf of Tennis Central, we
respectfully request an administrative modification to Special Exception S-596 to permit the
seasonal addition of a temporary tennis bubble to be located over the existing tennis courts.
The Property is zoned R-200 and is located to the north of Democracy Boulevard and to the
west of Gainsborough Road.

1. Background

To support the existing members’ interest in Tennis Central’s programming and to
ensure the financial sustainability of Tennis Central’s operations on the Property, Tennis
Central plans to add a seasonal, temporary tennis bubble over their existing three tennis
courts. The bubble is proposed for seasonal winter use from October 30™ to April 1t each
year. The hours of use of the tennis bubble would be from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. daily.
When the bubble is not in place (i.e., outside of the above referenced April to October time
frame), the hours would remain as 8:00 A.M. to dark.
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The existing tennis courts are located in the central portion of the Property, as shown
in the aerial photograph included below.
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Democracy Blvd

Existing Tennis Court Location (location of proposed bubble)

The proposed tennis bubble, will be approximately 40 feet in height. Existing
conditions, including substantial setbacks, grade changes, tree buffers and intervening
rights-of-way significantly mitigate any impact of the proposed tennis bubble on
surrounding properties.

Lighting within the bubble is provided via lamps suspended inside the bubble. The
bubble would be opaque and would not create any off-site lighting impacts. The bubble
will be made of a fabric membrane that is a white vinyl coated opaque polyester fabric with
acrylic exterior top-coating. This fabric restricts virtually all light emissions from the
covered areas.

1I. Bubble Mitigated by Existing Setbacks

As depicted in Exhibit 2, the proposed bubble is setback approximately 126’ from
the western property line, 290’ from the eastern property line, 75’ from the northern
property line, and 75 from the southern property line.
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1I1. Bubble Mitigated by Existing Topography

In addition to significant distances from the proposed tennis bubble and
neighboring properties, there are also significant grade changes between the subject
Property and surrounding properties, as shown above and described below. Due to the
significant changes in grade surrounding the property, the visibility of the proposed
structures will be substantially mitigated from adjacent residential and public viewpoints.
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In addition to significant distances from the proposed tennis bubble and
neighboring properties, there are also significant grade changes between the subject
Property and surrounding properties, as shown above and described below. Due to the
significant changes in grade surrounding the property, the visibility of the proposed
structures will be substantially mitigated from adjacent residential and public viewpoints.

North (Snug Hill L.ane):

The properties to the north sit at elevations ranging from 244 to 258 feet, while the
tennis courts sit approximately at 232 feet, a difference of about 26 feet. This notable
elevation change creates a topographic berm along the northern property boundary,
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reducing direct lines of sight toward the bubble. The slope, combined with existing
vegetation, acts to obscure views from Snug Hill Lane.

East (Gainsborough Road):

The tennis courts are buffered from Gainsborough Road and adjacent residential
parcels by both grade and distance. The surrounding homes and road are elevated at
approximately 242 to 246 feet, which is 10 to 14 feet higher than the courts. This elevation
difference will help obscure views toward the bubble from the east.

South (Democracy Boulevard):

South of the courts, the grade drops even further toward Democracy Boulevard,
which sits at approximately 224 to 230 feet. As a result, the courts are set back and upslope
from the road, reducing their visibility from this direction, especially for drivers and
pedestrians passing by.

West:

To the west, the elevation rises from 232 feet at the courts up to approximately 244
to 250 feet, further enclosing the eastern portion of the property in a shallow bowl of higher
terrain. This grade change, combined with the setback from Snug Hill Lane and
surrounding residences, minimizes potential visual intrusion from the west.

Taken together, these surrounding grade differentials, ranging from 10 to over 25
feet, form a natural enclosure around the tennis courts. The courts' position in a relatively
low-lying area of the site minimizes the visual impact of the proposed bubble as shown on
Exhibit 1. Additionally, the temporary nature of the bubble, combined with existing
vegetative buffers, further minimize any potential visual impacts to adjacent properties and
public rights-of-way.

IV. Bubble Mitigated by Existing Tree Stands

In addition to the mitigating effects of topography, the existing foliage surrounding
the subject property reduces potential visual impacts of the proposed temporary tennis
bubble. The property is partially buffered on all sides by clusters of mature trees and
vegetation, particularly along the northern, southern, and western boundaries. These tree
lines form a natural screen that obscures views into the property from adjacent residential
areas and public rights-of-way. See Exhibit 1.
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ILLUSTRATIVE VIEWS
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VIEW 02 LOOKING NW FROM DEMOCRACY BLVD

Rendered Site View of Proposed Tennis Bubble from Democracy Boulevard
(South of the Property)

To the north, tree cover exists along parts of Snug Hill Lane and the neighboring
properties, offering year-round visual buffering, similarly to the south, a dense belt of trees
separates the property from Democracy Boulevard and the lower-elevation residential lots
beyond. This vegetative buffer, in combination with the site's topographic elevation
changes, ensures that passersby and adjacent homeowners will have limited views of the
tennis bubble.
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VIEW 08 LOOKING SW FROM SNUG HILL RD

Rendered Site View of Proposed Tennis Bubble from Snug Hill Lane
(North of the Property)
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ILLUSTRATIVE VIEWS

The Beach Pool & Tennis Central

is Dome
10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854

VIEW 10 LOOKING E FROM:WEST EDGE OF PROPERTY %

Rendered Slte View of Proposed Tennis Bubble from the Western Property line

To the east, tree coverage exists on both the subject Property and across
Gainsborough Road providing effective screening of residences. Taken together, the
foliage coverage—both on and off site—acts as a natural and effective visual barrier of the
seasonable bubble to surrounding uses.
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8 | The Beach pooi & Tennis Cencral

ROUGH RD

GRINSBO

VIEW 05 LOOKING W FROM GAINSBOROUGH RD

Rendered Site View of Proposed Tennis Bubble from Gainsborough Road
(East of the Property)
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V. Special Exception Administrative Modification Request

As described herein, the Applicant seeks to add a temporary, seasonable bubble to
the Property and proposes for the hours of operation to extend to after dark only when the
bubble is in place. Specifically, Tennis Central requests changing the allowed evening
hours of Tennis Court operation, when the bubble is in place, to 10 P.M. As noted in the
S-596 Opinion of the Board, the Board limited the hours of the tennis use because of a
concern about light spillover. The bubble will address that concern in that light will be
contained within the bubble. Specifically, the Opinion of the Board for Special Exception
S-596 states:

“8.  Hours of Operation:

Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting, from 8:00 a.m.
until dark.”

We respectfully request that this condition be revised to be worded as follows:
8. Hours of Operation:

Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting. While the tennis
bubble is in place, tennis activities may occur
between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. When the tennis
bubble is not in place, tennis activities shall be

limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and dark.

VI. Proposed Changes Qualify for Administrative Modification

Section 59-G-1.3(c)(1) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance provides that
the Board may amend or modify the terms or conditions of a special exception on request
of the special exception holder:

“If the proposed modification is such that the terms or conditions
could be modified without substantially changing the nature,
character or intensity of the use and without substantially
changing the effect on traffic or on the immediate neighborhood,
the board, without convening a public hearing to consider the
proposed change, may modify the term or condition.”

As described in detail herein, the proposed temporary tennis bubble will not
substantially change the nature, character or intensity of Tennis Central’s tennis use. The
bubble addition does not involve any change in the number of allowed members, but rather
will allow a continuation of Tennis Central’s existing tennis program throughout the winter
months.
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Additionally, the proposed bubble will be buffered by significant setbacks, grade
changes and landscaping. Furthermore, the bubble is designed with materials and lighting that
will prevent all light spillage. As such, the proposed temporary bubble will not substantially
change the nature, character or intensity of the Tennis Central use.

Although not required, Tennis Central has undertaken extensive community
outreach regarding the proposed modification. Tennis Central distributed a written notice,
which was co-signed by the East Gate Recreation Association, to surrounding neighbors
updating them on the proposed seasonal bubble and inviting feedback. See Exhibit 4. In
addition, Tennis Central held multiple in-person meetings to discuss the proposed
modification. Tennis Central also hosted on-site visits for neighbors and engaged in follow-
up discussions regarding project details. As of the date of this filing, Tennis Central has
received multiple letters of support from neighbors, including the property owner directly
adjacent to the proposed bubble, expressing support for both the seasonal bubble and the
associated site improvements, which are attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

For the reasons described herein, we respectfully request that the Board grant these

requests administratively. In support of this request, we are enclosing the requisite filing
fee in the amount of $500.00 with the following attachments:

= Exhibit 1: Site Views Renderings

= Exhibit 2: Location of Proposed Fabric Tennis Dome (Annotated Prior

Exhibit 4b)
= Exhibit 3: MCATLAS Contours Map of Property and Surrounding Area

= Exhibit 4: Copy of Tennis Central & East Gate Recreation Assocation to
Surrounding Neighbors

= Exhibit 5: Copies of Neighbor Letters of Support
= Exhibit 6: List of Adjoining and Confronting Property Owners
= Exhibit 7: S-596 Opinion of the Board, February 15, 1978

= Exhibit 8: S-596 Opinion of the Board, April 27, 1983 (Amendment to

permit sale of refreshments)
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The Applicant respectfully requests that the Board schedule this matter for its next
work session on December 3", If you have any questions, please contact us at the number
above. Thank you very much in advance for your consideration and cooperation in this
matter.

Respectfully submitted,

P

Stacy P. Silber

S

Vincent G. Biase

6786462.4 99026.001
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ILLUSTRATIVE VIEWS

The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854

VIEW 01 LOOKING NE FROM DEMOCRACY BLVD
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The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
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The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854
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The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
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10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854
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Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
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The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854
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The Beach Pool & Tennis Central
Tennis Dome

10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
20854
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10200 Gainsborough Rd, Potomac, MD
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Tennis Central East Gate Recreation Association

October 24, 2025
Dear Neighbors & Homeowners:

On behalf of Tennis Central and the East Gate Recreation Association (EGRA), we write
jointly to provide you with some exciting news about The Beach at East Gate Swim & Tennis
Club. As you know, three years ago, Tennis Central began operating the former East Gate
Swim & Tennis Club after a four-year closure of the facility. For nearly 50 years, The Club has
been a gathering place for the surrounding communities for recreation, connection, and
pride. While the spirit of The Club remains strong, the facility’s infrastructure has reached a
critical point and requires a full renewal to secure its future.

Earlier this month, Tennis Central and EGRA (the nonprofit organization that owns the
property) entered into a twenty-year lease extension that provides that opportunity for Tennis
Central to make extensive investments in the facility and develop a long-term sustainable
business plan to recoup that investment. The arrangement extends Tennis Central’s lease
until 2045 and allows it to pursue extensive plans to upgrade the property.

The Challenges We Face
The existing facility is in severe need of repair:

e Tennis courts are sinking and in need of complete reconstruction (approx. $300,000).
e Parking lot requires full repaving (approx. $300,000).

* Pool is due for an upgrade within the next few years (approx. $250,000).

* Main clubhouse needs a full revamp to modernize and bring it to code — while making
it a welcoming, cozy hub (approx. $250,000).

Altogether, this represents a significantinvestment. Without a comprehensive plan, the club
risks decline — but with vision and collaboration, it can become something extraordinary.

The Vision for Renewal

Tennis Central proposes to transform The Beach at East Gate with a significant
reinvestment that will generate steady revenue and fund a consistent maintenance program.
Tennis Central proposes also to invest in a seasonal dome over reconstructed tennis
courts that will allow year-round usage of the facility, and it will renovate the existing office,
locker rooms and pumphouse buildings to modernize them and to create a cozy and
functional clubhouse and reconstruct the existing parking area. Tennis Central has
already received commitments for significant financing to fund these




improvements and has begun devising the specific proposals and renderings to seek permits
for these changes.

