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RE: CBA 1174-E, Holton Arms

From Soo Lee-Cho <sleecho@bregmanlaw.com>
Date Thu 3/26/2026 7:31 PM
To Robeson Hannan, Lynn <Lynn.RobesonHannan@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Cc Bil Chen <wjc@cwtm.net>; Vivian Riefberg <vivianriefberg@gmail.com>; Meg Vandeweghe

(meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com) <meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com>; Kim Brinkman <ksbrinkman@gmail.com>;
wwkauf@aol.com <wwkauf@aol.com>; swkauf@aol.com <swkauf@aol.com>; john-harris1@verizon.net <john-
harris1@verizon.net>; rwbowe21@gmail.com <rwbowe21@gmail.com>; Penny Evins <penny.evins@holton-
arms.edu>; dariushkh@gmail.com <dariushkh@gmail.com>; stevenkolias@yahoo.com
<stevenkolias@yahoo.com>; bailabailajazz@gmail.com <bailabailajazz@gmail.com>; Tracy Washington
<tracykwashington@gmail.com>; rimatannous@yahoo.com <rimatannous@yahoo.com>; muratt@gwu.edu
<muratt@gwu.edu>; juliearthurgarcia@gmail.com <juliearthurgarcia@gmail.com>; Guisao-Ospina, Jony
<Jony.Guisao@montgomerycountymd.gov>; Bogdan, Grace <grace.bogdan@montgomeryplanning.org>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Ms. Robeson Hannan,
I meant to also include the below snapshot from site plan Sheet SP1.02 (Exhibit 85(c)) in
response to your bus parking location question.
 
 

 
Soo
 

 
Soo Lee-Cho
BREGMAN, BERBERT, SCHWARTZ & GILDAY, LLC
7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 800 West
Bethesda, Maryland 20814
301-656-2707 x5902 PHONE | 301-961-6525 FAX | 301-318-3884 MOBILE
Email: sleecho@bregmanlaw.com
www.bregmanlaw.com
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.proofpoint.com%2Fv2%2Furl%3Fu%3Dhttp-3A__www.bregmanlaw.com_%26d%3DBQMFAg%26c%3DeuGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM%26r%3Dfc2gxgJMPpcywCZGd8t9oQ%26m%3D4ShMG6hNFdatvEzTtgPtgtFBMxdFPMGJnR0si557IC8%26s%3DKI9bMalGEvI8vtp_YwVtkQKJzlgB-5OXn3RAg10JQQg%26e%3D&data=05%7C02%7Cjony.guisao%40montgomerycountymd.gov%7Cbd1ebaa7421a40334f8f08de8b8fd961%7C6e01b1f9b1e54073ac97778069a0ad64%7C0%7C0%7C639101647157321741%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ifxCsehNSgbxXu54NnTyPgOX6wVbvn52CQZZmAp5nkQ%3D&reserved=0


From: Soo Lee-Cho
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2026 7:15 PM
To: Robeson Hannan, Lynn <lynn.robesonhannan@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Cc: William J. Chen (wjc@cwtm.net) <wjc@cwtm.net>; Vivian Riefberg <vivianriefberg@gmail.com>; Meg
Vandeweghe (meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com) <meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com>; Kim Brinkman
<ksbrinkman@gmail.com>; wwkauf@aol.com; swkauf@aol.com; 'john-harris1@verizon.net' <john-
harris1@verizon.net>; rwbowe21@gmail.com; Penny Evins <penny.evins@holton-arms.edu>;
dariushkh@gmail.com; stevenkolias@yahoo.com; bailabailajazz@gmail.com; Tracy Washington
<tracykwashington@gmail.com>; rimatannous@yahoo.com; muratt@gwu.edu; juliearthurgarcia@gmail.com;
Guisao-Ospina, Jony <jony.guisao@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Subject: RE: CBA 1174-E, Holton Arms
 
Ms. Robeson Hannan,
Please see below for preliminary responses to some of your questions/comments, provided at
this time for clarification purposes.
 
