Y ) E : ‘ [rE R : ;
cmc‘t@coum FOR mmmon&oum : @ e 3 © .O @ < o O A‘,@»‘

CIVIL CATEGORY 3 - — == - . wﬁ,p OISR e ”f/ ,//, ,.,,V
————— . . which ) 7P e
Jaey §594 s t
—— CASE NO. \Q« :'t’_’ eH UNREPORTED
i 12} Nov 18, 1992 - "laes' Answer to Petition for Extensicn of Time to Flle Transcript S~ : & Y
EN:-RES 05 Hest Choonre 5 : ant Rouest. for Dianissal with exnibits and Aequest For Hearing on this matter, Fd +pH(27) feb 2,1994 Rec'd 1/21/94 FReply of Ruth Ann DeSoto and the Cameron Mill Parthership S i T COURS OF SPECIAL APPLALS
est Chesapeake Avenue bo answer to Petition to stay ard t for hearing,fd '
CAMERON MILL SUBDIVIS®ON | Sutie 105 trec'd 11/12/92) y ard request for hearing,fd. ot 5 ARG
: = i it b Ly M LA s T
AL CANERGH § ‘ 1204 825-6960 13) Nov 18. 1992 appellants' Petition for Extension of Time to file transcript was 1201 beb. 7. 1998 - norsce from <he Fours of Appeals thar the Wiit of Sertiorari : i Pt el DEF LY L
1 CANERGH MILL AND | and Order of Court granting same, fd. (ALB, SR.! 15 DENIED|1d. (R.C.M.1. (Fyled 1724794, ROy e ¥ AW, He.. 594
- y | aut Oy puss  Auepled uy T
STABLER'S CHURCH AND WALKER ROADS: . {(14) Dec. 14, 1992 Peole's Counsel’s Dismissal of Appeal, fd. ps (29) Hebruary 4, 19% Order of Court EXTENDING Cameron Mill project's time for a ppriod = d September Term, 1333
ted o . 2 years and 4 monthes from Jan. 12, 1994 to and including May 12, 1996 and PENYING
d cilmanic District fis I—— 1'\} Dec. 14, 1992 Appellants Rule B-1? Memrandum, fd. iling of Supersedeas Bord, etc., fd. oK)
CBA 91-122 - Flanning Board Appeal | | mlmmm Avenelatty for Agpellee's) |BH(16) Jan 13,1993 Appellees memorandum to Md. Rule B-12,£d. 'M‘Bt‘ﬁ T sk )
p | Phyllls Cole Friedman (17) Jan 29, 1993 - Appellee Baltimere County, Maryland's Brief Pursuant to Md Rule B12, fd
CBA 91-145 - CRG ..ppeal | Peter Max Zimmerman (rec'd 1/25/93) i '
Peoples . Co. il
CBA 91-462 - Vorfance | ra 47 cmc:mmm;eaalm e - rlX T MARYLAND LINE AREA
fn (18) Feb. 16, 1993 The Ma'yland Line Area Association, Inc., Messrs. Robert Leonard, Michael ASS0C o c.
| 400 Washington A IATION, TN
Dr. Richarc %cQuaid, AT \venue (04) Herbert, Dr. Richard icQuaid, Mary Wallace, et al.'s Reply to Cameron Mill Partnership ],
Mary Wallace, { 14101 8a7-21a8 Memorandun, fd. iy PR
'rr;e lilaryland Line Area Association, Inc., ! Lawrence A, Melfa, Enq. 401 Allehery i agt
et.al. Protescants/appellants (04) 377-0%00 £ (19) Feb. 24, 1993 - Appellants' Amended Reply to Appellee’s CAMERON MILL PARTNERSHIP ’
RUTH AW pESOTO unnpn'r‘. [OWNERS and ﬁ A ml:wn. ste. 00,Court Twers JeMOrandum fd OFF‘GE OF LAW
o 2 ,_Pernsylvania Ave, (04)823-7800 - v.
BE) 5.;9.;_ 11, ivse ,,u»hstantsjAppele N Natlce of Appeal from T [idi20) April 5. 1993 Order of Court Affirming the County Board of Appeals in its opinion
tne Decision of the County Boavd of rppeals £d. Al (Orde e offdugy 121990y d. (MR
(2) Sep 14,1992 Certificate of notice,fd. PH{21) 1:{31:_0”,1993 Pltffs Order for Appeal from the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland,fd. -
(3) 0ct. 5, 1992 - Appelle Pecples's Counsel Balto Co,'s Order of T . : RUTH ANN DeSOTO, ET AL
Petition for Appaal with Second Certificate of Notice, fd (rec'd9/18/92) | - Pii(22) Hay 27,1993 lﬁLi.m atd Ouder from the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland sett.mg : . CRA=91-122 JCBA=91=145/
= schedule as spcified,fd. {Judge W, 1
@ ‘r;;lg;sg?” = Appellant's Petltion on Appeal with exhibits, fd (rec'd 0oLk

l JUNE 15, 1993 - ORIGINAL RECORD AND PROCEEDINGS SENT TO THE
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND BY
CERTIFIED MAIL.

CACHEDE 1L

{5) Oct. 5, 1992 - Appellants's Petition for Extenslon of Time to |
cript and exhibit, fd {rec'd 9/18/92) Sl e

4f (23) Nov. 16, 1993 - Original Papers & Mandate from the Court of Special Appeals Wenner,
(6) October 7,1952 - App. of NEWION A. WILLIAM AND LAWRENCE A. MELFA For the Appelless’ RECEINedTCn LM S::!i‘:u'

RUTH ANN DESOTO, ot al, PROPERTY OWNERS AND CAMERCN MIL' PARTNERSHIP And same
day ‘nswer to Perition for extension of time te file transcrapt, Fd.

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL IN COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS:

October &, 1393: Opinion by Davis, J. Dissenting Opin.or by 3.

(7)0ctober 9,1992 - Order of Court granting the Petition for extension of time,
£d. (BKH)

Cathell, J. Judgment of the Circuit Court for Baltimoretounty
affirmed, Costs to be paid by appellanc.

(8) Oct. 16, 1992-Apppllées: Answer to Petition of Appeffants , Maryland Line | = Opinion by Davis, J.
dation, ET.AL. fd.

Assoc
(9) Oct. 16, 1992-Answer of Appelle Baltimore County, Maryland to Appellant's

Hovember 5, 1993: Mandate Issued.

o

s*(24) Dec. 17, 1993 Petitioners RUTH ANN DESOTO & THE CAMERCN MILL PARTNERSHIPs' Petition to

Peoples Counsel, Petition on Appeal fd. Jecad Stay the Ruming of Baltimore County Statutory Time Limits ard for the Setcing of a

Dissenting Opinfon by cCathell,

(10) MNov 17, 1992 Transcript of Record, fd.(Transcript, Supersedeas Bond with Affidavit anc’ Exhibits [d. (rec'd 12-.-93) Filed: Octcter &, t993
- 4f (2%9) Dec. 29, 1993 - Respondents Answer *o betition "o Stay and Request for Hearing 0 ) ' N

(i1) New 17, 1992  Notice of Filing of Record. Fd. Copies sent. and Memorandum f4. (Filed 12/14/93), tr 19 199!

Il
5*(26) Jan. 7, 1994 Receipt of a petition for writ of rertiorari from the Court of Appeals of - Z
e Maryland, fd. (rec'd 11-24-93) P 3 ﬁ"\ 3 DM
Docket 32 307 0 cwe 92CV 8596 o2t a7
. . , - = CoCKET 22 FRGE 307-1 PRy (A
R Ies) TR ) -
i ® ® S @ @ ® o
v . ] hs A
This is an appeal from the Circuit Court for Baltimore County, -2 - 2
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affirming the decisions of the County Board of Zoning Appeals, s e PAEKESH 1sREL1Y 48 Relther ‘the
source of contamination nor a poten-
tial source of contamination to the

h private water supply of the subdivi-
sicn and

space. This cpen space includes the Department of Natural

The Cameron Miller’s House is listed on the county’s "Final

d the recomnendati ot the Planni Bcard
which had (1),affirme nendations ning Boxl Resources (DNR) area next to the hike and bixe trail (the former

Landmarks List," The Executive Secretary of the county’s Landmarks

regarding preservation of structures and sites characterized as

right-of-way of the HNorthern Central Railroad), the County

Preservation Commission (the Commission), John McGrain, the author
whistoric," (2) atfirmed the decision of the County’s deputy zoning

b) the design and siting of the < Recreation and Parks areas, the homeowners’ association areas, and
of the filings that were submitted in connection witl the house, ‘ ’
commissioner granting variances from certain county zoning individual septic systems do not g e

constituta a threat of contamination
to the private wells in the
subdivision.

County protected forest buffers areas. Of the entire site, 6.8

testified that the inventory " tioned 1 e
restrictions, and (3) affirmed the decision of the Baltimore County | ¥y Pwuntlonks jonly [the hokes a3 .4 acréalars B, BalETARRE T GRTRREEVIGNT PG

| significant element.” He indicated further that the Commission was

Review Group (CRG), which determined that the developers’ plan of e whether the reccrd establishes that *he

developers are entitled to a varlance
from the 300-foot dlametral reguirement.

primarily interested in the house Sixty acres of the 276 acres are preser-ly cultivated, and

development complied with the requirements of Title 26, 5 26-203 of |

another 40 acres exist as meadow and open land. Although not

Because of the presence of the listed historic stru .ure, the
the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.). st - Leute y

CRG referred the subdivisicn plan to the Planning Board. Subse- esignated as an agricultural preservation area cn the master plan,
The appeal of Maryland Line Area Assoclation, Inc., Robert

FACTS the existing meadow and open land are placed in a Resource

quent to the referral, appellees proposed a minor subdivision that

Michael Herbert, Dr. Richard McQuaid, and Mary Wallace

Leonard,
{adjoining property owners) presents the following lssues, which we
have consolidated for clarity:

L Whether a direct appeal lies to the Board
of Appeals from a cecision of the Plan-
ning Board.gn an issue submitted to it by
the CRG pursuant to Title 16, Section 26-
207(a) (4).

2. Whether the Board of Appeals erred by not
finding the decision of the Planning
Board arbitrary or capricious, procured
by fraud, or illegal.

3. wWhether the Board of Appeals erred by not
tinding the action of the CRG arbitrary,
capricious, procured by fraud, or illegal
because the CRG did not impose the more
stringent controls applicable to prime
and productive soils under Bill 134-39.

4. Whether the offsite or onsite contamina-
tion of individual water supplies i: an
issue that is within the jurisdicﬂun of
che CRG to consider.

5. Whether the record supports the factual
tindings of the Board of Appeals that:

Appellee Cameron Mill is a developer of a proposad subdivision
in northern Baltimore County, west nf- Interstate 83 and approxi-
mately one mile west of the Parkton Landfill. The site lies above
the Pratty Boy schlst geologic formation and consists of approxi-
mately 276 acres of land zoped RC4 and RC5, the majority having the
RC4 designation. A subdivision of fifty-three lots was originally
proposed, fifty-one of which were new lots and two wera existing
lots cccupied by the historic Cameron Mill site and the existing
home of the original owner. 5

The Caueron .iller’s house is a two-and-one-half story stone
house from the colonial era situated on the hillside with a spring
house in its front yard. The stone buildings are on the northeast
side of Camercn Mill Road to the northwest of its junction with
Walker Road. some mill foundations and ruins are cpposite the
houses across the road at the southwest corner of -h‘alkur Road and

cameron Mill Fsad.

split the lots contairing the house and mill ruins from the larger
development site.

The Planning Board recommendcd that the lot upon which the
house was situated be enlarged to 5.6 acres and that the cemetery
be protected with a perpefual access easement. The Boara also
decreased the right-of-way of Cameron Mill/Stapler Church Road from
60 feat in width to 45 feet in width in the area of th. historic
lot an{ moved it away from the two historic buildings. The 45 foot
right-of-way encroaches upon some of the mill ruins. In its
meeting of March 14,

1991, the CRG incorporated the Planning

Board’s r

ions and appi d the development plan.

The Little Falls and the Bee Tree Run are two mzjor streams
that run through the property. The topography is very steep, and
there are large arsas of tree cover that leave only 60 acres of the
276-acre tract available for development. Under the CRG plan,

169.4 acres, or 61.1 percent of the site, is designated as open

Conservation classification.

Appellees applled for varlances' from the Baltimore County
zoning regulations, vl_\tch require that the lots be not less than
300 feet in diameter. This reguest was made as to thirty-two of
the fifty-one new lots. The variances were granted by the Deputy
Zoning Commissioner on September 9, 1991.

Appellants appealed from the recommendaticn of the Planning
Board directly to the County Board of Appeals in CBA Case Ho. 91-
122, appealed from the CRG approval of the subdivision to the
county Board of Appeals in CBA Case No. 91-145, and appealed from
the granting of the variances by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner to
the County Board of Appeals in CBA Case No. 91-462. The County
Board of Appeals combined and took concurrent testimony on all
three cases during the course of five days of hearings between

October 8, 1991 and Hay 1, 1832,
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The circuit court, invoking the well-settled principles
regarding review of decisions cf administrative agencies, concluded
Lnat the first six issues raised by appellee Baltimore County were
indeed the questions before it for vesolution. We have reworded
and recrganized the issues for the sake of clarity, but the
substance of the issues remains the same as before the circuit
court. The court stated that it was persuaded by the argument
advanced by B’altlmurn County and that it adopted the reasoning of
the Courity Attorney’s Office as its own, affirming the Courty Board
of Appeals for reasons stated in the Board’s Opinion and Order of

August 12, 1992.

LEGAL ANALYSIS
Standard of Review
The role of this Court is to repeat the task of the circuit
court to be certain that the circuit court did not err in its
review. Maisel v. Monrgomery County, €4 Md. App. 31, 34 (1992); Mortimer
v. Howard Research and Dev. Corp., 83 Md. App. 432, 442, cer. denied, 321 Md.
164 (1990). The task of the circuit court was to dal:.arnlm: whether
the Board of Appeals decisions were "in accordance with the law."
Baltimore County Charter § 604.
A decision of the Board of Appeals is "not in accordance with
law" if it is arbitrary, capricious, or illegal. Lewyv. Seven Slade,
Inc., 234 Md. 145, 149 (1964). If there is no rn:u‘rd of the facts

on which the Board acted or a statement of the reasons for its
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appealable order under Sec:ion 602(d) of the Baltimore County
Charter. "

The Planning Board’s recommendation does not become operative
until it is incorporated into the final action of the CRG. It has
no legal effect outside of the final action on a plan. Althcugh
the CRG refers many aspects of the development to other agencies,
the B.C.C. provides for an appeal only from the CRG’s final action
on a plan. \-l; find that the Planning Board’s recommendation is nat
an appealable ordef. The appropriate standard of review is
theretore that which is accorded a final action on a plan.

B.C.C. § 26-209(c) mandates that Ehs final action on a plan be
presumed correct and that the burden of persuasion is on the person
aggrieved to show that the action was arbitrary or capricieous,
procured by fraud, or otherwise illegal. The Board of Appeals
applied the correct standard of ~eview when it did not find "the
CRG’s action, or the action of the Planning Board for that matter,
is arbitrary or capricious, procured by fraud or otherwise
illegal." Bd. of Appeals Opinicn, at 13.

Appallants contend that the Planning Board decision could not
merge into the final action of the CRG because the CRG Plan for the
cameron Mill subdivision, as finally approved, did not contain the
nhistoric site. This argument overlooks the fact that the Planning
Board’s recommendation concerned the minor subdivision plat dated
September 21, 1990, which the CRG approved at the same March 14,
1951 meeting along with the larger subdivision. Thus, the Flanning

Board recommendation was incorporated into the CRG final action on

g
action, the Board’s action may be deemed arbitrary and a reviewing
court may not pphold its decision. Bd of Counry Comm'rs for Prince George's
County v. Ziegler, 244 Md. 224, 229 (1966); Morniimer, 83 Md. App. at 441.
If the issue before the Board of Appeals is "fairly debatable,"”
however, that is, if reasonable persons could have reached a
different conclusion on the evidence, a reviewing court may not
substitute its judgment for that of the Board. Whire v. Counry Dd. of
Appeais, 219 Md. 136, 145 (1959); Howard Coumy v. Davidsonville Area Civic &
Potormac River Ass'ms, 72 Md. App. 19, 34-35, cen. denied, 311 Md. 28BS

(1987) .

The Cameron Miller’s House
The Board of Appeals determined the following about the
Planring Board’s recommendation:

Since the CRG was bound by the Planning Board
decislon, ard the Planning Board decision pre-
cedae[d] and became part of the finai action of
the CRG on the Developer’s plan, we belleve
that Protestants may appeal the decision only
to the extent that they may appeal from the
final actlon c® the CRG. Upon reviewing the
Planning Board report which is Appellant’s
Exhibit Ne. 1, and the decision of the CRG
contained in the minutes, which is Developer’s
Exhibit No. 3 in Case No. CBA-31-145, and
mindful of the legislative scheme enacted by
the Council, we do not find that the CRG's
action, or the action of the Planning Board
for that matter, is arbitrary or capricious,
procured by fraud or otherwise illegal.

Appellants contend that they had a right ‘to appeal the

recummerdation of the Planning Board directly in a de nove hearing
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the minor subdivision. The incorporation of Planning Board
decisions extgnds to all CRG plans, minor or major.

Appellants also contend that the Board of Appeals erred
because it did nocr address the issue of whether the Planning Board
could allow the potential destruction of a portion of the historic
site under B.C.C. § 26-278. We disagree.

B.C.C. § 26-278 mandates that "historic structures or sites
identified o;| [the Maryland Historical Trust Inventory or the
County’s Final Landmarks List) mus. be preserved." This mandate is
modified by B.C.C. §§ 26-541 and 26-542, which requires County
approval before the demolition of a listed structure.

The County’s Final Landmarks l.l.sl:- and the Maryland Histori~al
Trust Inventory liutg only the Cameron Miller‘s House. The
application for listing indicates that it was a building, rather
than a site, classificatian. The mill ruins are not specifically
listed. By contrast, the listing for St. John’s Protestant
Episcopal Church includes the rectory, wall, stepping-stone and
graveyard. R.C.C. § 22-169(312) (l._EEB/aS cumulative Jupplement).

Given the clear and unambiguous reading of the statute, only
structures or sites listed on these historic inventories must b~
pre. ~rved. The mill ruins are not specifically listed as a
historic structure, nor did the entire site receive official
historic clarsificatior. Although the Planning Board recommenda-
tion mentions the mill ruins as intagral to the site’s distinctive
rural character, they were not precluded from ulln’wing the right-

of-way from encroaching upon the ruins. Therafore, the Boaru of

. F
and should have only been held to a standard of preponlerance of
the evid(.nce.,r See Baltimore County Charter § 601 ("All hearings
held by the board shall be heard de novo, unless otherwise provided
by legislative act of the County Council....").

Appellees contend that the recommendation of the Planning
Beard was incerporated into the CRG action and that CRG action on
a plan "shal} be presumed correct and the person aggrieved shall
have the burden of persuasion to show that ... such action was
arbicrary or capricious, procured by fraud or otherwise illegal.”
B.C.C. § 209(c).

Appellants rely upon the Court n't Appeals decision in Hope v.
Baltimore County, 288 Md, 656 (1980), to support their contention that
they had a right to pursue an appeal directly from the klanning
Board’s recommendation. In Hopc, the Court held that the intent of
the Baltimore County \‘.‘hart‘er was to vest its Board of Appeals with
full owers as set forth in Code (1957) Art. 25A, § 5(U) and that
the scope of the Board’s appellatu authority extended to appeals
from the Planning Board’s approval or disapproval of a subdivision
plat. 288 Md. at 657. ’

The Court did not hold that the Board of Appeals had the
authority to review all actions by the Planning Board. The Court
premised its decision upon section 602(d) of the Baltimore County
Chartar, which states that the Board of Appeals is to "hear and
decide appeals from all other adminlstrative and adjudicatory orders

as may from time to time be provided by Article 25A of the

.
Annotated Code of Maryland (1357 Edition), as amended, or by
legislative act of the county council not inconsistent therawith."
(Emphasis added.) The Court then decided that the approval o:
disapproval of a subdlvision plat was such an order. fHope, 288 Md.
at 663.

The version of the Ba'timore County Code applicable to this
case charqes‘ the CRG with responsibility for the approval oc
disapproval of subdivision plans. The Planning Board considers
only those matters referred to it by the CRG. B.C.C. § 26-208(a).
Pursuanc to B.C.C. § 26-207(a)()), the CRG reierred the issue ol
the Cameron Miller’s house to the i-lanvninq Board, and the Planning
Board’s subsequent decision was binding upon the CRG and
incorporated as part of the CRG's final action on the plan. B.C.C.
§ 26-208(c).

The Board of Appeals’s authority under the Baltimore County
Charter, as quoted above, extends to reviewing all administrative
orders provided by Article 25A of the Annotated Code of Ma.yland
(1957 Edition} or by legislative act of the county council.
Baltimore County Charter § 602. B.C.C. §§ 26-31 .through 26-36,
entitled "Planning Board,” do not provide for the right of appeal
from a recommendation of the Planning Board. 8.C.C. § 26-209
provides for appeals from a final action on a plar but does not
provide specifically for appeals from particular decisions of the
Planning Board. Appellants are entitled to a direc; appeal only 1if

the binding recommendation of the Planning Board to the CRG is an
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Appeals appropriately found that the action oy the Planning Board
was not arbitrary or capriciocus, prociced by fraud, or otherwise

illegal.

The Grovuadwater and Soil Issues
A. Prime and Productive Soils

Appellants contend that the Department of Environmental
Protection and Resource Management (DEPRM) illegally and arbi-
trarily precluded ieview of the Camercon Mill subdivision from the
effects of Bill '14-89 protecting prine and productive soils.
Appellees contend that DEPRM had adopr;ed a policy consistert with
its obligations under Bill 134-89 and that the pelicy was applied
uniformly and consistentlv.

The Baltimore County Council adopted the "Prime and Productive
Seils Act,™ Bill Ho. 134-89. for the purpnse of preserving agricul-
tural lands and protecting prime and productive soils in the
Cevelopment process. Preamble, Bill HNo. 134-89. The Council
delegaited to DEPRM the responsibility for establishing policies
that promote agricultural uses and protect soil resources. B.C.C.
§ 22-99(c). The CRG must abide by these policies when reviewing
any development plan or plat.

DEPRM mapped the prime and productive soils in the county,
delineated agricultural protection zones, and adopted varying
restrictiors for each zone. Although the Cameron Mill site

contained prime and productive s3ils, it was not situated within an
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agricultural protection zone. Therefore, the prcperty was not
subject to lh5 more stringent development restrictions.

When the Council delcgated to DEPRM the formu'ation of
policies, it bestowed upon the agency quasi-legislative functions.
Judicial review of such functions is thus more limited in scopa.
Dep’t of Nawural Resources v. Linchester Sand & Gravel Coip., 274 Wd. 211, 224
(1975). We cannot say that the policies adoptad by DEPRM were not
within its )e‘gal boundaries. /4.

In contrast, less deference is due to the agency when it
applies its pollicies to a particular fact situation. [d. Under
such circumstances, the courts review the agency conclusions by
determining whether the conclusion was rendered in an illegal,
arbitrary, capricious, oppressive, ur fraudulent manner. K.; Swrch
v. Zoning Bd. of Howard County, 267 Md. 476, 487 (1972). The Board of
Appeals found as a fact "tr‘m: the Cameron Mill Development site is
not located within the area designated pursuant to reguistory
authority as prime and productive soils which would restrict the
development to one house per 50 acres, as in R.C. 2 zones." Since
the Cameron Mill site was treated in accordance with the policies
enumerated, we cannot say that DEPRM acted arbitrarily in th's

case.

B. The Parkton Landfil!

B.C.C. § 26-203 regquires an applicant for development to

include information regarding the proposed and existing well and
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septic areas. Appellants contend that the CRG erred by not
considering th,'e impact the Parkton Landfill might have upon water
quality in the subdivision.

B.C.C. § 26-203 provides that a plan suhject to CRG review

shall set forth an informative, conceptual,
and h tic repr ation of the prop
development in a clear and legible manner by
means of maps, graphs, charts, or other writ-
ten or drawn documents so as to enable the
county and all reviewing agencies an opportu-
nity to make reasonably informed decislons
regarding the davelopment.

i. a recent opinion by this Court, we found that CRG final action
on a plan is merely an early stage in the Baltimore cCounty land

deve lopm 1t review and approval process. Anm Wood Enter. v. Wiseburg, 88

Md. App. 723, 729 (1991). hs long as the plan satisfies the
requirements of B.C.C. § 26-203 and tne CRG approves the plan on
that bisis, the CRG’'s final action on a plan is appropriate
"regardless of whether .;ddxtinnal information regarding the
proposed development may he necessary in future stages of the land

development review and approval process." An Wood, B8 Md. App. at

731.
The Board of Appeals concluded the following about whether it
was necessary for the CRG to consider contamination from the

parkton Landfill:

Mindful of the fact that a developer, prior to
the sale of any of these lots as building lots
or as lcts with residences constructed upon
them, must meet the provisions »f the Balti-

requiring satisfrctory’ test
results as to quality and quantity of water,
and also mindful of the fact that in order to
satisfy the requirements of the CRG, the
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1) strict compliance with the regulations would result in practical
difficulty or_'undua hardship; 2) such variance is in strict harmony
with the spirit and intent of the regulations; and 3) the granting
of the variance will not cause injury to public health, safety, and
general welfare. It is relavant that Baltimore County appiles a
disjunctive test for the granting of variances: the applicant for
a variance must prove practical difficulty or undue hardship. The
practical difficulty standard is applicable to a situation where,
as here, it is an area rather than a use variance tnat is request-
ed. Loyola Loan Ass'n v. Buschman, 227 Md. 243, 248 (1561).

McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 206 (1973), set forth the criteria

necessary to establish practical difficulty:

m1) whether compliance with the strict
letter of the restrict!ons governing area, set
backs, frontage, height, bulk or density would
unreasonably prevent the owner frem usina the
property for a permitted purpose or would
render conformity with such restrictions
unnecessarily burdensone.

"2) Whether a grant of the variance
applied for would do substantial justice to
the applicant as well as to other property
owners in the district, or whether a lesser
relaxation than that applied for would’give
substantial relief to the owner of the
property involved and be more consistent with
juscice to other prcperty owners.

"3) Whether relief can be granted in
such fashion that the spirit of the ordinance
will be observed and public safety and welfare
secured."

id., at 214-15, quoting 2 Rathkopf, The Law of Zoning and Planning (3d ed.

1972) 45-28 and 45-29. The applicant need not show the equivalent
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developer must only present a conceptual plan

in sufficlent detaii as to allow the Baltimore

County development officials to make reason-

ably informed decisions concerning it, we are

not persuaded that the action of the CRG in

approving the plan as proposed was arbltrary,

capricious, procured by fraud, or otherwise

illegal.
Appellants contend that, although a development must meet certain
water quality and quantity requirements at the building permit
stage, the future water quality testing does not include testing
for benzene and toluene, two of the contaminants alleged to be
leaking from the Parkton Landfill; and thus the CRG plan is the
appropriate stage of the review process to consider this issue.
Even though organics such as toluene and benzene are not routinely
tested, tha Board of Appeals heard testimony from Robert Sheesley,
former Director of DEPRM, indicating that subdivisions that are in
proximity to suspected sources of contamination are tested for
organics prior to obtaining a building permit and further tnat, "if
it was found that the new development site was impacted by either

on site or off site organic chemical problems, n building permit

would not be issued until that could be remediated in some way...."

Given the conceptual nature of the CRG plan and the ability to
investigate the potential impact from the Parkton Landfill at a
later stage, the record supports the finding of the Board of
Appeals that the CRG's approval of the subdivision plan was not
arbltrary, capricious, procured by fraud, or otherwise illegal.

Although the Board of Appeals made several findings of fact about

] L
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of an unconstitutional taking and thus the practical difficulty

standard is ar;' easier standard to meet than undue hardship. Anderson

] @
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the potential contamination from the Parkton Landfill,' they were
not necessary.to support the ultimate conclusion that the require-

ments of B.C.C. § 26-201 were satisfied.

C. The Design and Siting of the Wells and S¢ tic Systems
Appellants contend the CRG did not adeguately consider that

the placement of septic systems in the snallow scils of the Pretty

"The evidei.ce, as a whole, established to our satisfaction that the
predominant direction of the flow of the ground waler, absent
pumping, is in the southeasierly direction irom the Parkion
Landfill which would be away (rom the proposed development
site which is located approximately one mile to the west of the
Cameron Mill development. While fractures exist in the Pretty
Boy schist underlying the site which run in an easterly and
westerly direction towards the Cameron Mill site (see Profestant’s
t 4 for identification), the evidence does ot prove that, in

issible levels of i leaching from the
Parkion Landfill migrited in a westerly direciion as far as the
Cameron Mill proposzd development site or any of the neighboring
residences, most of which draw their water from individual wells,
nor does it prove that with the action of the wells propesed by
Developer it will oceur in the fuwre. Furthermore, the evidence
demonstrates that even at the monitoring wells located on the
Parkton Landfill site, although the samples taken from those wells
conlain Benzene and Tolucne, amung olher contaminants, the
tested levels do not cxceed the Environmental Protection Agenc:
standards for drinking water, a fact atiested to by both the
Developer's and Protestants’ witnesses. Finalty, a study of macro-
invertibrates [sic] conducted on February 19, 1992 by James
Gracie, a water qualily expert, on the Fourth Mine Branch and
Littie Falls Streams which flow through the proposed site and
receive outflow from the Parkton Landfill, revealed the abundant
existence of such organisms that co.ld not survive if unacceptable
levels of benzene were present. (See Developer's Exhibit No.
15."

Bd. of Appe.Is Opinion, ai 6-7.

The Board found sub judice that
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Boy schist mignt cause preblems of inadequate treatment of the
jeverage. Theg Boarl of Appeals found:

{T]he Developer must meet certain percolation
tests which include digginy “est pits on each
lot as well as three tran .s which assess the
entire soil profile. The evidence astablished
that over 250 data pe nis throughout the
development produced rifficient informatior
when taken together wl.. the results of tests
ccnducted by the Baltimore County [DEPRM] as
shown in Daveloper‘s Exhibit No. 11, to demon-
strate compliance with those requirements. In
particular, we find that the test damonstrated
compliance with thé applicable regulatiens,
since among other things, the pits drained
down in the reguired range of r~ less than 2
minutes, at thes test depth of 4 feet, and that
the pits contain no less than 4 freet of
unsaturated materfal and mat the other test
requirements according to “the testimony of
William Eisor, the Baltimore County DEPRM
licensed sanitarian who conducted the tests
aid evaluated the soll. Accordingly, we are
not persuaded by the evidence that the CRG
approval in this regard constitutes arbitrary
or capricious action or was procured by fraud
or other illegality.

We held that the guestlon before the Board was fairly debatable and
therefore will not disturb its findings. See Momimer, 83 Md. App.

at 441, and the cases cited therein.

Variance Issue
Finally, appeliants contend the Board of Appeals erred in
granting the varlances reques‘ed because appellee Cameron Mill
failed to establish practical difiiculty and unreasonable hardship
as a matter of law. Wa disagree. .
In order to justify the grant of a variance, the applicant

must satisfy the three-pronged test set fcrth in B.C.C. § 307.1:

"(t]he parcel presents a very

Board of Appeals found: .

To include a 300-foot diameter circle on each
lot and to place the building envalopes on the
ridges where they are farthest away from the
streams and the wetlands results in lots which
Lave the appearance of dumbbells. It appears
that such lots would meet a%l of the require-
mente of the R.C. 4 zone, but that in doing so
these dumbbell-shaped lots would take land
away from the Department of Natural Resources’
hike and bike trail and also reduce the amount
of forest buffer which was otherwise provided
by the proposed plan approved by the CRG.

practical difficulty.

v. Bd. of Appeals, 22 Md. App. 28, 33 (1974). Appellees admit that
property could be developed without the varlances. Fven so,
pr--tical difficulty prong can be met if compliance with
diametral requirement would be "unnecessarily burdenscome."

As to the practical difficulty prong of B.C.C. § 307.1,

the

tha

the

the

nppellants contand that such faccs do not legally constitute

In MclLean, the Court of Appeals dealt with a similar factual

\ si.uation originating in Baltimore County. Mclean involved a

landowner’s request for a variance because “the comstruction of

puildings in strict compliance with the sideyard requirements would

result in the destruction of the trees ... [and] that the benefits

of retaining the trees wouid accrue to the general public.”

270

Md. at 215. The Court found the findings of fact by the Baltimore

county Board of Appeals sufficlent to support the granting of the

sideyard variance because of practical difficulty.

unusual piece, of land, divided into three plateaus, with steep
slopes falling from the plateaus cut by two major streams,
traversed by three major roads and by a hike and bike trail set in
an old railroad bad." The Board later found that, "in light of the
topographical features of this particular site, we find it a fact
that the Developer satisfactorily proved practical difficulty and
anreasonable hardship and that the variances should be granted."
While we disagree with the Board‘’s finding that appellee
proved unreasonable hardship, we believe the issue to be fairly
debatable of whnther appellee proved practical difffculty. The
Board heard ertensive testimony concerning the extreme development
constraints of the property — physical censtraints peculiar to the
property that confronted this particuiar deveicrer. The property
has steep slopes, wetlandg, streams, a trail, and several roads
that divide it. The record as a whole supports a finding that
compliance with the diaretral was unnecessarily burdensoma, and
thus the developer faced practical difficulty.
Addressing the other two prongs of B.C.C. § 307.1, the Board

scrutinized the reasons for the 300-foot diametral and found:

Since the instituzion of the 3u0-foot

diametral provision, which providedi part of

the original rationale for the 200-foo’

diametral when instituted in 1971 (see Pro-

testants’ Exhibit Ho. 26}, Baltimore County

enacted other development regulations to

guarantee minimum lot sizes of approximately

3 acres in this type of zone. The regulations

requiring forest buffer areas, and those that

deal with steep slope development as well as
protuction for the wetlands, the 100-year
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flood plain, and a requirement of 10,000
square feet area for septic tank replacement
systems all militate against the necessity of
the” 300-foo: diametral requirement. The 300-
foot diametral does not expressly appear in
language in Protestants’ Exhibit No. 26, but
one can find an illustraticn of it in Figure &
in that Exhibit. Tha purpuse of the diametral
consists of insuring proper spacing between
the well, the septic area and the dwelling.
All of the wells proposed by Leveloper meet
the 100-foot required distance away from the
septic areas and between wells, and the Devel-
oper also provided the minimum lot width of
200 feet. The plan as proposed results in
strict harmony with the spirit and intent of
the area restrictions of the BCLR [and] no
substantial injury to the public health,
safety and welfare....

Given the purposes served by the 300-foot diametral, the
Board’s finding that the plan sltlsfla’d the second prong of § 307.°
was supported by suhitan"‘al evidence on the record taken as a
whole. Likewise, given th= environmental sensitivity of the
proposed plan, which would be undermined by strict compliance with
the diametral requirement, the Board’s findiny +hat the plan
satisfied the third prong of § 307.1 wis also supported by
substantial evidence cn the record taken as a whole.

While the liberal granting of variances or spavclal exceptioas
undermines the usnfulness that zoning restrictions provid:, seeeg.,
Camey v. City of Baliimore, 201 Md. 130, 137 (1952), the facts of this
case demonstrate that the need for the variance was "substantial
and urgent and not merely for the converience of the applicant."
Id.; McLean, 270 Md. at 213-14 (applying the "mere convenience of
the applicant® principle to applications for variances). The Board

heard extensive testimony concerning the extreme development
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constraints of the property. The property has steep slopes,
wetlands, streams, a former railroad right-of-way, and several
roads that divide it. Both the Office of Planning and DEPRH
recommended the granting of the variance. The CRG plan dedicates
more land to the public and leaves more land in open space than the
“dumbbell plan." Under such circumstances, the variance is not
merely for the convenience of the applicant.

Appullar{ts quote several cases that they claim support their
contention that che Board of Appeals erred in granting the
variances. Appellants cite Easier v. City of Baltimore, 195 Md. 195
(1950), for the contention that a varl'-nca request that wouid make
the property more profitable was insufficient to justify relaxation
of setback requirements. Appellees never relied upon profitability
as a reason for the variance request, and in fact, there is
sufficient information in whe record to support the conclusion that
the plan as proposed would be less profitable than developing in
strict compliance with the 300-foot diametral.

Appellants cite seve: 1l cases to support their contention that
self-inflicted hardship cannot be the basis for a variance. In
particular, they contend that appellee acquired the property
knowing about the 300-foot diametral reguirement, and such
Xrowledge constitutes self-inflicted hardship.

The Court of Appeals opinien in McLean, supra, is instructive
on this point as well. f7here, the appellant likewise claimed that
the landowner was precluded from asserting npractical difficulty”

because he was charged with knowledge ot the sideyard requirements

-2 -

It is further represented to us, without centradiction, that
the varianc:enuere gbtained to meet the County’s wishes, to further
address the uniqueness of the publicly-owned areas adjacent to the
subject site and to enhance the public’s use and/or appreciation of
the public areas. HNc one asserted that trere was anything unigue
or unusual about the applicant’s property or that a variance was
neaded in order for the owner to avoid practical difficulties.

in =huré, Balcimors County is attempting to use the variance
procedure of its zoning code to get property owners to develop
property in a manner not othervisc permitted by that zoning code
rather than to legislate changes that would achieve its desired
goals for property abutting areas controlled by public entitles.
1 would suggest that what has occurred here is & wholly unwarranted
and insupportable use of the variance procedures of Baltimore
County‘s Zoning Code (as well as any other of which I am aware).

Section 1307.1 "Variances” of the Baltimore County Zoning
ordinance provides in pertinent part that the zoning entities

shall have ... the power to grant variances
from ... area regulations ... only iln cases
where specia. circumstances or conditions
axist that gre peculiar to the land . . . which is the subject of
the variance request and vhere strict compliance ...
would result in pracrical difficully ox unreasonable
hardship.... They shall have no power 10 grant any other
wariances. {Emphasis added.]

The Court of Appeals in Easter v. Ciry of balimore, 195 Md. 195, 400
(1950), stated that in order to grant a variance it

must be shown that the hardship affects the
particular premises and is not common to other
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when he purchased the property. 270 Md. at 215. The Court
declared, "We see no merit in this argument ... this ‘rule’ is more
strictly applied in ‘use variance’ cases than in cases of ‘area
variances,’ such as the one at bar. In other words, it has less
significance where we are concerned with ‘practical difficulty’
than it doee in the event of ‘hardship’ which usually characterizes
the ‘use variance’ cases." [d.