Listening to You

But your voice is important to us too. We know these proposed changes raise questions for
our neighbors about sightlines, attractiveness of the facility, plantings and topography to
camouflage the dome, construction noise, and potential traffic. We want to share our
preliminary plans and hear your feedback. Together, Tennis Central and EGRA are
committed to sharing the plans with you and seeking your input. We want our neighbors to
be aligned in making The Beach at East Gate a sustainable, attractive, and vibrant hub for
decades to come.

Next Steps

We would love to meet with you to:

¢ Share renderings and details of the proposed upgrades.

¢ Provide full transparency on costs, timelines, and financing.

* Receive your feedback and align on priorities as a community.
Tennis Central and EGRA will host two separate gatherings of the community to present
these plans and listen to your thoughts. The first will be held on Saturday, November 1°* at
1:00 p.m. and the second on Sunday, November 9" at 1 p.m. Both gatherings will take place
at The Beach at East Gate facility. We hope you will be able to attend one of these meetings.

A Note of Thanks

Since assuming management of The Club, the Tennis Central team has been overwhelmed
by the warm support of this community. We have worked hard over the past four summers
to stabilize operations, maintain the property so that it remains an asset to the community,
and keep the club running.

Now, it is time to take the next big step together. We believe the Beach can once again be a
source of pride, joy, and opportunity for every resident.

With your partnership, we can secure that future.

With gratitude,

Gamn Anzoa W
Yann Auzoux Steve Mister
Founder & President President

Tennis Central East Gate Recreation Association
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Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Date: November 12,2025

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals:

We are writing this letter in support of the East Gate Tennis Bubble and additional improvements
proposed for this project to proceed.

This project remains consistent with the Club’s current recreational use of this property and
does not change the nature or character of its use. The proposed seasonal bubble and
associated site updates serve as a community enhancing project

This initiative is consistent with the property’s current recreational use and does not change the
nature, character, or intensity of the use. The plan, also, includes selective removal of certain
trees to ensure safe installation and operation of the seasonal dome, balanced with thoughtful
landscaping and the addition of a new tree line to maintain aesthetic harmony for nearby residents.

This last item is of particular interest to us, as our screened in porch overlooks the area of the
proposed bubble.

The East Gate Tennis Bubble will:

» Provide safe, year-round access to tennis and fitness for residents of all ages.

» Encourage youth participation, mentorship, and healthy community activity.

» Operate seasonally (late September — early April) with minimal visual and noise im pact.
» Strengthen East Gate’s reputation as an active, family-focused neighborhood.

This project is a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while expanding
recreational opportunities. We appreciate the effort that East Gate Tennis has taken to meet with and
solicit input from our East Gate neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the Board to approve the East Gate Tennis Bubble and associated site updates
through the Administrative Modification process.

Thank you for your time and commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our neighborhood.

Beth Jarrett & Achille Tedesco

1 Snug Hill Court, Potomac, MD 20854




---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Katherine Harris <katherine.km67@gmail.com>

Date: Sat, Nov 15, 2025 at 2:28 PM

Subject: Fwd: Case No. S-596: East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
To: <BOA@montgomerycountymd.gov>

Cc: <OZAH@montgomerycountymd.gov>, MICHAEL O MALLEY
<momalL39948@aol.com>, <yann@tenniscentral.net>, <connect@tenniscentral.net>

Subject: Case No. S-596: East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

I am writing about Tennis Central’s proposal to install a seasonal tennis bubble and make
additional improvements to the property owned by the East Gate Recreation Association at the
corner of Gainsborough Road and Democracy Boulevard. Like others in surrounding area, |
am eager to see the property be used in a more financially and environmentally sustainable
way.

After attending a community meeting on the property held by Yann Auzoux and Olivia Rucci,
I support the proposed plan and am encouraged by their plan to transition to clay surfaced
courts that may be cooler, reduce water use, and reduce erosion. My understanding based on
discussion during the meeting is that there is a shortage of tennis courts in Potomac and
surrounding areas, and of clay surfaced courts, in particular, which suggest the improved
facility will be able to achieve financial sustainability.

Best regards,
--Katherine Harris
10223 Gainsborough Road

Potomac, MD 20854


mailto:OZAH@montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:momaL39948@aol.com
mailto:yann@tenniscentral.net
mailto:connect@tenniscentral.net

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Steve Genn <stevegenn@gmail.com>

Date: Wed, Nov 12, 2025 at 1:37 PM

Subject: We support the East Gate Tennis - Seasonal Bubble
To: <yann@tenniscentral.net>

Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

We have owned our home in the East Gate subdivision for 22 years. Tennis Central's leasing
of the property has been an extremely positive development, and they have been very
respectful partners with the neighborhood.

We strongly support the proposed East Gate Tennis Bubble and the associated
improvements that will allow the project to proceed successfully.

This initiative remains fully consistent with the property’s current recreational

use and does not change the nature, character or intensity of the use. Rather, the
proposed seasonal bubble and associated site updates serves as a non-intrusive,
community-enhancing project.

The plan also includes selective removal of certain trees to ensure safe installation and
operation of the seasonal dome, balanced with thoughtful landscaping and the potential

addition of a new treeline to maintain aesthetic harmony for nearby residents.

The East Gate Tennis Bubble will:

e Provide safe, year-round access to tennis and fitness for residents of all ages.
e Encourage youth participation, mentorship, and healthy community activity.
e Operate seasonally (late September — early April) with minimal visual and noise

impact.

o Strengthen East Gate’s reputation as an active, family-focused neighborhood.

This project is a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while
expanding recreational opportunities. I respectfully urge the Board to approve the East Gate
Tennis Bubble and associated site updates through the Administrative Modification
process.

Thank you for your time and commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our
neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Steve and Julie Genn

16 Snug Hill Ct, Potomac, MD
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East Gate Recreation Association

10200 Gainsborough Road
Potomac. MD 20854

November 20, 2025
Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

| write to you in my capacities as both the president of the East Gate Recreation
Association (EGRA), the entity that owns the property that is the subject of your review, and
as a homeowner in Ridgeleigh, one of communities that surround the East Gate property
and who have a deeded interest in the facility. | want to express my strong support for the
proposed construction of a seasonal Tennis Bubble and the associated improvements on
the East Gate property and ask that you allow the project to proceed swiftly and
successfully to fruition.

The East Gate property was deeded to the EGRA, a nonprofit 501(c)(7) organization in 1973
and dedicated to providing recreational opportunities to the surrounding communities of
Snug Hill, Worland, and Ridgeleigh. EGRA operates independently of the homeowners
associations of these communities. All homeowners in these three communities have the
right, but not the obligation, to join the Association and take advantage of the recreational
benefits of the facility. For over a decade starting in the late 2000s, EGRA struggled to
maintain membership and remain financially viable, finally closing in 2018 with a
substantial debt. In 2022, ERGA signed a lease with Tennis Central to reopen the facility
under Tennis Central’s management, emphasizing the tennis portion of the facility, the
instructional expertise of Tennis Central’s faculty, and the broad membership appeal that
Tennis Central brought with it.

Since then, Tennis Central has been an excellent partner for EGRA, and earlier this year,
EGRA signed a long-term lease extension with Tennis Central that allows it to operate the
facility for at least the next 20 years. Pivotal to its ability to keep the facility financially
viable, and to maintain the recreational purpose of the property, Tennis Central needs to
invest in considerable improvements that will continue to attract a growing membership.
The construction of the seasonal Tennis Bubble, which will allow for year-round use of the
facility, and the other attendant improvements are critical for the success of this venture.



This construction project remains fully consistent with the property’s original covenants
and the express intent of EGRA, as recognized in its original 1973 deed (libre 4917, folio
308) and Article of Incorporation of EGRA (libre 2289, folio 235) to provide recreational
opportunities for the surrounding homeowners. Nor does the project change the current
recreational use or the nature, character or intensity of the use. Rather, the proposed
seasonal bubble and associated site updates serve as a non-intrusive, community-
enhancing project. In fact, without the substantial improvements contemplated by this
construction, the future of the property is in doubt because other recreational venues in
the area have pursued various upgrades to attract members. Without creating unique
opportunities for members, as the seasonal Tennis Bubble would provide, EGRA may once
again fall into financial uncertainty.

Tennis Central has already conducted two feedback sessions with the homeowners and
residents of the three surrounding communities and has listened to their questions and
suggestions. It has already pledged to accommodate their requests for an appropriate tree
line to camouflage the construction, take consideration of their concerns about noise and
committed to work collaboratively with the homeowners to address any other concerns.
This project is a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while
expanding recreational opportunities.

As ahomeowner in Ridgeleigh, as well as the president of the EGRA, | am confident the
proposed project will increase the property value of my own home with the close proximity
of this first-class facility near my home. | express my wholehearted support for the
construction of the Tennis Bubble and urge the Board to approve the plans for this project
quickly and without delay.

Thank you for your commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Steve Mister

President, East Gate Recreation Association
and Homeowner at 8132 Buckspark Lane East
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Eastgate Swim and Tennis Club

10200 Gainsborough Road, Potomac

Adjoining/Confronting Property Owners

Case Number: S-596

NAME MAILING ADDRESS
PETITIONER/APPELLANT Tennis Central Corp 5335 Wisconsin Ave. NW
Attn: Yann Auzoux Suite 440
Washington, DC 20015
ATTORNEY/AGENT Stacy P. Silber 7600 Wisconsin Ave., Suite 700
Lerch, Early & Brewer, Chtd. Bethesda, MD 20814
PROPERTY OWNER East Gate Recreation Assoc. PO Box 543
Bethesda, MD 20827
Adjoining/Confronting Property Owners
Name Address Lot Block | Tax Acct.
EAST GATE IV HOMES ASSOC 8108 E BUCKSPARK LA PAR A K 10-00850336
INC POTOMAC, MD 20854
c/o S CONNARD
MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL | 2425 REEDIE DR 11TH FLOOR P410 10-00857224
PARK & PLANNING WHEATON, MD 20902
COMMISSION
EAST GATE 3 HOMES ASSOC 6 SNUG HILLCT PAR B J 10-00909647
INC POTOMAC, MD 20854
c/o CHERYL WETTER
EAST GATE TWO HOMES PO BOX 4579 PARD H 10-00909660
ASSOC SUMMIT HOUSTON, TX 77210
MANAGEMENT DEPT 376
HARRY L MERRICK JR & 10253 GAINSBOROUGH RD 81 H 10-00909762
K MERRICK POTOMAC, MD 20854
JOSEPH A COUVILLON 10201 GAINSBOROUGH RD 82 H 10-00909773
POTOMAC, MD 20854
ASHRUF MOHAMAD MEGAHED | 10203 GAINSBOROUGH RD 83 H 10-00909784
POTOMAC, MD 20854
MINGHU WANG 10205 GAINSBOROUGH RD 84 H 10-00909795
YE YANG POTOMAC, MD 20854
GEORGE A ALAFOGINIS 10207 GAINSBOROUGH RD 85 H 10-00909807
KATHLEEN W ALAFOGINIS POTOMAC, MD 20854
DONALD F & M M LEON 10209 GAINSBOROUGH ROAD | 86 H 10-00909818
POTOMAC, MD 20854
EAST GATE 3 HOMES ASSOC 6 SNUG HILL CT PAR A J 10-00910010
INC POTOMAC, MD 20854
c/o CHERYL WETTER