Soo
 

 
Soo Lee-Cho
BREGMAN, BERBERT, SCHWARTZ & GILDAY, LLC
7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 800 West
Bethesda, Maryland 20814
301-656-2707 x5902 PHONE | 301-961-6525 FAX | 301-318-3884 MOBILE
Email: sleecho@bregmanlaw.com
www.bregmanlaw.com
 
From: Robeson Hannan, Lynn <Lynn.RobesonHannan@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2026 4:31 PM
To: Soo Lee-Cho <sleecho@bregmanlaw.com>
Cc: Bil Chen <wjc@cwtm.net>; vivianriefberg@gmail.com; Meg Vandeweghe (meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com)
<meg.vandeweghe@gmail.com>; ksbrinkman@gmail.com; wwkauf@aol.com; swkauf@aol.com; john-
harris1@verizon.net; rwbowe21@gmail.com; penny.evins@holton-arms.edu; dariushkh@gmail.com;
stevenkolias@yahoo.com; bailabailajazz@gmail.com; tracykwashington@gmail.com; rimatannous@yahoo.com;
muratt@gwu.edu; juliearthurgarcia@gmail.com; Guisao-Ospina, Jony <Jony.Guisao@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Subject: CBA 1174-E, Holton Arms
 
Ms. Lee-Cho:
 
Please see the comments/questions (below) on the information submitted on March 3, 2026.  If
the are redundant, I apologize in advance, but a lot of information was on different plans, as
noted.
 
•             Exhibits #85(f) through 85(f) do not show existing landscaping, including width,
vegetation type, numbers, location of fencing, walls submitted, Exhibits# 85(a)  through #85(f)
show only existing tree canopy.  While existing landscaping is grandfathered, the Land Use
Report still relies on vegetative buffering for compatibility.
 

This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation of existing landscaping, including width/depth, vegetation type, location of any
fencing/walls, etc.
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•             What was the date of the last NRI/FSD approved for the property?  Does anything
detail the existing landscaping and vegetation on the site?
 
               This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation of existing landscaping and vegetation. Mr. La Vay will confirm that the NRI/FSD for
the School site, approved in 1999 and recertified on Feb 5, 2001, served as a reference
document but since NRIs identify general areas of forest, tree canopy and only trees greater
than a certain size, and not individual landscaping, the updated field surveys and site visits
conducted by MHG to create the Ex. Conditions Site Plan (Exhibits 85(a)-(f)) provides more
current information regarding which Mr. La Vay’s testimony will elaborate.
 
•             The bus stop location is not shown on the site plan.  While the location is included in
Exhibits 84 and 84(a), it is difficult to piece together all the information shown on the various
plans. Please incorporate into the site plan.
 
               This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation of all existing improvements. The bus stop is shown on the site plan on Sheet
SP1.01 (Exhibit 85(b)).
 

 
•             No existing lighting shown on buildings, in existing parking lots, along the site
entrances, per Section 59-G.1.23.(h) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance, 2004. Even
though existing lighting is grandfathered, it would be helpful to understand what lighting will
occur during the off-peak, including early morning and evening activities.
 
               This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation of all existing improvements, inclusive of lighting. There are existing security lights in
the parking lots and around the building, but no lighting on any of the play fields or tennis
courts.
 
•             When do you anticipate submitting the noise study?
 



               As previously indicated, due to the inability to take noise measurements of outdoor
activities prior to the month of March, it is not possible to provide a written noise study in
advance of the hearing, but Applicant intends to present detailed analysis of noise
measurements (which are ongoing at the time of this writing) through expert testimony as part
of Applicant’s case-in-chief.
 
•             The plans do not show sidewalks entrances adjacent to the site’s frontage on River
Road, only the entrance site entrance sidewalks on River Road at Royal Dominion Drive.  Are
there sidewalk entrances along the River Road entrance?
 
               The site plan on Sheet SP1.01 (Exhibit 85(b)) shows the extent of existing sidewalks
along the River Road frontage.
 

 
 
•             Existing parking spaces are shown on Gorove Slade Exhibits #84 and #84(a) but
specific location of ADA spaces is not shown only noted in each area of parking. Exhibit#85(a),
the Development Standards Table does not show number ADA parking spaces.
 
               All ADA spaces are marked on the site plan sheets with HC symbol – total number of
HC spaces on site can be added to the Development Standards Table.
 

 
 
 



•             Setbacks are noted in the development standards table in Exhibit 85 but are not shown
on the site plan.  They are separately shown on OZAH Exhibit# 50a. Again, it’s difficult to piece
together all the information on separate plans.  Please incorporate setbacks into the site plan.
 
               This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation of all existing improvements. As requested, the setbacks of existing School
buildings/improvements to the nearest property line have all been demarcated on the site plan
on Sheets SP1.01 thru SP1.03 (Exhibits 85(b) thru 85(d)). Exhibit 50a depicts something
different. The measurements on Exhibit 50a are the distances between adjacent houses to the
nearest ‘activity centers/areas’ on campus – they are not zoning setbacks of the School’s
improvements.
 
•             No information is provided on revised site plans for the acreage breakout of R-200
zoned and R-60 zoned portions of the property.
 