We find that the appellees are not precluded from asserting
practical difficulty, and that there exists substantial evidence on
the record taken as a whole to justify the granting of the
variances. The Board of Appeals decisions in CBA No. 91-122, CBA
No. 91-145, and CBA No. 91-452-A were in accordance with the law.
We affirm the circuit court on all grounds.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
- BALTINORE COUNTY AFFIRMED.

COBTE TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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property in the peighborhood. (Emphasis add-

ed.]

In respect td area variances such as that in the case siab judice, we
said in Anderson v. Board of Appeals 22 Md. App. 28, 39 (1874):

1) Whether compliance with the strict
letter of the restrictions would unreason-
ably prevent e owner from using the property for a
permitied purpose or would render conformity with
such restrictions scessarily burdensome .

2) Whether a grant of the varianze ap-
plied for would do substantial justice /o the
applicant as well as to other property owners in
the district, or whether a lesser relaxation
than that applied for would gite substantial
relief fothe owner of the property imvolved .. .. [Empha-
sis added.]

The majority in its discussion in respect to sariances cites
Carney v. Cliy of Baltbnore,, 201 Md. 130, 137 (1952), te support the
statement:

[Tihe facts of this case d monstrate that the

need for the variance was "substantial and

urgent and not merely for the convenience of

the appiicant." [Majority opinjon at 19.])
First of all, Camey was not a variance case. It was a special
exception case. While the review standards in respect to variances
and specla’ exceptions have become, over the years, intermixed, the
raspective entities are not jdentical twins. At best, they are
fraternal. The respective zoning entities start out at birth with
conspicuously different presuzptions. A special exception is a
pernitted use - provided certain conditions are mef it is presumed

to be within the spirit of the ordinance. A variance is used to

permit that which is prohibited and presumed to be in conflict with

e @
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the ordinance. If tha presumption that controls a special

exception prevails, the exception is granted. 1f the presurption
against a var;ance prevails, the variance must be denied. In other
words, the twn entities are based on entirely different concepts.
In one an applicant defends the presumption, in the other he
attacks it.

secondly, as I read the material quoted in the sentence nccted
by the majority, the need the Camey Court was addressing was the
applicant’s "substantial and urgent® needs, and his “convenience, "
not a ccunty’s. Moreover, tha Camey Court defines practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardship as wdifficulties ... which are
pecullar (o the situation of the applicant for the permit and are not neces-
sary vo carry out the spirit of the ordinance ... thelr existence
amounts to a substantial and unnecessary lnjustice io the applicant .
Camey, 201 Md. at 137 (emphasis added).

1: is clear to me that Baltimore County prevailed upon tie
developer to apply for a variance he did not need but thit
saltimore County wanted him to get in order to enhance the
neighboring property it or other rnublic agencies controlled.
paltimore County has the power tc legislatively change its zoning
ordinance to reflect its wishes (lncluding repealing it altogether
and having no zoning), but it is, as I perceive it, votally
inappropriate for the County to cause property owners to apply for

variances benefiting Baltimore County when the property owner has

@ L

I respectfully dissent.

In this unusual case, the property owner has applied for
variances in order to serve ths interests of Baltimore County
rather thar his own interest. It was onceded by all parties in
their briefs andsor at oral urgument that the developer did not
need the variances in order t> fully develap the subject site to
its permissible density. There is no evidence of any unijue or
unusual feature abour the subject properry.  Additionally, there is no
eviderce that the developer would find it unnecessarily burdensome
to utilize the subject property in conformance with the code.

It is represented to us that ty> streams run through the
property and large areas of tree cover acx situate on the site.
These areas apparently abut on hiking and biking trials maintained
by the Department of Nautural Resources, aceas controlled by the
county Recreation and Parks, and certain County-protected forest
buffer areas.

It is Further represented to us that the property owner, under
the site’s existing zoning, was requiced to develop lots that would
contain somewhere withia their bovndaries a 300 foot diameter
circle. (This apparently reduces the gerrymandering tendencies of
some lot developers and 1ids in septic and water supply separa-
tion.) It was agreed thac this requirement could have been met by
the property owner though it would have resulted in the removal of
a substantial number of trees and in the lots encroaching further
into tha site’s wooded areas andjor approaching cleser to the

publicly-controlled or owned areas mentioned above.

o
no practical difficulty in utilizing his property (that is in no
way unique) in conformance with the Code.

In the c:sa sub judice, there was absolutely no ev idence that the
owner could not fully use his property without the variance. In
fact, all parties conceded that he could. There was no evidence at
all that conformity vith the ordinance would be "unnecessarily
burdenscme,” Andersen, 22 Md. App. at 139, or wouid result in any
wpractical difficulty" (sec. 107) 1 the owner of the property .

The evidence in this case is, simply put, that Baltimore
County wanted this project developed differently for the County’s
banefit and caused the owner to apply for a variance(s) he did not
need. The owner faced no practical difficulties in development and
shere were no "special circumstances or conditions" peculiar to tha
land in questien. Mot only is the ev. =nce insufficient under any
standard and/or standard ‘®f review to support ths: issuance of a
variance, none ~f the parties seriously contend that it is - or
was. The County’s positlon appears to be that the wvariance be
affirmed because i was, they contend, done for a good purpose.
Benefit or non-benefit to the public normally is nét even consid-
ered until the prelirinary tindings of "practizal diZficulty” and
special conditions npeculiar® to the property, etc., exist. These
preliminary factors do not ex.ist here.

I am not uninindful of the uncomfortable position the landcwner
might have been in. In this case, he was able to ‘satisfy, it not
the needs, then the wants of the Ccinty, by applying for variances

as to his property for the County s benefit., HNevertheless, 1 do
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not think that this Court should countenance this new (I hope} and
totally inappgopriate vse of variance procedures.

I would reverse.

e @

Although Appellants suggest that they were in essence
deprived of the opportunity for a full and fair hearing of these
appeals by the Board, it should be noted that the CBA heard five
virtually full days of testimony beginning in October of 1991
and ending on May lst, 1992. The proceedings before the loard
created a record in this case some 920 pages in length,
supplanted with dozens of exhibits which were submitted to and
considered by the CBA.

The scope of review by this Court of the actions of an
administrative agency like the County Board of Appeals is such
that the Court may through appeal or rtherwise ccrrect any abuse
of discretion by such an administrative agency or modify its
actions when they are unsupported by facts, or are arbitrary,
eaps ¥V Cobb, 185 Md.

372, 45 A.2d 73 (1945). However, the scope of judicial review

illegal, capricious or unreasonable.

of decisions by administrative agencies is nairow, recognizing
that Board members have expertise in a particular area and
ordinarily should be free to exercise their discretion as such.
Finney V Halle, 241, Md. 224, 216 A.2d 530 (1966). Thus a
reviewing court will not substitute its judgment for that of an
administrative board where the issue is fairly debatsble and the
record contains substantial evidence supporting the
administrative decision. Montgomery County V Woodward &
Lothrop, Inc. , 280 wd. 686, 376 A.2d 483 (1977). The
“supstantial evidence test" is whether a reasoning mind
reasonably could have reached the factual conclusion the agency

reached from the record before it. Insurance Commissioner V
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L T e T
OPINION AND ORDER OF COURT

The Baltimore County Board of Appeals (hereinafter
sometimes "the Board" or "CBA") docketed three matters for
appeal as CBA Numbers 91-122, 91-145 and 91-462, and considered
them as one censolidated appeal because of their
in:er-relationships and for the convenience of the various
'itigants. The first appeal was from the action of the Planrning
Board of Baltimore County with respect to an historic site on
the Baltimore County Landrark List, which is part of the overall
tract being considered for subdivision in these matters. The
second appeal is from the action of the Ceunty Review Group
(hereinafter sometimes "CRG") in approving conceptially the -
Cameron Mill Subdivision. The third matter docketed by the CBA
is an appeal from the action of the Deputy Zoning fommissioner,
who approved area variances for some 32 of the proposed
subdivision lots from the requirement of a 300°' diametral
normally required in the R.C. 4 zone.

The three cases all arise out of a single effort by the
developers to subdivide a parcel of some 276 acres located in
northern Baltimore County west of Interstate Route 83. The
property lies on the north and south sides of Stabler's Church

Road, the east and west sides of Cameron Mill Road and the east

® : E
side of Eagle 4ill Road. The property lirs partiilly in *he
Sixth Election Distriet and partially in the Seventh Election
District of the county, in or near the community of Parkton

The action of the Planning Board related to the historic
site around the Cameron Miller's home and the ruins of the
original mill, took place in December of 1990. Tha CRG approval
was accomplished eon March 14, 1991 and wes appealed timely, as
was apparently the Planning Board case as well. The Deputy
Zoning Commissioner's variance approval was granted on September
9, 1991 and was also rtimely appealed. All of the actions taken
have been opposed from the outset by the Appellants herein.

Most of the property is zoned R.C. 4, with a very small .
portion of R.C. 5 zoning. Both of these classifications are of
the rural conservation category. The property is very irregular
in shape with extremes of topegraphy. It is traversed by two
major streams and is essentially bhisecied by the bed of the
former right of way of the Northern Central Railrcad, now owned
and used oy the State Department of Natural Resources for a
hiking and biking trail. A substantial portion of the property,
some 64%, is wooded, some 22% has been actively cultivatec and
the balance is open meadow, perhaps cultivated at some time in
the past. Most of the wooded portions are sceeply slopad down
from the ridges on the property to the stream valleys.

The historic landmark site is locatec at the extreme
southerLly portion of the property, at or near the intersection

of Cameron Mill, Stabler's Church and Walker Roads.
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National Bureau, 248 Md. 292, 236 A.2d 282 (1967). That test

iz also defined as such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind

might accept as adeguate to support a conclu.sion. Bulluck V

Pelham Apts., 283 Md. 505, 3¢0 A.2d 1119 (1978). This reviow
rhould not consist of judicial-fact finding or a substitution of

judicial judgment for agency judgment. Insurance Commissione:r

V_National Bureau, supra.

The question for the reviewing court is whether the
conclusions reasonably may be based upon the factors proven.
The court may not substitute its judgment on the guestion
whether the inference drawn is the right one or whether a
different inference would he hetter supported. The test is
reasonableness, not rightness. Annapolis : Annapolis
Waterfront Co., 284 Md. 383, 396 A.2d 1080 (197%), [Citing 4 K.

Davis, Administrative Law, §29.05, 2t 137, 139 (4958).]
Appellace courts have frequently observed that the order of
an administrative agency must be npheld on judicial review if it
is not based on an error of law, and if the agency's conclusions
reasonanly may be based upon the factors proven. Ad+ Soil,
Inc. V County Commissioners, 307 Md. 307, 513 :.2d 893 (1986).
But a reviewing court is under no constraints in reversirg an
administrative decision which is premised solely upon a
erroneous conclusion of law. Peoples Counsel for Baltimore
County V Maryland Marine Manuf., Inc., 216 Md. 491, 560 A.2d 32

(1989), quoted with favor in United Parcel v Peoples Counsel,
93 Md. App. 59, 611 A.2d 993 (1992).
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Mindful in particular of this, Appellants urged upon the
Court at argument of this case to be wary of legal errors made
by the CBA in the course of its decisions. Indeed, it was th.s
suggestion by Appellants' counsel that caused the Court to more
thoroughly sift the testimony before the Board and the premises
for its declisions in the opinion filed in August of 1992. As
the Court understands it, Appellants suggest that the CBA
committed three errors of law. First, they suggest that the CBA
in approving the action of the Planning Board relative to the
widths of the rigkhts of way in the historic area, compounded the
legal errcrs ¢ the Planning Board which, they suggest, should
not have permitted the establishment by the Department of Public
Works of a 45' wide right of way for Stabler's Church Road,
Cameron Mill Road and Walker Road within the historic area. It
is suggested rtaat the [ailure to protect the historic structures
from damage or destruction occasioned by potential roadway
widening is violative2 of the legislation which created the
historic Landmark List.

Second, Appellants suggest that both the CrG and the Board
ignored the “"prime and productive soil" requirements of Biil
#134-89 by permittirg subdivision in coutravention of the
expressed legislative intent of that bill to preserve existing
prime and productive agricultural lands.

Third, Appellants suggest thac the e.ldence Sefore the
Board concerning the required 300' diametral variance was

insufficient as a matter of law for the Board to find the

® i ®
practical difticulty or unreasonable hardship necessary to
permit a variance to be granted.

The Courc has carefully considered these suggestions and,
as will be seen more fully later in this opinioun, finds it is
not in agreement with Appellant’'s position. The Court perceives
no legal errocr by the CBA, the Planning Board, the CE3, or the
Deputy Zoning Commissioner, whose decisicn was (correctly)
reviewed de nove by the CBA.

In all, Appellants selL forth some 21 enumerated questions or
suggestions of error on appsal to this Court. Some of them are
insufficiently specific, and some redundant; the Court will not
set them forth in tais 2pinion in full. The developers, on the
other hand, tended *o somewhat over-simplify the issues in
compressing them into only three actual questions presented, in
theis view.

After careful analysis the Court is persuaded that the best

most accurate asszssment of the gquestions presented on this
appeal is formulated by the Appreilee, Baltimore County, Maryland
through its counsel who suggests that the appeal actually

presents the following gqurstions:

1. Assuming that a right of direct appeal exists from =
Planning Board decision on an issue referred to it from
the CRG, pursuant to Title 26, §26-207(a}(4), does the
record before the CBA support the conclusion that the
Planning Bcard acted properly?

2. Does a direct appeal lie to the Board of Appeals from
a decision ¢f the Planning Board on an issue submitted
to it by the CRG pursuant tc this Code provision?

3. Did the CBA correctly hold that the CRG acted properly
when it incorporated into its final action the decision
>f the Planning Board, where the law provides that the
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decision of the Planning Board is biading on the CRG?

4. 1Is the issue of onsite or offsite contamination of
individual water supplies an issue that is within
the jurisdiction of the County Review Group to
consider?

5. Does the record support the factual findings of che
CBA that (1) the Parkton Landfill is meither the
source of contamination nor a potential source of
contamination to the private water supp}y of the
subdivision; and (2) the design and siting of the
individual septic systems do not constitute a
~hreat of contamination to the private wells in
the subdivision?

6. Does the record before the CBA support the conclusion
that "overcrowding" of lots in the subdivision
will not occur, and that the County's "prime and
productive soils" legislation has no application
to this development?

7. Did the Board of Appeals misapplv the statutory
deference to the correctness of the CRG or
otherwise deny Agpellants due process of law?

8. Does the record establish that the developer is
entitled to a variance from the 300' diametral
requirement?

1In the Court's view the aforegoing issues fairly re-state

all of the appeal questions listed by the appellants for
consideration by this Court. Moreover, this Court is persuaded
that the arguments espoused by the County Attorrey's Office in
its brief filed in this ~ase as Paper No. 17 adequately and
properly address all of those presentud issues, and lead to the

conclusion that the CBA correctly resolved cach.

This Court is satisfied to adopt the reasoning of the

County Attorney's Office as its own and for the reasons setl
fort. in the brief filed by counsel as well as the aforecgoing,
this Court AFFIRMS the County Board of Appeals in its opinion

and Order of August i2, 1392 in these matters.
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May 22, 1992 Memorandum cf Protestants filed by J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire.
May 27 8rief of Appellee, Ba.timore Ccunty, Maryland
filed by H. Emslie Parks, County Attorney and
Michael J. Moran, Asst. County Attorney.
August 12 opinion and Order of the * ard of Appeals
GRANTING Petition For Variancas and AFFIRMING
the decisions of the Planning Board and the
County Review Group.

ordar for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for
Baltimore County by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire
on behalf of Maryland Line Area Association, et
al.,

September 11

Petitisn to accompany Appeal filed in the
Cizcuit Court for Baltimore County by Mr.
Holzer.

September 18

Certificate of Notica sent to interested
parties.

September 14

Order for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for
Baltimore County by People's Counsel for
Baltimore County. Petitlon to accompany Appeal
also filed in the Circuit Court.

September 18

September 18 Second Certificate of Notice sent to interested

parties.

October 8 Order extending time for filing zecord to
November 17, 1992 signed by Judge Barbara Kerr
Howe .

November 17 Transcript of testimony filed.

Case No. CBA-91-122

Appelliants' Exhibit No. 1-Planning Board Report (12/5/90

2-A-P-Six*een photos of the different
sites on property of Cameron Mill

3-Inventory form for State Historical
Site Survey.

4-Page 477 of Baltimore County Code

5-Page 460, Sec. 22-100 of B.C. Code

6-Page 429 of Sec. 22-55 Plan

Joint Exhibit No. 1 - CRG Plan Lot 50 "Cameron 4ill"

@ ’ @

/s/ Christian M. Rahl
Thristian M. Kahl

April 2, 19
Date

CMK:emh

-]

J. Carroll Holzer, Esguire
Michael J. Moran, Esquire
Phyllis Cole Frledman, Esquire
Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire
Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
Newton A. Williams, Esquire

IN THE MATTER OF . IN THe

‘THE APPLICATION OF

RUTH_ANN DESOTO, ET AL - CIRCUIT COURT
FOR VARIANCES ON PROPERTY

LOCATED A1l THE CENTERLINE + FOR

OF STABLERS CHURCH ROAND,
1200* EAST OF CENTERLINE OF * BALTIMORE COUNTY
WALKER RCAD AND
IN THE MATTER OF CAMERON MILL + (G Doc. No. _32
RE: PLANNING BOARD DECISION
AND CRG DECISION * Folic No. 307

CASE NOG. 91-462-A, CBA-91-122 —
& 7BA-91-145, ATH & 7TH ELEC,
DISTRICTS, 3RD COUNC. DISTRICT
MARYLAND LINE AREA .
ASSOCIATION, ET AL, PLAINTIFFS
. H . " H N

-

File No. 82-CV-8596

. * . . -

CERTIFIED COPIES OF AND/OR PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE ZONING
COMMISSIONER, THE OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING, THE COUNTY
REVIEW GROUP, AND THE BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

And row come William T. Hackett, Harry E. Buchhelster, Jr.,
»nd C. William Clark, constituting the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County, and ‘n answer to the Order for Appeal directed
against them .n this case, herewith return the record of
proceedirgs had in the above-entitied matter, consisting of the
following certified copies or original papers on file in the
Offices of the Zoning Commissioner, the Office of Planuing and
Zoning, the _ounty Review Group, and the Board of Appeals ot
Baltimoure County:
ENTRIES FROM THE DOCKETS OF THE ZONING COMMISSIONER, THE OFFICE OF

PLANNING AND ZONING, THE COUNTY REVIEW GROUP, AND THE BOARD OF
APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, RESPECTIVELY

Case No. 91-462-A (Ruth Ann Desoto, et al)

June 5, 1991 Petition for Variances flled by Newton A.
Williams, Esquire on behalf of Ruth Ann Desoto,
irdividually and Trustee and Mayer C.
Kalichman, Trustee and Cameron Mill
Partnership, Contract Purchaser.

July 4 Publication in newspapers.

Case Nos. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 ']
Ruth Ann DeSoto, et al, Cameron ¥ill, File No. 92-CV-B596

Case Nos. 91-462-R and CBA-92-145

Daveloper's Exhibit No. 1-File of CRG (3/14/91) Board's file
2-Approved Plat
3-Minutes of CRG (3/14/91) Board's

file
4-Generalized Geo .ogy-Wissahickon
5-Map of Balto. Co. (Yallow color
coded) Tax.
6-Section of a Ba.to. Co. Road Map
7-Tax Map - color coded

8-Map concept for Mine Branch Golf
Course

9-Balto. Co. Zoning Reg. on RC-4 zone

10-Plat of Property (colored & taped
in 2 pecs.)

1l-Cameron Mill - Area Breakdown

12-Resume of Robt. Sheesley

13-Packet (4/2/91) from L. Pilson to
J. McKee

14-Resume of James Gracie

15-Cameron Mills Macroinvertebrate

Study
16-Resume of Norman Gerber

Protestants' Exh, No. 1-Brief of Case in the Court of
Appeals People's Counsei_v.
Craown Development Co.
2-Resume of Dr. Eugene Kojan
3-Map£i§QVE11abll£ty of Ground wacer
{-]

4-Parkton Landfill Map Basin

5-New Freedom Topographic Map #12 N.
Balto. Co. along I-B3

6-Handdrawn Chart

7-Balto. Co. Map

§-Cameron Mill CRG Plin (red dots are
s~ -face springs)

9-Aerial Phoregraph with overlay.

i0-Resume of Dr. Hall

l1-Facsimile from Balto. Co. PW -
Parkton Landfill (6 pgs.)

12-Letter from Mr. Dexter to Dr.
McQuaid, Janice Piccinini letter
and lab report

13-Resume of Dr. Kondner.

14-COMAR -pages 977-8, 983-4, 982-81,
989-90

15-Soil & Depth Tests

case Nos. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145
Ruth Ann DeSoto, et al, Cameron Mill, File No. 92-CV-8596

Protestants' Exh. No. 16-Analysis of Parkton Landfil
{1984-1988)
17-Letters regarding N. County Medic
Unit (1983)
18-Martel Lab. Analysis 5/29/90
19-Computer Print. Perkton Land.
12,

/91

20-Marylanu Spectral Services Lab
results

21-Compliance papers with Rule 8 for
McQuaid

22-Copy of Bill 134-89

23-Tape of Hearing on Bill 134-89

24-Tapes (2) of CRG 8/9/90

25-Chart showing variance needs

26-Balto. Co., Health Dept. report

27-Five photos showing eqr. land

28-six photos of cell #7 E pond at
landiill

29-Cell #1 & elevation of Landfill

30-Letter from Pittman to Pistel
7/6/84

31-Report of Leachate Disposal
4/18/90

32-Maryiand Line Ar=a Assoc., Inc.

November 17, 1992 Record of Proceedings filed in the Circuit
Court for Ealtimore County.

Record of proceedings purscant te which said Order was entered
and upon which said Board acted are hereby forwarded to the Court,
together with exhibits encercd into evidence before the Board.

:;?ct{ully_ auhl_nl.t e?, /f

LnA Zf‘; }‘// ceehpa ol
“LindalLee M., Kuszhaul,./Legel Secretary,
county Board of Appeals, Room 49, 0Old

Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204 (301} 287-3180

cc: J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire
Maryland Line Area Assoclation, et al
Newton A. Williams, Esquire
cameron Mill Partnersnip
Ruth Ann Desoto and Mayer C. Kalichman
Michael J. Moran, Asst. County Attorney
Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
People’s Counsel for Baltimore County

3 @
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July 22, 1991 Certificate of Posting of property.

July 3 Comments of Baltimore County Zoning Plans
Advisory Committee.

August 7 Hearing held on Petition by the Deputy Zeoning
Commissioner.

September 9 Order of *the Deputy Zoning Commissioner
GRANTING Petltion with restrictions.

Gctobuer 9 Notice of Appeal received from J. CcCarrcll
Holzer, Esquire on behalf of Protestants/
Appellants.

Case No. CBA-91-122

December €, 1990 Planning Board meeting wherein the
recommendations of the Planning Staff and
Planning and Zoning were approved and accepted.
December 13 Notice of Appeal received from J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire on behalf of Protestants/
Appellants.

Case No. CBA-91-145
County Review Group comments.

March 14, 1951 CRG meeting wherein the Plan was approved.

March 20 Notice of appeal received from James W. McKee
of Little Falls Ltd. Part./Appellant.

April 9 Notice of Appeal received from J. Cecroll
Holzer, Esquire on behalf of Frotes:ants/
Appellants.

October 8 Hearing before the Soard of anpeals.

Febru.ry 13, 199z Continued Hearing before the Bsard of Appeals.

February 20 Continued Hearing before the Board of Appeals.

March 5 Continued Hearing before the Board of Appeals.

May 1 Hearing completed before the Board of Appeals.

May 21 Potitioners' Letter Memoranduir filed by Newton
A. Williams, Esquire.

IN THE MATTER OF * IN.THE

THE APELICATION OF

RUTH ANN DESOTO, ET AL " CIRCUIT COURT

FOR VARIANCES ON PROPERTY

LOCATED AT THE CENTERLINE L FOR

OF STABLERS CHURCH ROAD,
1200°' EAST OF CENTERLINE OF * BALTIMORE COUNLY
WALKER ROAD AND
IN THE MATTER OF C/AMERON MILL + CG Doc. No. 32
RE: PLANNING BOARD GECISION
hND CRG DECISION * Folio No. 307

CASE NOS. 91-442-A, CBA-91-i22
& CBA-91-145, 6TH & 7TH ELEC. * File No. 3. CV-B596
DISTRICTS, 3RD COUNC. DISTRICT
FEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE *
CGUNTY, ADDITIONAL PLAINTIFF

. * . - *

. . . - . -

SECOND CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE

Madam Clerk:

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule B-2(d) of the Maryland
Rules of Procedure, William T. Mockect, Harry E. Buchheister, Jr.,
and C. William Clark, constituting the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the
appeal ~ the representative of every party to the prcceeding
bef~re it; namely, Phyllis C. Friedman, Esquire, People's Counsel
for Baltimore County, 400 Washington Avenue, Rcom 47, Basement, Old
Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204, Additional Plaintiff; J.
carroll Holzer, ©squire, Holzer, Maher & DeMilio, 305 W. Chesapeake
Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, Maryland 21204, Counsel for *laintiffs;
Maryland Line Area Association, et al, <¢/o Dr. Richard McQuaid,
Presidenc, 1301 Harris Mill Road, Parkton, Marylard 21120
Plaintiffs; MNewton A. Williams, Esquire, Nolan, Plumhoff &
Williams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W. Pennsylvania
Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, Counsel for Defendant; Cameron
Mill Partnership, c/o McKee and Associates, Inc., 5 Shawan Road,

Hunt Valley, Maryland 210 0, Defendant; Ruth Ann Desoto and Mayer
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C. Kalichmaa, c/o Newton A. Williams, Esqulre, Nclan, Plumhoff &

Williams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towe:zs, 210 W. Pennsylvania
Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204; Michael J. Moran, Associate County
Actorney, Baltimore County Office of Law, 400 Washington Avenue,
Second Floor, 0ld Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204; and Michael
B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County Board of Appeals, Room 49, Basement,
old Courthouse, 400 Washington Averue, Towson, Maryland 21204, a
copy of which Notice Is attached hereto and prayed that it may be

made a par® nereot.

LiiJalee M. Kun’zmu% Legal' Seccretary,
County Board of Appeals, Room 49, Old
Crurthouse, 400 Washington Avenue
Towsun, Maryland 21204 (301) 887-3180
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the aforegoing Certificate of
Notice has been nailed to Phyllis C. Friedman, Esquire, People's
Counsel for Bzltimore County, 400 Washingtcon Avenue, Room 47,
Basement, Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204, Additional
Plaintiff; J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire, Holzer, Maher & DeMilio, 305
W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towcon, Maryland 21204, Counsel
for Plaintiffs; Maryland Line Area Association, et al, c/o Dr.
Richard McQuaid, President, 1501 Harris Mill Road, Parkton,
Maryland 21120, Plaintiffs; Newton A. wWilliams, Esquire, Nolan,
Plumhoff & Williams, chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W.
pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, Counsel for
Defendant; Cameron M:1l Partnership, c/o McKee and Associates,
Inc., 5 Shawan Read, Hunt Valley, maryland 21030, Defendant; Rutn

Ann Desoto and Mayer ¢. Kalichman, c/o Newton A. Williams, Esquire,

IN THE MATTER OF bod IN THE

THE APPLICATION OF

RUTH_ANN DESOTO, ET AL w CIRCUIT COURT
FOR VARIANCES ON PROPERTY

LOCATED AT THZ CENTERLINE *  FOR

OF STABLERS CHURCH ROAD,
1200' EAST OF CENTERLINE OF *  BALTIMORE COUNTY
WALKER ROAD AND

IN THE MATTER OF CAMERON MILL * CG Doc. No. 32

RE: PLANNING BOARD DECISION

AND CRG DECISION L Folic No. _307

CASE NOS. $1-462-A, CBA-91-122

& CBA-91-145, 6TH & 7TH ELEC. * File No. 92-CV-8596
DISTRICTS, 3RD COUNC. DISTRICT
MARYLAND LINE AREA -
ASSOCIATION, ET AL, PLARINTIFFS
" - . . . .

CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE

Madam Clerk:

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule B-2(d) of the Maryland
Rules of Procedure, William T. Hackett, Harry E. Buchheister, Jr.,
and C. Willlam Clark, constituting the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the
appeal to the representat!ve of every party to the proceeding
pefore it; namely, J. Carroil Holzer, Esquire, Holzer, Mauer &
DeMilio, 305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, Maryland
21204, Counsel for Plaintiffs; Maryland Line Area Association, et
al, cfo Dr. Richard McQuaid, President, 1501 Harris Mill Road,
Parkton, Maryland 21120, Plaintiffs; Newton A. Williams, Esquire,
Nolan, Plumhoff & "illfams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W.
Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, cCounsel for
Defendant; Cameron Mil! Pertnership, c/o McKee and Associates,
Inc., 5 Shawan Road, Hunt Valley. Maryland 21030, Defendant; Ruth
Ann Desoto and Mayer C. Kalichman, c/o Newton A. Willlams, Esquire,
Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W.

Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204; Phyllis C. Friedman,

Ca=e Nos. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145
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Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W.

Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204; Michael J. Muran,
Associate County Attorney, Baltimore County Office of Law, 400
washington Avenue, Second Floor, 0ld Courthouse, Towson, Maryland
2120%; and Michael B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County Board of Appeals,
Rrom 49, Basement, 0ld Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson,
Maryland 21204, on this 18th day of September, 19%2.
% Ao oo M. &ﬁ;ar‘ﬂs é
LifldaLee M. Kuszmaul, L=gal” Secratary,
County Board of Appeals, Room 49, Old

Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204 (301) 887-3180
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Esquire, People's Counsel for Baltimore County, 400 washington
Avenue, Room 47, Basement, Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204;
Michael J. Moran, Associate County Attorney, Baltimore County
office of Law, 400 Washington Avenue, Second Floor, Ola Courthouse,
Towson, Maryland 21204; and Michael B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County
Poard of Appeals, Room 49, Basemant, 0ld Courthouse, 400 Washington

Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, a copy of which hotice is attached

nereto and prayed that it may,be made a part hereof.
fin;ubee M. i\zszmﬂrﬁl. f& Secretary,

County Board of Appeals, Room 4%, 0ld
Courthouse, 400 Washiigton Avenue
Towson, Marylana 21204 (301) 887-3180
1 {EREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the aforegoing Certificate of
Not:ice has been mailed to J. Carroll] Holzer, Esyulre, Holzer, Maher
& DeMilio, 305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, Maryland
21204, Counsel for Plaintiffs; Maryland Line Area Association, et
al, c/uv Dr. Richard McQuaid, President, 1501 Harris Kill Road,
Parkton, Maryland 21120, Plaintiffs; Newton A. Williams, Esquire,
Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chtd., Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 W.
Penusylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, Counsel for
pefendant; Cameron Mill Partnership, c/o McKee and Associates,
Inc., 5 Shawan Road, Hunt Valley, Maryland 21030, Defenda..t; Ruth
Ann Desoto and Mayer C. Kalichman, ¢/o Newton A. Willlams, Esquire,
Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chtd., Suita 700, Court Towers, 210 W.
Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204; Phyllis C. Friedman,
Esquire, People's Counsel for Baltimore County, 400 Washington

Avenue, Room 47, Basement, O0ld Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204;

@eunty Board of Apprals of Baltimore County
OLD COUSTHOUSE, ROOM 49
100 WASHINGTON AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(410) 287-3180
September 18, 1992

Newton A. Williams, Esquire
NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS, CHTD.
Suite 70", Court Towers

210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204-5340

RE: Care Nos. 91-462-A, CBA-91-122 and Case No. CBA-91-145/
Ruth Ann Desoto, et al and Cameron Miil

Dear Mr. Willlams:

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Rules of

pProcedure of the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that another appeal
has been taken to the Clircuit Court for Baltimore County from the
decision of the County Board of Appeals rendered in the above
matter.

Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice.
>\Ieﬁry Vt.ruly youts}J /f//
Arnda 7% Y/ Widynae

LindaLee M. Kuszmaul
Legel Secretary

Enclosure

ce:

Ms. Ruth Ann Desoto/Mayer C. Kalichman

Cameron Mill Partnership

McKee and Associates, Inc.

Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire

J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire

Maryland Line Area Assoc.

Cltizens Alliance of Northern Baltiriore County

Mr. Carl J. Mantegna, Jr. Michael . Moran, Asst. Co.
Mr. R. Dennis German Atty.
Mr. Norman R. Gerbex

Director of Planning John McGrain

Tim Dugan Developers Engineering Division
Economic Devel. Comm. Robart E. Covahey
David L. Thomas Jose H. Escalante
Lawrence E. Schmidt Timothy M. Kotroco

w. carl Richards, Jr. Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Director- Zoning Admin.

b D
County Board of Apprals of Baltimore Caunty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(41} 887-3180

September 18, 1192

Phyllis Cole Friedman

People's Counse! for Baltimeore County
Room 47, 0ld Courthuuse

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Case Nos. 91-462-A, CBA-91-122 and Case No. CBA-91-145/
Ruth Ann Desoco, et al and Cameron Mill

Dear Ms. Friedman:

In accordance with Rule B-7(a} of the Rules of Procedure of
the Court of Appeals of Maryland, the County Board of Appeals is
required to submit the record of nroceedings of the appeal which
you have taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County in the
above-entitled matter within thirty days.

Enclused is a copy of the Certificate cf Notice which has been
flied in the Circuit Court.

Very jruly yours,

e 2o TV Hina/

indaLee M. Kuszmaul
Legal Secretary

Enclosure

Ccase Nos. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145
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Michael J. Moran, Associate County Attorney, Baltimore County
Office of Law, 400 Washington Avenue, Second Floor, Old Courthouse,
Towson, Maryland 21204; and Michael B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County
Board of Appeals, Room 49, Basement, Old Courthouse, 400 Washington

Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, on this 14th day of September,

1992. E';Zu/c:oév %{jf;ﬂ%“”’mﬂ'w/

indaLee M. Kuszmaul, Legal Seccetary,
County Board of Appeals, Room 49, o0ld
Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204 (301) 887-3180

® ®
County Baard of Appeals of Baltimore County

OLD CCURTHGUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLANC 21204
(410) 887-318C

September 14, 1992

J. Carroll Holzer, Esguire

HOLZER, MAHER, DEMILIO & LEE

305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Sulte 105
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Case Nos. 91-462-A, CBA-91-122 and Case No. CPA-91-145/
Ruth Ann Desoto, et al and Cameron Mill

Dear Mr. Holzer:

In accordance with Rule B-7(a) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Court of Appeals of Maryland, the County Boasd of Appeals is
required to submit the record of proceedings of the appeal which
you have taken to the Circuit Court for B« ltimore County in the
above-entitled matter within thirty days.

The cost of the transcript of the record must be paid by you.
In addition, all costs incurred for certified copies of ouner
documents necessary for the completion of the record must .so be
It your expense.

The cost of the transcripc, plus any other documents, must be
paid in time to transmit the same to the Circuit Court not iater
than thirty days from the date of any petition you file in Court,
in accordance with Rule B-7(a).

Euclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice which has been
filed in the Circuit Court.

very truly yours,

%dea&{ 77 %Waopé

indaLee M. Kuszmaul
Legal Secrecary

Enclosure

cc: Maryland Line Area Assoc.
citizens Alliance of Northern Baltimore County
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County Board of Appeals of Baltimore ounty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 271204
(410) BB7-3180

September 14, 1992

Newton A. Williams, Esquire
NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS, CHTD.
Suite 700, Court Towers

21C W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204-5340

Deax

RE: Case Nos. 91-462-RA, CBA-91-122 and Case No. CBA-91-145/
Ruth Ann Desoto, et al and Cameron Mill

Mr. Williams:

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Rules of

Procedure of the Court of Appeals cf Maryland, that an appeal has
been taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the
decision of the County Board of Appeals randered in the above
matter.

Enclosed L3 a copy of the Certificate of Notira.
Very truly yours,

Luitn e Nl bogan!

Kuszmaul
Legal Secretary

® ®

IN THE MATTER OF 2 BEFORE THE

THE APPLICATION OF

RUTH ANN DESOTC, ET AL * COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
FOR VARIANCES ON PROPERTY

LOCATED AT THE CENTERLINE 4 OF

OF STABLERS CHURCH ROAD,

1200' EAST OF CENTERLINE OF = BALTIMORE COUNTY

WALKER ROAD AND

IN THE MATTER OF . CASE NO. 91-462-A

CAMERON MILL

RE: PLANNING BOARD DECISION a2
AND CRG DECISION

. . . .

CBA-91-122 /
CBA-91-145
* - * . .
OPINION

Cameron Mill Partnership proposes to develop a subdivision in
the vicinity of Cameron Mill, Stablers Churcl and Walker Roads, in
the Sixth and Seventh Election Districts, Third Councilmanic
pistrict of Baltimore County. The Macyland Line Area Association,
Inc., and several of its members as individuals, protest and filed
an appeal from the March 14, 1991 CRG Decision approving the plans
submitted. They also appealed from the Deputy Zoning
Commissioner's grant of variances on September 9, 1991, and also,
from a Planning Roard Decision, dated December 6, 1990, wherein the
Planning Board made decisions of approval and recommen’ucions en

the Cameron Mill issue. Thus, the Board must resolve three cases

case No. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 Camoron Mill 2

1991 CRG meeting wherein the plan was approved as presented,
subject to compliance with the conditiuns noted, and offered the
CRG file, the signed CRG glan, and minutes from the CRG meetlng
consistent with the customary practice before this Board.
Protestants requested during the hearing and araue now that the CRG
procedure deiles them due process. Consistent with our previous
rulings on those issues, we deny the requested relief and rule that
procedure followed by the CRG is legal. Thereafter, Developer
rested and Protestants began their case. The Board heard numerous
witnesses, including registered professional engineers, geologists,
neighbors to the proposed site, employees of Baltimore County's
pepartment of Environmental Protection & Resource Management,
certifled industrial hygienists, and other expert witnesses for
both sides, lncluding one of the principals of the Developer. From
the testimony and evidence offered, we find the facts as they
appear below.