6768654.3

99026.001




Eastgate Swim and Tennis Club

10200 Gainsborough Road, Potomac

Adjoining/Confronting Property Owners

Case Number: S-596

POTOMAC, MD 20854

ACHILLE TEDESCO ET AL 1 SNUG HILLCT 28 10-00910464
POTOMAC, MD 20854

GENNA D DUBERSTEIN 8205 SNUG HILL LN 29 10-00910475

MICHAEL LEVIN POTOMAC, MD 20854

TE H CHEN 8203 SNUG HILL LN 30 10-00910486

YILING M CHEN ROCKVILLE, MD 20854

JOON SEOK LEE 8201 SNUG HILL LN 31 10-00910497

HYEIN KU POTOMAC, MD 20854

FAERBER FAMILY TRUST 8304 SNUG HILL LN 1 10-00910500

MICHAEL ALLEN FAERBER POTOMAC, MD 20854

TRUSTEE ET A

RENZO BEJARANO 8306 SNUG HILL LN 2 10-00910511

JESSICA BEJARANO POTOMAC, MD 20854

ALYSSA J STEIN 8308 SNUG HILL LN 3 10-00910522

JESSE ROBERT GOLASZEWSKI POTOMAC, MD 20854

ALAN M PRIVOT ET ALTR 8310 SNUG HILL LN 4 10-00910533
POTOMAC, MD 20854

ESTEBAN MARTIN TUMAN 8307 SNUG HILL LN 16 10-00910657

NORMA ALEJANDRA CATALINA | POTOMAC, MD 20854

TORANZO

JONATHAN H SHERMAN 8201 W BUCKSPARK LN 1 10-01555091

CATHLEEN E SHERMAN ROCKVILLE, MD 20854

JUDITH M VEIHMEYER 8205 BUCKSPARK LN W 2 10-01555103
POTOMAC, MD 20854

CAROLYN JTEBO 8209 BUCKSPARK LANE WEST 3 10-01555114
POTOMAC, MD 20854

JOAQUIN A GONZALEZ REV TR 8213 BUCKSPARK LN W 4 10-01555125
POTOMAC, MD 20854

STEFANIE JO HEIDEMAN 8217 W BUCKSPARK LN 5 10-01555136

BENJAMIN BRODSKY POTOMAC, MD 20854

KPAC FAMILY TRUST 8221 BUCKSPARK LN W 6 10-01555147

AARON JOSEPH CALHOUN POTOMAC, MD 20854

TRUSTEE ET AL

EAST GATE IV HOMES ASSOC 8108 E BUCKSPARK LA PARF 10-01555570

INC POTOMAC, MD 20854

c/o S CONNARD

10 BUCKSPARK COURT LLC 10301 HOLLY HILL PL 100 10-01555898
POTOMAC, MD 20854

DONALD C & N P HINTZE 6 BUCKSPARK COURT 101 10-01555901
POTOMAC, MD 20854

HENRY A MILLER REVOC TR 2 BUCKSPARK CT 102 10-01555912

6768654.3

99026.001
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COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
For
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Case No. $-596

PETITION OF EAST GATE RECREATION ASSOC!ATION, INC.
(Hearing held January 12, 1978)

OPINION OF THE BOARD

These proceedings are on the petition filed for a special
exception pursuant to Section 59-175 of the Zoning Ordinance
(Chap. 59, Mont. Co. Code 1972, as amended) to permit the con-
struction and use of a community swimming pool. The subject
property is Parcel C, Block J, East Gate of Potomac Subdivision,
Potomac, Maryland, in an R-200 Zone.

Decision of the Board: Special exception granted, subject
to conditions enumerated herein.

Petitioner's Proposal

Petitioner presented testimony, exhibits, and evidence
binding upon the petitioner to the effect that: The applicant
requests a special exception to permit a community recreation
facility inciuding @ 25 meter swimming pool, wading pool, bath-
house, 3 lighted tennis courts, and a parking area accommodating
79 cars. The Association is a non-profit Maryland corporation,
and the club will be limited to 350 family memberships.

The subject site includes 4.48 acres fronting along
Snug Hill Lane, Gainsborough Road, and the future westerly
extension of Democracy Boulevard. The property, which is un-
developed, was delineated on the preliminary plan of subdivision
as well as on the record plat (No. 508-29, recorded July 30, 1970)
as a future recreation area to be conveyed by the developer of
the surrounding subdivisions to the East Gate Recreation Associa-
tion, Inc. The site, which slopes in a southerly and westerly
direction, is bounded to the east, across Gainsborough Road, by
"Worland" complex of attached single-family homes. To the
north, across Snug Hill Lane, are large, well-maintained single-
family residences; to the west, several single-family residences
fronting on Snug Hill Lane. To the south, across the proposed
future right-of-way (160 feet wide) for the extension of Democracy
Boulevard, there is a strip of community property belonging to
the Ridgeteigh Homes Association, beyond which there are large,
well -maintained single-family residences at an elevation higher
than that of the proposed community pool. (Democracy Boulevard,
a major county highway, is proposed by both the Cabin John and
Potomac-Travilah Master Plans to be extended westward to Falls
Road from its present terminus at Gainsborough Road, adjacent
to the subject site. No funds are included in the Montgomery
County Capital Improvements Program, Fiscal Years 1978-1983, for
the proposed extension.) rYHIRIT 6
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Case No. $-596 -2 -

James Slavin, a member of the Board of Directors and
Chairman of the Development Committee of the East Gate Recreatiom
Association, Inc., testified that the Association proposes to
construct the facility according to plans entered in the record
as Exhibit No. 9. Additional landscape screening would be in-
stalled as shown in Exhibit No. 29, which was prepared in re-
sponse to recommendations by the Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission (MNCPPC) technical staff. The Associa-
tion proposes that the swimming pool be open from approximately
Memorial Day through Labor Day weekend, 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
daily, with supervised lessons or swim team practice starting at
8:00 a.m. The three tennis courts are proposed for use year-
round, weather permitting, from sunrise to 10:00 p.m., with
metered lights which would be turned on only when the courts were
in use. Mr. Slavin stated that the Association had selected the
Devoe lighting system, which uses a continuous strip of lighting
suspended on poles some 16 to 18 feet above ground level, as
causing a minimum of glare and intrusion on the surrounding area.
The club would add evergreen trees, 6 to 8 feet high at the time
of planting, adjacent to the tennis courts to further reduce any
possible glare.

The club anticipates social functions, not exceeding ten
evenings per season, on which nights the club would be open until
midnight. |If club members decide to establish a swimming team,
the Association proposes that not more than seven competitive
meets per year be conducted at the subject site, with meets starting
not earlier than 9:00 a.m. Any public address system would be
limited to necessary announcements during swim meets or in
emergencies; no music or other non-essential broadcasts would be
permitted.

The Association expects to contract for management of
the facility, and anticipates a maximum of ten full and/or part
time employees at any one time.

Mr. Slavin stated that the covenants governing development
of the four tastgate area subdivisions (Ridgeleigh, Worland,
Snug Hill, and Potomac Preserve) grant property owners in those
subdivisions eligibility for membership in the East Gate Recre-
ation Association. Property owners would not be required to join
the Association. Association by-~laws give preferential initial
membership to families owning property in these four subdivisions;
memberships could be accepted from outside these subdivisions,
however, and the Association has advertised for such outside
members.

The proposed pool and tennis complex is estimated to
cost $325,000. The Association has a loan commitment for
$150,000, and as of Mid-January, 1978, 66 individuals had sub-
. scribed to the full membership. Mr. Slavin testified that he had
discussed the Recreation Association plans with almost all owners
of properties immediately adjacent to the site; that the Association
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had tried to take into account comments made by nearby property
owners; and that 12 owners had signed a petition in support of the
pool plans.

Mrs. Cheryl Wetter, President of the East Gate Recreation
Association, Inc., testified that the developer who had dedi -
cated the subject site to the East Gate Recreation Association,
Inc., had recorded covenants showing that any property owner
within the four subdivisions named above would be eligible for
membership in the Association, and that development of the subject
property for use as a recreation area was well known in advance.
She stated that there are presently no community swimming pools
within the subdivisions of Ridgeleigh Worland, Snug Hill,
Potomac  Preserve, Bells Mill Village, and the Briars; that
these subdivisions include 521 homes, of which nearly 400 are
within an easy walking distance from the subject site. Ail of
the three existing community swim pools which are within 1.2 miles
of this site are fully subscribed, and have waiting lists of two
to three years for membership. As new homes continue to be built
in the area (nearly 100 homes under construction at present ),
existing pool waiting lists will continue to grow. In her opinion,
families residing in subdivisions eligible to join the tast Gate
pool would probably give up memberships in existing pools for
the convenience of using facilities within walking distance of
their homes. Using a color coded map (Exhibit No. 21) she indicated
the location of the 66 families already subscribed, plus 50
additional families who had reserved the right to join the club,
and noted that these prospective members include many owners of
properties immediately adjacent to or confronting the pool site.
in her opinion, pool membership would be fully subscribed; although
the initial membership might include families from outside the
four East Gate subdivisions, by-laws provisions favoring "in-area"
families in membership turnover would mean that membership would
increasingly be drawn from residents of the immediate area, most
of whom would be able to walk to the club site.

David Marshall, the architect and planner responsible for
the building and site plans, testified that portions of the site
where the pool and tennis courts are to be located had been used
by the developer for dumping spoilage, and could not support
substantial structures. Existing trees west and south of the
tennis courts would not be disturbed. Pool and tennis court areas
would be graded so that a series of berms would be constructed
along the northwest, north, east, and south boundaries of the site.
These berms would not exceed a one-to-three slope {the maximum
maintainable slope) and would shield the view of the site from
properties to the north and east of the club,

The architect testified that all buildings and facilities
meet setback requirements for the R-200 Zone, that the pool would
be 126 feet away from the nearest residential property to the
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northeast, and the tennis court 126 feet from the west property
line. Homes in the Ridgeleigh subdivision to the south are at a
higher elevation than the pool site and would overlook the club;
they would be separated from the club site, however, by the 160-
foot width reserved for the extension of Democracy Boulevard, plus
the strip of Ridgeleigh Homes Association common property. Thus
the rear (north) property line of the closest home in Ridgeleigh
would be some 280 feet from the south property line of the club
site, or some 355 feet from the pool deck area. In the opinion
of the architect, the proposed site plan, with landscaping supple-
mented in accordance with MNCPPC technical staff recommendat ions,
would be adequate to shield adjacent residential properties from
any adverse visual or noise effects caused by activity at the poo!
site, despite the difference in elevations between the homes and
the poot site. '

The architect testified that the parking area accommodatirg
79 cars would be adequate to serve the needs of 350 member families,
since many families would live within easy walking distance of the
pool, and pedestrian paths and sidewalks would be provided. The
eéntrance to the parking area would be from Gainsborough Road, as
approved by the Montgomery County Department of Transportation; it
is anticipated that a second entrance would be opened from Democracy
Boulevard at the west end of the parking area when Democracy
Boulevard is extended. The witness stated that it would be possible
to decrease the depth of the parking area in order to have space
'or additional berming along the south property line; in his opinion,
however, evergreen trees ten to twelve feet high would probably be
a better noise barrier than a 3-foot high berm in the narrow strip
between the parking area and the south property line.

Security lights would be mounted on the bathhouse building
and in the parking lot. In the architect's opinion, ten light
fixtures mounted on ten poles each 30 feet high would provide the
best parking lot lighting; if properly shrouded, they would not
adversely affect the area south of Democracy Boulevard. He sub-
mitted a diagram (Exhibit No. 28) demonstrating the scope of light
fall from such fixtures, which he believes would be superior to
the low-level lighting recommended by the MNCPPC technical staff.
The architect indicated that the client's choice of the more ex-
pensive low-level Devoe lighting system for the tennis courts was
contrary to his preference for lights mounted on tall standards.

Mr. Marshall noted that the adopted Area Master Plan
designates the subject site for recreational use, and that the
developer's dedication of the property to recreational use had been
required as a condition of subdivision. In his opinion, community
swimming pools are an asset to a community and serve as a focal
point for neighborhood activities. Considering the design, proposed
landscaping and screening, and the distance from nearby residential
properties, he testified that the proposed use would have no adverse
effect on the use, enjoyment or value of any adjacent or nearby
residential property.
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In response to questions from the opposition, the architect
noted that the site is a natural drainage area; he knows of no
underground springs, but if such were encountered, he anticipates
no problem in piping ground water to existing storm sewers. Since
the site is at an elevation ltower than that of surrounding propertics.
no surlace water runoff problems are anticipated.

In response to opposition concerns regarding security on
the property and parking area, Association spokesmen indicated
that it would not be feasible to chain the entrance to the parking
area, but they would be willing to light the parking area and to
request regular police patrols. Pool spokesmen noted that there
was disagreement among area residents regarding possible all-night
lighting in the parking lot.