               An approximate acreage breakout will be provided at the hearing by Mr. La Vay as
requested, but as will be testified by Mr. La Vay because the zoning line on the County’s zoning
map through the School property is not a result of a surveyed/metes and bounds, the area can
only be an approximation.
 
•             Exhibit #85(a) does not identify bus parking location or number of spaces.
 
               The bus parking location is identified on the site plan on Sheet SP1.02 (Exhibit 85(c)).
As will be covered by Mr. La Vay’s testimony, the bus parking spaces are not included in the
310-vehicular parking count – a clarifying note can be added to the table accordingly.
 
•             Does the facility continue to meet the bicycle parking standards in Section 59-E-2.3? 
Given the bus parking, have the number of vehicular parking spaces changed?  No revised
exhibits show bicycle parking spaces or numbers. Exhibit 53 is inadequate for review.
 
               This question will be addressed by Mr. La Vay’s testimony which will cover site
orientation, confirmation of all existing improvements and compliance with Zoning Ordinance
requirements.
 
 
The items below shaded in gray will be addressed through testimony at the hearing.
 
•             Nothing mentions waste pick-up and deliveries.  Is there a restriction in prior approvals
on the timing and number of deliveries?
 
•             Is there additional information on proposed rentals to third parties, such as whether it
will include weddings, parties, receptions, outside amplified music, and number of attendees?
 
•             The traffic management plan cites mitigation measures or strategies but does not
contain mandates.  While it does call for review by various agencies, what happens if the
mitigation goals are not met?  Questions that I anticipate at the public hearing include, without
limitation, (1) what happens if the percentage of bus ridership is not met?, and 2) what happens
if the school does not meet the other “goals” or strategies in the programs. Will the school
reduce enrollment if these are not met?  How will the school permit parking be enforced?   Are
there penalties if students do not comply, etc.?
 
 
•             Written text in the Land use report cited landscaping and screening in relation to
nearby noise and nearby residences. Without a noise study or elevations or information on what



exists, it is difficult to find conformance with the Zoning Ordinance standards.
 
Questions on Specific Exhibits
 
Exhibit 78, Statement of Operations
 
Is the following a correct summary of what you intend to do:
 
School/Summar Camp Operations
 
•             Increase academic year enrollment from 670 to 870 students.
•             increase summer camp enrollment cap from 665 to 970 campers;
•             Allow greater flexibility in third-party ancillary use of campus facilities.
•             School hours students arrive on campus by 8:00 a.m. dismissal at 3:30 pm,
•             After school activities dismiss at 4:30 pm to 6:00 pm
•             Other extracurricular activities dismissal after 3:30 pm into the evening hours
•             Existing on-site day care for faculty and other school faculty consists of 31 students, 10
staff.
 
Question:  No increase in staff for the school or summer camp is listed.  Will there be an
increase in Staff?  Please clarify.
 
Ancillary Uses/Summary
 
•             Increase number of indoor swimming pools users from 40 to 60 persons; 10 swimmers
per lane.  Request based on number of school swimming teams and club facilities that want to
access the pool.
•             Any third-party pool user would occur outside of “Principal campus use”.
•             Exhibit 78(a), pp. 5 and 6 show charts of the times of campus usage during fall, winter,
spring and summer.
•             School will not host athletic tournaments for third party users.
 
Questions:
 
•             Exhibit 78(a), pp. 7-8  states, “Also seeks to offer limited access to residents loving
proximate to the campus, . Registered neighbors use school facilities outside of school hours
for recreational opportunities.”   The statement does not define proximate to the school; nor
does the mock web page. What is the service area for membership? Is there a fee to use these
recreational facilities? What are the hours of operation, days of week, will staff need to be
present or increased?
 
•             Is there a Montgomery County Health Department requirement which limits capacity of
swimming pools?
 
•             Is there any estimate of how many people will be using ancillary facilities at one time? 
How many outside and where?  How many inside and where? 
 
 
Exhibit 79 Land Use Report   Summary
 

Property acreage per zoning category is missing, only total site acreage is given.
 

•     Site design – …. “Additional landscaping plantings and fencing may be proposed if
deemed necessary to mitigate noise or visual impacts.”  (Exhibit 79, p. 13).   All landscape



plantings and fencing must be shown on the site plan prior to approval of the modification.
 

•     Without a noise study it is difficult to address the above issue.
 
 
Summary:  Land Use Report under compatibility (pp.22- 24) states that the following mitigation
measures will improve existing conditions make the proposal compatible with the surrounding
area:
 
•             Transportation Demand Management
•             Traffic signal optimization along River Road
•             Intersection improvements at River and Royal Dominion Road
•             Traffic signal phasing modifications.
 