The Cameron Mill Partnership proposes to develop a subdivision

in northiern Baltimore County consisting of approximately 276 acres

Enclosure present :d by these three appeals. of R.C. 4 and R.C. 5 zoned property. It planrsd a subdivision of
cc: Ms. Ruth Ann Desoto/Mayer C. Kalichman For five days, on separate dates beginning October 8, 1991 and 53 lots, 51 of which are new lots, to surround two existing lots,
Ccameron Hill Partnership
McKee and Associates, Inc. ending May 1, 1992, the Board heard testimony and received exhibits one occupied by the historic Cameron Mills site, and the second lot
Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
Mr. carl J. Hantegna, Jr. in these cases. The first day of testimony dealt with Case No. containing the existing home of an original owner. 0f the 5] new
Mr. R. Dennis German
Mr. Norman R. Gerber People's Counsel for Balto. Co. CBA-91-122 and principally involved the decision of the Planning lots, Petitloners request variances on 32 of those lots, from the
Director of ‘lanning John McGrain
Tim Dugan Developers Engincering Division Board regarding a right-of-way near the historic Cameron Mill paitimore County Zoning Requlations (BCZR), which requires lots to
Economic Devel. Comm. Robert E. Covahey
pDavid L. Thomas Jose H. Escalante structure shown on the Baltimore County Landmarks list. Alsoc on contain a minimal 300-foot diametral. The parcel presents a very
Lawrence E. Schmidt Timothy M. Kotroco
W. Carl Richards, Jr. Docket Clerk - Zoning Day #1, Les Schrelber, the Chairm of the CRT Group and employee urusual piece of land, divided into three plateaus, with steep
Arnold Jablon, Director-
Zoaing Admin. Michaei J. Moran, Asst. Co. Attorney of the Department of Public Works, testified as to the March 14, slopes falling from the plateaus cut by two major streams,
Case No. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 Cameron Mill 4 Case No. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 Cameron Mill 5 Case No. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 Cameron Mill €

horizontal pattern until it reaches a vertical fracture in the
rock, whea it will cravel aleng the vertical fracture. Geologists
have named the general rock formation of thiz schist “Wissahickon"
and the particular version of that under)ying the proposed
development site and the parkton Landfill, geologlsts refer to as
the "Pretty Boy" schist. Mapping of the fracture patterns of this
schist reveal that such fractures may be as narrowWw as one
millimeter in width and may extend as wide as several feet in an
area known as a "crush" zone. When drilling wells in schist
formations such as these, if one intersects a fracture zone,
adequate water supply will be produced fairly easily, but if not,
the well will produce very little water. similarly, septic systems
placed in soils above this type rock formation may not retain the
effluent long enough to treat it, depending upon the depth of soil
and the percentane of weathered material in that soil. The
Developer must conduct percolation tests to determine whether or

lish those

not the soil meets gover al st ds to
purposes. The flow of water along the svrface of ground formations
does not necessarily coincide with the flow of water below the
ground, otherwlse known as "ground water flow." Materials leaching
from the Parkton Landfill from the substances buried below the
surface would travel along the ground water flow, but at the level
of the rock formation, known as the schist, the water would travel
along fracture lines.

Rearing these facts in mind, the Developer proposes a plan
which ellows the bullding of homes in bulldina envelopes along the

top of the ridges, with individual septic areas for each lot

located down from the ridge of the slopes but within the 3-acre
confines of each lut proposed. However, because of the
configuration of the lots due to the topography of the ground,
numerous lots do mot contain a 300-foot diametrical circle within
the iot as ruggested by the BCZR. In protest of the proposed
development, and mindful of the facts explained above, Protestants
raise the following issues:

} 5 The CRG approval constituted arbitrary and unreasonable
sction in ignoring potential prcblems related to the ground water
ard potentlal danger to the community resulting from the flow of
pollutants from the Parkton Landfill.

2. The CRG approval constituted arbitrary and unreasonable
action in that it ignored the overcrowding of the land by the
placement of the lots on this site.

3. That Developer falled to prove practical difficalty or
unreasonable hardship, strict harmony with the spirlt and intent of

the area restrictions of the Baltimore County Zoning Regqulations

and no substantial injury to the public health, safety and welfare,
with regard to the variance requested from the 300-foot diametral
provisions.

4. Bill No. 134-89, designed to preserve agricultural lands
and protect prime, productive soils iIn the development process,
prohibits the proposed development since the intent of Bill No.
134-B9 was to prevent residentlal development occurrlng in R.C. 4
zoned property due to its negative impact on the agricultural
community and serious prollems it creates with agriculture.

5. The Planning Board erred in permitting the Department of

Public Works to establish a proposed 45 foot right-of-way on
Stablers Church Road and ilameron Mill Road, which jeopardizes the
historic foundation of the old mill.

6. Inadequate sight distance along Eagle Mill Road.

We shall address the issues raised by Protestants Ln the order
in which they appear in this opinion. As we do 8o, we make
e-ditional factual tindings necessary to resolve those issues.

1. Ground Water

Mindful of the p fon of cor a to the

approval of the plan by the CRG, Protestants introduced substantial
evidence to rebut the presumption to the effect ihat CRG falled to
consider or properly evaluate the nature of the Pretty Boy schisi
and the ground water flowing through and around the proposed
development site in light of its proximity to the Parkton Landfill.
The evidence, as a whole, established to our satisfaction that the
predominant direction of the flow of the ground water, absent
pumping, is in the southeasterly direction from the Parkton
Landfill, which would be away from the proposed development site
which is located approximately one mile to the west of the Cameron
Mill development. While fractures exist In the Pretty Boy echist
underlying the site which run in an easterly and westerly direction
towards the Cameron Mill -~ite (see Protestant's Exhibit 4 for
identification), the evideice does not prove that, in fact,
impermlissible levels of contaminants leaching from the Parkton
Landfill migrated in a westerly direction as far as the Cameron
Mill proposed development site or any of the neighboring

residences, most of which draw their water from individual wells,
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traversed by three major roads and by a nike and bike trali set in
an old railroad bed. The proposed plan calls for the building
envelopes to be placed along the ridge on top of the steep siopes.
Approximately 6G% of the site proposed to be developed will remain
in public open space. The density allowance ia the R.C. 4 zone
would permit 54 lots on the k.C. 4 zoned land, and two lots on the
R.C. 5 zoned land. The Developer proposes 51 naew lots, with two
existing lots, and, therefore, it meets the density requiraments.
Tne plan to develop along the ridges demonstrates the Neveloper's
desire to preserve thc steep slopes and woodlands of this site, and
to keep development away from the strezms and wetlands located on
the parcel. Each lot proposed meets the 3- acre minimum
requirement. i'rotestants conceded on the issue of the varlances
proposed for the house and barn.

The proposed development site sits approximately one mile to
the west of the Parkton Landfill. Bal*imore County Government
operated that landfill, and in recent years, closed lt, capped Iit,
and in conjunction with the Scate of Maryland, sunk nonitoring
wells from which samples are perliodically takea and tested to
decermine the substances leachirng from that site. Between that
gite and the proposed developmen: site to the west 2xist two
drainage divides, consisting oi the Fourth Mine Branc i stream and
two tributaries. The geological forwration underlying this entire
area consists of a schist, a virtually water-tight rock formation,
which in most forms, at the level of the rock itself, only permiis
water to flow through it by way of fractures which run through the

rocks. Weter will travel alorg the fracture on roughly a
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nor does it prove that with the acticn of the wells proposed by
pDeveloper it will occur in the future. Furthermore. the evidence
demonstrates that even at the monitoring wells located on the
parkton Landfill site, although the samples taken from those wells
contain Benzene and Toluene, among other contaminants, the tested
leveis 40 not excced the Environmental Protection Agency standards
for d—inking watar, a fact attested to by botn the Developer's and
Protestants' witnesses. Finally, a study of macroinvertibrates
conducied on February 19, 1992 by James Gracie, a water quality
expert, on the Fourth Mine Branch and l.lttle Falls Streams which
flow through the proposed site and receive outflow from the Parkton
Landfill, rovealed the abundant existence of such organisms that
could not survive if unacceptable levels of benzene were present.
(See Developer's Exhibit No. 15.) Mindful of the fact that a
developer, prior to the sale of any of these lots as building lots
or as luts with residences constructed upon them, .ust meet the
provisions of the Baltimore County Code requiring satisfactory test
results as to quality and quantity of water, and also mindful of
the fact that in order tc satisfy the requirements of the TRG, the
developer must only presant a conceptual plan in -ufficieat detail
as to allow the Baltimora County development officials to make
reasonably infcrmed decisions conceraming it, we are not persuaded
that the action of the CRG ! approving the plan as proposed was
arbitrary, capricious, procured by fraud, or ctherwiss illegal.
The nature of the Pretty Boy schist also affects the placement
and location of septic systems on the proposed lots. Tha placing

of the septic systems on the ridges where soil depth tends to be
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shallower, might cause problems of inadequate treatment of the
sewerage and result in pollution of the ground water, as well as
springs and streams on the property. However, the Developer must
meet certain percolation tests which include digging test pits on
each loc as well as three trenches which ascess the entire soil
profile. The evidence established that over 250 data points
throughout the development produced sufficient information when

taken together with the results of tests conducted by the Baltimore

County Department of Envi 1 ion & Resource
as shown in Develcper's Exhibit No. 13, to demonstrate compliance
with those requirements. In particular, we find that the test
demonstrated compllance with the applicable regulations, since
among other things, the pits drained down in the required range of
no less chan 2 minutes, at the test depth of 4 feet, and tha. the
pits contain no less than 4 feet of unsaturated material and met
the othes test requirements according to the testimony of William
Ensor, the Baltimore County DEPRM licensed sanitarian who conducted
the tests and evaluated the soil. Accordingly, we are not
persuaded by the evidence that the CRG approval in this regard
constitutes arbitrary or capricious action or was procured by fraud
or other illegality.

2. overcrowding

The short answer to the issue raised by Protestants to the
effect that If one deducted from the gross area those acres which
would not normally permit development, including the steep slopes,
flood plains and wetland property, then only 17 homes can be built,

consists of the fact that Baltimore County permits utilizing
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density from the unusable acres of the subdivision. Protestants
acknowledge this fact at page 20 of their Memorandum. With the
exception of the 300-foot diametral, all of the evidence in this
case domonstrates that this proposed development plan meets every
requirement for development in the R.C. 4 zone, and much of the
evidence demonstrates and persuades us that this subdivision
emulates exactly what the Master Plan calls for with respect to
protecting streams and slopes and watershed property in general.
Accordingly, we find that tiie CRG was not arbitrary, capricious,
and that its approval of the plan was not procured by fraud or
otherwise illegal.

3. The 300-Foot Diametral Provislons

James W. i¥icKee, a registered engineer and land planaer and a
principal of the peveloper herein, testified to the alternate
arrangements and plans for the lots which they proposed and studied
prior to settling upon the plan presented to the CRG. To incluce
a 300-foot dlameter clrcle on each lot and to place the building
envelopes on the ridges where they are farthest away from the
streams and the wetlands results Ln lots which have the appearance
of dumbbells. It appears that such lots would meet all of the
requirements of the R.C. 4 zone, but that in doing so these
dumbbell-shaped lots 'would take land away from the Department of
Natural Resources® hike and bike trall and alsoc reduce the amount
of forest burfer which was otherwise provided by the proposed plan
approved by the CRG. The Oifice of Planning and Zoning and DEPRM
after reviewing the Developer's request for variance from the

diametral provisions recommended granting the same. Since the
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institution of the 300-foot diametral provision, which provided
part of the original ratiorale for the 300-foot diametral when
instituted in 1371 (see Protestants®' Exhibit No. 26), Baltimore
County enacted other development regulations to guarantec minimum
lot sizes of approximately 3 acres in this type of zone. The
regulations requiring forest buffer areas, and those that deal with
steep slope development as well as protection for the wetlands, the
1y0-year flood plain, and a requirement of 10,000 square feet area
fcr septic tank replacement systems all militate agaiamst the
necessity of the 300-foo: diametral reguirement. The 300-foot
diametral does not expressly appear ln language in Protestants'
Exhibit No. 26, but one can find an lllustratien of it in Figure 6
in that Exhibit. The purpose of the diametral consists of {asuring
proper spacing between the well, the septic area and the dwelliio
All of the wells proposed by Developer meet the 100-foot required
distance away from the septic areas and between wells, and the
Developer also provided the minimum lot width of 200 feet. The
plan as proposed results in strict harmony with the spirit and
intent of the area restrictions of the BCZR, no substantial injury
to the public health, safety and welfare, and in light of the
topographical features of this particular site, we find it a fact
that the Developer satisfactorily proved practica) difficulty and
unreasonable hardship and that the variances should be granted.

4. Prime and Productive Soils

while the intent of Bill 134-89 included preserving prime and
productive solls so as to avoid the negative impact on the

agricultural community that results from the development of those
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areas, the Department of Environmental Protasction & Resource
Management, pursuant to the statute, mapped Baltimore County as a
lana resource, indicating those areas in which it found prime and
psoductive soils. e find as a fact that the Cameron Miil
Development site is .ct located within the area designated pursuant
to regilatory authority as prime and productive soils which would
restrict the development tc one house per 50 acres, as in R.C. 2
zones. Accordingly, that Bill does not prohibit the approval of
this proposed development plan by the CRG.

5. Planning Board Decision

Before the CRG can take final action on any plan for
development on a property which involves a building, structure, or
site included on the Landmarks Preservation List, the plan must be
referrud to the Planning Board pursuant to Sections 26-206 and 26-
207 (formerly Sections 22-58 and 22-59) of the Baltimore County
Code, and specifically Section 26-207(a)(4). Section 26-208
describes the procedure betore the Planning Board which includes
provisions for the Planning Board issuing a written decision
determining whether the proposed plan is compatible with the
development on properties adjacent to the proposed plan's site.
Its decision shall be filed with the CRG within 45 days after the
date of referral to the Planninq Board. 1Its decision shall contain
findings cf fact as outlined in Section 26-208(b)(4). Pursuant to
Section 26-208(c), any decision of the Planning Board on an issue
referred to it pursuant to Section 26-207(a) is binding upon the
CRG and shall be incorporated as a part of the CRG final action on

a plan.

Case No. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 Cameran Mill 12

.n this case, since part of the Cameron Mill proposed
development included the historic mill complex which is listed on
the Baltimore County La.dmarks List as the "Cameron Miller's
House,” this matter was referred to the Baltimore County Planning
scard which on December 5, 1990 Lssued a written cpinion reviewing
these matters, making factual findings and making recommendations
modifying the CRG plan by accepting the western/southern line of
the proposed right-of-way for Cameron Mill - Stablers Church Roads,
reducing the width to 45 feet. The decisfon expressly states that
there does not appear to be any way to keep ali of the Mill
foundation outside of the proposed road rights-of-way, but they
hoped that the Department of Public Works would cooperate in
allowing a future uwne. to stabilize and maintain the walls at
their present height. The declisina also enlarged Lot 50 to
approximately 5.6 acres, revised and corrected Note #8 to protect
the spring house, and called for the establishment of a perpetual
easement to protect the cemetery and to allow pedestrian access.
On appeal, the Protestants contend that Section 26-278 of the Code
(formerly Section 22-100) flatly required historic structures or
sites identified on the Landmarks List to be preserved. That
argument overlooks the fact that the County Council provided for a
method, namely, the Planning Goard action prior to the CRG final
approval, which would allow demoiitlion or other changes to a listed
structure, pursuant to Sections 26-541 and 26-542. Since the CRG
was bound by the Planning Board decision, and the Planning Board
decision precedes and became part of the final action of the CRG on

the Developer's plan, we believe that Protestants may appeal the
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decision only to the extent that they may appeal from the final
action of the CRG. Upon reviewing the Planning Board report which
1s Appellant's Exhibit No. 1, and the decision of the CRG conta’ned
in the minutes, which is Devaloper's Exhibit No. 3 in Case No. CBA-
91-145, and mindful of the legislative scheme enacted by the
Council, we do not find that the CRG's acticn, or the action of the
Planning Board for that matter, is arbitrary or capriclous,
procured by fraud or otherwise lilegal.

In testimony, ts raised

about the sight
distance along Eagle Mill Road to the entrance of the proposed
development. At first blush, this distance may appear not tc meet
the requirements, but we accept the testimony of James W. McKee,
the licensed reglstered engineer vao actually conducted the survey
in the field, who met with the Traffic Englneering officlals of
Baltimore County, and we find as a fact that the distance required
under the standards employed by Baltimore County requires a
distance of 160 feet at that particular location under the existing
conditions, and that the 280 feet provided by the Developer meets
the requirements.

ORPER

1T IS THEREFORE this _ 2N day of August . 1992 by

tiie County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

ORDERED that the decision of the County Review Group dated
March 14, 1991 in which the plan was approved, and the decision of
the Planning Board dated December 6, 1990 contained therein, be and
the same is AFFIRMED; and it is further

ORDERED that the Petlition for Variance to permit an R.C. 4

L ®
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sundivision with lots of less than the minimum required diametral
dimension of 300 feet; to permit an accessory structure (existing
barn) to be larger than the principal building on the lot; to
permit said accessory struc-ure to be located in the side and front
yards of the lot; and to permit a height of sald accessory
structure of 35 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feet, in
accordance with Developer's Exhibit No. 10 be and is hereby
GRANTED.

Any appeal from this decision must be made in accordance wich
Rules B-1 through B-13 cf the Maryland Rules of Procedure.
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IN THE MATTER OF * BEFORE THE

CAMERON MILL * PALTIMORE COUNTY

Careron Mill, Stablers Church *: BOARD OF APPEALS

and Walker Roads; also S/E

side Eagle Mill Road. L

6th & 7th Election Districts Case No.CBA-91-145

3rd Councilmanic District * CBA-91-122
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BRIEF OF APPELLEE, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

Appellee, Baltimore County, Maryland, submits generally on
the evidence presented before this Board. On each of the issues
submitted by the Appellants as a basis for reversina the
decision of the CPG, the eovidence presented indicates ttat there
existed a rational foundation upon which the CRG either did or
could have approved the plans submitted by the developer.
Testimony presented by the developer does not rebut the
presumption of correctness established by the statute.

WHEREFORE, Appellee, Baltimore County, Maryland requests
that this Board pass an Order:

a. Affirming the decision of the County Review Group.

H. e Par]
County Attcrney’db’“‘*—

Rssociate County Attorney
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) B87-4420

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
297,

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of May, 1992, a
copy of the foregoing Brief of Appellee, Raltimore County,
Maryland was mailed, first class mail, postage prepaid, to
Newton A. Williams, Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 West
Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson, Maryvland 21204, to J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire, 305 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland
21204, and to Phyllis Friedman, Esquire, Baltimore County
Peoples Counsel, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204.

£
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.
Mfggtel J. Moran
Asgbciate County Attorney

IN RE: * BEFORE THE
CAMERON MILL . BALTIMORE COUNTY
CAMERON MILL, STABLER’S * BOARD OF APPEALS
CHURCH AND WALKER ROAD;
ALSO SE/S EAGLE MILL ROAD * case No.: CBA 91-122
CBA 91-145

CRG Appeal *
Case No.: 91-462-A *
Variance Appeal

*
. . » * * * - * * * * * *

The Maryland Line Area Association, Inc., Messrs.
Robert Leonard, Michael Herbet, Dr. Richard McQuaid,
Mary Wallace, et al., Protestants, hereby submit tre following
Memorandum in lieu of final argument as requested by the Bnard
of Appeals in the above captioned caseas.

BTATEHENT OF THE CASE

The three (3} cases presented to the Board, result from
appeals by the Protestants to a Planning Board decision in
regard to the historic Cameren Mill structure on the Baltimore
county landmarks list: as a result of the CRG approval on

March 14, 1991 of this project: and as a xesult of an appeal

from the Deputy Zoning Commissioner granting variances on
Septerber 9, 1991 to the Petitioners.

The Protestants would point out to the Board that the
burden of prcoZ on these three (3) cases differ. The CKG is
the only portion of this record which requires a "presumption”

in favor of the Petitioner.

STATEAENT OF FACTS

Patitioners are developers >f a proposed subdivision in
Northern Baltimore County consisting of approximately 276 acras
of RC 4 and RC 5 Zone property. the majority be , «C 4. A
subdivision of 53 lots is proposed, 51 of which are new lots
with an existing two (2) lots occupied by an .storical site
and one containing an existing home of the original owner. Of
the 51 new lots, the Petitioners are requesting variances on 32
of those lots from the Baltimore County Zoning Regulaticns
which requires lots with no less thar minimal diametral
dimensions of 300 feet. Originally, thic subdivision contained
no reference to the Cameron Mill .icuse, which was added to the
landmarks list in 1977 (ihe Housa, having been built in the
late 170U’s).

Durlng the course of the CRG for this development, it was
discovered by Baltimore County that the subdivision contained
the Cameron Hill complex which required identifying the same on
the CRG Plat ana further required the CRG to refer this Plan
for development to the Planning Board when the project
"involves a building structure or site included on the
landmarks preservation list." (Paltimore Covnty Code
Sections 22-59(a)4, 22-60(b)2 and 22-60(c).

Th

Planning Board and the developer were initially
intended to list approximately three (3, acres of the site as

the area of concern. Ultimately after citizen oppositiun, the

developer and the Planning Staff and ultimately the Planning
Board accepted a reserved area of 5.4 acres as the subject area
"involving the historic building structure or site." The
present configuration, which is a triangular one on both the
north side of Cameron Mill Road and the south side includes not
only the Miller’s house, but the cemetery, the Spring house and
on the opposite side of Camercn Mill Road, approximately
1.2 acres consisting of old foundations, including the criainal
Mill foundation which sits in the right-of-way of a proposed
45 foot wide expansion for Cameron Mill Road.

Adaitional facts were developed during the course of the
testimony relating to the variance, as well as the CRG approval

given, which will be addressed in the appropriate section

ng the legal
LEGAL ARGUNENT
I. Cape We.: CPA $1-122 - Planning Doard Appeal

The Landmarks Preservation Commission and the list which
they create is bound to preserve the historical buiidings and
sites listed thereon (which included the Cameron Mill Complex,
including the Mill foundation) pursuant to Section 26-532 of
the Baltimore County Code. The cbjectives of the landmarks list
is to "safeguard the heritage of the County embodied and
veflected in such structures and such districts.” The Cameron
Mill House and Cameron Mill and its environs was included on

the landmarks presarvation list in 1977. Pursuant to

section 26-207(a)4, if the subdivisior plan "involves a
building structure or site included on the landmarks
preservation commission - preliminary or final list or is
located within a County historic district," the plan must be
referred to the Planning Board. The Rlanning Board is bound
under the law psevicusly stated to protect such a building
structure or site.

In the instant case, from the report of the Office of
Planning to the Planning Board dated December 5, 1990 to
pavid Fields, which was accepted in total by the Planning
Board, it is clear that the Planning Board in this instance
desired to protect not only the Miller’s house, but the entire
site. Quoting from page three (3) of the Board’s report:

"Fulfilling the County Code’s preservation and
requirements involves L

and overall getting...The
roadside Spring House and the foundation walls of the
Mill, adjudging toward the road intersection are
equally integral, supporting elements of the site’s
distinet rural character." (emphasis supplied).

It is clear then, that the Planning Board recognized its
responsibility tu protect the total site and that the total
site "involved thie Plan."

what is in error by the Board‘s decision? The permitting
of the Department of Public Works to establish a proposed 45
foot right-of-way on Stabler‘s Church Road and Cameron Mill

Road, which effectively placed in jeopardy the Mill foundation

as shown on the attached Exhibit to the Planning Board’s final
report. The Mill foundation is clearly outlined in the
proposed right-of-way, while at the present time, it does not
intrucs on Cameron Mill Road.

The error of the Planning Board was to allow the
Department of Public Works to so jeopardize the future of the
Mill ion by the

P rig Yy preserved by them.
On page three of the Planning Board report, it is clear that
the Planning Board advocated its legal authority and
responesibility to "presarve and protect this historic site" by
the following:

"There does not appear to be any way to keep all
the Mill foundation outside of the proposed roads
rights-of-way, but it is to be hoped that Department of
Public Works (DPW), would cooperate in allowing a
future owner to stabilize and maintain the walis at
their present height."

Protestants allege that the Planning Board, in its report,
from which this appeal wae taken, abdicated its legal authority
and arbitrarily allowed the Department of Public Works to
jecpardize the future of the Mill foundation by the proposed
45 foot right-of-way.

It was alleged by the Patiticner that Section 22-151 (old
code) might protect this foundation in the future. However,
that secticn of the County Code only zpplied to County owned
structures. Tiis site will not be owned by the County, and

therefore, would not fall within that Code provision.

WHEREPORE, it is respectfully roquested that the Board of
Appeals remand this matter back to the Planning Board to comply
with the statutory enactments of Baltimore County Councll as
codified in the Sections previously set forth to protect for
jon, once the Planning

all future tions the Mill

Board found that those foundations were historically
significant and were, in fact, "involved" by this Plan. The
failure to so protect these foundations in the future from an
excessive County Department cf Public Works is an error which
will be furthar perpetuated in the CKG approval as presented in
another section oi this Memorandum.

II. - -91-

(CRG approval of March 14, 19%1).

A.  Iatreduction.

The majority of the case presenting an appeal from the CRG
decision was presented over five (5) days with many exhibits
and witnesses testifying for the Protestants as well as the
Petitioners. Day One, October 8, 1991, consisted of
Les Schreiber presenting the Petitioners case and Page Herbert
geclogist, Mr. Leonard, Mr. Peubert testifying as Protestants

Day Two, February 13, 1992, consisted of Dr. Kojan,
geclogist, Tom Hall and Dr. Konder, Protestants witnesses.

Day Three, February 20, 1992, Dr. Konder, Mary Wezllace,

Eugene Sierwiersky testified.



Day Feur, March 5, 1992, Ken Gill and Dr. McQuaid ror the
Protestants and James McKee for the Petitioners.

pay Five, May 1, 1992, connisted of Mr. sheesley, William
Ensor, Jim Gracey and Norman Gerber on behalf of Petitioners.

the testimony of all

s will not to
the witnesses, but will relate the testimony to the legal
issues which they believe are involved in this matter before
the Board.

B. Legal Issue Mo, 1.

P q due pr before the Baltimor=
County CRG and submitted a Memorandum of Protestants, dated
March 14, 1991, which is incorporated into the CRG file and was
restated again before this Board. Protestants request a due
process hearing with the right to present evidence to cross-
examine County witnesses, to require a record to be available
of the hearing and to require tha CRG to formalize minutes,
rather than a simple suamary in which they would state what
evidence they ralied upon and the rationale that thoy utilized
in coming to their decision.

All of these due process rights were requested before the
Bocrd. Protestants cited Mortimer v. Howard Research, 83 Md.
432 at 441 (1990) and poard of county Comnissioners for Prince
George’s County v. Zieglexr, 244 Md. 224, 229 (1966).
Protestants also cited the case of Roslyn Station which is

currently before the Maryland Court of Appeals, which may
provide an impact on this issue (People’s Counsel for Baltimore
county v, Crown Development Company, Case No.: 41, September
Term, 1991).

WHEREFORE, Protestants respectfully request this Honorable
Board to remand this Plan back to the CRG for the reasons set
forth herein.

C. Legal Issue MNo. 2.

That Baltimore County illegally 3nd arbitrarily precluded
review ot the Cameron Mill subdivision from the effects of
Bill 134-89 protecting prime and productive soil in RC 4 Zones.

Protestants claim before tne Board that Baltimore County
illegally and arbitrarily excluded the consideration of this
subdivision from the terms of Bill No. 134-89, which was in

effect it the ti and would be applicalle but for such

arbitrary exclusion. The purpose of Bill 134-89 was to
preserve aaricultural lands and protect prime znd productive
soils in the development process. It amended then Section 22-
37 by the inclusioa of the following language: (5)
Preservation of agricultural lands, including "adeguacy
protection and prime and productive soils from inappropriate
development."” It further defined prime and productive soils as
those -o0il types defined in the USDA Soil Survey of Baltimore
county issued March, 1976 and updated as agricultural

capability classes 1, 2 or 3 or as Woodland classes 1 or 2.

It is submitted that there is nothirg in the Bill nor in
the testimony at the time the Bill was enacted to support the
proposition that the Baltimore County Council did not intend
this Bill te apply to all property to the RC 4 Zone that
contained prime and productive soil. By providing that the
Department of th- Environment (DEPR!) could establish policy in
aceordence with this law, and thereby limit in some fashiocn,
the application of a law is incorrect and illegal. DEPRM has
no such authority to limit an enactment of the Paltimore County
Ccouncil in Bill 134-89.

In conclusion, there is nothing in the testimony in this
case, nor in the legislative intent set forth by Baltimore
County, which establishes that the intent of Bill 134-89 was to
apply to anything other than RC 4 Zone property with prime and
productive soil.

WHEREFORE, the arbitrary limiting of the application of
Bill 134-89, by DEPRM and CRG, was illegal, arbitrary and
capriciocus and must be reversed by this Board.

D. Legal Issue No. 3A and B.

The CRG was arbitrary and le

submit that the CRG action was arbitrary or capricious, or
otherwise illegal pursuant to Section 26-20%(c) in two (2}
areas. The first being that they lgnored the problems relating

to the groundwater and potential danger to the community which

would include the concern over the Parkton landfill. Tha
second being they ignored the overcrowding of the land by the
placement of the lots on this site.

Protestants would initially like to comment on the
rpresunption” which is set forth in this Section by which the
Plan is presumed corvect, Protestants recognized that formar
Section 26-z09 presencly codified ln 26-209(c) requires a
wpresumption of correctness of the CRG approval." Protestants
do not believe this presumption is a difficult or impessible
burden to meet on the part of any Protestant. In the case of
orkin v. Holy Cross Hospital, 318 Md. 425 (1930), Judge
McAuliff speaking for the Court of Appeals of Haryland
attempted to explain the rationale behind the "statutory
precumption.” A presumption is not an insurmountable burden,
which requires the Protestants in this cise o amass
overwhelming evidence to establish that the CRG was improper
beyond reascnable doubt or any doubt.

In fact, as Judge McAullff stated in footnote number 2 at
page 34, a Plaintiff who nas b’ en unsuccessful may utilize an
inference of negligence to establish a prima facja cise. He
stated that:

“we reject the additional argument of the
Defendants that a Plaintiff who has been unsuccessful
in proceedings before a Health Claims Arbitration Panel
way not utilize an inference of negligence to establish

case. The rationale between tne

a
Defeidants argument is that they are entitled tu a
scatutory presumption of the correctness of the
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The undisputed testimony in this case, before the Board
is that all of the acreage of this subdivision consists of
"prime and productive soils." Tre tes“imony of Dr. McQuaid and
others and picturcs of the existing farm that this property was
veing utilized in an acricultural fashion prior tec *his
proposed subdivision is unrebutted.

In accordance with the "prime and productive" soil
legislation, the property should be treated as RC 2, permitting
one house per 50 acres and not as RC 4. It is the contention
of the Protestants that this CRG approval then is arbitrary and
illegal, and in viclation of Baltimore County Code.

The County’s response in the CRG to this issue, was that
DEPRM had established a map which included the prime and
productive soils meant to be protected and that their
definition and upon the map did not include Cameron Mill
Protestants submitted the Bill as well as the tape containing
the testimony of the Petitioner’s own witness, Mr. sheesley,
who was then head of DEPRM, as an exhibit in this case to
establish legislative intent for Bill 134-89.

The Board heard the tape and subsequently heard
Mr. Sheesley testify on behalf of the Petitioners. It is
IMPORTANT AND BIGNIFICANT TO NOTE that Sheesley later did not
testify or contradict the position of the Protestants as to the

intent of Bill 134-89.

The Board heard Shees'ey, in his own words, testifying
before the County Council on the night Bill 134-8J was nacted
that residential development occurring in RC 4 zoned pre, erty
was “impacting negatively or the agricultural community znd

creating seriocus problems conflicting with agriculture.®

Baltimore County meant to preserve the agriculture business,
which was a 530 million business for Baltimore County and that
the 1990 Master Plan should cantinue to be preserved.

Sheenley further testified that prime and productive soil
had been mapped and that it is a land resource and that it mus-
be protected for the future. Councilman Ruppersberger further
testified that it was his intention to preserve the agriculture
heritage in Baltimore County and the 125,000 acres of farmland
in Baltimore County.

Sheesley further testified on the tape that the RC 4 Zone
has considerable prime and productive soils located in it and
therefore lots in RC 4 have prime and productive soils thereen.
He further testified that gopipg lines are imprecise and do pot
protect prime and projuctive sojil nor does it protect the
waterahed.

Councilman Ruppersberger concluded *hat develcpment was
not compatible with agricultur- and if development is allowed,

you will lose agricilture.

award... and that when this presumption bumps up
against a permissible inference, the inference must
yield. That is not correct. A Plaintiff may use
circumstantial evidence as well as direct evidence to
establish a prima facia case,

i A Defendant

is, however, entitled to have the award of the Panel
placed before the jury."

In this case then, what that means is that the developer
is entitled to have the finding of the CRG approval placed
bafore the Board of Appeals and nothing more. It further means
that the Protestants would be able to use an inference or
circumstantial evidence to establish their position. That is,
even avidence less than direct, would be available to rebut and
overcome the presumption. If that is the case, then in the
instant m:tter it seems perfectly clear not only have the
Protestants met their burden of overcoming the presumption,
they have clearly established by prepon .rance of the evidence
that tha CRG approval in this instance was erronecusly granted
for the reasons set forth below.

1. - potential Danger to ity .

In the words of cne Board member during the¢ many
days of testimony in this case, "well, it’s time to listen to
the achist again." There were rwo (2) recognized expert

geologists who testified beforn the Board -- Dr. Fugene Kojan,

who 1is an extremely P t and well ized
hydrogeologist and Page Herbert, who likewise qualified as an

expert geologist, presently working in the field of geslogy for
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a regional company involved in qur~iy ond mineral extraction.
It should be noted in the Peginning of this porticw of this
Memorandum that both of the experts testimony was unrebutted by
the Petitioner. The Petitioner presented no geologist,
hydrogeologist or aryone who came close to teztifying in regard
to geclogical problems.

In the face of their unrebutted testimony, it is
clear that this subdivision, Cameron Mill, is located over what
is defined as the Wissahickon schist. Page Herbert testified
as to the nature of the schist and the aquifers flowing there
through and the fact that the groundwater will flow through
fracturas, not only between the wells and the septic systems
where they are placed close together such as this subdivision
but aiso the groundwater has ability in a fissure Lo travel
great distances since the schist is a rock and the water and
groundwater do not flow through the schist, but through
fissures in the schist.

In the opinion of Page Herbert, it was arbitrary
and unreasonable for the County to grant permission for the
subdivision with the location of the wells and septic systems
as they are on the proposed plan without having performed a
study to predict the geological formations below and to
determine the resulting effects on the wells and on the
community. Herbert’s testimony is unrebutted. Herbert’s

testimony is ilso prophetic in that he testified to first hand
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knowledge in regard to pollution as it relates tc other towns
and subdivisions above the Wissahickon schist in this very
area. In his words, "it has happened in the past, it is all
over this area, but the County does not want to hear it." He
indicated that there are massive areas of uninhabitapilicy
currently occurring in Northern Baltimore County, areas of
carroll County and the Southern portion of Pennsylvania.

If that were not enough, Dr. Kojan was called as
an hydrogeclogist. It was clear that he was untouched in
cross-examination from the standpoint of disputing his
testimony. In fact, the Petitioners failed to locate or
preduce any geologist or hydrogeclogist who could testify in
opposition to Dr. Kojan or Page Herbert.

Dr. Kojan testified as to the probability of
pollution of surface and groundwater by development of Cameron
Mill. He indicated that springs emerge at mid-r.ope indicacing
a high water table and that placing septic systems on the ridge
“ops leads to inadequate treatment of effluent because of
shallow soil depth and course fragments of Wissahickon schist.
Effluent reaches impervious bedrock and flows into fractures
exposing fluids to limited treatment.

He testified that inadequately treated sewerage
spreads and pollutes groundwater, and emerges as polluted

springs and pollutes streams. This testimony by Dr. Kojan was

not only but was iated by Petitioner’s
witness Sheesley. He testified that percolation tests alone do
not address this hazard, and expanding the aize of septic
fields will not deal with problems in this environment. He
indicated equivalent quantities of inadequate sewerage would

still be entering the gr . See Exhibits 3,

7, 8, 9 and 15.

Secondly, Dr. Kojan testified as to probability
of pollution from Parkton Sanitary Landfill by irdicating that
the Parkton Landfill was on the highest ground (Protestants
Exhibit 3); that interconnecting fracture Zones from landfill
to Cameron Mill (See Protestants Exhibit 3). It is interesting
to note that while the Petitioners brought prior officials of
Baltimore County to testify that there will be no hazard from
the Parkton Landfill, no one has yet explained a way the
intercon.iecting fracture zones from the landfill to Camercn
Mill on Protestants Exhibit 3, which is a State document.
Petitioners simply cannot dispute the official state ducument
uwhich indicates fracture zones in a direction from the lamndfill
directly to Cameron Mill.

It is aiso interesting to note that the
Petitioners are not able to defend the proposition that the

Parkton Landfill is causing pellution to the moritoring wells
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surrounding the landfili, and, as a matter or fact, the
paramedic unit located at the Parkton Landfill is still on
bottled water receiving ten (10) bcttles per week.

continuinag on, Dr. Kojan testified tha*t with the
interconnecting fracture zones from the landfill to Cameron
Mill that groundwater moves through the fracture zones only,
and that small streams between lundfill and Camercn Mill do not
constitute a geclogiz barrier. Kojan testified that wells at
Cameron Mill will intersect these fracture zones and the
greater rumber of wells pumping from this system, the faster
the landfill contamination will wove.

Petitioner has attempted to downplay the danger
from the Parkton Landfill and the fact that it could not spread
from the landfill to Cameron Mill. In response to that,
Protestants first state that the Petitioner never called a
gualified hydrogeclogist to testify, but instead attempted to
rely on cross-examination testimcny of an employee of DEPRM,
who was called by Protestants to present data only from the
results of the monitorirg wells of the Parkton Landfill

Eugene Sierwiersky, from DEPRM, testified that
he was not a gualified geologist, nor hydrogeologist and was
merely "parroting" the thoughts of someone else in DEPRM.
Protestants submit that is not sufficient, Nor APPFOPriate
svidence upon which this Board could ccnclude that pollutants
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are 4 e of ng zones

the Parkton Lardfill and Cameron Mill.
Protestants would polnt out to the Board that

the State’s own fracture znma chart as submitted as a
Protestants exhibit, esta.lizhes the fact beyond dispute that
fracture zones exist betwveen the Cameron subdivision and the
Parkton Landfill.