The petitioner testified that he had applied for public
water and sewer service, and asked that the record be held open to
receive the required documentation. By letter of February 8, 1978,
the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission indicates that public
water and sewer service is available for the proposed use (see
Exhibit No. 31).

Supporting Testimony

Several individual area residents appeared in support of
the petition, and a number of letters in support were received in
the record. They stressed that many area residents had bought
homes in full understanding that the site would be developed as a
recreation area, and in anticipation that the facilities would in-
clude a community swimming pool. |In their opinion, such a pool
would be an asse: to the community and would enhance the value and
enjoyment of their properties. Two witnesses, stating that their
homes would be closest to the pool site on the north and south sides
respectively, testified that in their opinion, the advantages of
oroximity outweigh any inconvenience caused by noise or lights.
One indicated that she chose her lot so that she could overlook
the recreation area; she felt that development as proposed would
be preferable to the present unattrative appearance and undesirable
activity on the site.

Opposition Testimony

Several witnesses testified in opposition to the petition,
and numerous opposition letters were received in the record. The
opposition's concerns can be summarized as follows:

1. Visual Impact: Opponents contend that the site is
so clearly exposed to view from surrounding residential properties
that it is virtually impossible to screen in a manner that would
avoid adverse impact on the use and enjoyment of certain pro-
perties, particularly the homes in the Ridgeleigh Subdivision
which lie to the south at a higher elevation than the club site.
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One property owner in this area, Eugene Brake, proposed more
stringent berming and screening to overcome some of these problems.

2. Noise: Witnesses testified that sounds seem to be
magnified and carried over unusually long distances in the peculiar
topography of this area, with the Association property lying in a
bow!l surrounded by homes built at somewhat higher elevations.
Opponents said that the noise that would be generated by club
activities on the site would be objectionable.

3. Economic Feasibility: Opponents questioned whether
the Association would be able to attract membership as planned,
noting that this pool membership would be more expensive than
membership in existing community pools, and that many area home-
owners already have memberships elsewhere. They note that the
Association has already advertised to attract members from outside
the four East Gate subdivisions, and expressed concern that the
club would have to draw heavily from persons living outside the
area, and might even create problems by draining the waiting lists
of existing community swim clubs.

4., Vehicle Traffic and Overflow Parking: Because in
their opinion, the Association would have to draw heavily from
outside the East Gate area, opponents expressed concern that vehicle
traffic into the area would be significantly increased. In their
opinion, even residents living within walking distance of the site
would tend to drive to the pool, creating both traffic and over-
flow parking problems. They noted that traffic problems along
Gainsborough Road had been widely recognized; only recently has
the County Department of Transportation taken measures to relieve
pressure of traffic on Gainsborough.

5. Increasing Pedestrian Traffic, Annoyance, and Van-
dalism: A witness from the Worland community stated that pedestrian
traffic through the walled areas of that subdivision had created
a nuisance of noise and vandalism, and he felt that the recreation
facility would lead to an increase in that nuisance.

6. Concern for Security: Area residents expressed concern
regarding use of the parking area at night or during hours when
Association facilities were not in operation. Some witnesses
seemed to prefer appropriate lighting of the parking area as the
""least worst" solution.

7. Adverse Effect Upon Use, Enjoyment and Value of Near-
by Properties: Many area property owners cited one or more of the
above reasons as evidence that construction and use of the site as
proposed would adversely affect their property.
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Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission Advisory Recommendation

The Montgomery County Planning Board unanimously endorsed
the recommendation of the MNCPPC technical staff for approval of
the petition, subject to certain conditions governing lighting
and landscaping (see Exhibits Nos. I4(a) and (b)}. The staff notes
that the site had been delineated on both the preliminary plan of
subdivision and the record plat as a future recreation area to be
conveyed to the East Gate Recreation Association, Inc., and that
such areas in cluster subdivisions are generally developed as
community swimming pools. The staff reports that the proposed use
would not adversely affect the Master Plan for the area, nor would
it have a detrimental effect on the neighborhood if the staff's
landscaping, screening and lighting recommendations were followed.
The major impact of the facility would be the visual intrusion and
noise at existing homes immediately north of the club site, and
the view from homes to the south, although a distance of some 200
to 300 feet from the site. Therefore, the staff recommends that
tennis court lighting be prohibited; that pool deck and security
lighting on the clubhouse be carefully oriented to avoid intrusion
on the residential areas; that the lighting scheme for the park-
ing lot be revised to use lower-level poles; that additional screen
planting be installed along the south property line and along Snug
Hill tane, and that final landscaping, lighting, and screening
plans be submitted to the staff for review and approval. (Many of
the staff recommendations, including adjustment of the driveway
entrance to the parking area, are embodied in the revised landscape
and site plan submitted as Exhibit No. 29).

Findings of the 3oard

The Board has carefully reviewed all testimony, evidence,
and exhibits binding upon the petitioner, as well as both oral and
written testimony of opponents and the report and recommendation
of the MNCPPC. Members of the Board visited the site and viewed
the property from the surrounding homesites. After considering
all evidence in the record, the Board finds that the proposed use,
as conditioned herein, meets the requirements of Section 59-175,
as follows: the site plan meets Zoning Ordinance setback require-
ments; the bathhouse building is small and residential in character;
and a public water supply is available. In the face of conflictimg
testimony from individual community residents, none of whom is an
expert on the organization and financing of community recreation
facilities, the Board finds more persuasive the testimony of pool
proponents that the bulk of the pool membership of 350 families
will be drawn from the 521 households within the four East Gate
subdivisions and the nearby subdivisions of Bells Mills and the
Briars. Since a large proportion of the membership will live near
the site, the Board finds that vehicle traffic to and from the site
will consist largely of vehicles already in the community, and that
the facility will not create a hazard or adversely affect the area
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as a result of increased traffic from outside the community. The
Board notes, moreover, that the peak hours for use of a community
swimming pool are generally different from the morning and evening
peak commuter travel! hours. Considering the nature and location
of prospective membership and the existence of pedestrian paths
and sidewalks in the area, as well as provision of 79 car parking
spaces on the site, the Board finds that on-site parking is
adequate and on-street parking will not adversely affect adjacent
properties or the surrounding area.

The Board notes the topographical peculiarities of the site.
Considering that the closest properties to the north are at a con-
siderably higher elevation than the site, while the closest homes
to the south would be separated from the pool site by a four-lane
divided highway and a strip of communit property, totalling 280
feet (or almost the length of a footbal field), the Board finds
that the proposed use as conditioned herein would not adversely
affect the use, enjoyment, and value of the surrounding properties.
The facilities to be developed are not inherently unattractive or
obnoxious in a residential community: a swimming pool, bathhouse
and tennis courts are community amenities which ean enhance the
enjoyment and value of the community as a whole, and as conditioned
herein, the Board finds that they would be adequately screened
from view from nearby residentia properties, in a manner consistent
with the requirements of Section 59-175(c). The Board finds however,
that nighttime use of lighted tennis courts would create a nuisance
that would adversely affect nearby properties, and therefore the
lighting of tennis courts shall be prohibited. With regard to
concern for noise, the Board notes that the site was required to
be dedicated for recreational uses as a condition of approval of
the subdivision :lan, and the Board finds that the proposed use, as
conditioned herein, would not create noise that would be detrimental
to the community.

Therefore, the proposed community swimming pool shall be
and is hereby granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. Location and construction of the swimming pool,
bathhouse, and tennis courts shall be according
to plans entered in the record as Exhibit No. g.

2. Tennis courts shall not be illuminated for night -
time play.

3. Plans for landscape screening, lighting, and fencing
shall be subject to review and approval by the
technical staff of the MNCPPC. Using the plan entered
as Exhibit No. 29 as a basis, special attention shal]l
be given to areas along the perimeter of the property,
particularly along the north and south property lines,
and to the fencing and screening between the pool
area and the parking area. Berms, shrubs, trees,
and opaque fencing shall be employed in a manner
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designed to give maximum feasible screening

from view of adjacent properties. Two copies of
the final approved plans shall be filed in the
record at the Board of Appeals' office.

4. The parking area shall accommodate at least 79
vehicles. Configuration of the parking area
may be altered from the design shown in Exhibit
No. 29, subject to requirements for landscape
screening and lighting.

5. The driveway entrance to the parking area shall be
located as shown on Exhibit No. 29, subject to
approval by the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation. At such time as Democracy Boulevard
is extended westward, a second driveway entrance
to the property shall be provided from that street,
with location subject to approval by the Montgomery
County Department of Transportation.

6. Lighting of building and parking areas shall be
the minimum required for adequate security
against vandalism and trespassing. The lighting
plan shall be subject to review and approval by
the MNCPPC technical staff, and two copies of the
approved plan shall be submitted to the Board of
Appeals.

7. The parking area shall be used only for members'
and quests' vehicles on the site in connection with
use of club facilities.

8. Hours of Operation:

Swimming: 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., from
May 15 through September 30. Swimming
instruction or supervised swim team
practice may begin at 8:00 a.m.

Tennis: Year -round, weather permitting, from
8:00 eMe Until darko

9. Any public address system for outdoor use shall be
limited to necessary announcements during swimming
meets or in emergencies, and shall not be used at
any time to broadcast music out of doors. Performance
of live music out of doors shall not be permitted.

10, The Association may host a maximum of 7 competitive
swimming meets per season. Swimming meets shall
start not earlier than 9:00 a.m.,
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1t. Starting guns may be used only at swimming meets
and not for practice sessions. Whistles shall be
restricted to use by the pool manager, lifeguards
and swimming coach.

12, Alcoholic beverages may not be consumed on
Association property except on special occasions
designated by the Board of Directors; nor shall
any person possessing or suspected of being under
the influence of alcohol, narcotics or other
mind-altering drugs be admitted to the club or
pool facility.

13. No food service shall be provided on the premises
other than vending machines for drinks or snacks.

14, Petitioners shall maintain the buildings and grounds
of the subject property throughout the year, in-
ciuding the collection and disposal of any trash,
debris, leaves and clippings.

16. To prevent trespass and unauthorized use, the peti-
tioner shaill lock and secure the swimming oool area
when the pool is not in operation.

The Board adopted the following Resolution:

"Be it Resolved by the County Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland, that the opinion stated above be
adopted as the Resolution required by law as its decision on the
above-entitled petition."

The foregoing Resolution was proposed by Mrs. Marjorie H.
Sonnenfeldt, Chairmansand concurred in by Mrs. Doris Lipschitz,
Mr. Sheldon P. Schuman and Mr. Joseph E. O'Brien, Jr. Mrs.
Shirley S. Lynne was necessarily absent and did not participate
in the foregoing Resolution.

| do hereby certify that the foregoing
Minutes were officially entered in the
Minute Book of the County Board of Appeals
this 15th day of February, 1978.

oJettie, 2. FoZs

Clerk to the B&ard

NOTE: See Section 59-A-4.53 of the Zoning Ordinance re-
garding the 12-months' period within which the
right granted by the Board must be exercised.

Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may,
within thirty days after the decision is rendered,

be appealed by any person aggrieved by the decision
of the Board and a party to the proceeding before it,
to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County in accord-
ance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure.



EXHIBIT 8




"SOUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

FOR
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING o
ephone
100 MARYLAND AVENUE Area Code 301
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 279-1226

Case No. S5~596
PETITION OF EAST GATE RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC.

ORDER TO AMEND SPECIAL EXCEPTION
(Resolution adopted April 21, 1983)

The Board has received a letter from David J. Levine, President,
East Gate Recreation Association, Inc., which states, in part, that:

", ..He would like to have permission to sell prewrapped foodstuff con-
sisting of frozen candy bars and ice cream as well as cans of soda in place
of the current machines existing at the facility. The current machines have
been very difficult to deal with and have required an individual on a daily
basis to operate them because of breakdowns and other problems. In addition,
the ice cream trucks come into the parking lot two and three times an hour,
are noisy, have created a traffic jam and also have presented a danger to small
children who line up for treats. We would like to prevent these trucks from
coming into our facility.