Questions: 
 
•             Land use report cites 310 parking spaces for school. Do the 310 parking spaces
include the required parking spaces for existing daycare? If so, would that reduce accurate
number of school parking spaces? Clarify.
 
•             The Land Use Report states that the “School has agreements with three nearby
partners to accommodate overflow parking of up to 160 spaces for large events. During these
large events, shuttles are provided from the off-site parking locations.”
 

o             When are these events, are they during the school year?  Are they during the
peak period?  Who are the three nearby partners?  What routes will the buses take?

 
•             Land use Report (p.41),   states “No site changes are proposed by these modifications.
The site remains nestled within a forested area with playing fields sitting lower than the
surrounding neighborhood and the School buildings and parking behind curving roads and
topographic ridges making them invisible from River Road”.
 

o             Do any of the plans show these elevations or topography?
 
•             Land Use Report,  p. 42, states:
 

There are no proposed changes to the previously approved and constructed sports and
recreation facilities. The primary facility the track and stadium seating area is buffered by
the existing Burning Tree Local Park and at least 280 feet of forest conservation area.
There is also a knoll and ridge rising to approximately 38 feet above the elevation of the
track between the facility and the adjacent homes to the east.
 
The central ball fields and tennis courts, while closer to the adjacent residential homes
are mostly owned by the School and no third-party use is proposed. Where closer to a
neighbor not associated with the School, there is an approximately 40-foot landscaped
slope between the outfield and the residential property.
 
The lacrosse field on the western portion of the site is bordered by the horticultural
nursery to the south. To the west, there is an approximately 18’ tall, landscaped slope 60’
deep buffering the  field from the houses. At a pinch point north of the field where an
existing house’s driveway, which is provided via an easement from the School to
Burdette Road, fencing and landscaping is provided.  Further, the Applicant has reached
out to the community to discuss additional measures or enhancements to buffers or
mitigation techniques.



 
o             Clarify forest conservation easement area - 280 feet in depth, width, overall amount of
easement?
 
o             An elevation of the knoll and ridge would be useful to determine buffering and noise
issues.
 
•             The Land Use Report states that there will be no third-party use of tennis courts. This
statement contradicts school’s request to allow neighbors living nearby to use the tennis courts
for recreational purposes.
 
•             Is there an elevation showing the 18’ tall landscape slope 60’ deep that buffers the
lacrosse field from nearby houses would be useful.
 
 
Exhibit 84 Gorove Slade Hearing Exhibits, dated March 3, 2026/Exhibit 84(a) Power Point
Presentation, dated March 3, 2026
 
•             Neither Exhibits 84 or 84(a) mention if there will be an increase with Holton Arms staff
if student enrollment increases? Or if there will be an increase in summer camp staff if camper
enrollment increases?  How would additional staff travel and leave the subject site? )
 
Ms. Wagner’s testimony at the hearing will explain as follows: The traffic analysis
incorporates/includes proposed increases to staffing as detailed in the trip generation
assumptions found in “Section D” of the LATR Technical Attachments (Exhibit 40). The
School’s trip generation is based on traffic counts that were collected on a day typical day
during the school year and during the summer at the school driveway. These counts include
visitors, staff, and any other non-student trips to and from the site that may have occurred.
These counts were then converted to a trips per student basis as presented in the trip
generation tables. While the "number of students" is the variable used in the trip generation,
these trips include all staff and other trips necessary to support these students. An increase in
students with an increase in site trips would also reflect an increase in the number of staff and
other typical school activity associated on a per student basis.
 
Exhibit 86(a) Cover sheet for Forest Conservation Plan.
•             Plan note 4 states  the following: The property is listed as historic site on mcatlas.org
the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) number is M:35-17.  Please verify the
above note, as it is not noted mention in staff report. If incorrect, revise Forest Conservation
Plan sheet 1.
 
Mr. La Vay will testify to/verify the basis of the following clarification to Note 4 on the FCP: “A
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) file that was completed in 1976, exists for the
property, aka Granger Estate, identified as M:35-17. In 1983, the Montgomery County Historic
Preservation Commission determined that the Granger House did not meet designation criteria
and recommended its removal from the Locational Atlas. The property was subsequently
removed from the Locational Atlas and Index of Historic Sites in Montgomery County, Maryland
by Council Resolution 10-777 dated June 11, 1984, as not suitable for regulation under Historic
Preservation Ordinance, Chapter 24A of the County Code.”
 