A paramedic station adjacent to the Parkton
Landfill as well as a residential well owned by Mrs. Sandra

Enrique shows spread of ination. (Protestants Exhibit 20

shows significant contamination has spread from the landfill to
the paramedic station’s wall), (Protestants Exhibit 32 shows
the traces of chloroform also found in the monitoring welli of
the landfili has spread westward beyond I-83 to York Road.

From Protestants Exhibit 32, it is clear that the well of
Enrique is 35C deep and is approximately 1,500 feet due west
from the monitoring well nucber 2 at the Parkton Sanitary
Landfill). Protestants submit that their concern is not a
Lsncify) one. but is supported by of ist
as_well as the proof relating to *he contaminstion
and pellution of the Parktop Sapitary Landfill wells in
addition to those wells surroutding the landfill. It is now

clear as established by Protestants Evhibit 32 that traces of

pollutants are spreading and showing up in wells at least 1,500

feet west of the Parkton Landfill.

Protestants presented the testimony of Dr. Thomas
Hall, (whose testimony again was unrabutted and uncontested)
which established that the USEPA indicates risk assessment of
ten {70) to the minus six (6) power (ohe case of cancer per
million exposures) to be excess cancer risk. The Maryland
Departmsnt of Environment considers ten (10) to the minus six
(6) an acceptable risk. Dr. Hall testified that the Parkton
Sanitary Landfill has a risk assessment of ten (10) to the
minus three (3), (one case of cancer per thousand (1,000)
exposures, which is higher than any accsptable risk)).

In summary then, Protestants submit that they

have established a degree of proof far exceeding a

prep of the id . the fact that the CRC ignored
and never considered the contam’nation problems inhsorent in the
location of this subdivision over the Wissahickon schist and
clearly never considered the issue of pollution generated from
the Parkton Landfill. Protestants would submit that this is
not a frivolous, nor fanciful concern, but is one based upon
unrebutted testimony of two (2) hydrogeologists, an
environmental health expert and supporting data from the State
as it relates to a significant and growing problem concerning
the flow of pollutions from the Parkton Landfili.

, P te fully request that this

Honorable Board remaad thiz case back 7o C3G consistent with

the concerns expressad herein.

2.  ovarcrowding.

The CRG erred by failing to censider the
overcrowding of the land as it relates to the Camercn Mill
Subdivision.

Protestants submit that while the gross area of
the Cameron Mill subdivision is approximately 276 acres, that
area should be subtracted from that figure, which the County
would normally nct permit development to occur upor. For
instance, in the testimony and exhibits presented by
Dr. McQuaid, 173 plus acres were included in stoep slopes,
flood plain and wetland property which would not allow
development under any regulation. Thac leaves approximately
103 acres developable, of which 13 belong to the present owner
and nearly 6 belong to the historic landmark parcel.

In the opinion of Dr. McQuaid, that left
approximately 85 acres to build upon, which, under the
appropriate zone in this case would allow only 17 homes to be
built; if it were not for the fact that Baltimore County
permits utilizing density from the unusable acres of tha
subdivision. Dr. McQuaid contends that for purposes of
determining of whether or not the property is overcrowded,
particularly as it relates to the well and seotic concerns over
the Wissahickon schist, that this County pelicy of permitting

the clustering of density units is an improper one, which
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results in a clear overcrowding and overbuilding on the Cameron
Mill site, thereby further aggravating the petential problems
which exist because of the geclogical structure under the
Cameron Mill property.

In addition, Dr. Mchuaid contends that by
granting variances to the 300 foot diametral requirement, that
action even furthar compounds the health and safety hazard to

not only the future residents of Camersn Mill, but to the

envi and the surr ing properties of the Protestants

WHEREFORE, for this reason the Protestants respectfully
request that this Board remand this case back to the CRG for
further consideration consistent with the issue contained
herein.

III. case Mo.i 91-467A - Varisnce:

A. [Eacts.

Petitioners are developers of a proposed subdivision of 53
lots, 51 of which are new lots with an existing two lots
already occupied by a historical site and a lot of the crijinal
owner of the property to be surdividea. Of the 51 new lots,
the Petitioners have requested variances on 32 of them from the
Baltimore County Zonirg Regulation which requires lots with no
lens than the minimal diametral dimension of 330 feet. The
Protestants oppose this variance request. A summary of the
testimony of all the witness presented in the hearing will not

be presented here.

B. Legal hrqument.

The Protestants suggest that Section 307.1, Baltimore
county Zoning Regulations, providing for Variances, requires a
three-fold test of whether or not the variance should be
granted by this Boari. First, the Petitioner must show
"practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship." Second, the
variance may b : granted nnly if in strict harmony with the
spirit and intent of the said area restrictions. Thixd, the
variance may be granted only if granting it will not result in
substantial injury to the public health, safety and welfare.

Taking the arguments in reverse order, and without
restating the testimony of all of the witness, the Protestants
would submit that tescimony of Dr. Robert Kondar, Mr. Page
Herbert, Dr. Eugent Kojan and Dr. McQuaid indicates substantial
concern with the underlying geology below the Cameron Mill
subdivision and creates a potential hea. -, safety and welfare

issue if this variance is The wi

concern in regard to the closeness cf the wells and septic
systems, not only to each other internally, but to each lot in
its relationship with others. Protestants would submit that a
substantial question has been raised in regard to the health
and safety issue aspect of the test for the granting of a

variance.



Secondly, the variance should be graated only if in strict
harmony with the spirit and intent of said area legislation.

It is clear that there is substantial concern over the
approach, which would allow the 300 foot diametral dimension to
be dravn on a lot in an area which does not encompass the
house, the well and the septic system. To interpret the
language of thi: arem requirement in the Zoning Regulations, to
allow the circle to be drawn in the alternative plan that was
preposed by the Petitioner, (the Board will recall that the
Exhibit depicting the plan was misplaced between the Deputy
Zoning Commissioner’s hearing and the Board) would not only
violate the spirit and intent of the reasons for the
legislation, but also be in direct conflict with the 1971 study
submitted as an Exhibit by the Petitioner and relied upon by
Norman Gerber, the witness for Petitioner.

It is clear that the parties are in sharp disagreement
over whether or not the alternative method of drawing the 300
foot circle would be consistent with the spirit and intent of
said legislation.

Thixd, turning to the third aspect of the variance
requirement, that of practical dirfficulty or unreasonalle
hardship, an interesting and difficult dilemma has been
presented by the Patitioner and that is, in their collective

testimony, it is guite cleur that they have alternative mathods

of complying with the Zoning Regulations (at leact through
their interpretation of their spirit and intent of the law) by
drawing the 300 foct circles on each lot. Likewise, the
testimony of t%e Petitioner’s witness, McKee, that there was
another plan whereby properties could be "stacked" and the
Regulations could be complied with by the developer.

The only proported reason given by the Petitioner for the
requested grant of the variances, was that in addition to
making it more profitable for him, satisfied environmental
concerns of various agencies and departments of Baltimore
county and would ba better for the public in general. That is
to say, the Petitioner argues that his proposed plan which
requires the variances would be "better for the public and the
environment.”

With the evidence in its current state as suggested abovae,
Protestants argue that such testimony does not constitute
practical difficulty or unreascnable hardship and therefore,
the Petitioners have failed to meet their burden under Section
307.1 and the cas-. that intarpret variances.

The following are a series of cases which address the
issue of when to grant a variance and perhaps can shed some

light upon this issue for the Board of Appeals.
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a. Easter v, city of Paltimor:, 195 Md. 395 (1950).
This early case dealing with the granting of a variance under
Baltimore City ordinance set forth the proposition that a
request which would make the propcrty more profitable is not a
sufficient ground to justify relaxstion cf setback
requirements.

In addition in this case, prior exceptions to
zoning requirements (a variance granted to allow an adjzcent
store, a setback variance) is not in and of itself controlling.
That is, ill-advised or illegal variances do not furnish the
grounds for a repetition of a wrong. This case begins an
examination of variances which was foliowed by;

b. L& v S

Inc., 197 Md. 46 (1950). In this case, the Petitiocner
rejuested a variance along with a special exception to allow &
commercial use of a residential zoned property. The Court, in
citing Rathkoof on Law of Zoning and Plannind, page 262, to the
extent that "where a person purchases property with the
intention to apply to the Eoard of Appeals for a variance from
the restrictions imposed by the ordinance, he cannot contend
thac such restrictlons cause him such a peculiar hardship that
entitles him te the special privileges which he seeks."

Further in this case, the Court emphasized that
a variance to make property more profitable is not a sufficient

ground to justify the granting of a variance.
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Bounds, 240 Md. 547 (1965}. Justice Marbury for the Court of
Appeals in analyzing a zoning variance request found that a
self-inflicted hardship cannot be the basis for a variance.
‘The Court again cited to #2 Rathkopf, The Iaw of Zoning aad
Planning, Paragraph 48-1 sets forth the proposition that seif-
inflicted hardship cannot form the basis of the grant of a
variance.

It further states that where there has been an
act on part of the property owner or his predecessor which has
physically so affected the property as to create a unigque
circumstance, which, in itself created a practical difficulty
or hardship in conformina to the restriction of the ordinance
it is not appropriate to grant relief.

In the instant case, it is clear that the
property is capable of rubdivision and is capable of meeting
the zoning maximum density allowed as well as the two methods
of complying with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulation
dealing with the 30C¢ foot diametral circ.e requirement. That
having been the testimony before this Board, it is
inappropriate to grant relief simply for the ability of the
property cwner tu increase nis firancial result from the
appropriate subdivision. Here, it is clear that he could

either comply with the area regulations, or reduce the nunber

of lots and continue to subdivide it in the fashion which he
proposed in this plan with a lesser number of lots in order to
comply with all of the regulations.

In Salisbury, it is interesting to note that the
developer there was trying to obtain variances in the
deficiency and lot size as being irrelevant to the City’s
population density requirement. There, the Court pointed out
that was a legislative determination, not a judicial one.

d. Kearney v, City of Baltimore, 201 Md. 130
(1952). In the Kearney case, a homeowner sought a variance
from a side yard requirement. The Board of Appeals denied the
requested variance ultimately on the basis that the need to
Justify an exception must be substantial and urdgent, and not
merely for the gopvenience of the applicant. Inasmuch as the

aim of the ord to p:

ons as far as possible,
and a liberal construction allowing exception for reasons that
are pot substantial and urgent would have the tendency to cause
discrimination and eventually destroy the usefu/ness of the
ordinence. 201 Md. at pg. 137.

We believe in the instant case that the instant
facts bused upon the tastimony of Mr. McKee falls under the
Kearrey interpretation of the Court of Appeals, where the
testimony clearly is that this requc 't is for the convenience
of the applicant and allegedlv the neighbors and the

environment.
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e. McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208. This case is most
often clted by Administrative Agencies in granting variances
becausa it attempts to summarize the requirement of "practical
difficulty or unreasonable hardship. In McLean, at pg- 213 and
214, the Court sets forth ite requirements for those terms.

It makes the point that the standard for
granting a variance is whether or not strict compliance with
the regulations which result in practical difficulty or
unreusonable hardship; and that it should be granted only if in
strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the Zoring
Regulations, and only in a manner as to grant relief for that
substantial injury to the public health, safety aud general
welfare. Taese are the elements of the test previcusly set
forth in this Memorandum as the issue.

It is subritted that they must be examinec
separately as well as jointly in analyzing the case. In the
McLean case, at page 214, the Court in analyzing practical
difficulty again cites #§2 Rathkopf. The Law of Zoning and
Planning, Sectlon 45-28 and 29 analyzing practical difficulty
as: (1) "whether compllance with the strict letter of
restrictions governing araa, setbacks, frontage, height, bulk
or density, would unreasonably prevent the owner from using the
property for a permitted purpose or would render conformity

with such restricticns unnecessarily burdensome."
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In the instant case, it is clear that complying
with the strict letter of restrictions does not unreascnably
prevent the owner from using his property because he has
indizated there are at least two methods which he can comply
with the area requirement.

Secondly, the question becomes whether a grant
of the variance applied for would d¢ substantial justice to the
applicant as well as other property owners in the district.

‘The answer to that is also no, in that the Protestants have
clearly set forth objections to the proposal and substantive
reasons for so objecting which directly affect the health,
safety and welfare of their neighborhocod.

Third, whether the relief can be granted in such
a fashion that the spirit cf the ordinance will be cbservad and
the public safety and welfare secured. The answer to this alsc
is no, in view of the clear testimony in regard to the
potential geclogy in the area but more importantly, the fact
that the County performed a study in 1971 which shows that the
physical relationship of the wells and the septic to each other
as w2ll as to each other as well as to adjoining lot sizes form
the very basis for the RC 4 Zone.

In summary then, we believe a carelul analysis
of the McLean v. Solely case clearly supports the proposition
that this request of the Petitioner must be denied.
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f£. Anderson v. Board of Appeals, 22 Md. App. 28
(1974). In the Anderson case, there is a remarkable similarity
between the status of the evidence as presented there and here.
A key witness for the Petitioner, Mr. Herbert Fleischer, an
acschitect, engineer and land planner, whose testimony is
summarized at pg. 24, where he sets forth the basis for the
wvariance reguest there that the subject property had a
Wintriguing natural beauty with distinct contours and
vegetation which should not be disturbed." He testified that
the variances should be granted to allow placing a number of
buildings in what would be a "well organized project.®

In cross-examination, when asked what hardship
he would suffer if the variance was not granted, he replied
"maybe poor planning.® His testimony is very similar to that
of Mr. McKee, who testified that there were two other ways to
set up this subdivision known as Cameron Mill, kut they would
be less preferable or less desirable than the one that would
roquire the variances.

The Court in Anderseon in locking at the standard
for this area variance in that case found that the only
hardship or prictical difficulty alleged by the aprlicant there
as a result cf the atrict application of the ordinance was a

"loss of profit" and "maybe poor planning." The Court found
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June 9, 1992 a. The prope' 7 is pot * i i
requirements, but that it also could perhaps be lass costly P Fus““tgnnpz‘m& 0:1 g Na;:::“g?anl'r an Agricultural
P
than the method of development pruposed. Based upon that C,// s Bk e L T b. The property contains only a minority, perhaps 40
e Honorable William T. Hackett, Chairman to 60 acres at th i1,
record, the Court of Appeals reversed and found that the County Boird of Appeals thisaith Be ok iirzgsihgffs:;I;?::eft:\;.l,a“a:d some of
The Honorable C. William Clark, Esquire :
granting of the variance was arbitrary and capricious and could Board Member P c. Baltimore County, DEPkM and ths Cffice of Planning
ghergc:;utgble Harry Buchheister and Zoni.g have followed the mapping of the prime an!
e e R . oa ember pmduc.‘ive soils spoken of in Bill 134-89, and that
soil situation does i i
Protestants would submit that the analogy RE: The Cameron Mill Case Rz not apply te this tract in this
Planning Board, CRG and Variances
between Anderson case and th2 instant case based on the — Case Nos.: CBA-91-122, 91-145, 91-462A 4. As to “"Legal Issues No. 3A and 3B*, namely yround
; ‘ water and overcrowding, the sit; i B
testimony of Mr. McKee are remarkably similar. The "hardship" Dear Chairman Hackett, Mr. Clark and Mr. Buchheister: ¢ situation 1s as follows
. a. As to ground water, there was nev any
or "practical difficulty” must burden the petitioner requesting In fairness to my clients . could not let the Memorandum that “he Parkton Land Fill poses a po?e:;xal ﬂa::g:“:g
. of the Protestants pass in this matter without a few brief the wells or streams on the Cohmeron Mill property
the variance, not some alleged third party, c. non-applicant. replies: First of all, the landfill is almost a mile to thé
) . east, across I-83, saveral streams and changes i
Sne . 1. The c;rnusrun b_h;l_l-luuse and historic property is not a elevation, which DEPRM testimony stated were hgrriar:
Anderson. part of this subdivision. to the traveling westward of such polution. A nltness
I Shi BoREA e TavEEe the - . from DEPRM, including one of
24 Neither the Planning Board, nor Baltimore County witnesses, Mc. Eugene Sierwiersky, testcified that the
decision of the Deputy Zoning Comaissioner and to deny the abdicated its responsibility to the Cameron Mill House, as water on the main Parkton Land Fill site is potable
is shown by the Protescants themselves, the historic and he was not aware of the reason that hottled uate:’:
variances for all the above reasons. acreage was increased from 3 acres to 5.4 acres, and the was being used at the medical station.
) u;dth of the road right-of-way reduced tc 45 feet, instead
Respectfully submi of 50 feet, in order to protect the Ffonndations in Mr, Sierwiersky went on to testify that if there
question. uatgdany polution to be expected from the landfill, it
. WOu travel in an easterly and southerly direction,
As to the CRG Appeal, Case No. CBA-91-145: toward the Fourth Mine Branch, and npot 1: a uast;acd
) direction acrnss major changes in elevation and ac
: CARROLL B 2 BN 1. As to the so called "due process” argument, “Legal two stream valleys to reach the Camercn Mill site.
jolzer, Maher, Demilio & Lee Issue No. 1", the CRG followed its time honored, regular Also, please ncte the complete absense of references
305 West Chesapeake Avenue C:Mss of dealings; and had the Protestants wished to, to Dr. Konder, whose testimony was completely
Saite 105 they could have employed a court reporter to take the CRG discredited, who was proposing o put two golf courses
Touson, mMaryland 21304 mxnu;es. and they could have had the type of hearing which and 2 900 hol ity @ Parkton Land
210-Hza-etas cr\wp\memn-2\stabler.men was held at the County Board >f Appeals at the CRG meeting. Eill project. Surely, if the Parkton Land Fill was a
) o danger, or if the Wissahickon Schist could not bear
v e
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h 2

KON MR PO
T

el HOLZER, MAHER, DY MILIO & LEE
% wiste

W LIATE

Law OFrices AMES B HOLAN

NEWTON & wiLLIAMS:

such development, the Protestants' own witness Dt. 3. Mr, McKee testified that larger lots with a diametral
Konder would not make such a proposal. As for Page . but in response to the Office of I
Herbert, Dr. Kojan, M:i. Hall, etc., none of them had Planning and Zoning and DEPRM comments, he had chosen the Lo AR AN
made site specific mvgstigations on the Cameron Mill harder road to protect the wooded slopes and streams by | o
tract, and all of their testimony is unsubstantiated, asking for the diametral variances, THE CASES CITED BY THE
very far fetched and very wishful thinking conjecture PROTESTANTS I[N MANY CASES DEAL WITH A MOTIVE TO MAKE THE

NoLAN. PLUMHOFY & WILLIAMH
CHARTERED
SuiTe 700. CouuRT TOWERS
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at best. PROPERTY MORE PROFITABLE, THE EXACT OPPOSITE OF THE INTENT WASHING TUR D 2y ToWS.3N, MARYLAND 21204-5340 or o

. OF THE PETITIONERS TO PROTECT THE ENViRONMENT. (410} BEIFEBO T BAvAND WiLLiaMs R
b. As tn overcrowding, the universally accepted R o n ~
method in Baltimore County for computing density is to 4, The hardship in this case is pot self inflicted, aise a6 mBE TELERA o) sRarEneD o L penanrent
take the overall acreage, 267 acres and to that apply rather the Petitioners are seeking to reconcile the latest 5 [t o TR B DL o
the .2 density factor, and one comes out with 53 environmental and planning thinking, which favors one acre Juna 121992 -

lot clustering with po diametral requirement in the R.C. 4
zone. THE PROPERTY OWNER HAS SPENT COVER $.00,000 in
engineering, interest, carcying costs and legal fees
trying to defend nis CRG plan, a responsible plan friendly
to the environment.

lots. There is no provision in the laws, or in the i
Zoning Regulations, in the Development Regulations, or |
any handbook wkich says that steep slopes, wooded 3

May 21, 1992

areas, streams, etc., are to be excluded from density
calculations. If anything. these factors ore the |
reasons _why _the _Petitioners have proposed Lo
mm:m:_.thLLw.ts_um_thg_x.dg.e_ungs_m_ﬂmm

The Henorable William T. Hackett
Chairman
The Honora®le C. William Clark, Esquire
Board Member
The Honorable Harry Buchheister
Board Member
Baltimore County Board
of Appeals
0ld Courthouse

The Honorable William T. Hackett, Chairman
County Board of Appeals

The Honorable C. Williaa Clark, Esquire
Board Member

The ‘onorable Harry Buchheister

Board Member

wherefore, the Board should sustain the CRG approval and
grant the variances.

As for Mr. Sheesley's comments at the Council, DEPRM and
the Office of Planning and Zoning have both mapped the Prime
and Productive Soils, and these soils are being pretected, and |
this case is pot contrary to either the letter or spirit of [

Respectfully,

Pt @ P eilbzara

- RE: The Cameron Mill Case

Bill 134-89. | Newton A. Williams Towson, Marylend 21204 . CRG and Variznces, etc.
As to any imprecision of Zoning Lines, this is clearly an NAW/psk RE: The Cameron Mill Case . :
R.C.4 site, with 4 major streams, steep, wooded slopes. Planning Eoarc, CRG and Variznces = Dear Chairman Hackett, Mr. Clark and Mr. Buchheister:
CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE ) case Nos.: CBA-91-122, 91-145, 91-462A -

As the Board will recall, the Petitioners in this case
completed their testimony at the public ! -~ring held on Friday,
May 1, 1992. The purpose of this, hopefully brief letter

CASE 91-462-A, THE DIAMETRAL VARIANCE CACE )
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ih day of < Dear Chairman Hackett, Mr. Clark & Mr. Buchheister:

The Petitioners agree w-th the Protestants that Section

307 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations imposes a three
part test for the granting of variances. On this point see the
earlier letter Memorandum of May 21, 1992, and the attached
Zoning commissioner's decision of Septemi~r 9, 1991, attached
thereto.

As to the other points:

1. Mr. Sheesley, Mr. McKee and Mr. Ensor from DEPRM all
explained that the well and septic separation on Cameron
Mill meets or exceeds all State and County regulations and
poses no dangers.

. The ZzZoning Commissioner*s Decision of September 3§,
1991 and the LEPRM testimony., all agreed that tne 3L90
diametral need pot include the house, well and septic
system. Mr. McKee testified h=z had so built other
approved R.C.4 lots without such a requirement.

1992, a copy of the aforegoing Memorandum of the Protestants
was mailed postage prepaid to Carroll Holzer, Esquire, Suite
105, 305 W. Chasapeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204 and
Phyllis Cole Friedman, Esquire, People‘'s Counsel, Courts

Building, 401 Bosley Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204.

?Zw"z‘e"r' éz 77“&“’""‘

NEWTON A. WILLIAMS
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In all fairness to my client, I do not believe it is
appx‘aprmte for Mr. Williams to submit a Memorandum in response
to mine on June 9, 1992, when it was clearly the agreed upon
procedure that both parties would have the opportunity to submit
Memorandums in this matter on a specific date.

Protestants complied with tae Board’s Order and do not feel
it is appropriate for a rebuttal Memorandum to be submitted at
this late date. I would therefore respectfully request that
Mr. Williams letter of .'une 9, 1992 not be accepted by the Board.

Very trxdly yours,

. carroll Holzer )
JCH:mlg

cc: Dr. Richard W. McQuaid

e

—

mnemorandum is to summarize our final view of Lhe case.

In the vast majority of variance cases in which I have
been involved since the 1560's, one of the Petitioner's primary
burdens i5 to prove that the requested variance will not harm
the health, safety and welfare of the area involved. The very
interesting .hing in this case is that everyone agrees (except
the Protescaats), including various expert witnesses and
Baltimore Lounty witnesses, that the rcquested variance of the
300 foot lot diametrals will definitely foster the health,
safety and welfare of the area inmvolved. The granting of the
variance will leave more land in public and private open space,
stay off the steep, wooded slopes, protect the streams, and
concentrate the home sites on the high ground along the ridges.

At the close of the case, I respectfully referled the
Board to issi 14 ned
decision of 9, 1991, and 1 would again urge the Board




to read the decision. As a convenience to the Board, I have
attached a copy of the Commissioner's decision to this letter.

As you can see, at page 5, the Commissioner f¢.ud that the
300 foot diametral need not be drawn around the dwelling. The
Commissioner then went on to 3nalyze the three pronged test for
the granting of a variance, and he found basically as follows:

PRACTICAL DIFFICULITY AND UNREASONABLE HARDSHIP

1. The subject parcel of property is extreme.y unique in
that it contains numercus steep slopes, is of a very
irreqular shape, is traversed by the DNR Hike and Bike
Trail, as well as by a major stream, The Little Falls, and
a branch thereof, Beetree Run. The Commissioner then went
on to find that the environmental, ecological and
conservational concerns are in di with the
300 foot digmetral reguirement, and that satisfying more
modern ideas regarding the environment, ecology gad
conservation, would be in conflict with the 300 oot
diametral.

SPIRIT AND INTENT OF THE REGULATIONS

2. As to the second prong of the three part test, namely
being in strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the
applicable regulations, the Commissionez found as a mat‘er
of fact, that the purpose of the R.C.4 and R.C.5 zones is
the protection of environmentally sensitive areas. He
then noted that the Plan, namely the same CRG Plan and
variance plar in front of the Board is in harmony with the
spirit and intent of the applicable Zoning Regulations,
namely the protection of environmentally sensitive areas.

PUBLIC HEALTH. SAFETY BND GENERAL WELFARE

3. Finally, as I pointed out at the beginning of my
letter, the third picng of the three prong test is that
the granting of the variance would not result in
substantial injury to the public health, safety or general
welfare, and again the Commissioner noted that, in fact,
the granting of tihe variance would not only pot herm the
public health, safety and welfare but would foster these
goals for the reasons outlined.

THE PETITIONER'S CASE
puring the concluding day of testimony, the Petitiocrers

offcred what we felt to be very compelling testimony by a
number of witnesses.

First of all, Mr. McKee, one of the contract purchasers,
concluded his testimony by summarizing the environmental
concerns, and how these environmental concerns and the public
welfare are met by the plan in question, including the
diametral variances.

Mr. Bob Sheesle:, a former director of the Department of
Environmental Protecticn and Resource Management, who had no
direct connection with this site during his tenure in office,
summarized the environmental benefits to be gained by the
appreval of the CRG Plan, including the granting of the
variance for the 300 foot diametrals.

Mr. James Gracie, an acknowledged expert in the field of
water quality and streams, testified fully as to the good
gquality of both Beetree Run and the Little Falls at the Cameron
Mill site, ard he went on to testify how the proposed, approved
CRG Plan and variances would foster the retention of water
quality. Among other things, he mentioned stream buffers,
forest buffers, public land, and development of the ridges.
Further, he tested waters in the Fourth Mine Branch which is
adjacent to the Parkton Landfill, and found no evidence of
contamination.

Finally, the Borrd had heard a great deal of testimony, we
balieve misguided at best, about the dangers of placing septic
systems on the 53 lots iu question at Cameron Mill. Mr.
William Ensor, a disinterested witness from the Baltimore
County Departmei.i of Environmental Protection and Resource
Management, explained in detail how each and evecy site at
cameron Mill had met the latest and most rigid percolation test
requirements, and how he personally supervised some 96% of
these tests. Mr. Ensor also noted that the proposed plan with
development on the ridges, and the retention of the steep
slopes in publ!ic ownership, or in the protected, semi-public
status as homeowers association area, HOA, would protect these
slopes, as well as the streams.

While the Petitioners' witncsses' testimony was in ever
case site specifiz, virtually none of the protestants so called
experts had in any way tested this Cameron Mill site or the
receiving waters of the Parkton Landfill. Thus, the
Protestants' testimony represent unsubstantiated, non-site
specific speculation.

In closing, we would again respectfully urge the Board to
confirm the well founded findings and mpproval of thea County
Review Group in this case, and we would respectfully urge the

3 ]

Board that the reguested 300 foot diametral variance rhould be
granted for numerous reasons set out in the testimony and
evidence. Thanking the Board for its consideration in this
matter, and awaiting a hopefully favorable result, I am,

Respectfully,

P ,
%w_/,v W S

NEWTON A. WILLIAMS

NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS,
CHARTERED

Suite 700, Court Towers

210 West Pennsylvania Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attorney for the Petitioners

CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ﬂfda:{ of May, 1991, a
copy of the aforegoing lett~r/memorandum was mailcd postage
prepaid to J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire, 305 W. Chesapeake
Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204 and Phyllis Friedman, Esquire,

Baltimore County Peoples Counsel, Courc House, Towson, Maryland

21204.
(’;4:-.&1*"(/ P75t bemorr
NEWTON A. WILLIAMS
0355C

SEp-12-'91 Thu LT:ST 1DINFW TOWEN MD 2962765 RTIT FOR
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£y W Raltimore County Government
ning issioner
Office of Planning and Zoalng

111 Wext Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 857-3333

Septeaber 9, 1991

Mewton A. Willisms, Esquice
210 W. Pennsylvania Avenus, Suite 700
Towson, maryland 21204

RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE
C/L Stablers Church Road, 1200' B of the c/1 of Walker Road
6th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District
Ruth Ann Desoto, Individually and Trustes, and
Maysr C. Xalichman., Trustee - Petitiomers
Cage No. 91-462-A

Dear Mr. Xaplow:

Enclosed please £ind & copy of the decision rendersd in the
above-captioned matter. The Pstition for Zoning Varianca has bee W
in accordance with the a:tached Order. g

In the event any party finds the decision rendared s unfavor-
able, any party may flle an sppeal to the County Board of Appeals within
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further Information oh
filing an appeal, please contact Wi. Charlotte Radcliffe at 887-3391.

Very truly yours,

i L ‘.-,tl"_.l P

TINOTHY M. KOTROCO
Daputy Zonlog Commissioner
THK-bis for Baltimore County
ce: J. Carroll Molzer, Esquice
305 W. Chesspsake Avenuo, Suite 105, Towson. Md. 21204

Pecpla's Counsel
File
Mr. Nicholas B. Merryzan

Clover Hill Farm
13635 Eagle MLl1 Road, Parkion, Ma. 21120

Law Orrices
NOLAN. Prunnorr & WILLIAMS
CmanTaRED
Surte 700. COURT TOWERS
210 WEST PENNSTLVANIA AVENUE
TOWSON. MARYLAND 2I1204-5340
14101 823-7800
TELEPAR 14101 290-2785

JAMES O NOLAN
incracs meot

MEWTON A WILLIAMS

J CARLE PLUMHOFF
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AP E DEITZ
or coustes
T MATARD wiLiamz, v

RICHMARD L. SCHATFFER®
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May 1, 1992

The Honorable William T. Hackett, Chairman
County Board of Appeals

The Honorable C. William Clark, Esquire
Board Member

The Honorable Harry Bucheister

RE: The Cameron Mill Case
CRG and Variances, etc.

Dear Chairman Hackett, Mr. Clark and Mr. Bucheister:

On March 5, due to the press of time, the Board indicated
that they preferred that I would not make an opening statement
in my variance case, and a closing statement in the CRG portion
of the protestant’s case.

In the ab of an opportunity to make such an opening

and closing statement, I that I would put my
dowr,_in the form of a letter to the Board.
Really, it comes down to thi=, we do mot really understand

after four full days of hearing, why all of us have been

involved in this case for so long. Both my clients and I have

& ° 1
\

come to the inescapable conclusion that there is virtually

nothing that we can do with the Cameron Mill Property that

would accommodate or suit Dr. Richard McQuaid, and scme of the

membars of the Maryland Line Community Association, !x.u:.

Consider the following points:
EXCELLENT DEVELOPERS

1. Where would chey get better developers for this
property, than three well-known, reputable members of the
Baltimere County legal, development and real estate
community? Of course, I am speaking about Mr. Jim McKee, one
of the principal members of the partnership, a= well as Mr.
Dennis German of Grempler Realty, and Mr. Lawrence Melfa,
Esquire of the Towson Bar, all known well to the Board and to
the community.

This is not a case where we are coming in with some
foreign corporation or group, even one from the Far East, but
rather, this is a case involving three well-known, reputable
Baltimore County men with proven track records.

ALL R.C.4 REQUIREMENTS EXCEPT DIAMETRAL MET

2. We are proposing to develop in accordance with all of
the density. acreage, clearance and every requirement of the
R.C.4 zone, axcept the outdated diametral requirement. We have
demonstrated, and we will demonstrate, that the absenco of a

diametral requirement is a bemefit to the tract, to the area

and co the County, since it places on the order oi sizty one
per cant (61%) of the property im public or private open space,
keeps development off the steep slores, preserves the trees,
avoids any environmentally destructive, stream crossing with
new bridges or roads, and genarally honors both the letter and
the spirit of the law and the protection cf the environment.
Unfortunately, the purported objection to the 300° diametral
requirement, is but a smoke screen for what we feel is

1a and iated gpposition to any development

whatsoever cf the Cameron Mill Property

In Petitioner's Exhibit 10, :he recently adopted RC4
Report. we pointed out that Cameron Mill comes very close ta
the recommended requirements for the new R.C.4 zone. In fact,
our proposal exceeds the requirements in every way but one,
namely, Cameron Mill offers three-acre lots, whereas tha
proposal is te go back to ons-acre lots in the R.C.4 zone.
Cameron Mill as proposed to be developed will leave sixty-one
per cent (ol%) of the site in public open space, recalling
there is no present open space requirement in the R.C.4 zone.
Cameron Mill as proposed comes under the same 0.2 density
allowance of both the present and the proposed R.C.4 zone

laws. Cameron Mill is proposing got to have & full 300°

diametral in most of the lots, but rather, to have a lot width
or diametral averaging approximately 223', according to our
calcalations, recalling that the new R.C.4 zone report does not
contain a diametral provision.

In Protestants’' Exhibi. No. 27, the 1971 Health Department
Rationale for the P:otection of Grcund Water, that exhibit (put
in by the protestants) showed three acre lots with a 200'
width, and the example in the book, Figure 17, on page 6, in
fact showed a lok 220" in width, and did pot shqQw any 300°
diametral regquiremeat.

As several witness have said, the goal of the k.C.4 zone
is watershed protection. This !5 one of those cases whece
watershed protection is best served by staying off of the very
steep slopes, as much as possible with private ownership, and
not merely slavisly adhering to an outmoded rule that a 300°
diametral must be accommodated somewhere on the lot. Honoring
this outmoded 300 foot diametral rule would mean iosing a great
portion of the Homeowners Area, the Forest Buffer areas, and
possibly the Recreation and Parks Area, and other open space
shown on the approved JRG Plan.

LACK OF TRAFE;C PROBLEMS

3. As to traffic, Dr. McQuaid and others are quibbling

over only one point, and that is the sight distance in a

northerly direction on Eagle Mill Road. They are pot making,



and have not made any claim that these 51 houses divided
between three country roads leading off in different directions
wili in any way overburden traffic on any one of them. The
sight distance point will be fully addressed in the balance of
the case.
THE PARKTON LANDEILL

4. The Parkton Landfill, is a completely new issue, and
really a non-issue, that was not brought up at either of tho
two previous CRGs, nor at the Zoning Commissiomer level. It is
another spurious issue, merely raised in the hope that it may
catch someone‘s attention, and send the case back through the
whole circuit. However, several things should be borme In
mind: First of all, tha Parkton Landfill is over 2 mile to the
avst, with I-83 intervening, as well as three stream valleys
snd three topographical barriers according to the testimony.
The DEPRM witness, Mr. Siewerski, called by the Protestants
testified that groundwater tests had been made at the landfill,
and studies Lad been made prior to the opening of the Parkton
Lardfill, and that the groundwatex flow is toward the east and
the squth, following the Third Mine Branch, and does pot flow
g - 1y 4 . 1-83 g i1

As Mr. Melfa pointed out, the standard of proof in a case

where the protestants have the ordinary legal burden of proof

® @

is with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty. seither
Dr. Kojan, Mr. Hall, or Mr. Bliss testified wit:h anywhere near
such scientific certainty that there was any reasonable
likelihoed of the ordinaty, minimal pollution shown at the
Parkton Landfill site traveiling in a westward direction to
affect Cameron Mill. Recall also, that Saction 22-61 of the
Development Regulations extends to the County and the approved

CRG, a ion of cor - That ion has pot

been rebutted in any way by the protestants.

In fact, the second set of groundwater tests put in by the
Protestants on March 5th, were superior to the results reviewed
by Dr. Kojan and Mz, Hall, despice Dr. McQuaid's assertion that
such situations do not improve. We are leit with the
conclusicon that either the earlier tests ware not as carefully
conducted or properly done as the secondary tests., and/or the
situation has in fact improved at least insofar as the well at
the Parkton Paramedic Station is concerned .

Also, the Board's attention is directed to Protestant's
Exhibits 28 and 29, rast particularly the pictures of the
Parkton Landfill, (which show a playground, a model aviation
flying field, and numerous homes and farms near the Parkton
Landfill, perhaps including the home and far;y of their cwn
witness, Dr. Robert Komder, the proposed partial site cf 500

homgs and iwo, eighteen hole golf courses). Surelv, the County

® ®

wouid not encourage, nor would Dr. Konder ani his partners
encourage recreational use, and well use for 500 homes on an
environmentully dangerous site.
DB, ROBERT KONDER

5. To be charitable in che extreme, we w.uld say that
Dr. Konder was a completely discredited witness, in that he has
purportedly testified against a 53 lot subdivisicn on 276 acres
a mile to the west of the Parkton Landfill, when he himself is
a part of a partnership proposing 507 homes and two 18 hole
golf courses in Map Request 3-139 on the site of the Parkton
Landfill. As for his testimony concerning the percolation
tests, they will be dealt with Eully in the course of tua
testimony of Mr. Sheesley, Mi. Uracie, and various other
witnesses.

THE PROTESTANTS' BASIC COMPLAINTS

6. Reluctantly, Dr. McQuaid admitted that his complaint
is basically, and actually with the R.C.4 zone as presently
constituted. Fundamentally, Dr. McQuaid's position is that he
agrees with Baltimore County and Baltimore County reports when
they are in his favor. but he reserves the right to disagree
with the County, the Planning Staff, the Offics of Planmning and
Zoning and DEPRM, etc., when the reports are not in his favor,

as for example, with the basic tenents of the present R.C.4
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regulations, the application and wordina of the Prime and
Productive Soils Bill, Bill 138-89, the new R.C.4 Report, and
various other reports. We have the 2ifinite impression, that
Dr. McQuaid and others with him are in the position of
religious zealots, whc believe that they 2ad onlv 'bey have a
corner on truth, and that others not in agreemen: w.th them are
heretics, conspirators, or otherwise speak in rrievous error,
and should not be listened to.