"In order to accomplish both these goals; removal of the machines and ice
cream trucks, we would like to obtain our own freezer and refrigerator and dis-
pense prewrapped goods as mentioned above. We feel we would also be able to
make some extra profit to help defray some of our overhead costs. We are
currently obligated to Special Exception #5-596 and have conformed entirely to
this special exception. ..."

Based on the forgoing information, the Board finds that the request
can be considered a minor modification to the special exception and can be
granted without changing the effect on traffic or on the immediate neighborhood;
therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that the special exception holder in this Case, Case No. S5~596,
may be permitted to sell the items mentioned above, i.e., frozen candy bars,
ice cream and cans of soda.

The foregoing Resolution was proposed by Joseph E. 0'Brien, Jr., Chairman,
and concurred in by Doris Lipschitz,  Rita Morgan, Harry M. Leet and Richard E.
Frederick.

Entered in the Minute Book of the
County Board of Appeals for Montgomery
County, Maryland, this 27th day of

o flowlkitki EXHBITNO. __10

AM%Q APPLICATIONNO._S-s%(
Clerk to the Boa
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Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Date: November 12,2025

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals;

We are writing this letter in support of the East Gate Tennis Bubble and additional improvements
proposed for this project to proceed.

This project remains consistent with the Club’s current recreational use of this property and
does not change the nature or character of its use. The proposed seasonal bubble and
associated site updates serve as a community enhancing project

This initiative is consistent with the property’s current recreational use and does not change the
nature, character, or intensity of the use. The plan, also, includes selective removal of certain
trees to ensure safe installation and operation of the seasonal dome, balanced with thoughtful
landscaping and the addition of a new tree line to maintain aesthetic harmony for nearby residents.

This last item is of particular interest to us, as ourscreened in porch overlooks the area of the
proposed bubble.

The East Gate Tennis Bubble will:

» Provide safe, year-round access to tennis and fitness for residents of all ages.

» Encourage youth participation, mentorship, and healthy community activity.

» Operate seasonally (late September — early April) with minimal visual and noise impact.
» Strengthen East Gate’s reputation as an active, family-focused neighborhood.

This project is a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while expanding
recreational opportunities. \We appreciate the effort that East Gate Tennis has taken to meet with and
solicit input from our East Gate neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the Board to approve the East Gate Tennis Bubble and associated site updates
through the Administrative Modification process.

Thank you for your time and commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our neighborhood.

e Jnat, s dom

Beth Jarrett & Achille Tedesco

1 Snug Hill Court, Potomac, MD 20854




---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Katherine Harris <katherine.km67@gmail.com>

Date: Sat, Nov 15, 2025 at 2:28 PM

Subject: Fwd: Case No. S-596: East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
To: <BOA@montgomerycountymd.gov>

Cc: <OZAH@montgomerycountymd.gov>, MICHAEL O MALLEY
<momalL39948@aol.com>, <yann@tenniscentral.net>, <connect@tenniscentral.net>

Subject: Case No. S-596: East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

I am writing about Tennis Central’s proposal to install a seasonal tennis bubble and make
additional improvements to the property owned by the East Gate Recreation Association at the
corner of Gainsborough Road and Democracy Boulevard. Like others in surrounding area, |
am eager to see the property be used in a more financially and environmentally sustainable
way.

After attending a community meeting on the property held by Yann Auzoux and Olivia Rucci,
I support the proposed plan and am encouraged by their plan to transition to clay surfaced
courts that may be cooler, reduce water use, and reduce erosion. My understanding based on
discussion during the meeting is that there is a shortage of tennis courts in Potomac and
surrounding areas, and of clay surfaced courts, in particular, which suggest the improved
facility will be able to achieve financial sustainability.

Best regards,
--Katherine Harris
10223 Gainsborough Road

Potomac, MD 20854



---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Steve Genn <stevegenn@gmail.com>

Date: Wed, Nov 12, 2025 at 1:37 PM

Subject: We support the East Gate Tennis - Seasonal Bubble
To: <yann@tenniscentral.net>

Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

We have owned our home in the East Gate subdivision for 22 years. Tennis Central's leasing
of the property has been an extremely positive development, and they have been very
respectful partners with the neighborhood.

We strongly support the proposed East Gate Tennis Bubble and the associated
improvements that will allow the project to proceed successfully.

This initiative remains fully consistent with the property’s current recreational

use and does not change the nature, character or intensity of the use. Rather, the
proposed seasonal bubble and associated site updates serves as a non-intrusive,
community-enhancing project.

The plan also includes selective removal of certain trees to ensure safe installation and
operation of the seasonal dome, balanced with thoughtful landscaping and the potential

addition of a new treeline to maintain aesthetic harmony for nearby residents.

The East Gate Tennis Bubble will:

e Provide safe, year-round access to tennis and fitness for residents of all ages.
e Encourage youth participation, mentorship, and healthy community activity.
e Operate seasonally (late September — early April) with minimal visual and noise

impact.

e Strengthen East Gate’s reputation as an active, family-focused neighborhood.

This project is a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while
expanding recreational opportunities. I respectfully urge the Board to approve the East Gate
Tennis Bubble and associated site updates through the Administrative Modification
process.

Thank you for your time and commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our
neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Steve and Julie Genn

16 Snug Hill Ct, Potomac, MD
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East Gate Recreation Association

10200 Gainsborough Road
Potomac. MD 20854

November 20, 2025
Subject: Case No. S-596: Support for the East Gate Tennis — Seasonal Bubble

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

| write to you in my capacities as both the president of the East Gate Recreation
Association (EGRA), the entity that owns the property that is the subject of your review, and
as a homeowner in Ridgeleigh, one of communities that surround the East Gate property
and who have a deeded interest in the facility. | want to express my strong support for the
proposed construction of a seasonal Tennis Bubble and the associated improvements on
the East Gate property and ask that you allow the project to proceed swiftly and
successfully to fruition.

The East Gate property was deeded to the EGRA, a nonprofit 501(c)(7) organization in 1973
and dedicated to providing recreational opportunities to the surrounding communities of
Snug Hill, Worland, and Ridgeleigh. EGRA operates independently of the homeowners
associations of these communities. All homeowners in these three communities have the
right, but not the obligation, to join the Association and take advantage of the recreational
benefits of the facility. For over a decade starting in the late 2000s, EGRA struggled to
maintain membership and remain financially viable, finally closing in 2018 with a
substantial debt. In 2022, ERGA signed a lease with Tennis Central to reopen the facility
under Tennis Central’s management, emphasizing the tennis portion of the facility, the
instructional expertise of Tennis Central’s faculty, and the broad membership appeal that
Tennis Central brought with it.

Since then, Tennis Central has been an excellent partner for EGRA, and earlier this year,
EGRA signed a long-term lease extension with Tennis Central that allows it to operate the
facility for at least the next 20 years. Pivotal to its ability to keep the facility financially
viable, and to maintain the recreational purpose of the property, Tennis Central needs to
invest in considerable improvements that will continue to attract a growing membership.
The construction of the seasonal Tennis Bubble, which will allow for year-round use of the
facility, and the other attendant improvements are critical for the success of this venture.



This construction project remains fully consistent with the property’s original covenants
and the express intent of EGRA, as recognized in its original 1973 deed (libre 4917, folio
308) and Article of Incorporation of EGRA (libre 2289, folio 235) to provide recreational
opportunities for the surrounding homeowners. Nor does the project change the current
recreational use or the nature, character or intensity of the use. Rather, the proposed
seasonal bubble and associated site updates serve as a non-intrusive, community-
enhancing project. In fact, without the substantial improvements contemplated by this
construction, the future of the property is in doubt because other recreational venues in
the area have pursued various upgrades to attract members. Without creating unique
opportunities for members, as the seasonal Tennis Bubble would provide, EGRA may once
again fall into financial uncertainty.

Tennis Central has already conducted two feedback sessions with the homeowners and
residents of the three surrounding communities and has listened to their questions and
suggestions. It has already pledged to accommodate their requests for an appropriate tree
line to camouflage the construction, take consideration of their concerns about noise and
committed to work collaboratively with the homeowners to address any other concerns.
This projectis a thoughtful improvement that respects our community’s character while
expanding recreational opportunities.

As a homeowner in Ridgeleigh, as well as the president of the EGRA, | am confident the
proposed project will increase the property value of my own home with the close proximity
of this first-class facility near my home. | express my wholehearted support for the
construction of the Tennis Bubble and urge the Board to approve the plans for this project
quickly and without delay.

Thank you for your commitment to supporting initiatives that enrich our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Steve Mister

President, East Gate Recreation Association
and Homeowner at 8132 Buckspark Lane East
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---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Gary Carter <garywilliamcarter@icloud.com>

Date: Sun, Jan 25, 2026 at 5:55 PM

Subject: Support for Development Plan for The Beach at Eastgate Swim and Tennis Club

To: <connect@tenniscentral.net>

Dear Mr. Auzoux:

| support the redevelopment of the East Gate Swim and Tennis Club as outlined in the
plans that you shared during the community meetings that your organization held (e.g.,
“bubble” over the tennis courts for part of each year)

| am a resident of Ridgeleigh. | was strongly opposed to erecting a cell tower on the East

Gate Swim and Tennis Club property. However, the plan that Tennis Central has put
forth is a much more responsible plan that promises to bring long-term stability to the
property. You have provided extensive information to community members about the
proposed plan. The plan seems well thought out and | appreciate the willingness of your
organization to invest substantially in the property while being sensitive to the need for it
to blend in with the surroundings.

| support your plan for repairing, stabilizing and modernizing the facility and the property
more generally.

Sincerely,

Gary W. Carter

8241 Buckspark Lane West
Potomac, MD. 20854

(301) 767-0004



LETTER OF SUPPORT

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident of the Eastgate community and am writing to express my support for the Phase 1
stabilization and improvement plan proposed by Tennis Central for The Beach at Eastgate Swim
& Tennis Club.

Based on the information provided, Phase 1 represents a responsible, measured, and community-
aligned approach to addressing serious safety, infrastructure, and maintenance issues at the site.
The proposal preserves the existing footprint, limits seasonal operations, and prioritizes
stabilization, security, and long-term sustainability.

I believe this plan protects property values, improves safety, and prevents far more disruptive or
uncertain outcomes in the future. For these reasons, I support allowing Phase 1 to proceed

without delay.

Sincerely,
Dawn Yules

8311 Snug Hill Lane

2/4/2026



—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Genn, Julie S <Julie.Genn@gdit.com>
Date: Fri, Feb 6, 2026 at 12:44 AM

Subject: East Gate Tennis

To: yann@tenniscentral.net <yann@tenniscentral.net>
Cc: Julie Genn <julie-steve@verizon.net>

To Whom It May Concern,

| am a resident of the Eastgate community and am writing to express my support for the
Phase 1 stabilization and improvement plan proposed by Tennis Central for The Beach at
Eastgate Swim & Tennis Club.

Based on the information provided, Phase 1 represents a responsible, measured, and
community-aligned approach to addressing serious safety, infrastructure, and maintenance
issues at the site. The proposal preserves the existing footprint, limits seasonal operations,
and prioritizes stabilization, security, and long-term sustainability.

| believe this plan protects property values, improves safety, and prevents far more
disruptive or uncertain outcomes in the future. For these reasons, | support allowing Phase
1 to proceed without delay.

Sincerely,

Julie Genn

16 Snug Hill Court

2/6/26



LETTER OF SUPPORT
February 7, 2026
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident of the Eastgate community and am writing to express my support for the Phase 1
stabilization and improvement plan proposed by Tennis Central for The Beach at Eastgate Swim
& Tennis Club.

Based on the information provided, Phase 1 represents a responsible, measured, and community-
aligned approach to addressing serious safety, infrastructure, and maintenance issues at the site.
The proposal preserves the existing footprint, limits seasonal operations, and prioritizes
stabilization, security, and long-term sustainability.

I believe this plan protects property values, improves safety, and prevents far more disruptive or
uncertain outcomes in the future. For these reasons, I support allowing Phase 1 to proceed
without delay.

Sincerely,

T

Susan M. Rivera and Marco Molinaro
8320 Snug Hill Ln., Potomac, MD 20854
February 7, 2026
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COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
For
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Case No. $-596

PETITION OF EAST GATE RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC.
(Hearing held January 12, 1978)

OPINION OF THE BOARD

These proceedings are on the petition filed for a special
exception pursuant to Section 59-175 of the Zoning Ordinance
(Chap. 59, Mont. Co. Code 1972, as amended) to permit the con-
struction and use of a community swimming pool. The subject
property is Parcel C, Block J, East Gate of Potomac Subdivision,
Potomac, Maryland, in an R-200 Zone.

Decision of the Board: Special exception granted, subject
to conditions enumerated herein.

Petitioner's Proposal

Petitioner presented testimony, exhibits, and evidence
binding upon the petitioner to the effect that: The applicant
requests a special exception to permit & community recreation
facility including a 25 meter swimming poo!, wading pool, bath-
house, 3 lighted tennis courts, and a parking area accommodating
79 cars. The Association is a non-profit Maryland corporation,
and the club will be limited to 350 family memberships.

The subject site includes 4.48 acres fronting along
Snug Hill Lane, Gainsborough Road, and the future westerly
extension of Democracy Boulevard. The property, which is un-
developed, was delineated on the preliminary plan of subdivision
as well as on the record plat (No. 508-29, recorded July 30, 1970)
as a future recreation area to be conveyed by the developer of
the surrounding subdivisions to the East Gate Recreation Associa-
tion, tnc. The site, which slopes in a southerly and westerly
direction, is bounded to the east, across Gainsborough Road, by
"Worland" complex of attached single-family homes. To the
north, across Snug Hill Lane, are large, well-maintained single-
family residences; to the west, severail single-family residences
fronting on Snug Hill Lane. To the south, across the proposed
future right-of-way (160 feet wide) for the extension of Democracy
Boulevard, there is a strip of community property belonging to
the Ridgeleigh Homes Association, beyond which there are large,
well -maintained single-family residences at an elevation higher
than that of the proposed community pooi. (Democracy Boulevard,
a major county highway, is proposed by both the Cabin John and
Potomac-Travilah Master Plans to be extended westward to Falls
Road from its present terminus at Gainsborough Road, adjacent
to the subject site. No funds are inciuded in the Montgomery
County Capital Improvements Program, fFiscal Years 1978-1983, for
the proposed extension.) rYHIRIT 6
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James Slavin, a member of the Board of Directors and
Chairman of the Development Committee of the East Gate Recreatiom
Association, Inc., testified that the Association proposes to
construct the facility according to plans entered in the record
as Exhibit No. 9. Additional landscape screening would be in-
stalled as shown in Exhibit No. 29, which was prepared in re-
sponse to recommendations by the Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission (MNCPPC) technical staff. The Associa-
tion proposes that the swimming pool be open from approximately
Memorial Day through Labor Day weekend, 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
daily, with supervised lessons or swim team practice starting at
8:00 a.m. The three tennis courts are proposed for use year-
round, weather permitting, from sunrise to 10:00 p.m., with
metered lights which would be turned on only when the courts were
in use. Mr. Slavin stated that the Association had selected the
Devoe Jighting system, which uses a continuous strip of lighting
suspended on poles some 16 to 18 feet above ground level, as
causing a minimum of glare and intrusion on the surrounding area.
The club would add evergreen trees, 6 to 8 feet high at the time
of planting, adjacent to the tennis courts to further reduce any
possible glare.

The club anticipates social functions, not exceeding ten
evenings per season, on which nights the club would be open until
midnight. |f club members decide to establish a swimming team,
the Association proposes that not more than seven competitive
meets per year be conducted at the subject site, with meets starting
not earlier than 9:00 a.m. Any public address system would be
limited to necessary announcements during swim meets or in
amergencies; no music or other non-essential broadcasts would be
permitted.

The Association expects to contract for management of
the facility, and anticipates a maximum of ten full and/or part
time employees at any one time.

Mr. Slavin stated that the covenants governing development
of the four tastgate area subdivisions (Ridgeleigh, Worland,
Snug Hill, and Potomac Preserve) grant property owners in those
subdivisions eligibility for membership in the East Gate Recre-
ation Association. Property owners would not be required to join
the Association. Association by~laws give preferential initial
membership to families owning property in these four subdivisions;
memberships could be accepted from outside these subdivisions,
however, and the Association has advertised for such outside
members.

The proposed pool and tennis complex is estimated to
cost $325,000. The Association has a loan commitment for
$150,000, and as of Mid-January, 1978, 66 individuals had sub-
. scribed to the full membership. Mr. Slavin testified that he had
discussed the Recreation Association plans with almost all owners
of properties immediately adjacent to the site; that the Association
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had tried to take into account comments made by nearby property
owners; and that 12 owners had signed a petition in support of the
pool plans.

Mrs. Cheryl Wetter, President of the East Gate Recreation
Association, inc., testified that the developer who had dedi-
cated the subject site to the East Gate Recreation Association,
Inc., had recorded covenants showing that any property owner
within the four subdivisions named above would be eligibie for
membership in the Association, and that development of the subject
property for use as a recreation area was well known in advance.
She stated that there are presently no community swimming pools
within the subdivisions of Ridgeleigh Worland, Snug Hill,
Potomac Preserve, Bells Mill Village, and the Briars; that
these subdivisions include 521 homes, of which nearly 400 are
within an easy walking distance from the subject site. All of
the three existing community swim pools which are within 1.2 miles
of this site are fully subscribed, and have waiting lists of two
to three years for membership. As new homes continue to be built
in the area (nearly 100 homes under construction at present),
existing pool waiting lists will continue to grow. In her opinion,
families residing in subdivisions eligible to join the East Gate
pool would probably give up memberships in existing pools for
the convenience of using facilities within walking distance of
their homes. Using a color coded map (Exhibit No. 21} she indicated
the location of the 66 families already subscribed, plus 50
additiona! families who had reserved the right to join the club,
and noted that these prospective members include many owners of
properties immediately adjacent to or confronting the pool site.
in her opinion, poo! membership would be fully subscribed; al though
the initial membership might include families from outside the
four East Gate subdivisions, by-laws provisions favoring "in-area"
families in membership turnover would mean that membership would
increasingly be drawn from residents of the immediate area, most
of whom would be able to walk to the club site.

David Marshall, the architect and planner responsible for
the building and site plans, testified that portions of the site
where the pool and tennis courts are to be located had been used
by the developer for dumping spoilage, and could not support
substantial structures. Existing trees west and south of the
tennis courts would not be disturbed. Pool and tennis court areas
would be graded so that a series of berms would be constructed
along the northwest, north, east, and south boundaries of the site.
These berms would not exceed a one-to-three slope (the maximum
maintainable slope) and would shield the view of the site from
properties to the north and east of the club.

The architect testified that all buildings and facilities
meet setback requirements for the R-200 Zone, that the pool would
be 126 feet away from the nearest residential property to the
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northeast, and the tennis court 126 feet from the west property
line. Homes in the Ridgeleigh subdivision to the south are at a
higher elevation than the pool site and would overlook the club;
they would be separated from the club site, however, by the 160-
foot width reserved for the extension of Democracy Boulevard, plus
the strip of Ridgeleigh Homes Association common property. Thus
the rear (north) property line of the closest home in Ridgeleigh
would be some 280 feet from the south property line of the club
site, or some 355 feet from the pool deck area. In the opinion

of the architect, the proposed site plan, with landscaping supple-
mented in accordance with MNCPPC technical staff recommendations,
would be adequate to shield adjacent residential properties from
any adverse visual or noise effects caused by activity at the pool
site, despite the difference in elevations between the homes and
the pool site. '

The architect testified that the parking area accommodating
79 cars would be adequate to serve the needs of 350 member families,
since many families would live within easy walking distance of the
pool, and pedestrian paths and sidewalks would be provided. The
entrance to the parking area would be from Gainsborough Road, as
approved by the Montgomery County Department of Transportation; it
is anticipated that a second entrance would be opened from Democracy
Boulevard at the west end of the parking area when Democracy
Boulevard is extended. The witness stated that it would be possible
to decrease the depth of the parking area in order to have space
for additional berming along the south property line; in his opinion,
however, evergreen trees ten to twelve feet high would probably be
a better noise barrier than a 3-foot high berm in the narrow strip
between the parking area and the south property line.

Security lights would be mounted on the bathhouse building
and in the parking lot. In the architect's opinion, ten light
fixtures mounted on ten poles each 30 feet high would provide the
best parking lot lighting; if properly shrouded, they would not
adversely affect the area south of Democracy Boulevard. He sub-
mitted a diagram (Exhibit No. 28) demonstrating the scope of light
fall from such fixtures, which he belijeves would be superior to
the low-level lighting recommended by the MNCPPC technical staff.
The architect indicated that the client's choijce of the more ex-
pensive low-level Devoe lighting system for the tennis courts was
contrary to his preference for lights mounted on tall standards.

Mr. Marshall noted that the adopted Area Master Plan
designates the subject site for recreational use, and that the
developer's dedication of the property to recreational use had been
required as a condition of subdivision. In his opinion, community
swimming pools are an asset to a community and serve as a focal
point for neighborhood activities. Considering the design, proposed
landscaping and screening, and the distance from nearby residential
properties, he testified that the proposed use would have no adverse
effect on the use, enjoyment or value of any adjacent or 'nearby
residential property.
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In response to questions from the opposition, the architect
noted that the site is a natural drainage area; he knows of no
underground springs, but if such were encountered, he anticipates
no problem in piping ground water Lo existing storm sewers. Since
the site is at an elevation lower than that of surroundting propertics.
no suriace water runoff problems arce anticipated.

In response to opposition concerns regarding security on
the property and parking area, Association spokesmen indicated
that it would not be feasible to chain the entrance to the parking
area, but they would be willing to light the parking area and to
request regular police patrols. Pool spokesmen noted that there
was disagreement among area residents regarding possible all-night
lighting in the parking lot.

The petitioner testified that he had applied for public
water and sewer service, and asked that the record be held open to
receive the required documentation. By letter of february 8, 1978,
the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission indicates that public
water and sewer service is available for the proposed use (see
Exhibit No. 31).

Supporting Testimony

Several individual area residents appeared in support of
the petition, and a number of letters in support were received in
the record. They stressed that many area residents had bought
homes in full understanding that the site would be developed as a
recreation area, and in anticipation that the facilities would in-
clude a community swimming pool. In their opinion, such a pool
would be an asse:¢ to the community and would enhance the value and
enjoyment of their properties. Two witnesses, stating that their
homes would be closest to the pool site on the north and south sides
respectively, testified that in their opinion, the advantages of
oroximity outweigh any inconvenience caused by noise or lights.
One indicated that she chose her lot so that she could overlook
the recreation area; she felt that development as proposed would
pe preferable to the present unattrative appearance and undesirable
activity on the site.

Opposition Testimony

Several witnesses testified in opposition to the petition,
and numerous opposition letters were received in the record. The
opposition's concerns can be summarized as follows:

1. Visual Impact: Opponents contend that the site is
so cleariy exposed to view from surrounding residential properties
that it is virtually impossible to screen in a manner that would
avoid adverse impact on the use and enjoyment of certain pro-
sperties, particularly the homes in the Ridgeleigh Subdivision
which lie to the south at a higher elevation than the club site.
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One property owner in this area, Eugene Brake, proposed more
stringent berming and screening to overcome some of these problems.

2. Noise: Witnesses testified that sounds seem to be
magnified and carried over unusually long distances in the peculiar
topography of this area, with the Association property lying in a
bowl surrounded by homes built at somewhat higher elevations.
Opponents said that the noise that would be generated by club
activities on the site would be objectionabie.