The plain fact in this case is that the only complaint
that the protestants can make is the Petitioners' well founded
proposal not to use the diametral requirem~nt. This
Protestants' opposition to the variance case comes despite the
fact that the diametral as proposed to be varianced in this
case (ard as was varianced by Deputy Commissioner Kotroco, in a
very well reasoned and singulary thought out opinion below)
will result in a better development. The variance will result
in a development in accordance with, and indeed exceeding the
proposed new R.C.4 Regulations as embodied in the report,
adopted by the Planning Board, Petitioner's Exhibit 10. Recall
that this R.C.4 Report was adopted by a blue ribbon Committee,
including Dr. McQuaid, although he has testified he opposes
it. wWhat provisions would suit Dr. McQuaid in the R.C.4 zone?
One can only guess.

PBRACTICAL DIFFICULTY AND UNREASONALLE HARDSHIP

Fs We respectfully submit that it is indeed a practical

difficulty aad unreasonable hardship, to take a very unigque

piece nf land, divided into three plateaus, with steep slopes

falling from the plateaus cut by two major streams, traversed
by three major roads, and traversed Ly the Hike and Bike
Trail,and reject. or purport to reject an imaginative, and
environmentally seasitive solution to the development of the
property. f{Recall that this solution approved by the CRG was
done after consultation with, and in response to meetings with
various Baltimore County agencics, including the Office of
Planning and Zoning, DEPRM, and other county agencies, as very
clearly embodied in the DEPRM comments of June 31, 1991, and in
the Office of Planning and Zoning, of comments of July 10,
1991). Anyone who is familiar with official government
departments and documents knows that these two comments are as
enthusiastic as government agencies ever exhibit in official
documents and comments.
HEALTH., SAFETY AND WELEARE

8. The Petitioners will sustain, and are sustaining
practical Aifficulty and unreasonable hardship in this case.
and have shown that the approved CRG and variance fosters the
health, safety and welfare, in that Cameron Mill is a very
v igue piece of property, and that the Petitioners have gone
ta, and consulted with all interested government agencies. The
Petitioners have sought to be responsive to government
agencies, and they have been strongly encouraged by government
agencies to develop the Cameron Mill Property in accordance
with the approved CRG Plan in evidence. This layout has been

endorsed by at least two major departments of Baltimnre County.

R

namely, the Office of Planning anc Zonirg and the Department of
Environmental Protection and Resource Management, and other
agencies as well. The Baltimore County Deputy Commissioner has
found that the proposed development in every way meets the
existing R.C.4 zone requirements and goals, except for the 300
foot diametral, while leaving 61% of the tract in public or
private open space, open space conducive to the health, safety
and welfare of the area involved.

‘The Office of Planning and 2oning, DEPRM, and the CRG
Group are charged with, and have a duty to protect the
environment of the County, amnd they have all endorsed and
approved this sclution.

SOME SCENARIOS

Let me pose three alternatives scenarios for the Board,
namely as follows:

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO

1. The property is developed in accordance with the
approved CRG Plan, with the variances granted, and according to
the best thinking of both public and private planners and
angineers, suck development would bes: safeguard the property
itself, as well as the Pretty Boy Reserveir a short distance to
the south. Surely. that scenario helps protect the health,
safety and welfare of everyone invelved, namely residents of

the future development, nearby rcsidents, other county

10

residents, and, indeed, the users of public water from Mretty
Boy Resevoir, which includes Baltimore County citizens,
Baltimore City citizens, and citizens of portions of Howard and

Annc Arundel Counties, as well.

THE STCOND SCENARXOQ - “DUMBELL LOTS® WITH A 300 FOOT DIAMETRAL
2. The second scenaric would be to have the prope:ty

developed with the so-called "dumbell lots," lots flaring out
to include a 300 foot diasmetral in the rear, which "flaring*
would severely cut into the slopes, and into the public open
spaces, and would result in an adherence to tha letter of the
law, while doing flagrant damage te the spirit and intent of

the law, to the detriment of the land, the Councy and its

citizens.
DEVELOFMENT UNDER PROPOSED R.C.4 RIGULATIONS
3. A third scenario would invelve development under the

new R.C.4 Regulations (if adopted), with gni-acre lots, and if
Dr. McQuaid and others are at all correct about the need for
larger lots in the R.C.4 zone, then surely this one acre lot
development would be far inferior to Scenaric Number Two, and
far, far inferior to Scenario Humber Cne.

Certainly, some may say that other scenarios are pessible,
including no development, but a g.ance at Petitioners' Exhibit
7, namely, the Taz Map of the area, as well as the Master Plan,
whicu desicnates this a Resource Conservation Area with R.C.&
and R.C.4 zoniog predominating, would indicate that this total
lack of development at Cameron Mill will pot be the case for

very long, whether thesc, or other less responsible, perhaps,
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not home county developers come into the picture.

1f the Board is realistic, and if the protestants are
honest, they will admit that the sole purpose in this case iy
ghstructionism, and we are at a lous to understand why Dr.
McQaid and others have chosen to obstruct this development.

Dr. McQuaid was very emphatic that he nad only been before

the Board on one or two other occasions,

& believe mainly in
the George's Transfer Case. He appeared as a protestanc in the
North County at most, in only two or three other davelopments.
If this is so, then why protest this excellent development?

Dr. MQuaid also indicates that since he retired in 1983,
some nine years ago, he has devoted his time, in large part, to
civic activism. If this is the case, what is the differenca
between this case and the numerous other properties, R.C.2,
R.C.4 , and R.C.5, all of which have b en developed in the
north county on Wissahickon Schist? If Dr. McQuaid and the
others are correct then virtually every development in narth~rn
Baltimore County ir in grave danger of failing as to wells
and/ox septics, including undoubtedly many of the 200 mem ers
of the Marvland Line Community Association., Ing.. which is, of
course, a ridiculous propositicn. Dr. McQuaid admitted that in

the Maryland Line Community hzscciation with some two hundred



(200) families rercesented, he only knew perscnally of two well
failures, one reasonably close to this site, and another scme
distance away. This is not wholesale well failure.

In like manner, on the issue of well failure, Dr. McQuaid
admitted thzt there are now on the order of 60,000 to 70,000
wells in Baltimore County, with a total of 71,000 or so
expected by the end of the decade. With these sixty to seventy
thouzand wells, a yearly well failure rate of 150 to 250 wells
is a very small percentage, perhaps orne third of one percenc.
Recall also, that you have heard from Mr. McKee that he has not
experienced a well or septic failure in any of the numerous
R.C.4, R.C.5 and R.C. 2 subdivisions, in which he has
participated as a new developer.

In fact, until recently, Mr. McKee himself resided in the
Dellwood Community, an R.C.5, one-acre lot commvnity which he
himself developed, ample testimony to h.s responsible
development.

Again, if Dr. McQuaid, et al, are correct at all, every
R.C.5 development with one-acre lots, is doomed, not to mention
all the old R-40, RDP and RSC developments, done between 1955
and 1976.

CONCLUSIONS
Far all of these reasons, we are confident that after you

hear the Petitioners® case, inclufing Mr. McKee, Mr. Sheesley,
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Macroinvertebrate Collections
Littie Falls and Fourth Mine Branch

Little Falls, 19 February 1992

#r. Gerber, several Baltimore County witnesses, atc., you will
agree that the CRG approval was properly given, and that _t_!_lg»»
CRG group (under the scrutiny of Dr. McQuaid and #is Group) at
two different CRGs very carstull{ gmiﬁi;d/all issues, ana
that the CRG approval shoulf“be sustained. The Petitiomers
have morg thar Borne their burden, while the protestants have
Eéli;an far ghort of their burden to overcome the presumption of
correctnass under the Development Regulaticns.

We are further confident Lhat the Board will agree that
Cameron Mill which meets or exceeds every aspect of the R.C.4
zone except the 300' diametral, and which has been endorsed by
botk the Office of Planning aud Zoning &nd the Department of
Environmental Protection and Resource Management, as well as
approved by other county agencies including the Department of
Public Works, etc. is a very respensible way to develop. We
are further confident that tie 300 foot diametral variance
based upon the unigue features of the site, the improvsd
thinking with regard to the R.C.4 zone, ths lack of an vriginal
rationale based upon watei or sewer for the 300' diametral,
will all lead the Board to the conclusion that the Petitioners
will sustain and are sustaining practical difficulty and
unreasonable hardship, and that the variances should be granted.

Finally, we are confident that the Board will agree that
the health, safety and welfare of the area involved will be

served by approval of the CRG as proposed. and as approved with

the single ~arianze relzting to the 300 foot diametral, an

outmoded standard.

Respectfully submitted,

Disr IV sl

NEWTON A. WILLIAMS
NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS,

CHARTERED
Suite 700, Court Towers
210 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Tewson, MD 21204

Attorney for the Patitioners

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this % day of may, 1991, »

copy of the aforegoing letter/memocandum was mailed postage
prepasid to J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire, 305 W. Chesapeake
Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204 and Phyllis Friedman, Esquire,
Baltimore County Peoples Counsel, Court House, Towson, Maryland
21204.

Posrtont B Wellurmes

NEWTON A. WILLIAMS
0355C
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Brightwate,. Inc. ®

Environmental Consulting

Cameron Mills Macroinvertebrate Study

tebrates were on February 19 in the Fourth Mine Branch
and the Little Falls in Baltimare County, MD. A surber sampler was used for the
study. The surber sampler is desigred so that a ona square foot area is sampied

| for aquatic insects. All rocks in the one square foot area were washed by hand

| and all particles were allowed to drift downstream into the surber net. When al'

J rOCKs were yvashad. the sampler stitred up the bottom (in the 1 square foot area)
by hand until hard inipenetrable substrate is reached. Tha samples were then

preserved in alcohol, and identified ta the genus level except for the class Digtera

which was identified to the family level.

) The Shannon Weaver Diversity index was used to measure the relative
dwerlsutv of the samples. Bath samples contained severa! :axa which are generally
considered 10 be intolerant to dzgraded water quality conditions.

The callection station characteristics were as follows:
Station 1

Fourth Mine Branch: 300 ft downstream of Stablers Church Road

width: 8 fr.

Substrate: amall gravel wisand
Velocity: 0.5 fps

Depth: 2.37

Station 2
Lintle Falls 300 ft upstream of Stablers Church Road

width: 30 f.
Substrate: medium gravel
Velocity: 2 fps

Depth; 3-4"

Station locations are shown on the enclosed map

9130 C RED BRANCH ROAD * COLUMBIA, MARYLAND 2 045 * (301) 5549420

-

Surber Sample
Diptera Chironomidae 79
| simutidae 14
Trichopters Limniphitivse Neophylax 1
Hydropsychidae Hydropsyche 4
Cheumstopsyche 5
C 5
Philonoiamidas Chimarrz E

Coleopters Psephenidae Psephnus 2
Corydalidae Corydaius 2
Nigronia 4
Ephemeraptera 8
3
Epeorus 2
Ofgoneuriidae 2
Plecopters Taeniopterygida Strophopteryx 8
Perlidae Acroneuria 4

Total number in sample 146

No. of taxa (genus} 16

Fourth Mine Branch
Macroinvertebrate Collections

19 February 1992

Diptera 7
Tipusiidae (2 genus) 2
unknown 2
Trichoprers L N 6
Hydropsychidse Cheumaropsyche 14
Cerstpsyche 4
Chimarra 19
Colaopters Elmidae Optioservus (Adult) 3
Optioservus (Larvae) 4
54
i 4
Oligoneuriidae Isonychia 3
Flecoptera iopteryg V: 50
Alloperla 7
Total number in sampla 183
No. of taxa (genus) 14

Shannon Weaver Diversity Index
The Shannon Weaver Diversity Index is coraputed using the following
fermula:

B = £ wilog,a - ¥ nilog,,n,)

where D = diversity index
C = (constant) - 3.321928
N = total number of individuais in sample
n = number of individuals in each genus

Shannon Weaver Resuits:

Little Falls - 2.72

Fourth Mine Branch - 2.73

The Shannan Weaver Diversity Index can provide indications of relative water
quality impairment or degradation. The index goes up with increasing diversity, so

the larger the index for a given sampla, the greater the diversity. Both the Little
Faiis and Fourth Mine Branch sample hac relatively good diversity.

S ®

CAMERON MILL - AREA BREAKDOWN

1. GROSS AREA OF PROPERTY 276.2 ACx = 100.0 %

2. OPEN SPACE DATA

DNR AREA 17.5 ACx = 63 %
R & P AREA B2 Ac = =30%
HOA AREA 58.0 Ac = = 21.0 %
FOREST BUFFER AREA B85.7 Acx = 310 %

TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROVIDED 169.4 Act = 61.3 %

3. PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA

6.8 Acx =25 %

4. EXISTING WO S

176.2 Ac = = 63.8 %

5. EXISTING CULTIVATED AREA 60.0 Acx = 21.7 %

6. EXISTING MEADOW & OPEN LAND 40.0 Acx = 14.5 %



Resums Of

JAMES W. GRACIE

Brightwater Consulting Services

JW. Gracie & Assoclates, Inc.

L4 Baltimore County Government
Depanment of Environmenul Proteaicn
and Resource Management

401 Bosley Avenue B47-3733
Towson, MD 21204

i

. April 2, 1990

Mr. James McXee

HcKee and Associates

5 Shawan Road g
Hunt Valley, Maryland 20130

Ra: Cameron Mil1l, E.D. 7
TA #07-03-000075
16-00-009467

Dear Mr Pulling:

A representative of this office, William W. Ensor, Jr., R.S. conducted
soil evaluations on 3/20, 21,22.23, 26/30 regarding the above referenced
Tot(s). The results are as foliows:

TEST BIT  QRAWDOMN  DEFTH SOIL

SEE ADDITIONAL PAGES

ed on the e.aluations and the approved master plan dated F|br\nrr

5, 1991 APPROVAL will be granted for Un installation of a private semag

disposal system, Soil evaluation resuits will be valid for a uﬂpﬂ of u\ru
(3) years from the date of this Department's approval of the Racord Plat or
Minor Subdivision Plat. In the case of a single ot of recerd, the date of
the sail evaluation approval letter will initiato the u\m-,nr period. At
the expiration of this period of time, the results will become veid without
notice to that effect having been given by the Approving Autherity.

It should be noted, there is an area designated on %ne site plan for
the sewage disposal system and expansion thereof. Under no circmstances
shall any permanent siructures above or below ground, be permitted within

this area. Also, 1o underground electric lines, water pipes, gas lines,
etc., snall be permitted in the dispasal system area.

ROBERT W. BHEESLEY

Mr. Shessiey has more Thsn Twikity YSsrs lpnd regulatory development
whu—ud-umw mommwmmd
protaction snd hes developed quality, snd
mmmm.mmm hazardous wasts initatives for locs!
inlh* ek hldll’nm
water, land, wasts, and
disciplinas. Of those twenty years, saven Dapartment of Enviconmentsl
mt;lop:mh Protection and Resources Managemant, &
managemant In developing * i Initiathve for & metrcpolitsn county with
vironmental and resource protection » population of 700,000, During his tenure
sgenciss In Beitim Howard Counties in 88 Director of the 3
e i waasbad fastered Intstives and leglaistion for watsr
Wmmm.m-ﬂm quality ‘wiatershed
» natonsl awerd the Nutlonsl stream restoration, nd

of Counties in 1988,

Mr. Elnnlwl axparience has atforded nim 3
18nge of sxpertss in program and
P'ﬂhﬂ

WMM-WM
Interaction end consensus bullding. He has
bean directly Involved In the oversight of

mansgement,
watiands protection. Mr Shessley hes servad
on UMerous state committess

Governor's Task Forces which resulted in the

of statawide

strategies for Merviand. His experencs in the
public sector hes Included extenalve exposure
10 local, state end federal leglalative and

PROFEBSIONAL HIBTORY

Prasant

Ewironmental Gonsultant, Brightwater
Enviranmantal Consuiting Bervices.

1087 - 1980

Dirsctor, Department of Environmantsl Protection
and e County.
“daryiend,

19581 - 1884
Chiat, Water Quaiity and Wasts Managoment

[Progrem, Beitimors Couty Bursau of
Erwlronmentsl Services, Batimara County

Maryland, Heatih

1879 -1981

Bupervisot, Land Devalopment Raview Section,
Baltimore County Bursau of Environmental
Bervices, Batumors County Maryland, Heahh
Deparment.

1:70 1978
Byresy of Environmantal Sarvices,
B Comy, Maryand Heshh Dupaoart

RE: CAMERON MILL : BEFORE THE Ci v
Cameron Miil, Stablers Church SUNTY BOARL OF APPEALS

and Walker Roads; also SE/S . F
il OF BALLIMORE COUNTY

bth and 7th Election Districts : Case No. CBA-9]- =
3rd Councilmanic District Aleiborecantyraz

AND

PETITION FOP. VARIANCE

C/L Srablers Church Rd. (2
1200 of C/L of Walker Rd.
6th Election District

Ird Councilmanic Districe
RUTH ANN DESOTO/HAYER C. i Cese No. 91-462-A
KALICHMAN, Petitioners

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

Please enter the appearance of the People’s Counsel in the abave-

captioned macter. Notices should be seat of any hearing dates or other

proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or

final Order.

Pt o Cote Py

Phyll18 Cole Friedman
People's Counsel for Baltimere County

T

fete, /[{n-,L 2:-\_4\.-_114.--#.
Peter Mex Zimmerman
Deputy Feople's Counsel
Room &7, Courthouse
400 Washingtos Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) BB7-218E

T HEREBY CERTIFY that o this Tth day of February, 1992, a copy of
the ‘oregolng Entry of Appearance was malled to Mr. James W. McKee, Little
Falls Ltd. Partnership, 5 Shawan Rd., Hunt Valley, MD 21030; Newton A.
Williams, Esquire, Nolan, Plumhoff & ¥illiams, Chtd., Sulte 700, Court
Towers, 210 W. Pemnsylunia Ave., Towson, MD 21204; J. Carroll Holzer,

Esquire, Holzer, Haher, DeMilio & Lee, 305 W. Chesapeake Ave., Sulre 105
+ Sulr )

o

Mr. Jwmes McKee
Page 2
April 2, 1991

The Following are comments which concern persons developing
property.

Where water walls ars to be used as a source of water supply,

Article XI, Section 13-118(g), of the Baltimore County Cnde Tequires

that a well meeting the minimum recovery rate of ane gal. per minute

be drilled prior to issuvance of a Building Permit.

Water well yield test rerorts shall be valid for a period of three
years from the date of the yield test. At the expiration of that
pariod of time, a retest must be performed and a report submitted to
the Baltimore County Depa-tment of Environmental Protection and
Resource Management prior to issuance of a building permit.

In order ta subdivide tais property, the owner or davelopar will
be required to comply with the subdivision requlatiens of the State
of Maryland and Baltimore County. Questiens regarding the subdivision
process should be directed to J. Lawrence Pilson at 887-2762

If there are any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Mr. J. Robert Powell at 887-2762 between 8:30 - 9:30 a.m.

Very truly yours,
fw 21401\/

J. Lawrence Pilsen, R.S.
Supervisor
Land Development Section
DIVISION OF GROUND WATiR
MANAGEMENT

RJA:pj
UHEMHI'F!'I'PDJ 2/81 -

SOTL EVALUATION DATA SHEET

SUBDIVISION: Cameron Mill, E.D

EVALUATION Date(s): 3/2e,21,22, ﬂ 25, 130

TEST PIT LT DOWN IN DEFTH SOIL ARD DErTw AT WHICH
MIMUTES OF TEST  POROUS SO™'. WAS

1A 1 Clay 0-7' PBS 7-15' R
. Clay 0-8' P8BS B-16"

1c Clay 0-10° Silty PBS 10-16'
i Smin. 4 ft.  Clay 0-8' PBS 4-13'R
24 H 2min. & ft.  Clay 0-3' PBS 3-1€'
28 Ciay 0-4" PBS 4-16'1
2¢ Clay 0-10* Pas/Clay 10-15%
2% 2win. 8 ft Cley 0-4" PBS ¢-13°R
an 3 Clay

B Clay

c Clay R
T Clay R
3r 2min.  3ft.  Clay R
4 4 Clay ]
48 Clay ‘R
ac Clay 'R
a zmin. 4 ft.  Clay R
ay Clay 0-2' PBS 2-11'R
A 5 Clay 0-3' PBS 3-11'R
58 Amin. & ft.  Clay 0-4' PBS 4-13'R
¢ Clay 0-3' PBS 3-13'R
oA 6 dmin. 4 fr. Clay 3-3' PES 3-13'R
6B Clay 0-4' PBS 4-12'R
6C Clay 0-4* PBS 4-12'R
™ Clay 0-2' PBS 2-12'R
TA 7 2 min. 4 ft. Clay 0-1* PBS 3-13'R
7C Clay C-2* PBS 2-13'R
aA Clay 0-2* 98BS 2-13'R
88 Clay 0-2' PBS 2-11'R
8c Swmin. 5ft.  Ciay 0-5' PBS 5-16'

PBS = Prettyboy Schist
R = Rock
W = Water

] @

Towson, MD 21204; Lawrence A. Helfa, Esquire, Howard. Butler & Melfa

“01 Allegheny Av:., Towson, 4D 21204; Michael Moran, Esquire, Associate

County Attorunev, 2nd Flocr, Courthouse, 400 Washington Ave., Towson HD

2i20; and M. Carl J. Mantegna,
MD 21120,

Jr., 396 Stablers Church Rd., Parkton,

ﬁL("/ Ayt (ot Fridp e

Phyllfs Cole Friedman

i
x
I
a

ORDER RECEIY]
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PETITION FOR ZONING VAHIANCE .
stablers Church Hoad,

0' E of the o/l of Walker Rd. *
lection District
ouncilmanic Distrist

E THE

TV ZONING CUMMISSIONIR

" OF BALTTMORE COUNTY

Ruth Ann Desotc
and Trustee, ani
Mayer C. Kalichran, Trustse -

Pet it ioners

Individually * Casc No. 91-4b2-A

FIND OF EACT AND Ct SIONS OF LAW

The Petitioners herein request variances [row Section 1AGI.A.B.3
of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) to permit an R.<. 3
sudi rision with lots of less Lhan the minimum required diametral dimension

of 306 feet; from Seetion 101 to permit an accessory structire (existing
barn) to be larger than the principai bu iing on the iot; from Section
100.1 to permit said accesrory structus vo be located in the side and
front yards of the lot in lleu of the required rear yard; and frem  Section
#00.3 to permit a height for said uccessory structure of 45 feet in L.y
of the maximum permitted 15 foet, all as more particularly a'seribed on

Pet itioner's Exhibit 1.

The Petitionors, by James McKee of McKee & AS . Inc., on
bohalf of the Cameron Mill Pactaership, the Contract Purchaser  appeared,
testified, and were rep.esented by Newton A, Willl quire. Also

appearing on behalf of the petiticners were Larry Melfa, Esquire, R. Deinis

German, Realtor, and Nurman E. Gerber, expert Planner and tormer Director

of the Office of Planning. Numerous irdividuals appeared as Pr tants
Sin the matter and were represented by J. Carroll Helszer, Esquire.

Testimony indicated that the subject property contains 276.2

wres, of which 271.8 acres are .oned R.C. 4 and 4.4 acre: are zoned R.C. 5

and is presently 1mproved w:l'i an existing dwelling and tarn a

PO
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on Petitioner's Exhibit 1, Sheel 2 of 2.  Petitlomers are desirous of
Jeveloping the property with single family dwelling units in accordance
with Potiticners Exhibits 1 and 2,

bennis German testified that ho became involved with the subject
property 1n 1989 when asked by Petitioners to market the property. He
testified that he first hired an engineer who prepared 2 plan to develop
the subject propoerty; however, the plan did not provide for any open
space nor did it properly address environmental issues. Mr. German terLi-
fied that he believed the property could be better fevelcped with a more
environmentally sensitive plan. The decision was made to hire McKee &

ociates, 1Inc. who preparsd the present plan which provides for a areat

deal of open space and takes into account the environmentel sensitivities
of this particular pareel of land.

James McKee testified that his ecompuny sropared the site plan
accopted into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 1. Mr. McKee testified
that the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) maintains a hike and bike
trail which transgresses tha subject property. Testimony indicated that
DNR wss interestea in obtaining a 100-foot wide strip of land on either
side of scid trail and that tle Petitioners have providea !7.5 acres to
DNR for this purpose. Mr. McKee testified that the Petitioners further
provide for open space to b giver to the Department of Recreation and
perks In the amount of B.2 acres. Further testimony indicated that open
space wouid also be given to the homeowners association .n the amount of
$8.0 acres. Pinally, Mr. McKee testified that 85.7 acres of this land
would ‘= included in the forest buffer area. These calculations and fig-

ures are more particularly described on Petitioner’s Exhibit 3.

LING
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It is quile ciew- from tho testimony of Mr. Mckee that the plen
as proposed clearly has the bost interests of the cnvironpent in mind 1t
L& further noted that all of the open space provided in th.s plan is done

so woluntarily as the R.C. 4 zone doos not require any .pen space.

On cross-examination by Mr. Halzer, it was brought out through
Mr. Mckee that this parcel of land could be developed with the inclusion
of the 300-fool diametral requircment for each and every lot proposed.  in
fact, submitted into evidence were several overlays showing trat tre 300-
fool diametral could in fact fit in each lot.  However, developing the
property in this fashinn would eliminate most, if not all. of the 169.4
acres of open spice tnat has been granted to the various entities previous-
1y described.

Norman Gerber appeared and testified as an expert in the area of
planning.  Mr. Gerber testified that all of the lots contained on this
parcel of land meet all requirements imposed by Baltimore County, the only
ex:option being the 300-foot diametral requirement. He testified that the
purpose of the diametral was to eliminate very long and narrow building
lote.  Mr. Gerber further testified that the variances requested by the
Potitioners would actually improve the condition of the pruperty and wauld

. e was very much

be consistent with the spirit and intent of the B.C.Z.R
in favor of the plan and the granting of ihe requested variances.

On cross-examination, it was brought oul through Mr. Gerber that
there is no requirement in the law that a dwclling on a lot in an R.C. 4
zone be constructed inside the 300-foot diametral. In fact, Mr. Gerber
stated that he signed off on many plans while employed with Baltimore

County as Director of Planning which located the diametral elsewhere on

the property from where the house was located. There simpiy 1s no require-

4 in the law that the house be contained within the 300-feot diametral.

Appearing and testifying in opposition to the Petitioners' request

was Paige Herbert. Mr. Herbert is 2 jsotessional geologist and engineer.
Mr. Herbert testifivd that the subject 276.2 acre parcel is located on  the
Pretty Boy schist belt. ‘e testified that because of this particuler rock
formation, it is very likely that sewige from the septic drain field would

Herbert testified

miz w.lh the well water for these particular tots.
that, in his opinicn, this particular parcel of land should not be devel-
uped, to matter how close the houses are located. He ‘estified the proba-
bility of contamination would exist whether or not Lhe variances requested
were granted and that contamination would occur regardless of how close

the houses were located on this particular rock formation. Hr. MHerbert

was unable Lo say thal the granting of these variancos would be the sole
and proximate cause of the contamination about which he testified.

Dr. Robert Kondner appearcd and testified In opposition to the
Petitioners' request. Dr. Kondner is an expert in hydrogeotechnical engi-
neering. Dr. Kondner attacked the pereslation tests that were perinmed
on the property and testified that, in his opinion, ths tes-s shou.d not
have been accepted by the County. He testified that he was familiar with
the sulject property and had actually visited the site. Le. Xondner agreed
With Mr., Herbert that the entire parcel of property is situated on the

Pretty Boy schi 11 was his cxper® opinion that thare would be interac-

tion between the drinking water and the septic tem an Che property

thereby causing contaminat on. Dr. Kondner testified that requiring the

houses Lo be situated 300 feet apart from one ancther might help minim
the contamination problem. However, he stated that it would fot cure the
4t
RICR; tivic it i
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eventual contamination, It was clear from the testimony that in his opin-

ion, these health pooblems will exist on the property whether or rnot the

requested variances aro granted.

The final witness in opposition to the req ested variances wa

Dr. Richard W. McQuaid. Dr. Mcguaid is an espert in biochemistry and

physical chemistry. Dr. McQuaid turthar corroborated the testimony of the
prior experis and stated that in his opinien, there will be contamiration
ot this s'te due to the location of the property on the Pretty oy uchist.

The first |

sue to be decided i whother or not the law requires
the 100-feut diametral to be drawn around the dwelling. ! find as a fact
that there is no such requirement in the law and, therefore, the 300-foot
diametral need only be d-awn somewhoro on the lot. There is no require-
mont  that the dwelling be located inside the 0C-foot diametral, .l such a
requiremen’ existed, Lhe law should se state.

L is obvious frem the testinny presented that all County agen-

cies, particularly the Office of Planning and Zon

ng, and the Departments
of Environmental Protection and Hescurce Management (DEPRM) and Recreation
and Parks are in favor of the development of the subject property in the
manner proposed. However, the Petitioners must still satisfy the require-
ments of Section 1W07.1 of the B.C.Z.K.

| The first prong of the threc-part test that the Petitioners must
satisfy is that of practica. difficulty or unreasonable hardship. 1t is
lear from the testimony that the subject parcel of property is extremely
anigue. The property containe NUmMCrous stoen slopes, 15 of a very irrequ-

lar shape, is traversed by the DNRs' hike and bike tratl, a.d a major

stream, the Little Falls. [n addition to the topography of the land as

previously stated, there are environmental, ccological and conuervational

constraints and restrictions placed upon the development of this property.
These environmental, eccological and conservational concerns arc in direct
conf!ict with the 300-foot diametral requirement. Developing the subject
praperty consistent with today's environmental, ecelogical, and conserva-
Lional requircments presents as mach practical difficulty and unreasonable

rdshif as the topography of the land. The primary reason for requesting

variances of the diametral is to protect and preserve the eonvironment.
Aceordingiy, 1 find that the Petitioners have shown practical difficulty
or unreasonable hardship in this instance by developing a plan with these
irterests in mind and satisfying these requirements.

While it is true, and the Petitioners have shown, that the proper-
ty could be developed with each and every lot containing a 300-foot
giametral, that type of plan would serve few, if any, environmental inter-
ests. The Petitioners should not be penalized for submitting an environ-
mentally sensitive plan. fTherefore, 1 find .hat the Petitionors have
satisfied thir first prong of Lhe three-part test.

Th: second prong of the three-part test is that the granting of
the variance is in striet harmony with the spirit and intent of the appli-
cable regulations. It is clear that the spirit and intent of the R.C. 4

and the K L. S zoning regulations are lor the pootection of environmentally

sensitive areas of Baltimore County, such as the property in question.

The Petitioners' plan clearly has this purpose in mind ana has support
f the applicable County agencies. 1 therefore find that the proposed
plen and the granting of the relief requested are in harmony with the
spirit and intent of the applicahle zoning reguiations.

The third prong of this throe-part test ic that the granting of

the varisrce would not result in substantial injury to the public health,
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safely and general welfare. The expert testimony presented by the Protes-
tants was that in their opinion, any development on the subject property
would result in contamination of the well water. The reason for this was
that this property is located on the Pretty Boy schist. However, the
witnesses were nnable ko say that Lt would be the granting of the request-
ed variances that would cause this contamination. Their testimony was
that :ontamination will oceur no matter whers the houses are situated on
the property,  They wers unable to staie that graating these variances
would Lo the sole and proximate cause of contamination.

It 1 clear from the testimony that if the variances are granted,
such use as proposed would not bo contrary to the spirit o. the B.C.Z.R.
and would not result in substantial detriment to the public health, sale-
ty, and general welfare.

of the property, and pub-

pursuant to the adsertisement, postin
lic hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons given auove, the
variance requested should be granted.

THEREFORE, 1T 1S ORDERFD by the Deputy Zoning Uommissioner tor
Baltimore County this LZ‘" day of September, 1991 thai the Petition for
Zoning Variance from Section 1A03.4.B.3 to permit an R.C. 4 sudivision
With lots of less than the minimum required diametral dimensica of 300
feet; from Section 101 to permit an accessory structure (existing parm) to
Lo larger than the principal building on the lot; from Scciion 400.1 to
pormit said accessory structure to be lecated in the side and front yacds
of the lot; and from Section 400.3 lo permit a neight of said accessory
structure of 35 feet in licu of the maximum pormitted 15 feet, .n accor-
dance with Petitioner’'s Exnibit 1, be a-d is heroby GRANTED, subject,
however, to the following restriction:

e
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1) The Pelitioners may apply for their building
permit and be granted same upon receipt of this Order;
however, Petitioners are hereby made wware that pra-
ceeding at this time is at their own risk until such
time as the 30-day appellate process from tlis Order
has empired. If, for whatever reason, this Order is
reversed, the Petitioners wou.d be required to return,
and be responsible for returning, said property to its
originai condition,

/
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IMCTHY M. KOTROCO
Geputy Zoning Commissioner

THK:bis for Baltimore County

par
IR i

. Baltimore County Government .
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

111 West Chesapeake Avenue "
Towson, MD 21204 8973353

Sepremger 3,

Newton A. williams, Esquire
216 W. Pennsylvania Avenve, Suite 700
Towson, Maryland  lizis

RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARLANCE
¢/L stablers Church Road, 1200' £ of the ¢/l of Walker Road
&th Election Districe - 3rd Councilmanic District
Rut. Ann Desoto, Individually and Trustee, and
Mayer C. Kalichman, Trustee - Fetitioners
Case No. 91-462-A

Dear Mr. Xaplow:

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered n the
above-capticned matter. The Perition for Zening Variance nias been granted
in accordance with the attacned Order.

In tne event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor-
able, any rarty may file un appeal to the County Board of Appeals <ithin
thirty (30) days of the date of -his Order. For further infoimation on
filing an oppeal, please contact Ms. Charlotte Radcliffe at 887-3331.

Yery truly yours,

L,-*-{q Jr
' (MOTHY M. XOT®OCO

Deputy Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County

TME:bIS

ze* J. Carroll Holzer, quire
3C5 W, Chesepeaxe Rvenue, Suite 105, Towson, Md. 21204

secple’s Counsel

File

. Mirmolas B. Merryman
i1l Far
4635 Tagle Mill Road,

rhran, Md.
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MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engineering - Surveying - Real Estaie Development

SHAWAN PLACE. 5 SHAWAN ROAD HUNT VALLEY. MARYLAND 21030

Tetephone. 301) 527-1555
Focumile (301} 527-1563

August 23, 1991

The Honoruble Timothy N. Kotroct, Esquire
Deputy Zoning Commissioner

County Office Building

111 W. Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Ruth Ann DeSoto Property, Cameron Mill
Case No.: 91-462-4

Dear Comaissioner Kotroco:

Upon review of the Protestants’ brie®, I note that they have argued that
one of the reasons we are requesting the variances is based on eeonomic
hardship. To my knowledge, I did not testify that we wculd suffer ecomomic
hardship if these varlances are not granted. 1 have also understood, aince the
inception of my carecr in 1973, that economic hardship is not a reason for
granting variances.

I hope this helps clarify my testimony on economi~ hardship. I
respectfully subait, Mr. Williams brief, outlinea the reasons for which we
are requesting the varlance. Thank you for the opportunity to present this
clarification.

Very truly yours,

MeKEE & [ASZOCIATES, INC.

«» President
JWM:a Ju _—
., . ) DC ‘§v7ﬁ§;1
" RECAVE)
T

ZONING OFFICE

their interpretation of their spirit and intent of the law) by
drawing the 300 foot circles on each iot. Likewise, the
testimony of the Petitioner's witness, McKee, that there was
another plan whereby properties could be "stacked" and the
could be complied with by the developer.

The only proported reason given by the Petiticner for the
requested grant of the variances, was that in addition to
making it more prefitable for him, satisfied environmental
concerns of various agencies and departments of Baltimore
County and would be better for the public in general. That is
to say, the Petitioner argues that his proposed plan which
requires the variances would be "butter for the public 2nd the
environment."

With the evidence in its current state as suggested above,
Protestants argue that such testimony dves not constitute
practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship and therefore,
the Petitioners have failed to meet their burden under Section
307.1 and the cases that interpret variances.

‘The following are a series of cases which address the
issue of when to grant a variance and perhaps can shned scme
light upon this issue for the peputy Zoning Commissioner:

a. [Easter v, City of Baltimore, 195 Md. 395 (1950).
This early case dealing with the granting of a variance under

Baltimore City ordinance set forth the proposition that a

4 went
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IN RE: * BEFORE THE
CAMERON MILL - DEPUTY ZONING
CAMERON MILL, STAFPLER'S CHURCH * COMMISSIONER
AND WALKER ROAD; ALSO, * OF

SE/S EAGLE MILL ROAD - BALTIMORE COUNTY

* ITEM NO.: 432

* Case No.: 91-462A
* * * . . * " * . . . * .
MEMORANDUM OF PROTESTANTS

The Maryland Line Area Association, Messrs. Robert
Leonard, Michael Herbert, Dr. Richard McQuaid, Mary Wallace
et al., Protestants, hereby submit the following Memorandum as
requested by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as a supplement to
the final closing argumencs submitted in the above captioned
case.

EnCTS

Petitioners are developers of a proposed subdivision in
Northern Baltimore County of approximately 276 acres of RC 4
and RC 2 Zoned property. A subdivision of 53 lots is proposed,
51 of which are new lots with an existing two lots already
occupied by a historical site and a lot of the original owner
of the property to be subdivided. Of the 51 new lots, the
Petitioners have requested variances on 3z of them from the
Baltimore County Zoning Rzgulation which requires lots with no

less than “he minimal diametral dirension of 300 feet. The

[l

request whick would make the property moiLe profitable is not a
sufficient ground to justify relaxation of setback
requirements.

In addition in this case, prior excep*ions to
zoning reguirements (a variance granted to allcw an adjacent
store, a setback variance) is not in and of itself controlling.
That is, ill-advised or illegal variances . not furnish the
grounds for a repetition of a wrong. This case begins an
examination of variances which was followed by:

b. Gleason v. Keswick Association

Inc., 197 Md. 46 (1950). In this case, the Petitioner
requested a variance along with a special exception to zllow 2
commercial use or a residential zoned property. The Court, in
citing Rathkorf on Leaw of Zoning and Plannindg, page 262, to
the extent that "where a person purchases property with the
intention to apply to the Board of Appeals for a variance from
the restrictions imposed by the ordinance, he cannot content
that such restrictions cause him such a peculiar hardship that
encitles him to the special privileges which he seeks."
Further in this case, the Crurt emphasized that

a variance to make property more profitable is not a sufficient
ground to justify the granting of a variance.

c-  Salisbury Board of Zoning Appeals, et al. v.
Bounds, 240 Md. 547 (1965). Justice Marbury for the Court of

Apprals in analyzing a zoning variance reguest found that a

@ ®

Protestants oppose this variance request. A summary of the
testimony of all the witness presented in the 5 1/2 hour
hearing will not be presented in this Memorandum.
ISSUES

The Protestants suggest that Section 307.1, Raltimore
County Zoning R:gulations, providing for Variances, requires a
three-fold test of whether or not the variance should be
granted by the Depu%y Zoning Commissioner. First, the
Petitioner must show "practical Adifficulty or unreascnable
hardship." sSecond, the variance may be granted only if in
strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the said area
restrictions. Third., the variance may be granted enly if
granting it will not result in substantial injury to the nublic
health, safety and welfare.

ARGUMENT

Taking the argumunts in reverse orde:, and without
restating the testimeny of all of the witness, the Protestantn
would submit that testimony of Dr. Robert Konder ana Mr. Page
Herbert indicates substantial concern witn the underlying
geology below the Cameron Mill subdivision and creates a
potential health, safety and welfare issue if this variance is
granted. Both witnesses express concern in regard to the
closeness of the wells and septic systems, not only to each

other internaliy, but to each lot in its relationship with

ROF L1 .
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self-inflicted hardship cannot be the basis for a variance.
The Court again cited to 32 Rathkopf, The Law of Zoning and
Blanning, Paragraph 48-1 sets forth the proposition that self-
inflicted hardship cannot form the basis of the grant of a
variance.

It further states that where there has been an
act on part of the property owner or his predecessor which has
physically sc arfected the property as to create a unique
circumstance, ~nich, in itself created a practical difficulty
or hardship in conforming to the restriction of the ordinance,
it is not appropriate to grant relief.

In the instant case, it is clear that the
Froperty is capable of subdivision and is capable of meeting
the zoning maximum density allowed as well as the two methods
of complying with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulation
dealing with the 300 diametral circle requirement. That having
been the testimony before the Zoning Commissioner, it is
inappropriate to grant relief simply for the ability of the
property owner to increase his financial result from the
appropriate subdivision. Here, it is clear that he could
either comply with the area regulations, or reduce the number
of lots and continue to subdivide it in the fashion which he
proposed in thiis plan with a lesser numkter of lots in order to

comply with all of the rejulat?

® D

others. Protestants would submit that a substantial question
has been raised in regard to the hea.th and safety issue aspect
of the test for the granting of a variance.

Secondly, the variance should be granted only if in strict
harmony with the spirit and intent of said area legislation.

It 1o clear that there is substantial concern over the
approach, which would allow the 300 diametral dimension to be
drawn on a lot in an area which does not encompass the house,
the well and the septic system. To interpret the language of
this area requireaent in the Zoning Regulations, to allow the
circle to be drawn in the alternative plan that was proposed by
the Petitioner, would not only viclate the spirit and intent cf
the reasons for the legislation, but also be in direct conflict
with the 1971 study submitted as an Exhibit by the Petitioner
and relied upon by Norman Gerber, the witness for Petitioner.

It is clear that the parties are in sharp disagreement
over whether or not the alternative method of drawing the 300
foot circle would be consistent with the spirit and content of
saic¢ legisation.

Third, turning to the third aspect of the variance
requirement, that of practical difficulty or unreasonable
hardship, an interesting and difficult dilemma has becn
pPresented by the Petitioner and that is, in their collective
testimony, it is guite clear that they have alternative methods

of complying with the Zoning Regulations (at least through

In the Salisbury case, it is interesting to note
that the developer in that case was trying to obtain variances
in the deficiency and lot size as being irrelevant to the
City's population density requirement. There, the Court
peinted cut that was a lagislative determination, not a
judicial one.

d. Kearney v. City of Ba)timore, 201 Md. 130
{1952) . In the Kearney case, a homeowner sought a varliance
from a side yard requirement. The Board of Appeals denied the
requested va:iance ultimately on the basis that the need to
justify and exception must be substantial and urgent, and not
merely for the convenience of the applicant. Inasmuch as the
aim of the crdinances to prevent exceptions as far as possible,
and a liberal construction allowing exception for reasons that
are not substantial and urgent would have the tendency to cause
dizerimination and eventually destroy the usefulness of the
ordinance. 201 Md. at pg. 137

We believe in the instant case that the instant
facts based upon the testimony o. Mr. McKee falls under the
Kear \ey interpretation of the Court of Appeals, where the
testirmony clearly is thac this request is for the convenicnce
of the applicant and allegedly the neighbors and the

environment.



e. Mclean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208, This case is
most often cited by the Zoning Office in granting variances
because it attempts to summarize the reguirement of "practical
difficulty or unreasonable hardship. In McLean, at pg., 213
and 214, the Court sets forth its requirements rfor those terms.

It makes the point that the standard for
granting a variance is whether or not strict compliance with
the regulations which result in practical difficulty or
unreasonable hardship; and that it should be granted only if in
strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the Zoning
Regulations, and only in a manner as to grant relief for that
substantial injury to the public health, safety and general
welfare. These are the elements of the test previously set
forth in this Memorandum as the issue.

It is submitted that they must be examined
separately as well as jointly in analyzing che case. In the
McLean case, at page 214, the Court in analyzing practical
difficulty again cites #2 Retikopf, The Law of Zoning and
Planning, Section 45-28 and 29 analyzing practical difficulty
as: (1) "whether compliance with the strict letter of
restrictions governing area, setbacks, frontage, height, buik
or density, would unreasonably prevent the owner from using the
property for a permitted purpose or would render conformity

with such restrictions unnecessarily burdensome.™

MIPROF

Here, in the instant case, it is clear that
complying with the strict letter of restrictions does not
unreasonably prevent the owner from using his property because
he has indicated there are at least two methods which he can
comply with the area requirement.

Secondly, the guestion becomes whether a grant
of the variance applied for would dc substantial justice to the
applicant as well as other property owners in the district.

The answer to that is also no, in that the Protestants have
clearly set forth cbjections :o the proposal and substantlive
reasons for so objecting which directly affect the health
safety and welfare of their neighberhood.

Third, whether the relief can be granted in such
a fashlon that the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and
the public safety and welfare secured. The ansucr tc this also
is no, in view of the clear testimony ii. regarqd to the
potential geology in the area but more importantly, the fact
that the County performed a study in 1971 which shows that the
physical relationship of the wells and the septic to each other
as well as to each other as well as to adjoining lot sizes form
the very basis fcr the RC 4 Zone. This study was introduced as
a Petitioner's exnibit.

In summary then, we lLelieve a careful analysis
of the Mclean v, Solely case clearly supporis the proposition
that this reguest of the Petitioner must be denied.

Minenc
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f.  Anderson v. Board of Appeals, 22 Md. App. 28
(1974). In the Anderson case, there is a remarkable similarity
between the status of the evidence as presented there and here.
A key witness for the Petitioner, Mr. Herbert Flelscher, an
architect, engineer and land planter, whose testimony is
summarized at pg. .4, where he sets forth the basis for the
variance request there that the suLject property had a
"intriguing natural beauty with distinct contours and
vegatation which should not be disturbed." He testified that
the variances should be granted to allow placing a number of
buildings in what would be a "well organized project."

In cross-examination, when asked what hardship
he would sutfer if the variance was not granted, he replied
"maybe poor planning." His testimony is vary similar to that
of Mr. McKee, who testifiea "hat there were two other ways to
set up this subdivision known as Cameron Mill, but they would
be less preferable or less desirabla than the one that would
reguire the variances.

The court in Anderson in looking at the standard
for this area variance in that case found that the only
hardship or practical difficulty allegea by the aoplicant there
as a result of the stric: application of the ordinance was a

"loss of profit" and "maybe poor planning." The Court found
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that this .vidence falls far short of a showing of unnecessary
hardship as defined by the ordinance ot Chesapeake Beach as

well as the Court of Appeals.

The Court in Andevson at pg. 42 found that thera

the testimeny escah :~1 unequivocally that not only was it
possible to develop .he land in accordance with the zoning
requirements, bnt _hat it also could perhaps be less costly
than the method of development proposed. Based upon that

record, the Court of Appeals reversed and found that the

granting of the variance was arbitrary and capricious and could

not be sustained.
Protestants would subuit that the analogy
betwe :n Anderson case and the instant case based on the

testimony of Mr. McKee are remarkably similar. The "hardship"

or "practical difficulty" must burden the petitioner requesting

the variance, not some alleged thir' party, or non-applicant.
See Anderson.

WHEREFORE, Protestants request the Deputy Zoning
Commissicner to deny the variances for ali the above reasons.

Respactfu}}y submitted,

y A

~ J3< CARROLL HOLZER, |Esquire
¢~ “Holzer, Maher,
. 305 West Chesape@ke Avenue
Fil ey Suite 105
Towson, Maryland 21204
301-825-6960
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CEATIFICATE OF SERVICE

T HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _ﬁ/uay of August, 1991,
a copy of the aforegoing Memorandum of Protestants was mailed,
postage pre-paid to: Newton Williams, 210 West Pennsylvania
Avenue, Suite 700, Towson, Maryland 21204, -

CARROLL uoug, squire
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NOLAN, PLusmorr & WiLLiasis Jascs o novan
CHARTERED
Suire TA6. Court Towens FanLC fuenore

210 WEST PLNNSYLUANIA AVELUE
TOwSON, MARYLAND 21204 - 5340

201 823 ravo
TELEFAR 301 206 2765

August 19, 1991

The Honorable Timothy N. Kotroco, Esquire
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
County Office Building

111 W. Chesapeake Avenra
Towson, MD 21204

RE: Ruth Ann DeSoto Property, Cameron 4ill
Case No,; 91-462-A

Dear Commissioner Kotroco:

At the close of the hearing on August 7, 1991, both sides

were given the opportunity to submit a Letter of Memor andum

within ten days.

. We respectfully submit that rhe requested diametra!
variances should be grantsd, and that the requirements of
Section 307 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations have
been met .

PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY AND
UNREASONABLE HARDSHIP

. Section 307 of the BCZR requires a showing of practical
difficulty or unreasonable hardship. 1In the present case we
have both. All county agencies OPZ, DEPRM and Recreation and
Parks agree. All want Cameron Mill to leave much of the tract
in common or public ownership. To realize these gcals, there
is a direct conflict with the U0 foot diametral requirement.

; Bear in mind we have met all the other R.C, 4 requirenent s
of Section 1AG3.4 A, and B., namely 1 acre lots, far less than
the 10% lct coverage allowed, and far less than the 25% of
natural vegetation removal allowed. It is practical difficuity
and it is unreasonable hardship when thiee differenl County
agencies are strongly encouraging the Petitioners to go in
different directions. We have met the Agency stiong
recommendations for public and private open space, protecting
slopes, floodplains and stream valleys, while at the same time
weeting all but the 300 foot diametral reguirementr of the R.C.

L/ ?

The Honrrable Timothy N. Kotroco Esquite
August 12, 1991
rage Two

4 zone. The moral and policy obligation to be environmentally
responsible is a hardship, which it should not be, due to the
somewhat dated nature of the R.C. 4 zone, particularly the 300
foot diamelral requirement. Both DEPRM and OPZ agree we are
Pteing responsible and recommend these variances. One should
not b put on the deiensive for responding to government and
sound environmeatal practices which have evolved since the law
was drafted. This type of op:nsition can only discourauc
future developers from trying to respond to the latesy
enviroamental thinking

STRICT CUMPLIANCE

Strict Compliance with tne Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations would result in practical difficully and
unreasynable hardship poth to the Petitioners, to the public
and to the Tounty. As shown in Petitioners' Exhibit 3,
although no public open space whatsoever is required in an
R.C.4 Zone, approximately 169,71 acres, or 61% of the overali
276 acre site will Le in some form ~f oper space under this
site plan, either in the hike and bise trail, the D N R atea,
the Recreation and Parks area, the HOA area, or the forest
butfer areas.

As Mr. Gerber and other witnesses point2d out, the R.C.4
Zone is becomina dated, particularly, but not orly the 300 fcot
diamecral requirement. Policies to protec* steep slopes,
tlood plains and wooded areas have con-ziderably evolved since
the R.C.4 Zone was adopted in 1975. In the present case, it is
a far superior proposal to place these areas, primarily  either
in public ownership at the Scate or County level, or in
collective ownership under a Homeowners Asscciation

As for density the 53 units of Lhe 56 units allowed, the
public, the County and the Petitioners are all benefited by a
realization of greater density Presont and future residents of
the North County area are all benefited by a use of
legislatively permitted density because it conserves land and
other resources.. As to the County, if we accept the premise
that there is a certain amount of demand for large lots in Lhe
northern county, then if the density is not utilized om this
propeity, other properties will be subjected to the need to be
Jdeveloped, and land will be utilized at far less than its
legislatively determined potential.

resouices could be conserved, or placed in public or
ownership than under the subject plan, except if there were
little <1 no developement at all, an unrealistic expectation.

approval
but inclu
well as the Departments of Public Works, Traffic Engineer
Recreation and Parks, and others.

The Honorable Timothy N. Kokroco, Ezqrire
August 19, 1991
Page Three

As noted at the hearing, the public and (‘e County are at
least equal beneficiaries in this case, as are :he estate and
the contract purchasers.

IN HARMONY WITH THE SPIRLT AND 1NTE

OF THE_REGULATiONS

The DeSoto family and the contract purchasers submit that
the requested variances ace very much in harmony with the
spirit and intent of the regulations.

Section 100.1A.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations, states that the purposes of the zoning regulations
include the promotion of “health, security, comfort,
convenience, prosperity, orderly developmen' and other aspects
of the general welfare of the community." These variance
requests which have been endorsed both by the Director of
Planning and by the Department of Environmental Protection and
Resource Management very much foster all of these objec’ives,

by minimizing ¢ .earing and grading on the property, and keeping
development un the high ground, and the bulk of this wocded
property will be la%% undisturbed in an either collective or
public ownership. Fifty-three (53) total lots are below the
fifty-six (56) lots allowed, and revresenl very minimal
development, and according to Petitio, ‘s Exhibit 3, only 6.8
acres or 2-1/2% of the site will be compused of impervious area.

As previously noted, the Masier Plan shows, as is shown in

Exhibit 6 that the subject property, the DeSoto property, is in

Resource Conservation Area. It is hard to imagine how more
rollective

WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL INJURY TO
PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND GENERAL WELFARE

Bear in mind that the DeSoto property has received CRG
includ teview by all county a not only,

ing DEPRM and the Office of Plan ning, as

9.

ing and

The petitioners would ask that the Comm take

judicial notice of the tax map in the atea, particularly, but
not only Tax Map No. 12, and note the number of subdivisions to

lio & Lee



The Honorable Timothy N. Kotroco, Esquire
August 19, 1991
Page Four

the east, west, north and south of the subject property. all
successfully developed.

Furthermore, the petitioners would request that the
Commissioner take note of the zoning file in this case, which
contains no regative comments from any county agency,
including, but not only DEPRM, as to wells, septic tanks, o1
other matters.

Mr. McKee, Mr. Melfz and Mr. German are all respected
members of the development, real estate and legal communities,
and they are not going to build a subdivision with lots with
wells or septic tanks which are subject to premature or early,
en masse failure; nor are there other such failed subdivisions
in the north County.

The protestants’ so ca.led eaperts, were very generalized
and unspecific in their testimony. Although Dr. McQuaid has
lived in the area for years, other than three towns two of
which were in Pennsylvania, he was unable to give me an example
of any subdivision R.C.4, R.C.5 or otherwis which had failed
in the north county.

Dr. Robert Kondner, although trained in geclogy an civil
engineering. had conducted no test whatsoever on the subject
property, in comparison with the Health Department and DEPRM
which conducted some fifty one (51) percolation tests. As Dr.
Kondner, himself said, if the property had not passed perk
tests, we would not have gotten to the point where we are in
the process.

The protestants’ geologist, Dr. Paige Herbert, also was
very unspecific. Dr. Herbert offered no geological material,
made a sketch on a piece of paper which he did not submit, and
merely stated a general statement that the entire north county
is largely formed of Wissahickon Schist. If Wissahickon Schist
was as dangerous for percolation and wall use as he states,
thore would be numerous fiiled subdivisions throughout the
north county. There are not.

Neither Dr. Kondner nor Dr. lerbert offeied any acceptable
expert opiniun that pertains specifically to this development.
They gave general opinions concerning the underlying geology of
the area, and speculated as to possible consequences which have
not been borme out by the historic data (lack of well failures

The Honorable Timothy N.Kotroco
1991

August 19, 19 The Honorable Timothy N. Kotroco, Esquire
Paye Five August 19, 1991
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or well contamination) pertaining to subdivision in the

Notthern County area. Marino vs. Mayor and City Council, 215 Md. 206 (19%7) 15
) an example of an older case wiich states both the general
A glance at any corth county tax map will show that the fzirly strict rule, and the exceptions. HBear in ming that in
vast majority of subdivisions until 1975 were on one-acre lots Baltimore City, exceptions and variances according to the cases
and did not pose a problem in this area. Thus, three acre lot are closely akin. At magei 216 and 217, Judge Hotney speaking

should not be a problem, for the Court cf Appeals made che following pointsa:

In fact, the only large scale, well known, subdivision 1. “As a general

Y 1iem, except are granted sparingly,
failure noted in Baltimore County was on l/2-acre lots in the and under excs tan LT To de
subdivision of Sunnybook. otherwise would soon ruin the zoning scheme.

We are attaching to this letter memnrandum, a "Typical 25 "On the other hand, the existence of an unnecessary
Site Plan, Lot 5 - Sunburst Hills", prepared by the Baltimore hardship usually justifies the granting of an
County DEPRM, and incluced in a booklet entitled "Procedures exception.”
for Developing a Hous: Lot to be Served by Private Water and
Sewerage Systems.* Further, a review of this Typical Site Plan 3 Quoting Carney vs. City of Baltimore (1952) 201 Md.
at a one hundred scale, WITH LOTS STACKED ONE BEHlIND THE OTHER, 230, at '37, sudge Horney continues:

shows a width just over 230 feet in widtn; with the 31 Lots ol
Cameron Mill averaging between 222 and 223 feet in width, thi

“The expressinn 'practical difficulties or

iz very close to the Baltimo:e County example. Certainly DEPRM unnecessary hardships’ means difficuliies or
would not use such a wicth as an example in an official Connky hardships which are peculiar to the ation of the
publication, 1f it were not adequate for all situations, RC 2, applicant for Lhe permit and are not necessary to
RC 3 and RC 4. carry out the spirit of the ordinance an? which are
of such a deqree of severity that their existence
THE LAY, CONCERNING VARIANCES amounts to a substantial and unnecessary injustice to

" the applicant *
It has been my privilege to be active in Baltimore County

zoning since the mid 1960's, and during that time 1 would like Cmrtainly in the present case the Cameron Mi'l Tract is a

to think that T ?leE learned something about variance cases. unigue R.C. 4 tract. Others do pot have both the Little Falls
As Mr. Holzer points out, the burden is upon the petitioners to and Beetree Run traversing them. Others do pot have the same
show practical difficulty and unceasonable hardship, harmeny steep rlopes leading down to these major streams. Others do
with the spirit and intent of the regulations, and a lack of not have the Hike ana Bike Trail, the former North Central
substantial injury to the public health, safety or welfare. Railroad viitually hisecting them. oOther do not have the same
The petitioners believe that the case offered, including Mr. very feculiar shape. Other do not have the same degree of
German, Mr. McKee, a respected and very able developer and extensive tree cover or steep slopes. Other do not have the
engincer, as weli as Mr Norman Gerber, a former Director of historical Cameron Mill House. Others do not have the ver
Planaing, fully met the petitioner's burden. peculiar road access system. Otlers do not have the same three
or Four plateaus upon which to realize the legislative

Now let's talk about the law. The law that Mr. Holzer is density. No olLher tract in this area has all of these peculiar
contending for, is more the Old Testament variety, the letter fictors, which have led both OPZ and DEFRM to recommend these
of the law, while the Petitioners are contending for the spirit variances
of the law, the hew Testament variety. Surely we should follow
the newer thought as to the environment. TE the law forbids variances here as Mr. Holzer says, then

as Mr. Bumble says in Dickens, "the law be an ass.” The

HOTES
1) N 1000
N

LEGEND

TIE NS 0T TRIEUTARY 10 RESEROR & A — PERGOLATION TEST LOCATION
200" — STREAMS TRIBUTARY Ti RVOIR

2} MIN 25 DISIANCE FAOM GRADES OF 25% SLOPE OR MORE

Absorption !
trenches *

TYPICAL
SITE PLAN
OWNER
JOHN & JANE DOE LOT 5 — SUNBURST HILLS
7202 BAKER AVE. EL. DIST. 10 BALTO. CO.
G SCALE 1* - 100 FEB. 28, 1980
IR ENGREETNG 1.052 AC. + REV FEB. 5, 1987

Calonsvillo, MO

The Honorable Timothy M. Kotroco, Esquire
August 19, 1891
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wosiionment and the proper use of land with the legislatively
sonctioned, surely conservative R.C. 4 density of 51 lots on
"76 acres can both be r~erved if the requested varionces are
sranted.

Basically, what this case comes down (o is that fo- some
unknown reasons, despite the fact that the propised subdivision
is extremely responsibic in every way, the Maryland Line
Agsociation. and other parties in the area, not including the
Freeland Association, which includes this area within its
boundariz do not wani to see Cameron Mill developed.

CONCLUSION

For all of these reasons, we respectfully submit that the
requested variances can be legally granted, and should be under
the facts as proven.

Respectfully submitted,
”}-(’tt 2 (0 el s
Newton A. Williams

Attorney Eor Cameron Mill
Limited Partnership

NAW/d1p
ce: J. Carroll Holzrr, Esquire

The People's Counsel
Phyllis Friedman, Esquira

Mr. Jim Mckee
Lawrence Melfa, Esquire
Mr. Dennis German

Mr. Norman E. Gerber



L ¥
PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE
TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE cow‘r\':q’_ q‘z.ﬂ

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the properly situate in Dallimore County and which is
described in the dnmrip&nn and plnt autached hereto’and made a pant hereof, hereby pelition for a

1A03

1.8 permte an slon with lots of Jleas then

Variance {rom Section

the m

a et

heMn en the. prtached plat.. as listed

on the attachsJ il.t, and a varlance to Sectiun 101, definition to permit an accessory

structure, as existing barn larger than the principal building on the lot: to

Sectiop 4011 L6 permit an .accesscry. stiusture,.as axisting barn, to be located in the

of the Zoarg Reguiations of Hallimoze Counly, to the Zonng Law of Balimuie Counly; for the (ovEm)
following reasons: (indicate hardship or practical dificulty)

1. That the subject groperty due to steep slopes in numerous arvas, does not lend itself
to lot layouts with 300 oot diametrals.
2. That due to the subject property’'s very irregular shape, combined with the steep slopes

and its traversal by a major stream, The Little Falls, the property docs not lend itself
to the inciusion of 300 fsot diavetrals.

3. “hat the subject property laid out without the 300 foot diametrals will result 1n a
superior plan from an environmentsl standpoint, which gives superior R.C.4 protection to

the stecp slopes and to the strram, The Little Falls,

4. The existing barm % a structure worth of preservaticn. and *he requested location, size

Property 13 tu be posted and adverlised as prescribed by Zoming Ileguiations. (CONTINUED)

I i we ajree lo pay expenses of above Variance adverlising, posting, vtc wpon Uling of this
petitior > 'arther sgree lo and are 1o be bound by the zo e ions amd resirictions of
laltimare iy adopled pursuant to the Zoning Law For Raltimore County

ti
ul,

[/We do salewaly
under the penalties of perjury, lhal l/we
are the legal roperty
which is the subject of (s Fetition,

lare and affirm,

Coniract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s):

Ruth Aan_De
{Type or Prini Nai

e

7 Signarure " signature
c/o James McFee, McKee & Assaciates, Tnc.
Shavan Place, 5 Shavan Zgad . Mayec €. Ka =
Address (Type or Print Name)
] -
Hunt Valley, Maryland 21030; 527-1555 ’_{_7‘1-"‘ v /u»‘—'—'

iy and

18 S re
1124 Muncie Building  Phona:

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

o S S v

JA30 Whize awy fond..

Vo il .

ture City and State.
700 Court Towers
210 West Pennsylvania Avenus

Maryland 21161

ol legal awner, con:
¢ 10 be contacled

¢, address and phooe
trect purchaser or representa

2

Atlorney’s Telephone No.: _ £

Address
Towson, Maryland 21304
ORDERED By The Zuning Commissioner of Baltimore Counly, this . ... . 7

. thal the subject malter of this pelilion be advertised, as
mare Counly, in twy nowsyapers of general cireulation tnrough-

e public hearing be had before the Zoning
nly Ofice Builkling in Towson, Bailimore

of ..\ ez ey 1
requiredDy the Zonimg law of Bait %
ut Baltimore County. that property be posied, and (hat
ommissioner of Baltinore Coundy in Room 108, C

County, on the ...

e

f

Distriet.

Posted ‘or: e

Potitioner: i Fit 5 lavis s duca

PATOY s SRR PV P T Y N

el ol lebion (e Mind ke £ fellde
v

side and front yard of t  lot; and to Section 400.3 to f ¢ a height of an accessory
building an existing bard of 37 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted height of 15 feet.

Pursusot ta the sdvert'sement, posting of properly, and public hearing on the Peltior and ¥

appearing Whal strict compliance with the BaWimore Counly Zoning Regulations would/would not

result in practial dificulty and unreasonable hardship upon the Peliiloner(s) and the granling of
the variance(s) reqesied wil/will not adversely aflect the healih, safety, and genaral wallare of
the communiiy, the variance(s) should /ehould not be grented
TS ty the Zoning of Balll
. 18—, that ¢he hereln Patition for Yariance(s) to permit

County, 4his

day of —

'3
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% PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE

{Continued) q ” 4 Ll ’A

If the requested variances are granted, the objective of the R.C.4 Zone will be
tter fostered, vhile without the variances the Petitioners will sustain practical
fficulcy and dsh and the ia are {r strict harzony
th the spirit acd intent of che Regulations, and such variance relief will better
rve the public health, safety and general welfare of the R.C.4 Zome.

and height variances will allrw irs retsntion.

ZONING REQUESTS

LOT VARIANCES

Requesting a varlance to Section 1A03.4.3.3 of the Baltimore County Zening
Regulations for Lots 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, &3, 2,
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 36, 17, 38, 42, 43, W4, US, W6, 47, 4B, and 50 to permit a
minious diacetral dimenslon of less than the required 300 feet for each lot.
T.c apecific d.ametral dimensions requested for each lot are as follows:

Lot DIAMETRAL Lot DIAMETRAL Lor DLAMETRAL
1 240 18 280 2 53
3 260 19 260 i 20
a 210 22 270 i 22
3 o 2 200 u3 180
9 180 2 iy W 1
10 220 25 130 s %
1 280 26 220 A by
1" 280 27 220 o o
15 200 28 210 48 S50
6 200 29 290 25 210
17 210 36 220
CERTIFICATE OF PUELICATION
WOTCE OF MilARG |
The Zonkg Commisstonar of i
Batrmare Courty. by suthanty of /T
i muw ooy f":‘_ wllf
S B T TOWSON, MD.. i
Chonstad heran P 108 01
=5 m“m-***': THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the annexcd arlvertisement was
Marytand 21204
b ] | kly news r published
Case Mmwr 91-462:4 publ :d In THE JEFFERSONIAN a weekly newspape:
Conterine Staciers Church
=] el L in Towson, Baltimore County, Md.. ance in each ol J __ successive
& 4 7w Elecuon Distncts.

|

{ i/
weeks, the first publication appearing on 1 fJL LN

EE!
:
i
it

THF: JEFFERSONIAN,

4210, 7240,
14280,
7.210, 18280, é % MQ o\‘Q"ﬂ/\/\

2 D e
350 370 .m0, Publisher
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i
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] Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Development

SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAWAN ROAD HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 21030

Telephone (301} 527-1555
Focsmile (301) 527-1563

May 10, 1991

DESCRIPTION OF FROPERTY

OF RUTH ANN JESOTO

SIXTH AND SEVENTH ELECTION DISTRICT
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAKD

Beginning at a polnt in the centerline of Stablers Cnurch Road, sald point
being 1,200 feet East of the centerline of Walker Road; thence running South
07°50' 577 West 358.94 fect; South 52° 41" 59° West 150.#8 feet; South 3O 12°
08" West 198,00 feet; South 50 °57' 16" West 191.40 reet; South 12° 06* 59
Weat 241.13 fost; North 61°19' 247 West 1,171.24 feet; thence by a curve to
the right having a radius of 1,113.00 feet and an arc length of 1,151.37 feat;
thence by a curve to the right, having a racius of 731.00 and an arc length of
355.15 feet; thence by a curve to the right, having a racius of 2,832.00 and an
arc length of 169.91 feet; thence North 28 " 30' 06" East 325.00 feet; South 64°
30" West 110.00 feet; thence southwesterly along a line 150 feet west of L.ttle
Falls for a distance of 1,660.00 feet; thence North 40% O4' 39" Weut 748,13
feet; North 02 °07' 157 Eas. 1,113.75 feet: South 629 H3' 02" West B3N.90 feet;
Horth 309 12 357 West 537.90 Fect: Nortn B4° 32' 257 East 841.50 feet; North
Bi7 27' 35" West 150.00 feet; North 28° 14* 32" East 503.48 feet; South 38° 15
East £J0.00 feat; South 64°15' East 342.38 feet; South 83° 5 Zast 239.25
feet; North 61° 30° East 367.13 feet; horch "1° 53¢ 48" East 400.00 fest; Hortn
017 08' 557 East 645.19 feet; Nortn 71°10' 01" East 2,100.00 feet; South 18°
30* 517 East 610.50 feet; South 0B® 14' 09" West 770.00 feet; South 41° 45! 54
East 218..7 feet to the centerline cf Cameron Mill Road; thence along said
centerline South 19 59! 09 West 503.25 rect; South 199 16" 317 West 429.00
feet; South 207 31' 31" West 132.00; South 21°05' 03" West 210.42 fest; South
45° SHT 40" West 396.00 feet; South 312 25' 357 West 219.00 feet; thence
leaving said centerline and running South 15°07' 38" East 669.30 and South 37°
04" 37" East 726.00 to the point of beginning. Excluding all that lana which
falls within the 66 foot wide right-of-way of “he Morthern Central Railroad
Trail.

Contalining 276.2 acre: of land, more or less as recorded in Baltimore
Ceunty in Liber 6015, folio 408 and Liber 6445, folie 175.
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Office of Zomag Admiastration
and Development Ma
Office of Planning & 7

11 West Chesapeake A enue
Temvsan, MDD 2130, 1R 4454
L e RE ﬂﬁ) i e 0 Y
. . Hece it COt
i i I u
q /‘ - a Cancron MLLL Portaersbip ?;:':IMO“E COUNTY, MARYLAND
F cio Jams Wekve, Wckee & Posociates, 1 “E OF BUDGET & FINANCE ¥ No.
s Ploce MISCELLANEQUS RECEIPT
Account: R-001 6150 5 Shavan Rood
CENTIFICATE OF POSTING Hart Valley, Marylamd 21530 oae___3 /1 3

Number

ZONIND DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY (, -

5 s
Amoun . oy, Y
Cace Wusbers 41-462-0 v Mo Cenn Sy

,__Q/ g i ;. I B Centerline Stablers Church Rosd, 1200" E of c/1 Malker Road RECEVED ) ),y PHECY
Dtrict - #th & T Election Districts - Ird Councllmnic oM _L‘-L———'I’—__\_‘l_\_[_&_‘ faitimre Panty. Wil od
R Legal Omer{s): Ruth Amn Isoto, Individually aad Traste and 'aver ©. Kalichman,

Poated for: "ﬂ Lo |

7 s
= T e ion Cantract. Purchaser{s): Camercn Mill Partoership PO T ¢ o1
Tl i P 7 . o WPARING: VEDKESUNT, AUWIST 7, 1951 5t 11:00 a =, Fo: —_——_“"“—‘—“‘——l—ff-a..__r'___
Locaton o peparty O Tirifise (2dndf.
CLE ,u S e ﬁ-—-#/ iy . Demar Vet iticour (8): i P —
Al Barmmoy

Location of !-: F A et 2 2 l WhTE - cABan PG AGOC . {OW - CusTomtn tic

o e N Ploase be afvised WAUS_____ in e for sdvertising and postisg of the above captjoned ( E /€ CASMERE VALIATION

popurty. te ey _

Remarks: ———————
THIS FEL MUST EE FAID AND THE ZCMING SIGN & POET SEF(S) RETURNED ON THE DAY OF TE HMEARING OR THE ORDER
SHALL NOT ISSUE. DO NOT REMOVE THE STGN & FOST SET(S) FRON THE PROPERTY UNTIL THE DAY OF TIF HEARING.

Mumber of Sigao: /' irate Make
Catnier Vatation i Please sk yuur check ragable to taltimre County, Maryland, Ering the check aod the aign & post set(s)
1o the Zoning Office, County Office Bulldiog, 111 W. Chesapsake Aveowe, Room 113, Towson Maryland

fifteen (15) mirutes before your heariog is scheduled to begin,

ZONING CWMLSSIONER
BALTINORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

coi Newton A Wi 11kams, Exq.

. Baltimore C

« l!nu of Zoning Administration Baliimore County Government
Jevelopment Management oning Commissioner
ice of Planning & Zoning Oniice of Planning and Zoning

— & ° o ® bt ¢
I A . alti 9 5 .
Counly Boaed of Appeals of Bultimore County ' Connty Board of Appeals of Baltimore €
COUNTY CFRCE BUILDING. ROC": 315 ! COUNTY OFFICE BULDING. ROOM 315
111 W, CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 111 W, CHESAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 TOWSCON, MARYLAND 21264
(301) 887-3180 (301) 887-3180

L West Chesapeake Avenee
Towson, 32

w7 111 West CH cake Aver
RS 3454 st m:p;&kumuuc 887-3353

Towson, MD 21
5 Hearing Reom Hearing Raom -
May 20, 1391 MMME—% fekobez Lty 199 Room 301, County Office Bldg. October 11, 1991 /

JURE 19, 1991
- NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT v
ENT NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT
NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
. ) COPY SUFFICIENT REASONS. RTQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE NO Pos'r?on:!éiwri WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOQOD Al
HOTICE OF HEARTHC IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(Db). NO SUF'F:ICKEN'I' SONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST
- POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITKIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF ;SST;;::::%N;:DHI:LS;:MGCT COMPzgzil:: :l'm RULE: 51(1:; NO
The Zaning Comissi { Baltimore County, by suthority of the Zuuipg Act and Regulations f Baltimoce Ruth Ann Desoto I,, SCHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH ECHELTLED. HER A m-r..muu'rf:ss I W:E‘Tgiipilmi‘c?ysxgi
Comty w1 hald  prie hing o st property emeifind Maain 13 kem 106 of sbm Graty. Qtftem 1124 Mancic Building RULE 2(c), COUNTY CONCIL BILLWO. So=t9. O ey T ALt oaEss TN UL £
haikdiog, located ot 111 ¥, Chesapeake Avonce In Towsoo, Maryland 21201 as foljous: DAl timien, 0. 21200 CASE NO. S1-462-A ©/1 Stablers Church Road, 1200° E CASE NO. 91-462-A RUTH ANN DESOTO /MAYER C. KALTCHMAN
Mayer C. Kalichman, Trustee of c/l of Walker %cad C/1 stablers Church Road, 1200° E
. . of c/1 of Walker Road

6th Election District

1431 White Hall Road
3rd Councilmanic District

6ch Election District

White Hall, MD 21161 t
Case Number: 91-462-A VAR -Lot dimension; existing acressory | 3rd Councilmanic District
fantpclion Stiblacy Chowrn.tosd, L0 £ 0f o/L Ualkaridosd structure /size, locatiin & height VAR -Lot dimension; existing accessory
fith & Jth Election Districts - ird Councilaaric RE: Patition Filed in Zoning OFflce structure /size, location & height
tumal Over(s): Ruth don Lesotu, Individually sod Trustee and Kayer C. Kalichman, P e N°“ i 3 9/09/91 -Order of D.Z.C. which GRANTED
pooucact purcheier[u) ) (o ot LY bueadcaclp requested variances with restrictions. 8/09/91 -Order of D.2.C. which GRANTED

HEAKING: WEDNESOAY, MUGUST 7, 1991 at 11:00 a.m. requested variances with restrictions.

Dear Petiticners: has been assigned for hearing on February 13, 1992 at 10:0C a.m. as ‘ has been assignad for hearing/on February 13, 199° at 10:00 a.m. as
Variaoce to permit an R.C.-4 rubdiyisioo with lots of less then be ainimm dismtral di masion of 300 agreed to by parties; and has been & 10106 a - agreed to by parties; and has been ] ’ R
feot {lota and dimsotral dimnsions as Listed:  1-M0, 3260, 4210, 7-M0, 3180, 10-Z, L1-280, This letter is to ‘nform you that, due to a technical problem, ASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1992 AT i0:00 a.m. ASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1992 AT 10:00 a.m.
280, 15200, 162w, 11210, 16-280, 15-260, 22710, T3-200, M-190, 130, 222, 7120, 2210, your Pelition for Varience has not been placed on the agenda for the week ) ASSICGNED FON THURSDAY i3, 199 ")
TN, 220, 3-Z0, B-70, 42-20, 4310, #-180, 45180, 46-190, §7-200, 48-20, and S1-W0); tc of May 28, 1991. RAccording to our records, this Petition was filed on cc: J. Carroll Holzer, Fsquire - Counsel for cc: J. Carroll Holzer, Esguire - Counsel for
perait an scousmry structare, as aistiog barn, larger than the priocipa) bullding oo the dot; o persit May 13, 19%1 . ilh Catherine A. Hilton. Protestants/Appellants Protestants/appellants
an acoussory structure, as exlsting bare, 1o e located in the side and froot yard of the lot; and to !
perait o belght of an acorssory bullding, an existing barn, of 35 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted order for this Petition to be placed on the next agenda, you Newton A. Williams, Esquire g r_oxt:nn:rvs/ﬂeevcllnper t or Newtnn A. Williams, Esquire C oumnse f or
baight of 1% feet, mustL contact Catherine Milton at 887-3391 to rectify the prcblem. 8 o Petitioners/Daveloper
Ruth Aan Desoto / Faritioonce Ruth Ann Desoto / Petitioners
Very truly yours, B Mayesciéel(auc'""ﬂ" E Mayer C. Kalichman
: ames )
: /g'WW ,{0 ,7.; et McKee & Associates ngineer [y ﬁ e e noctatas T
¢ rAE £, . kaw;encfshé;:;::ﬂr Esquire P G Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
. Denn, R. Dennis German
commizs B
1 J. Robert daines Norman R. Gerber 9/ Norman R. Gerber
“I-::*::“ C‘w:w” Auiilig Commissioner People's Counsel f'“: Bultimefe County TCLA | Propie—s—Counsei—for Bakt isore-County- ) ,J \_j/ ) g
; ' Lawrenc E. Schmid ¥ {/ Lawrence E. Schmidt M iy Ko gd
Sliact jézzgmﬁu H!.ngzuu:n # Timothy H. Kotroco 10/ /,rf
. J James E. Dyer
T\ T 3 Richards, Jr.

cei kuta Aan DestoMager €. Ealichaan O e cc: Newton A. Wiiliams, Esquire W. Carl ’ W. Carl Richards, Jr.