3. Economic Feasibility: Opponents questioned whether
the Association would be able to attract membership as planned,
noting that this pool membership would be more expensive than
membership in existing community pools, and that many area home-
owners already have memberships elsewhere. They note that the
Association has already advertised to attract members from outside
the four East Gate subdivisions, and expressed concern that the
club would have to draw heavily from persons living outside the
area, and might even create problems by draining the waiting lists
of existing community swim clubs.

4, Vehicle Traffic and Overflow Parking: Because in
their opinion, the Association would have to draw heaviiy from
outside the East Gate area, opponents expressed concern that vehicle
traffic into the area would be significantly increased. In their
opinion, even residents living within walking distance of the site
would tend to drive to the pool, creating both traffic and over-
flow parking probiems. They noted that traffic problems along
Gainsborough Road had been widely recognized; only recently has
the County Department of Transportation taken measures to relieve
pressure of traffic on Gainsborough.

5. |Increasing Pedestrian Traffic, Annoyance, and Van-
datism: A witness from the Worland community stated that pedestrian
traffic through the walled areas of that subdivision had created
a nuisance of noise and vandalism, and he felt that the recreation
facility would lead to an increase in that nuisance.

6. Concern for Security: Area residents expressed concern
regarding use of the parking area at night or during hours when
Association facilities were not in operation. Some witnesses
seemed to prefer appropriate lighting of the parking area as the
'"least worst" solution.

7. Adverse Effect Upon Use, Enjoyment and Value of Near-
by Properties: Many area property owners cited one or more of the
above reasons as evidence that construction and use of the site as
proposed would adversely affect their property.
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Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission Advisory Recommendation

The Montgomery County Planning Board unanimously endorsed
the recommendation of the MNCPPC technical staff for approval of
the petition, subject to certain conditions governing lighting
and landscaping (see Exhibits Nos. I14(a) and (b)). The staff notes
that the site had been delineated on both the preliminary plan of
subdivision and the record plat as a future recreation area to be
conveyed to the East Gate Recreation Association, Inc., and that
such areas in cluster subdivisions are generally developed as
community swimming pools. The staff reports that the proposed use
would not adversely affect the Master Plan for the area, nor would
it have a detrimental effect on the neighborhood if the staff's
landscaping, screening and lighting recommendations were followed.
The major impact of the facility would be the visual intrusion and
noise at existing homes immediately north of the club site, and
the view from homes to the south, although a distance of some 200
to 300 feet from the site. Therefore, the staff recommends that
tennis court lighting be prohibited; that pool deck and security
lighting on the clubhouse be carefully oriented to avoid intrusion
on the residential areas; that the lighting scheme for the park-
ing lot be revised to use lower-level poles; that additional screen
planting be installed along the south property tine and along Snug
Hill Lane, and that final landscaping, lighting, and screening
plans be submitted to the staff for review and approval. (Many of
the staff recommendations, including adjustment of the driveway
entrance to the parking area, are embodied in the revised landscape
and site plan submitted as Exhibit No. 29).

Findings of the 3oard

The Board has carefully reviewed all testimony, evidence,
and exhibits binding upon the petitioner, as well as both oral and
written testimony of opponents and the report and recommendation
of the MNCPPC. Members of the Board visited the site and viewed
the property from the surrounding homesites. After considering
all evidence in the record, the Board finds that the proposed use,
as conditioned herein, meets the requirements of Section 59-175,
as follows: the site plan meets Zoning Ordinance setback require-
ments; the bathhouse building is small and residential in character;
and a public water supply is available. In the face of conflictimng
testimony from individual community residents, none of whom is an
expert on the organization and financing of community recreation
facilities, the Board finds more persuasive the testimony of pool
proponents that the bulk of the pool membership of 350 families
will be drawn from the 521 households within the four Fast Gate
subdivisions and the nearby subdivisions of Bells Mills and the
Briars. Since a large proportion of the membership will live near
the site, the Board finds that vehicle traffic to and from the site
will consist largely of vehicles already in the community, and that
the facility will not create a hazard or adversely affect the area
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as a result of increased traffic from outside the community. The
Board notes, moreover, that the peak hours for use of a community
swimming pool are generally different from the morning and evening
peak commuter travel hours. Considering the nature and location
of prospective membership and the existence of pedestrian paths
and sidewalks in the area, as well as provision of 79 car parking
Spaces on the site, the Board finds that on-site parking is
adequate and on-street parking will not adversely affect adjacent
properties or the surrounding area.

The Board notes the topographical peculiarities of the site.
Considering that the closest properties to the north are at a con-
siderably higher elevation than the site, while the closest homes
to the south would be separated from the pool site by a four-lane
divided highway and a strip of communit property, totalling 280
feet (or aimost the length of a footbal¥ field), the Board Finds
that the proposed use as conditioned herein would not adversely
affect the use, enjoyment, and value of the surrounding properties.
The facilities to be developed are not inherently unattractive or
obnoxious in a residential community: a swimming pool, bathhouse
and tennis courts are community amenities which can enhance the
enjoyment and value of the community as a whole, and as conditioned
herein, the Board finds that they would be adequately screened
from view from nearby residentia properties, in a manner consistent
with the requirements of Section 59-175(¢). The Board finds however,
that nighttime use of lighted tennis courts would create a nuisance
that would adversely affect nearby properties, and therefore the
lighting of tennis courts shall be prohibited. With regard to
concern for noise, the Board notes that the site was required to
be dedicated for recreational uses as a condition of approval of
the subdivision :lan, and the Board finds that the proposed use, as
conditioned herein, would not create nojse that would be detrimental
to the community.

Therefore, the proposed community swimming pool shall be
and is hereby granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. Location and construction of the swimming pool,
bathhouse, and tennis courts shall be according
to plans entered in the record as Exhibit No. g.

2. Tennis courts shall not be illuminated for night -
time play.

3. Plans for landscape screening, lighting, and fencing
shall be subject to review and approval by the
technical staff of the MNCPPC. Using the plan entered
as Exhibit No. 29 as a basis, special attention shall
be given to areas along the perimeter of the property,
particularly along the north and south property lines,
and to the fencing and screening between the pool
area and the parking area. Berms, shrubs, trees,
and opaque fencing shall be employed in a manner
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designed to give maximum feasible screening

from view of adjacent properties. Two copies of
the final approved plans shall be filed in the
record at the Board of Appeals' office.

L. The parking area shall accommodate at least 79
vehicles. Configuration of the parking area
may be altered from the design shown in Exhibit
No. 29, subject to requirements for landscape
screening and lighting.

5. The driveway entrance to the parking area shall be
located as shown on Exhibit No. 29, subject to
approval by the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation. At such time as Democracy Boulevard
is extended westward, a second driveway entrance
to the property shall be provided from that street,
with location subject to approval by the Montgomery
County Department of Transportation.

6. Lighting of building and parking areas shall be
the minimum required for adequate security
against vandalism and trespassing. The lighting
plan shall be subject to review and approval by
the MNCPPC technical staff, and two copies of the
approved plan shall be submitted to the Board of
Appeals.

7. The parking area shall be used only for members'
and quests' vehicles on the site in connection with
use of club facilities.

8. Hours of Operation:

Swimming: 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., from
May 15 through September 30. Swimming
instruction or supervised swim team
practice may begin at 8:00 a.m.

Tennis: Year -round, weather permitting, from
8:00 a.m. until dark.

9. Any public address system for outdoor use shall be
limited to necessary announcements during swimming
meets or in emergencies, and shall not be used at
any time to broadcast music out of doors. Performance
of live music out of doors shall not be permitted.

10. The Association may host a maximum of 7 competitive
swimming meets per season. Swimming meets shall
start not earlier than 9:00 a.m.
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11. Starting guns may be used only at swimming meets
and not for practice sessions. Whistles shall be
restricted to use by the pool manager, 1ifeguards
and swimming coach.

12, Alcoholic beverages may not be consumed on
Association property except on special occasions
designated by the Board of Directors; nor shall
any person possessing or suspected of being under
the influence of alcohol, narcotics or other
mind-altering drugs be admitted to the club or
pool faciltity.

13. No food service shall be provided on the premises
other than vending machines for drinks or snacks.

14. Petitioners shall maintain the buildings and grounds
of the subject property throughout the year, in-
cluding the collection and disposal of any trash,
debris, leaves and clippings.

15. To prevent trespass and unauthorized use, the peti-
tioner shall lock and secure the swimming oool area
when the pool is not in operation.

The Board adopted the following Resolution:

"Be it Resolved by the County Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland, that the opinion stated above be
adopted as the Resolution required by law as its decision on the
above-entitled petition."

The foregoing Resolution was proposed by Mrs. Marjorie H.
Sonnenfeldt, Chairmansand concurred in by Mrs. Doris Lipschitz,
Mr. Sheldon P. Schuman and Mr. Joseph E. O'Brien, Jr. Mrs.
Shirley S. Lynne was necessarily absent and did not participate
in the foregoing Resolution.

| do hereby certify that the foregoing
Minutes were officially entered in the
Minute Book of the County Board of Appeals
this 15th day of February, 1978.

oDettn U Fote

Clerk to the BBard

NOTE: See Section 59-A-4.53 of the Zoning Ordinance re-
garding the 12-months' period within whlgh the
right granted by the Board must be exercised.

Any decision by the County Board of ApPeals may ,
within thirty days after the decision is rendered,

be appealed by any person &ggrieved by the decision
of the Board and a party to the proceeding before it,
to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County in accord-
ance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure.
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SOUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

FOR
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING Teleoh
ephone
100 MARYLAND AVENUE Area Code 301
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 279-1226

Case No., S5-596
PETITION OF EAST GATE RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC.

ORDER TO AMEND SPECIAL EXCEPTION
(Resolution adopted April 21, 1983)

The Board has received a letter from David J. Levine, President,
East Gate Recreation Association, Inc., which states, in part, that:

".e.We would like to have permission to sell prewrapped foodstuff con-
sisting of frozen candy bars and ice cream as well as cans of soda in place
of the current machines existing at the facility. The current machines have
been very difficult to deal with and have required an individual on a daily
basis to operate them because of breakdowns and other problems. In addition,
the ice cream trucks come into the parking lot two and three times an hour,
are noisy, have created a traffic jam and also have presented a danger to small
children who line up for treats. We would like to prevent these trucks from
coming into our facility.

"In order to accomplish both these goals; removal of the machines and ice
cream trucks, we would like to obtain our own freezer and refrigerator and dis-
pense prewrapped goods as mentioned above. We feel we would also be able to
make some extra profit to help defray some of our overhead costs. We are
currently obligated to Special Exception #5-596 and have conformed entirely to
this special exception. ..."

Based on the forgoing information, the Board finds that the request
can be considered a minor modification to the special exception and can be
granted without changing the effect on traffic or on the immediate neighborhood;
therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that the special exception holder in this Case, Case No., S5~596,
may be permitted to sell the items mentioned above, i.e., frozen candy bars,
ice cream and cans of soda.

The foregoing Resolution was proposed by Joseph E. 0'Brien, Jr., Chairman,
and concurred in by Doris Lipschitz,”  Rita Morgan, Harry M. Leet and Richard E.
Frederick.

Entered in the Minute Book of the
County Board of Appeals for Montgomery
County, Maryland, this 27th day of

april, 1983, EXHBITNOG. 10

_AMZ_/_%Z_ APPLICATIONNO._ S-S5
Clerk to the Boa
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BOARD OF APPEALS
for
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/boa/
(240) 777-6600

Case No. S-596

PETITION OF EAST GATE RECREATION ASSOCIATION, INC.
[NEW HOLDER: TENNIS CENTRAL CORP]

RESOLUTION TO TRANSFER SPECIAL EXCEPTION
(Resolution Adopted December 3, 2025)
(Effective Date of Resolution: December 17, 2025)

The Board of Appeals granted Case No. S-596 to the East Gate Recreation
Association, Inc., to permit the construction and use of a community swimming pool, on
February 15, 1978. Condition numbers six (6) and eight (8) of the Opinion granting the
special exception were modified on July 19, 1978, and April 30, 1980, respectively.
Effective April 27, 1983, the special exception was amended to allow the sale of frozen
candy bars and ice cream, and canned soda. On April 24, 2018, the Board denied an
administrative modification of this special exception to allow installation of a
telecommunications tower on the subject property in conjunction with its denial of the
underlying conditional use for the proposed telecommunications tower.

The subject property is Block J, Par C East Gate of Potomac Subdivision, located
at 10200 Gainsborough Road, Potomac, Maryland in the R-200 Zone.

The Board of Appeals has received a letter with attachments, dated November 24,
2025, from Stacy Silber, Esquire, and Vince Biase, Esquire (collectively “Counsel”), on
behalf of Tennis Central Corp (“Tennis Central”), requesting an administrative
modification of this special exception “to permit the seasonal addition of a temporary
tennis bubble to be located over the existing tennis courts.” Counsel’s letter states that
the “bubble is proposed for seasonal winter use from October 30th to April 1st each year,”
and that the “hours of use of the tennis bubble would be from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.
daily.”! Their letter notes that when the bubble is not in place, the hours would remain

1 Counsel request in their letter that the “Tennis” portion of Condition No. 8 of this special exception
approval, which currently reads “Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting, from 8 a.m. until dark.” be
amended to read as follows:

8. Hours of Operation:
Tennis: Year-round, weather permitting. While the tennis bubble is in place, tennis activities

may occur between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. When the tennis bubble is not in place, tennis
activities shall be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and dark.
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8 a.m. to dark, in accordance with current approvals. Counsel’s letter states that the
modification is needed “support the existing members’ interest in Tennis Central’s
programming and to ensure the financial sustainability of Tennis Central’s operations on
the Property.”

Counsel's letter states that the proposed bubble would be 40 feet tall, and that
“lelxisting conditions, including substantial setbacks, grade changes, tree buffers and
intervening rights-of-way significantly mitigate any impact of the proposed tennis bubble
on surrounding properties.” With respect to setbacks, Counsel's letter states that the
proposed bubble would be setback “approximately 126’ from the western property line,
290’ from the eastern property line, 75’ from the northern property line, and 75’ from the
southern property line.” Their letter states that the bubble is opaque, and that as a result,
light from the bubble would not impact surrounding properties. Counsel’s letter addresses
the impact of elevations changes on the view of the proposed bubble at length, as follows:

In addition to significant distances from the proposed tennis bubble and
neighboring properties, there are also significant grade changes between the
subject Property and surrounding properties, as shown above and described
below. Due to the significant changes in grade surrounding the property, the
visibility of the proposed structures will be substantially mitigated from adjacent
residential and public viewpoints.

North (Snug Hill Lane):

The properties to the north sit at elevations ranging from 244 to 258 feet,
while the tennis courts sit approximately at 232 feet, a difference of about 26 feet.
This notable elevation change creates a topographic berm along the northern
property boundary, reducing direct lines of sight toward the bubble. The slope,
combined with existing vegetation, acts to obscure views from Snug Hill Lane.

East (Gainsborough Road):

The tennis courts are buffered from Gainsborough Road and adjacent
residential parcels by both grade and distance. The surrounding homes and road
are elevated at approximately 242 to 246 feet, which is 10 to 14 feet higher than
the courts. This elevation difference will help obscure views toward the bubble from
the east.

South (Democracy Boulevard):

South of the courts, the grade drops even further toward Democracy
Boulevard, which sits at approximately 224 to 230 feet. As a result, the courts are
set back and upslope from the road, reducing their visibility from this direction,
especially for drivers and pedestrians passing by.

West:
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To the west, the elevation rises from 232 feet at the courts up to
approximately 244 to 250 feet, further enclosing the eastern portion of the property
in a shallow bowl of higher terrain. This grade change, combined with the setback
from Snug Hill Lane and surrounding residences, minimizes potential visual
intrusion from the west.

Taken together, these surrounding grade differentials, ranging from 10 to
over 25 feet, form a natural enclosure around the tennis courts. The courts' position
in a relatively low-lying area of the site minimizes the visual impact of the proposed
bubble as shown on Exhibit 1. Additionally, the temporary nature of the bubble,
combined with existing vegetative buffers, further minimize any potential visual
impacts to adjacent properties and public rights-of-way.

Counsel’s letter includes contour maps illustrating these grade changes. Their letter
states that in addition to topography, “the existing foliage surrounding the subject property
reduces potential visual impacts of the proposed temporary tennis bubble,” noting that
the property “is partially buffered on all sides by clusters of mature trees and vegetation,
particularly along the northern, southern, and western boundaries,” and that “[t]hese tree
lines form a natural screen that obscures views into the property from adjacent residential
areas and public rights-of-way.” Counsel’s letter includes detailed information about
existing tree cover, and rendered views of the proposed bubble from the north, south,

east, and west.?

Counsel's letter states that Tennis Central has done “extensive community
outreach regarding the proposed modification,” including sending a written notice to
surrounding neighbors “updating them on the proposed seasonal bubble and inviting
feedback.” The letter was co-signed by the East Gate Recreation Association. Counsel’s
letter states that Tennis Central held “multiple in-person meetings to discuss the proposed
modification” as well as “on-site visits for neighbors” and follow-up discussions. Their
letter states that “[a]s of the date of this filing, Tennis Central has received multiple letters
of support from neighbors, including the property owner directly adjacent to the proposed
bubble, expressing support for both the seasonal bubble and the associated site
improvements....” Counsel include these letters as an attachment to their submission.

Counsel's letter states that the proposed modification can be granted
administratively under Section 59-G-1.3(c)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance (2004) because

2 Counsel’s letter states, with respect to the views of the proposed bubble from the north and south, that
“I[tlo the north, tree cover exists along parts of Snug Hill Lane and the neighboring properties, offering
year-round visual buffering, similarly to the south, a dense belt of trees separates the property from
Democracy Boulevard and the lower-elevation residential lots beyond. This vegetative buffer, in
combination with the site's topographic elevation changes, ensures that passersby and adjacent
homeowners will have limited views of the tennis bubble.” With respect to the views from other directions,
their letter states that “To the east, tree coverage exists on both the subject Property and across
Gainsborough Road providing effective screening of residences. Taken together, the foliage coverage—
both on and off site—acts as a natural and effective visual barrier of the seasonable bubble to surrounding

uses.”
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the proposed tennis bubble “will not substantially change the nature, character or intensity
of Tennis Central’s tennis use,” and the proposed modification “does not involve any
change in the number of allowed members, but rather will allow a continuation of Tennis
Central’'s existing tennis program throughout the winter months.” In addition, Counsel’s
letter states that “the proposed bubble will be buffered by significant setbacks, grade
changes and landscaping,” and that it is “designed with materials and lighting that will
prevent all light spillage.” Counsel's letter concludes that “[a]s such, the proposed
temporary bubble will not substantially change the nature, character or intensity of the
Tennis Central use.”

In addition to their letter with attachments, Counsel also submitted a letter from
Steven Mister, President, East Gate Recreation Association, Inc., authorizing Tennis
Central to seek this modification, as well as a copy of the lease between Tennis Central
Corp and East Gate Recreation Association, Inc. This letter also authorized Tennis
Central Corp to seek a transfer of this special exception from East Gate Recreation
Association, Inc.

The Board of Appeals considered Counsel's letter at its Worksession on
December 3, 2025. Mr. Biase appeared at the Worksession in support of the requested
modification. Yann Auzoux, the CEO of Tennis Central, and Steve Staudenmier of
Staudenmier Sales & Services were also present to answer questions. Mr. Biase
described the proposed modification and answered Board questions. That discussion is
not recounted here because Mr. Biase ultimately requested that the Board defer
consideration of the modification portion of this request until a fifth Board Member could
be seated, and the Board voted to grant the requested deferral on a motion by
Caryn L. Hines, Chair, seconded by Richard Melnick, Vice Chair, with Donald Silverstein
in agreement and Alan Sternstein not in agreement.

In addition to reviewing the proposed modification for the Board members,
Mr. Biase also requested that the special exception be transferred from East Gate
Recreation Association, Inc., to Tennis Central Corp, and he provided the Board with a
letter formally making this request. That letter notes the existence of Tennis Central's
long term lease for the property, and states that the “approved facility will continue to
operate in accordance with applicable approvals.” Mr. Biase noted at the Worksession
that the letter of authorization provided by Mr. Mister on behalf of the East Gate
Recreation Association, Inc., not only gives Tennis Central permission to pursue the
modification, but also contemplates and consents to this transfer.

As noted above, the Board’s consideration of the requested administrative
modification was deferred until a fifth Board Member is appointed by the County Council.
Thus the instant Resolution only addresses the requested transfer of the special
exception. Because Case No. S-596 was approved prior to October 30, 2014, under
Section 59.7.7.1.B of the current Zoning Ordinance, this modification request must be
reviewed under the standards and procedures in effect on October 29, 2014, unless the
applicant elects otherwise. Rule 12.2 of the Board of Appeals Rules of Procedure .
[Resolution Numbers 12-865 (Adopted October 27, 1992), 14-742 (Adopted January 30,
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2001) and 15-554 (Adopted March 23, 2004)] provides that the transfer of a special
exception is a modification under Section 59-G-1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance (2004).
Section 59-G-1.3(c)(1) of that Ordinance provides:

If the proposed modification is such that the terms or conditions could be
modified without substantially changing the nature, character or intensity of the use
and without substantially changing the effect on traffic or on the immediate
neighborhood, the board, without convening a public hearing to consider the
proposed change, may modify the term or condition.

The Board finds that absent any modification to the terms and conditions currently
applicable to this special exception, the transfer of the special exception from one holder
to another will not change the nature, character, or intensity of the use or substantially
change its impact on the immediate neighborhood or on traffic, and can be granted. The
Board reminds the new holder of this special exception that because the Board has not
yet acted on the requested modification, the new holder must operate this special
exception in accordance with the terms and conditions that are in effect as of the date of
this Resolution, and must continue to operate this special exception in accordance with
those terms until such future time as they are modified by the Board. Therefore, on a
motion by Caryn L. Hines, Chair, seconded by Richard Melnick, Vice Chair, with Alan
Sternstein and Donald Silverstein in agreement:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County, Maryland,
that the record in Case No. S-596 is re-opened to receive Counsel’'s November 24, 2025,
letter with attachments: the letter from Steven Mister, on behalf of the East Gate
Recreation Association, Inc., authorizing Tennis Central to seek this modification and
transfer; the copy of the lease between Tennis Central and East Gate Recreation
Association, Inc.; and the letter from Tennis Central formally requesting a transfer of this

special exception; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that the request to transfer the special exception from East Gate Recreation
Association, Inc., to Tennis Central Corp is granted; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland, that all terms and conditions of the original special exception, together with any
modifications previously granted by the Board of Appeals, remain in effect.

M/M,@Q
Cafyn’{_. Hines
Chair, Montgomery County Board of Appeals
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Entered in the Opinion Book

of the Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland
this 17th day of December, 2025.

/.

r‘}

Fe g A7
V87 226N P8
Barbara Jay /]
Executive Director

NOTE:

Any party may, within fifteen (15) days of the date of the Board's Resolution, request a
public hearing on the particular action taken by the Board. Such request shall be in
writing, and shall specify the reasons for the request and the nature of the objections
and/or relief desired. In the event that such request is received, the Board shall suspend
its decision and conduct a public hearing to consider the action taken.

Any request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed within fifteen (15) days after
the date the Opinion is mailed and entered in the Opinion Book. Please see the Board's
Rules of Procedure for specific instructions for requesting reconsideration.

Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may, within thirty (30) days after the
decision is rendered, be appealed by any person aggrieved by the decision of the Board
and a party to the proceeding before it, to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, in
accordance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure. It is each party’s responsibility to
participate in the Circuit Court action to protect their respective interests. In short, as a
party you have a right to protect your interests in this matter by participating in the Circuit
Court proceedings, and this right is unaffected by any participation by the County.
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