Nouton A, WiLlows, 683, M\Cw-"\ Cameron Mill Partnorship Docket Clerk - Zoning Docket Clerk - Zoning

Arnold Jablon, Director Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration Zoning Administration

Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Administrative Assistant

Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Administrative Assistant




Countn Board of Appeals of Raltimore Conuty
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING, ROOM 315
111 W, CHESAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWSON, MARVLAND 21204
(201 887-3180

Hearing Room -
Room 301, County Office Bldg.

AMENDED KOTICE OF ASSIGNMEXT
NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL RANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE
IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE Z(b). NO
POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF
SCHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN I;I;TAI_‘}QCDH':'LIAHCE WITH
RULE 2(c), COUJTY COUNCIL BILL NO. 59-79.
CASE NO. 91-462-A RUTH ANN DESOTO /MAYER C: KALICHMAN
C/1 Stablers Church Road, 1200° E
of c/l of wWal'ker Road
6th Election District
3rd Councilmanic District
VAR -Lot dimensign; exis=ing accessory
structure /siZe, location & height
9/09/91 -Drdep}tf D.Z.C. which GRANTED
requested ya

October 22, 1991

ariances with resrrictions.

nas been assignzd for hearing on Febfuary 13, 1992 at 10:00 a.m. as

agreed to by parties; and has bee

ASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, FE|
NOTE: Thursday, February 20

! AT 10:00 2.m.
1992, 10:00 a m., is also being

held if neéded for completion of this matter
(also see/Case No. CBR-31-14% /Cameron Mill
scheduled for 2/12/92 /Day #2 /CRG appeal).

Newton A. Williams, . faun r
Petitioners/Developer

cc: . Carroll Holzer, Esi = Counsel for Prots/Applnts
E; 5 e 1 f o
Petitiorers

Ruth Ann Desoto /
Mayer C. Kall:hmf/
James McKee / /

McKee & Assoclaies
Lawrence A. Mclia, Esquire
R. Dennis Germa
Norman R. Gerbgr y,

- _for Baltimore County Cseat gi.o : Hess

Lawrence E. Schnidt
Timothy H. Kotroco
James E. Dyér
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration

Engineer

Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Administrative Assistant

“elisie

1/07/92
Mr. H:

1 telephoned Mereen Kelly's office on Tuesday afternnon. Mr. Kelly
was not in the office; however, I spoke with his secretary, Robin
Jameson, and she confirmed with his assistant that the furlough
days are a reality and County offices will be closed on Febiuary
12, 1992. She also mentioned that excepticns are not being granted
sin the buildings will also be closed as a further cost-saving
measure.

1 could have postponed this matter to Tuesday, March 10, 1992 --not
a very long post . + one --wé had scheduled
the companion Zoning case for Thursday, February 13, with the
additional note that if the CRG did not finish on February 12, we
couid run over to the 13th, before beginning the Zoning case. In
addition, we're holding Thursday, February 20 if needed for
completion of the Zoning case.

Question: Could it not be possible to complete these twon cases
utilizing the aforementioned 2/13/92 and 2/20/92? I've drafted a
Notice of PP & Reassignment in both cases, indicating that Cameron
Mill will be PP from 2/12 to 2/13 due to furloughs; and that DeSoto
will be reassigned to start on 2/20/92.

I've attached the Notices for both of these cases. We need to
discuss this as soon as possible on Wednesday, 1/08/92.

thanks

kathi

Attachments

3 Connty Boaed of Appeals of Ball

re v ouly

COUNT-OFREE
TOWSOMN, MARYLAND 21204 &
(301) 887-31€0

Hearing Room -
Room 48, Old Courthouse January 8, 1992

NOTICE OF POSTPONEMINT & ASSIGNMENT
NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE
IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b). NO
POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF
SCHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH
RULE 2(c), COUNTY COUNCIL BILL NO. 53-79.

CASE NO. 91-462-A RUTH ANN DESOTO /MAYER C. KALICHMAN
C/1 Stablers Church Road, 1200' E
of c/l of Walker Road

6th Election District

3rd Councilmanic District

VAR -iot dimension; existing accessory
structure /size, location & height

9/09/91 -Order of D.Z.C. which GRANTED
requested variances with restrictions.

which had been scheduled for hearing on Thursday, February 13,
1992, has been POSTPONED bv this offlce. All County offices will
be closed on Wednesday, February 12, as a result of the recently-
announced furlough days. Cameron Mill CRG appeal, Day #2,
scheduled for 2/12/92 has been reassigned to 2/13/92 and notices
sert this date. Therefore, this matter has heen

REASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1992 AT 10:00 a.m.
NOTE: 2/20/9% will nnw be the starting date for this matter.

cc: J. Carroll Hoizer, Esg. -

Counsel for Prots/Appluts
Newton A. tilliams, Esq. 1 f o

€C o uns e
Petitioners/Developer

Ruth Ann Desoto / Petitioners
Mayer C. Kalichman

James McKee /
McKee & Assoclates Engineer

Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire

R. Dennis German

Norman R. Gerber

Mr. carl J. Mantegna, Jr.
s 1 for-Baltd

st acd [

Faanty 7
o {2 ALANADA
/iqpu.o f.‘;‘«‘wjg(

t

P. David Fields

Pat Keller

Lawrence E. Schmidt

Timothy H. Kotroce

James E. Dyer

W. Carl Richards, Jr.

Docket Clerk - Zouing

Arnold Jablon
Kathleen C. Weidenhaumer
Administrative Assistant

© 2ieliy

® @
Conndy Board of Appeals of Baltinwee Counity

REOMITT 73

ASHIRGTON AuZ

TOWSTN, MARYLAND 21204
$301) 887-3180

Hearing Room -

Room 48, Old Courthouse

R A February 21, 1992

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT

NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT REASONS. REQUESTS FUR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE
IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b). NO
POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF
STHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH
RULE 2(¢c COUNTY COUNCIL BILL NO. 59-79.

CASE NO. CBA-91-145 CAMERON MILL, Camercn Mill, Stablers

Church & Walker Roads; alse SE/s Eagle

Mil. Rd.; 6th & 7th Election Districts
drd Councilmanic District

RE: CRG Decision

3/14/91 -CRG Mtg. approving Plan.

(Day #4 -Cont.’'d from
2/20/91)

AND
CASE NO. 91-462-A RUTH ANN DESOTO /MAYER C. KALICHMAN

</l Stablers Church Rd., 1206' E of c/.

Walker Road; 6th Election District

3rd Councilmanic District

VAR -Lot dimension; existing accessory
structure /eize, location & height

9/09/91 -Order of D.Z2.C. which GRANTED

requested variances with restrictions.

ASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, MARCH 5, 1992 AT

cc: J. Carroll Holzer, Esq. -Counsel for Prots/Applu
Newton A. Williams, Esg.-Counsel for Petitioners/Developer
Ruth Ann DESOED/H!YBI’ C. Kalichman-Petitioners
James McKee/McKee & Associates-Engineer
Cameron Mill Partrership Develcper
Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
R. Dennis German
Norman R. Gerber
Mr. Carl J. Mantegna, Jr.
reople'= Counsel for Baltimore County
P. David Fields
Lawrence E. Schmidt
Timothy H. Kotroco
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnolc Jablon
Current Planning
Developers Engiaeering Division
Economic Development Commission
Robert E. Covahey
David L. 'thomas
Jose H. Escalante
Michael Moran, Atgsoc. County Autorney

LindaLee M. Kuszmaul
Legal Secretary

County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{410} 887-3180

Hearing Room -
Foom 48, 0ld Courthouse

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT
NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE
IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b). NO
POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF
SCHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH
RULE 2{c COUNTY COUNCIL BILL WO. 59-79.
CASE NO. CBA-91-145 CAMERON MILL, Cameron Mill, Stablers
Church & Walker Roads; alsc SE/s Eagle
Mill Rd.; 6th & 7th Election Districts
(Day #5 -Cont.'d from 3rd Councilmanic District
3/6/92) RE: CRG Decision
3/14/91 -CRG Mtg. approving Plan.

March 6, 1992

AND
CASE NO. 91-462-A RUTH ANN DESOTO /MAYER C. KALICHMAN
¢/l stablers Church Rd., 1200' E of c/l
Walker Road; 6th Election District
3rd Councilmanic District
VAR -Lot dimension; existing accessory
structure /size, location & height
9/09/91 -Order of D.Z.C. which GRANTED
requested variances with restr!ctions.
ASSIGNED FOR: FRIDAY, MAY 1, 1§92 AT 10:00 a.m.
ec: J. carroll Holzer, Esg. -Counsel for Prots/Applnts
Newton A. Williams, Esq.-Counsel for Petitioners/Developer
Ruth Ann Desoto/Mayer C. Kalichman-Petitioners
James McKee/McKee & Assoclates-Engineer
Cameron ML1l1l Part-ership Developer
Lawrence P. Melfa, Esquire
R. Dennis Germarn
Norman R. Gerber
Mr. Carl J. Mantegna, Jr.
People's Counsel for Baltimore County
P. David Fields
Lawrence E. Schmidt
Timothy H. Kotroco
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon
Current Planning
Developers Engineering Division
Econumic Deveiopment Commission
Robert. E. Covahey
David L. Thomas
Jose H. Escalante
Michael Moran, Assoc. County Attorney

Lindalee M. Kuszmaul
Legal Secretary

/1 Stablers Church Rd., 1200' £ of c/L
of Walker Road
#91-462-A  RUTH ANN DESOTO/MAYER C. YALICHMAN

6th District Appealed: 10/9/91

TEEWeat Chesay
Towson, MD 21

® Baltimore County ('.t)\'rrnmw’
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development M

Office of Planning

ake Avenue
04

July 9, 1991

Newton A. Williams, “squire
Holan, Plumhoff & Williams
700 Court Towers
210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

RE: It'm Ko. 432, Case No. 91-46Z-A
Petitjoner: Ruth Ann Desoto, et al
Petit.on for Zoning Variance

Dear Mr. Williams:

The Zoning Plans Advisory Cowmittee has reviewed the plans submitted
with the above referenced petition. Tie following comments are not
intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action
requested, but to assure that all parties are made aware of plans or
problems with rega.d to the development plans that may have a bearing
on this case. Director of Planning may file a written report with the
Zoning Commissioner with recommendations as to the suitability of the
requested zoning.

Enclosed are all comments submitted from the mesbers »f the Commi

at this time that offer or request information on your petiticn. m;?
similar comments from the remaining membors are received, I will
foreard them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is rnot informative
will be placed in the hearing file. This petition was accepted for
filing on the date of the enclosed filing certificate and a hearing
scheduled accordingly.

IT WOULD BE RAPPRECIATED LF YOU WOULD RETURN YOUR WRLITEN COMMENTS TO
MY OFFICE, ATTENTION JULIE WINIARSKI. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS
REGARDING THIS. PLEASE CONTACT HER AT B87-3391.

{/Véw truly your:

e d

Chairman
Zoning Plans Advisory Committee

JED: fu
Enclosures

€c: Mayer C. Xalichman

it
Mr. James McKee i

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towsan, M) 21204

. Baltimore Count ernment .

G

Office of Zoming Administration

and Development Management
Office of Planning & Zoning

vour petition has been received and accepied for filing this

13th day of May, 1991.

o A

J_ HOBERT HAINES
ZONING COMMISSIONER

Roceived By:

et oo AL,
7

man
zZoning Plras Advisory (‘ﬂmtma

o

Potitioner: Futh ann Desoto, et al

Petitioner's Atiorrey: Newton A. Williams

RyT

4354
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RUREAU OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
DEPARTHENT UF PUBLIC WORKS
RALTTMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

DATE: Junc 26, 1991

TO: Me. J. Rebert Haines
Zoning commissioner

FROM: Rahee . Famili

SUBJECT: Z.A." Comments

2.A.C. MEETING DATE: Junc 4, 1991

Flease sce the C.R.C. comments for items number 432, 139 ind 444.

.
Rahee J. Famili
Traific Engineer 11

RIFS Lvd

i

TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT

BAL’IMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
INTER-OFFICE CORRESFONDENCE

June 3, 1991

toning Commissioner
office of Planning and Zaning

DIYISION OF SROUND WATER MANAGEMENT

: Zoning Item #432, Zoming Advisory Committee Meeting of
June 4, 1991, Ms. Ruth Ann Desoto, Individually and Trustee;
Mayer C. Kalichman, Trustee Contract Purchase: Cameron Mill
Partnership, centerline Stablers Church Rd., 1200' E of centerline
of centerline Walker Road, D-6 & 7, Private Water and Sewer

COMMENTS ARE AS FOLLONS:

Th
configu
i

h SSFzrmk
I2ING/

is Department supports the requested variance, as the lot
rations protects the environmentally sensitive areas.

GHRMK

-dor-~ G ®

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: J. Robert Haines DATE: July 10, 19t1

zoning Commissiocner

pat Keller, Deputy Director
office of Planning and Zening

SUBJECT: Ruth Ann DeSoto, Item No. 432

In reference to the requested variance, staff offers the
following comments:

This project received CRG approval on March 14, 1991 {VII-244).

Due concerns regarding steep slopes and other environmental
issues, this officc supports a variance to the 300-foot diametral
regulation. 1In addition, the existing barn should be preserved as it
is in keeping with the rural character of the area; therefore, we
recommend this aspect of the request be granted, as well.

If there should be any further gquestions or Lf this office can
provide additional information, please contact Jeffrey Long in the
Office of Planning at B87-3211.

PK/JL/cmm
I1TEM432/2AC1

l"‘.’#) ‘t{rt(‘!l

MICRO

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21200

S10

910CT 10 P

et =

. Baltimore County Government ’

Office of Zoning Ads ration
and Development Management
Office of Planning & Zoning

AT 3853

October 10, 1991

Baltimore County Board of Appeals
County Office Building, Room 315
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Petition for Zoning Variance
C/1 of Stablers Church Road, 1200' E of the c/1 of Walker Road
6th Election District, 3rd Councilmanic District
RUTH ANN DESCTO, Individually and Trustee, and
MAVER C. KALICHMAN, Trustee - Petitioner
Case No. 91-462-A

Dear Board:

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was
filed in this office on October 9, 1991 by J. Carroll Holzer, Attorney
on behalf of the Protestants. ALl materials relative to the case are
being forwarded herewith.

Please notify all parties to the case ot the date and time of the
appeal hearing when it has been scheduled. If you have any questions
concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Very truly yours,

LES:cer
Enclosures
cc:  Ruth Ann Descto, 1124 Muncie Building, Balto., h. 21202
Mayer C. Kalichman, 1431 white Hall Roaa, White Hall, MD 21161

Newton A. Williams, Esquire - Nolan, Plumheff & Willians, Catd.
Suite 700, 210 W. Pennsylvania Ave., Towson, MD 21204

James McKee - McKee & Associates, Inc.
Shawan Flac2, 5 Shawan Road, Hunt Valley, MD 21030

v

——

J—

. Baltimore Counly Government .
Fire Depanment

700 East Joppa Road. Suite 901 o
Towson, MDD 21204-5500 (301) 887-4500

MAY 73, 1991

J. Robert Haines

Zoning Commissioner

Office of Planning and Zoning
Baltimore County Office Building
Towson, MD 21204

RE: Property Owner: RUTH ANN DESOTO, INDIVIDUALLY
AND TRUSTEE; MAYER C, KALICHMAN,
TRUSTEE CONTRACT PURCHASER:
CAMERON MILL PARTNERSHIP

Locatien: CENTERLINE STABLERS CHURCH ROAD

Item No.: 432 Zening Agenda: JUNE 4, 1991

Gentlemer:

Pursuant to your request, the referenced property has been surveyed by
this Bureau and the comments below are applicable and required to be
corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property.

5. The buildings and structures existing or proposed on the site
shall comply with all applicable requirements of the National Fire
Protection Assuciation Standard No. 101 "Life Safety Code", 1988
edition prior to eccupancy.

Noted and . ,

€-34 hpproved Loevglhars
nnjhg §rou Fire Prevention Bureau
Special Inspection Division

REVIEWER: (A
31

JK/KER

WJER L p

® ®

Appeal Checklist - Case No. 91-462-A
October 10, 1991
Page 2

J. carroll Holzor, Esquire
305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, MD 21204

Larcy Melfa, Esquire, 401 Allegheny Avenue, Towson, MD 21704
R. Dennis German, 400 E. Joppa Road, Baltimore, HD 21208
Norman R Gerber, 35 Pickburn Court, Baltimore, MD 21030
People’s Counsel of Baltimore County

Rm. 304, County Office Bldg., Towsom, Md. 21204

File

BALTIHORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTEROFFICE CORRESPOHNDENCE

TO: Zoning Advisory Committee DATE: June 3, 1991
FROM: Robert W. Bowling, P.E.

RE: Zoning Advisory Committee Heeting
or June 4, 1991

The Davelopers Engineering Divisi h -1
the subject zoning items and we have n:“cu;:egz:i;::n
Tteme 431. 441, 442, 443, 448, 449, and 451.

For Iteme 432,, 439 and 444, th. 1
Group commente are gtill appucab.le? previcus County Review

For Items 445, 446, 450 and
Neaiinge oo eoanliaae nd 453, County Review Group

For Item 447, this slte is eubject t.
minor subdivision commente. : o HhelRratiane

Robert. W. Bowling,

. Chief,
Developere Enginser

Divisicn
RWB:e

assived

M\(;R\".'r".'\_;. -

APPEAL
Petition for Zoning Variance
C/1 of stablers Church Road, 1200 E of the c/: of Walker Road
h Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District
RUTH ANN DESOTO, lndividually and Trustee and
MEYER C. KALICHMAN, Trustee - Patitionars
Case No. 91-462-A

Petition(s) for Zoning Varlance
Description of Property
Certificata of Posting
Certificate of Publication
Entry of Appearance of People's Counsel (None submitted)
Zoning Plans Advisory Committee Comments
Director of Planning & Zaning Comments (Included with ZAC Comment.s)
Petitioner's Exhibits: 1. Plat to accowpany petition
2. CRG Plan - Sections 1, 2 and 3
3. cameror 'ill - Arca Breakdown
4. Three (3) overlays of layout
5. Rationale for lot size requirements
6. Baltc. Co. Master Plan
Protestant’s Exhibits: 1. Ho extuibil in file marked i o
2. Mo exhibit in Filo marked "2"
3. CRG Plan and Plat to accompany Petition
i. Charted percentages

Beputy Zoning Commissioner's Order dated September 9, 1991 (Granted
w/ restrictions}

Notice of Appeal received October 9, 1991 from J. Carroll Holzer,
Attorney on behalf of the Frotestants

ce:  Ruth Ann Desoto, 1124 Muncie Building, Dallo., MD 21202

Mayer C. Falichman, 1431 White Hall Road, White Hall, MD 21161

Newton A. Williams, Esquire - Holan, Plusholf & Williams, Chtd.
Suile 700, 210 W. Pennsylvania Ave., Towscn, M 21204

James McKee - McKee & Associates, Inc.
Shawan Place, S Shawan Road, Wunt Valley, MU 21030



Appeal Checklist - Case i'o. 91-462-A
October 10, 1991
Page 2

J. varroll Holzer, Esquire
305 W. Chesapeake Averue, Suite 105, Towson, MD 21204

Larry Melfa, Esquire, 401 Allegheny Avenue, Towson, MD 21204
R. Dennis German, 400 E. Joppa Road, Baltimore, MD 21208
Norman R. Gerber, 35 Pickburn Court, Baltimore, MD 21030

Peopla's Counsel of Baltimore County

Rm. 304. County Office Bldg., Towsun, Md. 21204

Request Notification: P. David Ficlds, Director of Planning & Zoning

Patrick Keller, Office of Planning & Zoning

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Zoning Commissioner

Timothy M. Kotroco, Deputy Zoning Commissioner

.immes E. Dyer, Zoning Supervisor

W. Carl Jr., Zoning C

Tocket Clerk

Arnold Jablon, Director of Zoning Administration
and Deve'opment Hanagement

Public Services

¢ i

IN THE MATTER OF - BEFORE THE

Ruth Ann DeSoto - COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
—Ruth Ann _TeS

BALTIMORE COUNTY

Mill -
-462-A
ard Councilmanic District - CASE No. _91 462
__3cd Councilmanic DISTELT
- . - - - - . - . - * - .
SUBPOENK

ad witness to
issue a Subpoens to the following nam
.pp.a?::f-:us:m County Murdt;tn:m:.o;“m&::ia?rse’ 'i‘-“g‘a'?" at
i of
the hearing tor‘.:h.g:&ft:j,,“p i lggl’- - lnu:'t“e!d =
Basement, OLd Courthouse. Towson., . —
con:inuing' thereafter as necessary for such witness' testimony
and as scheduled by the Board.

witness: Kenpeth Gill, dr.

:11500 caton Center Dr. Suire G
Address T —

T_J. Cacroll Holzer. Esq.
'l-iai::: Holzer, Maher & Demilio
Address:305 W, Chesapeake Ave.

Suite 105 Towson. Md.

825-6960

i i cred O SO appear
The witness named above is hereby oraerc
before the County Board of Appeals. The Board requests the
Sheriff to issue the summens set forth herein.

County Boatd of Appeals ol
Baltimore County

Cost: § —
s : .19
Not served: . a 19
cheriff of Baltimore County
Lot

——

/‘Pelitlcn(x{) for Zoning Variance
V/Description of Property
Certificate of Posting
certificate of Publication
Entrey of Appearance of People's Counsel (Hone submitted)
/?nn)l\g Plans Advisory Commiltee Comments
Director of Planning & Zoning Comments {Included with ZAC Comments)

Potitioner's &xhibits: \/l‘

. Balto. Co. Master ?lan
Protestant's Exhibits: /. No exhibit in file marked "1 W
2 ol
2. Mo oxhibit in file marked "2 Mwwaﬁ} |

APPEAL
petition for Zonine Variance
€/1 of Statlers Church Road, 1200 E of the ¢/l of Walker Road
6th Fiection District - 3rd Councilmanic District
RUTH ANN DESOTO, Individually and Trustee and
MAVER C. KALICHMAN, Trustee - Petitioners
case No. 91-462-A

{

Plat te accompany petition

/. CRG Plan - Sections 1, 2 and 3
j. Cameron Mill - Area Breakdown
J,-l. Three (3) overlays of layout {

-95. Rationale For lot size requircments
[

/3. hG Plan and Plat to accompany Fetition j

4. Charted percentages

| ./ueputy Zoning Commissicner's Order dated September 9, 1991 (Granted
| w/ restrictions)

\ﬁolice of Appeal received October 9, 199) [rom J. Carroll Holzer,
Attorney on behalf of the Protestants

ee:

Ruth Ann Desoto, 1124 Muncie Buiiding, Balto.

Vwee.e Bady asdde
Mayer C. Kalichman, 14—Whiis Ui - :

Newton A. Williams, Esquire - Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chtd.
Suite 700, 210 W. Pennsylvania Ave., Towson, MD 21204

Jamos McKee - McKee L Associates, Inc.
Shawan Place, 5 Shawan Road, Hunt Valley, MD 21030

7 ad .mafﬂ, :
_fﬁé&ﬂt{ﬁm itcéfﬁ
Gankdon, THD 2120

Page 2

*&. “urroll Hiolzer, Esquire
305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, MD 21204

Larry Melfa, Esquire, 401 Allegheny Avenue, Towson, MD 21204
R. Dennis German, 400 E. Joppa Road, Baltimore, MD 21208

e
Norman R. Gerber, 15 Pickburn Court, Baltimors, WD 21030

People's Counsel of Baltimora unt
Rm. 304, County Office bBldg..

Request Notification:

Appeal Checklist - Case No. 91-462-A
October 10,

Cocdets

L7 ¢
son, Md. 212 l/\/

P. David Fields, Director of Planning & Zoning

Patrick Keller, OFfice of Planning & Zoning

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Zoning Commissioner

Timothy M. Kotroco. Deputy Zoning Commissicner

James E. Dyer, Zoning Supervisor

W. Cerl Richards, Jr., Zoning Coordinator

Docket Clerk

Arncld Jablon, Director of Zoning Administratien
and Development Managemant

Public Services

IN THE MATTER OF - BEFORE THE

Ruth Ann_DeSoto/Mayer . COUNTY BOARD OF API'EALS

C. Kalichman - BALTIHORE COUNTY

3zd Councilmanic Dist. L CASE NO. 91-462-A

- - - - . - - - - - - L L
SUBPOENA

Flease issue a Subpoena to the following named witness to
appear before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County at
}g;zhurlng for the matter captioned above on _Feb. 20 & Mar. 5.

at

at _10:00 A.M.

HBasement. 01d Courthouse Touago, Md. _______ ______ __ and
continuing thereafter as necessary for such witness' testimony
and as scheduled by the Board.

Witness:Richard Collins
Address:State daept. of Environment, Solid Waste Manageme

2500 Broening Highway
Balto., Md. 21224

Note: Please produce all

Nyl HearingWSOm | located at

nt

recordsa, memos, designs &
apecifications of Parkton
landfill as built: cell, momi-
toring well and stream analysis
Erom April 1989 to

present.

Name: 11 holzer

Address: 305 W. Chesapeake Ave

825-6961

The witness named above is hereby ordered to so appear
before the County Board of Appeals. The Board requests the
Sheriff to issue the simmons set forth herein.

Dunty Board offAppeals of
Baltimore County

Cost:

: S

19,

Not served: 19

Sheriff of Baltimore County

Firm: Holzer, maher & Demilio

_*105 Towson, Md. 21204 _—

L amas
oLz, MAIN
«voe0
™ TS ©: \wp\not\cameron.not
o o
o NI
IN THE MATTER OF . BEFORE THE IN THE MATTER OF 4+  BEFORE THE
Ruth Ann DeSoto/Mayer . COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS Ruth Ann DeSoto/Mayer - COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
C. Kalichman #  BALTIMORE COUNTY €. Kalichman * BALTIMORE COUNTY
3rd Couaciimanic Dist. L CASE NO. 91-462-A 3rd Councilmanic Dist. * CASE NO. 91-462-A
- - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - L] L - - - - .
SUBPOENA SUBPOENA

Please issue a Subpoena to the following named witness to
appear before tne County Board of Appeals of 3altimore County at
the hearing for ‘the matter captioned above on Feb. 20 & Mar.
1992 at 10:00 A.M.  at g8k Hearing Room Tocated at
Basement. 014 Courthouse Tawson. Hd. and
continuing thereafter as necessary for such witness' testimony
and as scheduled by the Beard.

Witness: Robert danmiel
Address:_State dept. of Environment, Solid Waste Manage.

Highwa
Balto., Md. 21224

Note: Please produce all
records, memos, designs & Name: J. Carroll holzer
specifications of Parkton Firm: Holzer, maher & Demilio
landfill as built: cell, Address:_305 W. Chejapeake Ave
monitoring well and stream _#105 Towson, Md. 21204
analysis from April 1989 to 825-6961
present. .

The witness named above is hereby ordered to so appear
before the County Board of Appeals. The Board reques‘s the
Sheriff to issue the summons set forth herein.

County Board 'of Appeals of
Baltimore County

Cost: §

: 12,

NoL served:

. 19

Sheriff of Baltimcre County

IN RE: " EEFORE THE DEPUTY

CAMERON MILIL SUBDIVISION . ZONING COMMISSIONER

AT CAMERON MILL AND . OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

STABLER’S CHURCH ROAD; * Item No.: 432

ALSO SE EAGLE MILL ROAD - Case Ho.: 91-462A

* . - * * - a * * * * -
EOTICE OF APPEAL

Protestants in the above captioned matter, by and through
their attorney J. Carroll Holxzar, and Holzer, Maher, Demilio
& Lee, hereby enter an appeal to the decision of the Deputy
Zoning Commissioner. Attached to this Motice is a check to

cover tn. costs of the appeal.

CARROLL HOLZER
lzer, Maher, Demilio & Lee
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Suite 105

ToWson, Maryland 21204
301-825-6960

Attorney for Protestants

the hearing for ‘the matter captjoned above on
1992 at _10:00 A.M.

and as scheduled by the Board.
Witness:_Charles Weis

Dept. of Public Setvices
3rd Fl. Co. Office Bldg. Towson
Note: Please produce ail
records, memos, desigrs &

Please issue a Sulpoena to the following named witness to
appear before the County Board of Appeals ot Bu}tbilo:e
eb.

Address: Bureau of Sauitation, Balto. County

at N§n Hearing Room , Joecated at
d

Basepent. 014 Conrthousse Towson. Md. ani
continuing thereafter as necessary for such witness' testimony

specifications of Parkton

Name: J. Carroll holzer

landfill as built; cell, Firm: Halzer

befor: the County Board of Appeals.
Sheriff to issue the summons set forth herein.

maher & Demilio
Chesapeake Ave

1 ddres:
nonitoring well and stream ana1d ===
ysis from April '989 to _4105 Towson, Md
‘ present. 825-4961
The witness named above is hereby ordered to wo appear

The Board reqguests the

-7

County Board of Appeals of

Baltimore County

Cost: $___
I-H 9
Not served: —_ 19
{ Sheriff of Baltimore County
|
|




September 18, 991

Newton A. Williams, Esquire
NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS, CHTD.
Suite 700, Court Towers

210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204-5340

RE: Case No. CBA-91-122 and
Case No. CBA-91-145 /
Cameron Mill

Dear Mr. Williams:

The Board is In receipt of your letter dated September 17,
1991 regarding the subject cases scheduled to be heard by this
Board on October 8, 1991.

While the Board T the P! in your
request for consclidation of the above cases with Zoning Case No.
91-462-A, we cannot at this time comply with your request.
However, should case No. 91-462-A be appealed, this office will
‘.hap give consideration to the appropriate scheduling of that case
and will make every attempt to insure that the same Board is
assigned to that hearing.

Very truly yours,

William T. Hackett, Chalrman
County Board of Appeals

cct J. Carroll Holzer, Eequire
Phyllis Cole Friedman, Esguire
Nancy C. West, Esquire
Cameron Mill Partnership

® ® =

DATE!

s G Y6219

Bafore the above petition can be accepted for filing, the following items must
be corrected/included:

Ttem number must be on all papera in the file ﬁ:]d.x‘..

Ttem number must be in ink {pencil does nut copy well).

Item nurber generated by computer {on receipt) is not the same as
item number on material in folder and/or pink sheet.

Section information missing on petition forms.

Not "original™ signatures on all copies of petition forma.

Owner's name address andfor telephone number is not on patition forms.

Need signatura andfor printed name and/or title of person signing for
company .

Noed an attornay.
"Red stamp" or closing information is not on petiticn farm.

Following information is missing on the {ile folder:
Petitioner's name

Item number -
Description

hctual address ]
zoning

acreage -
slection distriz=t -
councilmanic district

Need 12 plats. Only in folder.
Plats need to be folded to 8-1/2" x 11",

There is a differenca in date between date taken in and date put in
drawer for agenda. Put a note in the folder explaining this.

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFF.Ck. CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Chairman, Board of Appeals DATE: April 3, 1991
FROM: David L. Thomas, P.E., Asst. Chief
Bureau of Public Services

SUBJECT: Notice of Appeal for
cameron Mill

On March 20, 1991, this office receivec a Notice of Appeal in thu
name of James W. McKee of Little Falls Limited Partnership, Shawan Place, S
Shawan Road, Hunt Valley, Maryland, 21030, from the decision of the County
Review Group made on March 14, 1991 in regard to the approval of the Plan
of Cameron Mill.

Attached is a copy of the Notice of hppeal, a copy of the receipt
for §75.00 covering the filing c~st, and a copy of the subdivision file.

If you would care to discuss this matter in any way, please contact
me at your convenience.

Y % \7/
il T e
Cavid L. omas, P.E., Asst. Chief
Bureau of Public Services

DLT:jha
Attachments

ce:  Cameron Mill Partnership
Office of Law
Director of Planning
Current Planning Offire
Developers Engineszing Division
Economic Development Commiasion
5. Wallis
File

True Copy Test
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NANCY W. YOUNG
1410} 0313043 Y GENLIA,

2500 BROENING H
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21224
301) 631-3943
February 19, 1992

VIA TELEFAX

Michael Sauer

Acting Chairman

County Buard of Appeals
Room 49

0ld Court House

400 Wa=nington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: In the Matter of Ruth Ann DeSoto/Mayer, et al.,
Bafore the County Board of Zoning Appeals,
Case No. 91-462-A

Dear Mr. Sauer:

I am an Assistant Attorney General representing the Maryland
Department of the Environment. The attached Subpoenas were
delivered to the Department on February 18. The documents were not
served on the potential witnesses, Richard Ccllins and Robert
Daniel, but were instead left with a secratary. No effort was made
to determine whether the sacretary was authorized to accept service
and she was not authorized to accept service on hehalf of Messrs.
Collins and Daniel.

Because servicc was not effective, Mr. Collins and Yr. Daniel
are not obligated to appear on February 20 cr March 5.

Please call if you have any questions concerning this letter.

Very truly yours,

TN Corartit! r:’tmuv', /e

nane of J. Carroll iolzer, Esq., of Holzer, Maher & Demilio, 305 W.
Chesapeake Ave., Suite 105, Towson, Maryland, 21204 on behalf of Protestants
Maryland Line Area Association, Robert Leonard, Michael Herbert, Dr. Richard
McQuaid, Mary Wallace and John W. Combs, from the decision of the County
Review Group made on March 14, 1991 in regard to the approval of the Plan
of Cameron Mill.

Attached is a copy of the Notice of Appeal and a copy of the
receipt for $75.00 covering the filing cost. A copy of the subdivision file
has already been forwarded tc your office along with a previous appeal.

1f you would care to discuss this matter in any way. please contact
me at your convanience.

i T

David L. Thomas, P.E., hsst. Chiaf
Bureau of Public Services

DLT: jha

Attachments TRUE TEST COPIES:
/ .

cc: Cameron Mill Partnership
Office of Law
Director of Planning
Current Planning Office
Developers Ergineering Division
Economic Development Commission
5. Wallis E .
File LR -

pavid L. Thomas, P.E., Asst. Chiel
Bureau of Public Services
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BALTIMGRT CCUNTY, MAR/LAND L Pa:
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE Hunt v:.lc'y.sud. 21020
Phone: (301) 527-1555.
TO: Chairman, Board of Appeals DATE: April 11, 1991 i
FROM: David L. Thomas, P.E., Asst. Chlef MARBO 1891
Burea of Public Services RNEES
7 PLCLIC SERNESS
SUBJECT: Notice of Appeal for DrEA OF FLE
Cameron Mill
March 20, 1991
On April 9, 1991, this office received a Notice of Appeal in the Mr. Robert E. Covahey, Ch.ef Re: Cameron M1ll

Bureau of Public Services
Baltimore County Office Bullding
111 W. Cheasapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Covahey:

Please be advised that Littla Fall Limited Py
located at the above address, would like to hereby appeal the Cameron Mill CRG
meeting (CRG #90212) which was approved on March 1%, 1991,

Please enter this as our appeal. Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

LITTLE FALLS ASSOCIATES
L]Hlmrlﬂ’ﬂﬁsﬂl P
—

James W. McKes, General Partner

JWH:a jw
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COUNTY REVIEW GROUP HEETING SUMMARY
Thursday, March 14, 1991
CAMEROM MILL

Districts & & 7 €3

COUNTY REVIFW GROUP - THOSE PRESENT

Las Schreider, Chairman
Joe Maranto, Co-Chairman

= Degt, of Public Works
- Office of Curreat Plaaning

ACENCY REPRESENTATIVES

Larry Pilson - DEPRM

Rahee J. Famili - Traffic Engineering

Pat Kincer - Recreation & Parks

Ed Schmaus ~ DEPRM/Storm Water Management

Jaces R. Logan
Wwally Lippincott

DEVELOPER AND/CR REPRESENTATIVES

- Davelopers Engineering Division
- Office of Planning & Zoning

Geoffrey Schultz - McKee & Aasoclates

James MrKee - McKee & Associates

Lawren e A. Nelfa = Howard, Butler & Nelfa
Newton A. Williams - Holan, Plumncff & Williams

INTERESTZD CITIZENS
Plaase Seo Attache.

Mr. Schreiber, Chairman, opened the meting at 2:40 p.m., introduced
the staff, and explained the purpose of the meeting. Mr. Newton Williams
presented the plan. J. Carroll Holzer, attorney for the Maryland Line Area
Association, their of - Ar.
accepted the presentation and will enter it inte the file. Mr. Schreiber
advised Mr. iolzer “hat this is a CRG meeting and & not a court of law or a
hearing.

M. Maranto sumarized the staff comrents submitted from Fire
Nepartment, Develcpers Engineering Division, Storm Water Management,
of 1 and (DEPRM),
Office of Planning and Zoning, Bureau of Traffic Engineering, Bureau of
Sanitation, Bureau of Land Acquisition. These comments have been made a
part of this summary. and a copy was also given to the developer and
developer's enginee~.

Staff comments to be addressed:

- Grading of the widening of the
proposed cross section will only be required to provide safn sight distanca
where Public #orks decides that it is necessary at intersections and
curves. A fixnd deposit will be required for this work as part of tha
Public Works Agreement.



CRG Sumsary
Cameron Mill
Page 2

Planning - This site is partially located within the Prettyboy
Elementary School District where enrollment exceeds capacity by 208 or more
and is l(fncl-d by Council Bill 127-90 which addressed develcpment control

Y school - Include this information on the plan.

Sanitation - Show trash pads as per Panhandle Bill No. 172-89.

i - Show on the plan any rights,
rights-of-way, or easements via the Cameror Property for Mr. William
Herbert's property.

Recreation & Parks - Denote the area to be dedicated to Baltimore
County as "Baltimore County Greenway Resarvation".

The citizens were invited to comment, and their comments were reviewad:

Dr. Robert Kondner stated that the storm water runoff would increase
during construction which will impact all downstream areas. Perc tests on
r.)w site have not mat the muumm requirements as stated in COMAR ("stated

). times rup may the

to
wells with septic.

Response - Mr. Pilson stated that 2-5 minute rate is acceptabls and
Baltimore County is in compliance with COMAR. Perc tests ara taken 6-feat
above bed rock, which ic 50% more than required by the State. A variance to
forest buffers for septic systeas will be required.

Page Hertart stated that the underlying rock is Prettyboy Shist which
stands vertical and departs in a northeasterly direction which allows watar
to flow into the reservoir and will pick up the pollutants and deposit them
in same.

Response - Mr. Pilson stated that the water will eventually enter Lhn
Teservoir, but will travel through wea.hered rock and will be Filtered.

Nancy Smith stated chat she objects to the development.

John W. Combs wants te preserve the ant!quities of the area. He geve a
long history lesson of his home area in Oregon and how the area was degraded
by years of development which will relate to this site.

Robert Leonard stated that he is opposed to zoning variances.

Responsa - Mr. Maranto lained the 1

. ; Fire Department .")

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, MD 21204-5500
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
’ WAREH 11T 1991

SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION REVIEY COMMENTS

FROM: CAPTAIN JOSEPH KELLY
PLANS REVIEW DIVISION, FIRE PREVENTICN BUREAU
BALTIMORE COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMERT

PROJECT NAME: CARMERON BILL

PROJECT NUMBER: MARCH 14, 1991, 2:30 P.M.

LOCATION: CAMERON MILL ROAD AND EAGLE MILL ROAD
DISTRICT # & mup 7

COMMENTS:

CRG 01

PROPOSED BUILDINGS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CCNSTRUCTED SO AS TO
MEET TUHE APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE FIRE PREVERTION CODE
AND TEE NFPA 101 LIFE SAFETY CODE, 1988 EDITION.

CRG 08

MAXIMUM ANGLE OF DEPARTURE (GRADE PERCENTAGE) SHALL NOT EXCEEB 8%
PER NFPA STANDARD 19Cl. ANGLE OF DEPARTURE IN EXCESS OF 8 DEGREES
""JULD PROHIBIT EMERGENCY PIRE APPARATUS FROM GAINING ACCESS TO THE
SITE. REFERENCE PANLANDLE #5

JE/KEK

(301 8974500

CRG Summary
Cameron Mill
Page >

Mary Wallace ls concerned with the water and the water table has
dropped in her well and also her neighbors have reported same. Tha
additional traffic will further impact the roads. She is opposed to the
clustering of the homes. The storm water management has problems.

Response - Mr. Pilson stated that perhaps there exists a problem with
their plurbing. He alsc advised that he would review their situation at
their request. Hr. Maranto asked Mrs. Wallace how she measured the water
table. She said the volume of water from the tap seems less.

W. MWichael Herbert stated Lhat this developmant will adversely affact
his way of life and would like to see a buffer between his property and tha
site. He also asked for an axplanation of the note regarding Parcal”a™,
access to Herbert and Dell properties.

Response - Mr. McKee said that this was set up for potential future
access; however, further research will ba required.

Dr. Richard W. McQuaid, President of the Maryland Line Area
Association, advised that he feels action by the CRG is not plm!ﬂibll due
tn the pending appeal of the Planning Board's of the
structures. The Association has set up water aonitoring from a beseline
below the site. The Asscciation is opposed to the storm water mansgemant
situation. Part of the lots are unusable due to lt-Ip slopes and people
would be buying property they could not usa. drive for lots
4, Sundﬂmudﬂl-gradehalt:u:nudbyr.h.?mn-pam
Traffic Engineering's required sight lines don't exist in the Field, aad 2
photo was submitted for the record.

Response - Mr. Schreiber stated that the concern of CRG action pending
an appsal to the Planning Board resolution did not preclude the CRG from a
decision. He also stated that a Fina) Development Plan cf uu nt- serves
to advige any ial buyers of in the
conditions concerning their choice. Mr. NeKee .z.c.a that the pxuﬂh- of
the panhandle drives conform to the requiremen

Dr. McQuaid stated that changes to pluns occur in private meetings with
no public involvement.

Mr. Schroiber advised that as par
available to the public for review as is stated in the beginnisg of th-
meeting.

CORCLUSION: The plan 'was approved, the appaal process was explained,
and the meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

-

BALY [MORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

REVIEW DATE: 03/12/91

FAOM: Robert W. Bowling, P.E., Chief

PROJECT NANE: Cameron Mill

PROJECT NO: 90201

LOCATION: Cameron Mill Road, Stablers Ciurch Road,
Eagle Nill Road
DISTRICT: 6 & 703

The Plan for the subject site cated Fabruary 6, 1991 his baen raviewed
by the Developers Enginsering Division and we commant as follows:

GENERAL _COMMENTS:

Previous commants dated August 7, 1990 remaln valld for thisz Plan
axcept as follows:

Grading of the widening of the proposed cross-section will only be
required to provide safe sight distance whers Public Works dacides that it
is necessary at intersections and curves. M fixed deposit will be
for “his work am part of tha Public Works Mgreesant.

This i;m may ba approved subject to compliance with all of the above

JuK

Rebert W. Bowling, P.E., Chief
1 I 1

w A

RWB: JRL:pab
File
CRMRON/ THTCOMM2

1. Convene Meeting

Z. lntroductory statement
deve wopment regulations

aims and goals of

3. Int of County r ives

4. Trosentation of plan by developer's rapresentative
5. Comments of County agencies

€. Citizens' comments ar questions

7. Developer's response

8. County Review Group decision

9. Adjourn meeting
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Baltimore County Government
Fire Department.

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, MD 21204-5500 == (301) 8874500 -
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

FEBRUARY ., 1991

SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS

FROM: CAPTAIN JOSEPH KELLY
PLANS REVIEW DIVISION, FIRE PREVENTICN BUREAD
BALTIMORE COUNTY FIRE DEPARTHENT

PROJECT NAME: CAMERON MILL

PROJECT NUMBER: MARCH 14, 1931, 2:30 P.M.

LOCATION: CAMERON MILL ROAD AND EAGLE MILL ROAD
DISTHICT § 6 AND 7

COMMINTS :

CRG 01

PROPOSED BUILDINGS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED SO AS TO
MEET THE APPLICABLE PHOVISIONS OF THE FIRE PREVENTION CODE
AND THE NFPR 101 LIFPE SAFFTY CODE, 1988 EDITION.

CRG 0
MAXIMUM ANGLE OF DEPARTURE (GRADE PERCENTAGE) SHALL NOT EXCEED 8%
PER NFPA STANDARD 1901. ANGLC OF DEPARTURE IK EXCESS OF 8 DEGREES
WOULD PRCHIBIT EMERGENCY FIRE APPARATUS FROM GAIMING ACCESS TC THE
SITE.

JB/KEK

-

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

COUNTY REVIEW GROUP
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED SUBDIVISION PLANS

PROJECT NAME:  CAMERON MILL

LOCATICN: W/S of Cameron Mill
Developer: Camercn Mill Partrership
Engireer: McKee & Associates

Meeting Date: March 14, 1991 Time: 2:30 P.M.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE: MAMAGEMENT:»

RECOMMENDAT IONS :
DUSAPPROVAL:

APPROVAL: X CONTINUANCE OF MEETING:
& fic Comments from:

(See Site §

DIVISION OF GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT
Land Development Section
887-27¢
GENERAL COMMENTS:

Metropolitan water and sewes is available to this site,
therefare, wells and septic systems must be utilized.

SITE SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

A Well Siting Agreement is reguired prior to dr'lling wells.

3
BALTIMORE COJNTY, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Rocky 0. Powell, Directcr
T0: Environmental Impact Review Division  DATE: March 13, 1891

FROM: David Lykens

SUBJECT:  ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS REPORT: CAMERON MILL

Meeting Date: March 14, 19t1 Time: 2:30 P.M.

BLAN REVIEW NOTES:

igt‘z‘nucrmtiun: 53 single family lots on 276 acres of forest and old
eld.

Description of Streams: This site contains the confluence of Little
Falls and Bee Tree Run.

Description of Wetland soils: Large areas around bot® streams.

Storm Water Management required? NO

RESPONSES:

The Environmental Effects Report is approved, subject t. “e following
jtems/conditions:

No development is allowed in Forest Buffer Easement.

The developer must follow the Envirommental Protection and Rescurce
Management's Wetland Guidelines.

Streams, stream buffe)s and wetlands should be noted on all subsequant
development plans.



EXVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS REPORT:
Cameron Mi11
Page 2

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES:

-

A1) areas except that used for buildings, sidewalks and paved parking

will be planted with vegetated cover and/or landscaped as soon as
possible after final grading and maintained in such cenditions.

Dirt and debris accumulating on private roads and parking lots will be

reraved according to the follewing schedule:
Mav through October, concurrent with grass mowing;
November through April; monthly.

Snow remova) will be by mechanical means except in severe snow and ice

conditions, when de-icing compounds may be used.

Applications of fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides will not exceed

racommendations of the University of Maryland Cooperative Extension

Service.

Filling wil1 not occur in grassed or lined drainage ditchas or swales.

COMMENTS -

Final design for water guality outfalls must be approved prior to
record plat or grading plan approvals.

Environmental Impact Rev’ w Division to review Grading and Sediment
Cortrol Plans.

Environmental Impact Review Division to review Storm Water Management

and Water Quality Plans.

SUBJECT: COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENT

® o
BALTINORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

FRE CRG 03/04/91
CRG 03716791

PROJECT NAME: Cameron Hill 2:30 P.H. Conc. FPLAR

PROJECT NUMBER: VII-244

subject to cogpliance with the foll

1.
2.

highlighted

Any subsequent plaus must include the dace and lisc of revisions.

Noce B Ls Incorrect and must be replaced wich che following: This site

contains a structuras which appears on the Final Hisrorical Landmarks
List as Site 7?9 - Cameron Yiller's House, near Parkton.

Pursuant to Section 22-5%(s)(4) of the Baltimore CounCy Cods, a minmor
subdivision plan was taferred to the Planning Board because che plan
involved a building, strucrure or sita included on the landmarks
preservarion commission final lisc. As such, any CRG action on this

plan oust be consistent with che written decision of the Planning Beard

adopred by Resolution dated December 7, 1990. This office finds that
the progposed plan e p ion objecrives ourlined in the
adopted Planning Board resolucion.

The 1989 Baltimore Councy Mascer Plan designates Liccle Falls and
Beeries Run as a significant link in the Councy wide strean valley
sreenvay system. Normally, the entire flood plain or the scream
buifer, which ever is greacter, should be shown as dedicated cto
Baltimore County as PArt of tha scream valley park system; howaver, in
this locatisn, the Northeru Cencral Trail achisves che Master Plan
objective in providing the conciruicy of the greenway through

to che of Natural

In accordance with Section 22-55 of the Baltimore County Devalopmant

Regulations, trees to rimain and those <o be removed shall be indicaced

on the plan. A limit of discurbance line, which includes che
anticipaced alteracion or rsmoval of vegetation, is recommendsd Co
satisfy che i 13 ieei I

the deeds of each lot ai
a fixed squarc footage,

o with
recommended to limit clearing and grading to
&., 10,000 square feet per loc.

The developer Ls cautioned that Arcicls 27, subsection 267 of the
Annotated Gode of Maryland prohibits the destruction of cemeteries.
Penalties have bsen sscablished for ‘any person vho willfully destroys,
defaces, injures or removes any tosb, monusant, gravestons or other

CRG - 3/14/91 at 2:30 p.m.

CAMEROK MILL
Pre-CRG - 3/04/91 at 3:00 p.m.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS:

L

The Storm Water Management Act:

a. The Developer is responsible to address the roguirements of
Bil) No. 105-84 presented on pages 11[-5 and III-5 {a) through (k)
of the Development Procedures and Polizy Manual.

b. Provisions for exemptions, waivers and variances for Storm
Water Management (SWM) are described in  this document.
Exemptions, waivers and variances should be applied for and
granted {or denied) by the County before CRG approval is given.

c. Conditions for recording plats and granting grading and building
permits as related to SWM are also descrived in this document.
The Developer is advised to be aware of these conditiaons and
include them in plarning the project to avoid unnecessary delays
to construction.

General Engineering Requirements:

a. Peak management of the 2 and 10-year storm events is normally
requirec. If the development is in certain designated inter-
jurisdictional watersheds or, if deemed necessary by Baltimore

County, 100-year peak management may also be required.

b. Please refer to the Storm Water Management Section of the
Baltimore County Design Manual tor general design criteria.
Hydrology shall be in accordance with the June 1986 version of
TR=F5.

c. Water quality measures are required to seme dagree on all projects
nat exempt from SWM. The developer is responsible for addressing
all applicable requirements of agencies whether within or outside
of Baltimore County having jurisdiction over water quality,
streams or wetlands.

d. SWM Facilities are also subject to review and appreval by the
Baltimore County Soil Conservation District.

@. SWM Facilities which either outfall to a Baltimore County storm
drain system or for which a public road fi11 serves as a SWM pond
embankment will be reviewed and approved concurrently by the
Department of Public Works and the Department of Envirormental
Protection and Resource Management.

REV. 1/91

CAMERON MILL
PAGE TWO

f. Site design must maintain, to the extent possible, predevelopment
drainage patterns and characteristics. Diversion of drainage is
discouraged and DEPRM reserves the right to prohibit drainage
diversions it finds detrimental.

3. Maintenance Requirements:

a. SWM facilities may be maintained by Baltimore Caounty if the
foilowing conditions are met, subject to approval of the
Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Managyement:

(1) Residential subdivision in which all iots are for sale in fee.

(2) Requirements for public ponds given in the Baltimore County
Design Manual are all met.

(3) SWM Facility is enclosea in a reservation shown on the record
plat to allow the facility to be deeded in-fee to Baitimore
County.

b. Private maintenance of SWM facilities is acceptab.e. A Deed of
Declaration must be oxecuted by the Developer guaranteeing
maintenance of and County access to SWh facilities before plats
may be recorded and befrre grading or building permits may be
granted. SWM facilizies in residential subdivisions to be
maintained privately by a Home Owners Association shall be
designed according to the reguirements for public ponds.

4. Guidelines for CRG Approval:

a. Shew type, sizo and location of all SWM Facilities on the CRG
plan, including qualitative man~gjement facilities. Praliminary
computations (hydroloegy) should be pravided to verify that the SkM
area(s) on the plan are adeguate.

Show that all outfalle from SWM facilities and bypass areas are
“suicable" as defined by the Baltimore County Department of Public
Works and the Department of Environmental Protection and Resourc:
Management _

c. Show that the SWM Facilities do not create a hazard. An
axample of a hazard would be an embankment dam located so that in
the event of a breach failure, downstream life or property is
endangered.

d. List on CRG Plan any waiver or variances and give date of
approval by Baltimore County.

i
L]

in any y under 267(a). Subsection 267(b)
establishes penalties for any person who willfully destroys, cuts, *
‘breaks, or removes any tres, plant or shrub in any cemacery im this
State. Subsection 267(c) further scates "Nothing in this section shall
be construed to prohibit the removal of the rewains of any human bedy,
or of any monument, gravestons or other marker from an abaadoned
cemetery, providad that prior consent in writing of the State’s s
Attarney of the Gounty shall have bssn servel snd provided further chac
such remains, monuments, gravestons, or octher marker is placed in an
accessibla place in a parmanenc cemstery.” Datails of future access,
ownership and saintenance of the cemscery as well as the remainder of
Tract ‘R’ should be included on the revised plan.

. The I7M is reviewed annually and updaCed sach October 1 or
after redistriccing and actual enrollmencs are finalized. Application
for development in areas limitsd by overcapacity of emencary school
districe shall be processed by the Councy and placed on an approved
waitfng list in the order that they aaks application for approval of
record plat. o_hut not

including the polat o;

permit, public works sgresmenc :nd record plact.

Pleass includa ths following informacion on the ravised CRG Plan,
Final Devslopment Plan (FDP) and Record Plac;

£ Elementary School Discrict
Sehool Capacivy __
15__ Enrollment ___
Estimated Pupil Yield ___

Road "B" must providas furure public road access to tha Dell and Herbert
preperties. Tha Home Owners Associstion designation adjacent to Road
*5* shall be aliminated ro provide flexibiliry for future access;

e, the to the zoad shall be dedica=
Baltimora County.

4 e

Fleass label Panhandle 2 at the and of Road "B* on the plan view.
The paving for panhandle &. may bu reduced ts 12 fest in vidth.

Any special axcuptions, varlances or spocial hearings necessary for
this projact may deluy signacura until such hearings have been resolved
bafors the Zoning Commissionar. A copy of the zoning Comaissioner’s
ordar should accompany the spproved:CRG plan filed for signacure.

Currenc Planning CRG number VII-24é4 musc be £illed in ~'ong with the
Public Services CRG number.

1l. This site iz adjacent to the Worthern Cemtrzl Trail and may fall within
the takeline boundary as dssignaced on the Maryland Department of ca
Natural Resources acquisition map. A copy of your plan musc be
subaitted to the Department of Natural Rescurcas for thelr review and
coomenc. Please sand to Attn: Hr. Bernle Wentker, Deparcment of
Natural Resourcas, 2012 Industrial Drive, Amnapolis, HD 21041,
Telephone NO. 974-7231. .

12. An access easement should be provided to the Northern Central Bike and
Hike Trail.

13. This proposed development is in closa proximiCy to active agricul ural
operations. 1t ls the developars responsibilicy to advise future
homsowners thac agriculturs has a praferred use status and that odors,
noise, dust, fara equipment, L: peracions and agricultural
chemicals (pesciciles, fercilizer, herbicides and other concrol agencs)
may be in acrive usa.

14. This office recommends that Lot 2 be pulled back from the Northern
Gentral Trail. Provide an elevation draving to show the visibility of
Lats 2 and 3 from the trail. Adcirienal scresning may need to be

provided to chstruct the view of the dwellings on Locs 2 and 3 from the
crail,

15. This office that the transplantable (7
caliper and less) sizc trees bu ucilized. A transplanc specialisc
could provids a proposal cthac accormodates che site grading and
construction phases with the transplancting.

A:CRGIL.TXT
JVH:cab
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5. Site - Specific Comments:

In addition to the above, each project will be given a brief review by
the DEPRM's Division of Design and Review, and a et of specific
comments will be provided. The Developer is responsible “ur addressing
these site-specific comments, which are enumerated as follcas:

a. This project is exempt from the requirement to provide
storm water management since -this is a -residential
development consisting of single-family houses, each on a .
lot of 2 acres or greater.

Edward M. Schmaus
3/13/91

Rev. 1/91

" . BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

SUBJECT: COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENTS CRG DATE: 3/14/91

{Continued from 8/9/90)
PRE-CR( 2
FROM: ‘2ONING OFFICE BT, A/

PROJECT NAME: Cameron MIll PLAN:  2/6/91

REV. : 3/5/4[ REV. :

REVISED PLAN KEY:
(X) COMPLIANCE WITH COMMENT CHECKED
(0) NON-COMPLIANCE IS CIRCLED
(BA) BE ADVISED {NOT NECESSARY FOR CRG
APPROVAL, BUT MUST BE ADDRESSED
PRIOR TO FINAL ZONING APPROVAL)
ADDITICNAL COMMENTS ADDED LAST BY PLAN DATE

LOCATION: Cameron Mill, Stabless Church
and Walker Roads;
also SE/S Eagle Mill Road

DISTRICT: 6&7c3

The plan has been reviewed by this office primarily for petition filinz and now
;:;iliﬂ.‘ for qenex:al compliance with the Baltimore County ?..cni:l-;; Requl a:.‘.on:?r ;J)::
owing comments identify possible additional conflicts with the Baltimore Count:

Zonin, Uegulations, and details necessary in order to determise compliance with thsx:
rfgni.ntjm. 3. When these standard and nonstandard details and information is available or
: ovided, it shall l:o the responsibility of the owner, developer, or developer's enginver-
% re:cLEy all conflicts well in advance of a.; expected zoming spprovals. The intent of
M! eve!.ugur muist be clear on the C.R.G. plan and any additional zoning conflicts must
be \entified conspicuously on the plan undor "Zoning Public FHuaring Request™

2 d:ticna] plan comments must be addressed on the C.R.G. and zoning hearing plans p:‘io;
o final acceptance of the zoning petitions. When public hearings are reguested, the
:;::;::::lzce;;ad at the time of filing zoning petitions and the following zoning staff
= . ough they relate to the property, are not to be construed as definitive nor

they indicate the appropriateness of any public hearing recuests:

50
X, Z.?nmg Hearings/Histor Lot -- Provide a ioning history on the C.R.G.
pien. On 10/31/90 petitions were fileé in the Zoning Office (case number
91-254-R) for variances on proposed lot K52 (5,854 acres total) for Ruth Ann
M Desoto/Cancren Mill Partnership, c/o James McKee from sectiona:

A 1A03.4.8.4 -- to permit an existing dwellir:
g to proposed strea B
distance of 28 feet in lieu of the required 100 lf’nfd SRERE. RMARcLiee

B. 1a03.4.A. -- ¢ i
38 Far, © permit a dwelling height of 36 feet in lieu of the allowed

Over



COUNTY REVIEW UROUP COMMENTS
PROJECT MAME: Camaron Mill
CRG DATE: 3/14/91

FRE-CRG DATE: 3/4/91

PAGE 2

The public hearing was held on 2/12/91 and continued to a future date not
determined to allow petitioner an opportunity to file an amended petition

It] asking for zdditional veriances to reflect the location of the existing spring
house and ruins. The property will be re-posted and re-advertised.

2. hg Hearincs (Lot W53 _+ 32 other lots) -- As noted on the plan three
ances are vequired on lot #52 (should be corrected to "LOT #53") and

: L i are from Section 1A03.4.B.3 to permit

lot 4 1 dl less than 300 feet on 32 other lots.

3. General -- The existing spring house and other buildings to remain on lot #52

must be located on the C.R.G. plan, including the proposed use, height and

4 property line setbacks. The froi: orientation of the existing dwelling must

alse be indicated frapa:.d lot {52 and lot #53. The individual variance plan

for proposed lot (#52)! {case #91-254-A) must also include all existing an

Gn T s£ COngat. ‘enoug! & zoning compllance or any

conflicts. If any ruins or existing 1ldings are to be removed, clearly

indicate this on the C.R.G. plan not to conflict with the individual variance

o pign for lot #52. Confirm who will be responsible for removal and when on the
plan.

4. Final 2zcning approval is contingent first, upon all plan comments be.
addressed vn the C.R.G. plan; and secondly, upon pl‘.:e flnalp resolution of :Tg
comments, the outcome of any requested zoning hearings and finally, the
inclusion of the F.D.P. checklist informatica being included on the Final
Developmant Plan.

\AQ

W. CARL RICHARDS, JR.
Zoning Coordinator

_BURERU OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
DEPARTMENT ‘OF PUBLIC WORKS
BALTTHORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
DATE: Marcn 12, 1391
TS M=. Robert Covahey
FROM: Stephen E. Weber

SUBJECT: C.R.G. Comusents

PROJECT MAME:  Cameron Mill

LOCATION: Cameron Mill Road

ALl subsequent plans must note that the areas batween the sight line
and the curk line mst be cleared, graded, and kept frea of any
obstructions.

Assiftant Traffic Engineer

SEW/RJIF/lab

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
Subject: County Review Group Comments pate: March 14, 1991

From: Department of Recreation anc Parks

Preliminary Plan

Project Name: Cameron Mill .
Project Humber: 90212 - Dpevelopment Plan
Location: camercn Mill Road Final Plat
Districts: 6.1C3 CRG _ %

COMMENTS:

1. Local Opan Space is mot required for RC zoning.

3. The noted dedicarion of land to Baltimors County and the Stats D.N.R.
for the Greenway ‘or Little Falls and Beetrea Run is .n compliance
with the intent of the Baltimore County Master Plan Open Space Network.

3. Denote the ares to be dedicated to Baltimors County as "Baltimore
County Greenway Reservation.”

4, CRG approval is recosmended.

nP

Walter P. Kincer
Facilities Coordinator

WEK:nad

MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, IN
Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Develo

L LT
L

i MAR 21 1991 .,

SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAWAN ROZ 0

Telephane: (301) 527-1555
Focsimile:  (301) 527-1563

N
HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 21030

March 20, 1991

Mr. Joseph Moranto Re: Cameron MLll
Planning Gffice

Baltimozrs County

111 ¥, Cheasapeake Avenue

‘towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Moranto:

At Mr. McKee's request, I have lcoked into the William Herbert property,
which is shewn as Parcel 49 on Baltimore County Tax Map 12, Grid 2, with
respect to having any rights, right-of-ways or sasements over, acrcss, and
through the Cameron preperty, adjacent to, and seuth of Mr. Herbert's property.
I have reviewed the chain of title of Mr. Herbert's property to a peint in time
when it was subdivided from a larger tract of land in a deed datad February 20,
1325 and conveyed by John T. Sipe and Annie M. Sipe, his wife, unto John V.
Herbert and Roberta M. Herbert, his wife, and recorded among the land records
of Baltimore County in Liber 613, folio 116, The only easement deseribed in
this deed ( which Mr. Herbert referred to in the CRG meeting) appears to be the
16.00 foot right-of-way for the driveway leading from Mr. Herbert's property,
northwesterly, to the County road (kmown as Bentley Rozd). This eadement runs
over, across, and through the property of John and Beatrice Dell which ls shown
as Parcel 4% on the Baltimore County Tax Map 12. 1 have done further research
to see if John T. Sipe (the predecessor in title to Herbert) had any righta or
easements over, across, and through the Camsron property, which could have
passed to Mr. Herbert in an unwritten conveyance. I have no: found any auch
rights or easements. Also, Joaeph S. Knapp, IIL, attorney at law, haa
supplied me with a title report dated March 3, 1990, which does not show any
esncumbrances an the Tameron property relating to any easecents to Hr. Herbert's
property.

In closing, I leel Mr. Herbert has no rights, right-of-ways or easements
over, across, and through the Caseron property.

] .)

ARLTI{HIRE COQUNTY, HARYLANKD

INTER-CFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To: Robert Covahey Date: February 26, 1991
From: Charles K. Weiss

Subject: Cameron Mill Sectien I, IT, & 1II
McKee E Associates
6 & 7c3
res. 53 units
3/14/91
Central arec

In review of this plan those units located on a panhandle will
receive refuse service on a pad locatcd at curbside on the right when
exiting the panhandle onto the main road. The pads must be 16 sq. fr.
per unit being serviced with no enclasure. Thesa pads must be clearly
shown on tha plan befors it can be cansidered for approval. Those
units not located on pannandles will ceccive refuse service at the
intersectios of their driveway and the main road.

NOTE: Acceptance of thiz plan in no way binds Baltimore County into
refuse collection >f thic davelopment. At the time of
construction and after all requirements {trash pads) have been
met, a representative of the Bureau will meet with the developar
or his representatives to discuss details of refuse collection.

Letter toc Mr. Joseph Moranto
Re: Cameron Mill

March 20, 1991

Page Two

I have enclosed a colored up copy of Baltimore County Tax Map 12 showing
the above menticned parcels for your referen Also enclosed is the 1925 deed
from Sipe to Her.ert and the 1988 deed from Herbert to Herbert in which I have
nighlighted the deseription of the right-of-way in question.

1r sou should have any quescions or require additional inforzailon, pleaze
do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

McKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

W. Hichael Ray,
Property Lins Su

WHR: 3w

Enclosures

&
ot @

SALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND

Inter-0ffice Correspondence

™8 Robert E. Covahey, Chief DATE: July 24, 1990 -
'

Bureau of Public Services \
1

TROM: Shirley M. Murphy, Chiaf "&\'
Bureau of Land Acquisil
SUBJECT: CRG #90212, Camercn Mill
As 5, we have iewed and the

ané have the following commenc to make:

supject €36 2!

)  Plat ag shown on Sheet 1 of 2 s within Parcel 16 W
uhich is not included in the Plat of Cameron Mill.

2. Who has fee simpla deed to the North Centzal
3ailroad property?

. caperon Mili Road s mainteined by Baltizors e
county from Staniers Church Roaw to Kaufpan Road.
Subjecs CRT 2lat should be noted accordingly.

you have any guestians. piease feel Irce o
me at 987-3252.

It
wantact
Sif: DMM:

REVISION RECEIVED 8/6/90: See comments above.

Revision received 2/14/91: See comments 1 above. Parcel 16 has
has not been joized tn on this plat.

Revision received 3/8/91: No addiriona. couments ac this time.

-

223343.0mN
4274573me i

\

| DouALD D. avara
warsjane
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IN RE: L BEFORE THE
L BALTIMORE COUNTY CRG

CAMERON M. LL

CAMERON MILL, STABLER'S * MARCH 14, 1991

CHURCH AND WALKER ROAD;

IALSO SE/S EAGLE MILL ROAD * CASE NO. 90212

» - * * * * * * - - - - *
MEMORANDUM_ OF PROTESTANTS

The Maryland Line Area Association, Messrs. Robert
Leonard, Michael Herbert, Dr. Richard McQuaid, Mary Wallace,
John W. Combs, Protestants hercby request the following rights
‘ot due process from the CRG:
| 1. The Protestants request that the CRG meeting scheduled
for this date be postponed until the Board of Appeals for
’Baltimure County has the opportunity to schedule and act upon

|an Appeal taken from the Planning Board's approval and

ﬂrecomnendatiuns on the Cameron Mill issue, dated December &5,
!1990. Enclor~d, for th: record, is a copby of the Planning
Gncaxd's action taken on December 6, 1990 which was the adoption
11ot the Memorandum dated December 5, 1990 submitted by P. David
1Flelds, Director of the Office of Planning and Z 'ning. Also
attached is a December 13, 1990 lettar appealing this decisiecn
of the Planning Board to the Board of Appeals. Also is
acknowledgement of said Appeal by letter from David Fields
dated February 22, 1991 and a cash receipt from Baltimore

No. 7471l. Finally, attached is a letter from Dr.

¥

Richard McQuaid dated February 19, 1991 requestin7 the Chairman

‘ot the Courty Review Group to postipuié this hearing based upon

£y
J

® ]
the Appeal to the County Board of Appeals.

It is the position of Protestants that thic CRG meeting
cannot proceed to finalize or approve a CRG plan based on
Baltimore County Code, Sections 22-59, 22-60, 22-61. In
Section 22-60(c) the decision of the Planning Board shall be
incorporated as part of the CRG final acticn on a nlan. Until
the Board of Appeals affirms or rejects the determination of
the Planning Board, this CRG cannot possibly incorporate the
decision of the Planning Board into the CRG final action and
plat until it is fimal. It is unchallenged that pursuant to

the authority conferred by the Baltimore County Charter, that

an appeal from the Planning Board decision is appropriate and

that the Board of Appeals has jurisdiction over this matter.

Therefore, until the Planning Board report becomes tina!, this I |
CRG cannct take final action on a plan and to do so would ‘
vinlate the Protestants' Charter right of appeal and due
process as it relates to the issue referred to the Planning
Board.

It is recognized that Section 22-59(c) allows the CRG to
continue to process any plan but it is clea» that that does not
allow a final approval of the plan pending the action of the
Board of Appeals.

r the s would again respactfully

raquast that this meeting be adiourned pending the action of

the Board of Appeals. (See pre-CRG comments of current

@ L
the spring as well as availability of water as a result of
Cameron Mill.

G. Dr. Richard McQuaid - would testify in regard to
site distances, septic problems, loct size and the need for
poestponement of the CRG.

H. Dr. Robert Kondner - would testify in regard
to results ot the percolatien test, show n- ‘inally only one
percclation test per lot, not thiee; that the test results show
the perc time of two minutes meant that the water in this seil
is going to move very quickly through the fractured schist
into the ground resulting in a very low perc time and improper
filtering.

5. The Protestants' would regquest a full hearing with the
right to cross examine County witnesses and prasent their own
witnesses before the CRG; if that is not provided there will
not be the forum for a factual review of the Protestants'
concerns and there will not be an adequate discussion of the
issues raised by the Protestants for which the CRG can make a
proper determination. In addition, there will be a denial of
che Protestants' due process rights if thev are not afforded a
full hearing before the CRG in view of tre Hinkle and Court of

special Appeals' decision in Rosslyn Station II decision.

&. The Pr ' would the CRG create formal
minutes rather than a simple summary as has been the custom in

the past; to include all technical evidence upon which the CRG

y
® ®
|| relies in its fact finding to approve the CRG plan.
Protestants would request what gvidence and ratiopale the CRG
relied upon to approve the CRG plan as presented, to include
evidence presented by Protestants. A failure to provide
accurate minutes and a complete analysis of what facts and

which factors the CRG relisd upon, will result in a failure of

I'clue process for the Protestants who must meet the burden
|

|
| imposed by the law establishing "arbitrary or capricious"
33 Md. App.

icnnduct by the CKG. Meortimer vs., Howard
i432, at 441 (1390) and Board of County Commissioners for Prince
. Georue's County vs, Ziegler, 244 Md. 224, 229 (1966).

Whereisre, the Pr fully qu that the

above request be granted, a postponement be ordered, a court
l:aporter be provided at the next hearing, that the County
witnesses be called and available to testify and subject to
cross examination, and that the CRG prepare a detailed formal

minutes and record of what occurred at the CRG meeting.

Protestants

3
[ ] ®

Planning and Development dated March 4, 1991, item No. 2. In
that paragraph, Planning is requiring any CRG action on this
plan must be consistent with the written decision of the
Planning Board adopted by Resolution dated December 7, 1990 -
that decision is not final until the Board of Appeals rules).

2. The Prctestants rereby request that a court reporter
ke made available at this meeting to transcribe the stateaents
and discussion for the record based upon the fact that Judge
Hinkle's decision and the Court of Special Appeals' decision in
the Posslyn Station II case preclude the presentation by the
Protastants of any testimony concerning thelr objeciions te

this project before the Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

Therefore, a court reporter is necessary to transcribe the
events of the CRG meeting for purposes of protection of the

Protestants’ due process rights.

3. Tha Pr would req a postp of the

CRG meeting in order for the CRG t» provide for a court
reporter as stated above and in addition, to regquire the
produztion of all County witnesses from the various departments
who are being called upon to provide information to the CRG for
purposes of recording their testimony and possible cross
examinati~n by Protestants.

4. The Protestants would request that this CRG meeting
provide for the recording of testimony by a court reporter of

the Protestants' witnesses who are available teday to testify

®
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this ﬁ?*ﬂ day of March, 1991, a
copy of the aforegoing was mailed, postage prepaid, to ﬁuutn;
Willians, Esquire, Suite 1105, 3u0 E. Joppa Road, Towson, £z
Maryland 21204, Attorney for Cameron Mill: Arnold Jaklon,
Esquire, 2338 York Road, Timonium, Maryland 21093 and Phyllis
Friedman, Esquire, Suite 900, 409 Washington Avenue, Towson,

Maryland 21204. g

&V- Carroll Holze:

FROM:

-

>
9 P

in regard to this project. Those witnesses and their expected

testimony is as follows:

A. Paige Herbert - an expert geologist who would
testify in ragard to the lack of availability of water supply
for Cameron Mill and the geology of the area and his opposition
to the praojecr.

B. John W. Combs - would testify in regard to .he
protection of the historical site on the property, the visual
impact of Cameron Mill on the historical site and the risual
impact of Cameron Mill on the hike and bike trail:; and his
aoppositien to the project.

T. Polly Wirth - would testify in regard lots on
steep slopes and lots with wetlands in their backyard and her
opposition to the project.

D. Bob Leonard - would testify in regard ta
commants on lot size, the guestion for need for variances and
to present testimony in regard to change in the forest buffer
boundary to allow septic areas in the forest buffer and his
opposition te the project.

E Mary Wallace - would testify in regard to the
sight distance on Eagle Mill Road not being 300 feet and that
it is a c¢angerous traffic problem.

F. Mike Herbert - would testify in regard t. a two
family spring which is located on his property north of

Caneron Mill and his concerns in regard to cortinued purity of

) .
® 9

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDERCE

Michael Moran Esq. DATE: Feb. 21, 1931

Office of Law

Les Schreibar ,04 3

Bureau oi 2ublic Servicas

SUBJECT: Caseron Mill

requestin
the referenced pro;

C.R.G.# 90212
Meeting Scheduling

i i . Meguaid
Enclosed please find copies of letters. from « -
g a postponement of the scheduled continued Z.R.G. meatiny for
ject and our response letter to him.

Pleasa render your opinion in this matter at your earliest

ceavenience.

CAMMILL2/REFINE
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MARYLAND LINE AREA ASSOCIATION
1501 Harris Mill Rd.

Parkton, Md. 21120
February 19, 1991

Chairman,

Baltimore County Review Group F -
Bureau of Public Service - EE o
Cornty Office Building, Rm. 321 il

111 West Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, Md. 21204

FEB21 1991

BUREAU OF FUBLIC SERVICES
Re: CRG--Cameron Mill Der 1.|.upmeh§_ . e

2 d meeting
We nave just received notice that the continue:
on the Camzrnfl Mil) Development will be recumed on March 14,
1991 at 2:30 p.:.

Dear Chairman:

writing to request that the scheduled meeving be
ptstp:n;:. The 3easun for this Hqu.!m:_i.s that the meeting
can not be legally held and a final action can not be 5
rendered since the report of the Baltimore County Plann :gh
Board regarding the Fistoric Site on the property can not be
finalized sizce it has been appealed. No date has as yet
been establishea Zor the hearing of the appeal before the
Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

Please notify me of your action on this requrst as soon
as possible. I will greatly appreciate your promp=

attention to this matter-
Very vly }%’u i

Or. Richard W . McQuaid,
President

Baltimore County Govemment
@ Office of Pianning and Zoning @

k37

101 Bosley Avenue 1487-3211

Towson, MD 21204 Fax 887-58%2
TO: Baltimore County Flanning Board
FROM: P. David Fields, Director
Office of Planning & Zoning
SUBJECT: Proposed Development Involving a Structure on
the Baltimore County Landmarks List -- "Cameron

Miller's House"

DATE: Decemper 5, 1990

- Planning Board's Role

Before the County Review Group (CRG) can take final action on any
plan for development on a property which "involves a building,
structure or site included on the landmarks preservation...list" the
plan must be referred to the Planning Buard. The Board then has 45
days to "file its written decision with the CRG, including the
reasons thersfor." The Board's "decision" will be "binding upon the
CRG and shall be incorporated as a part of che CRG final action on a
plan.” These reguirements are specified in the Development
Requlations at sub-sections 22-59(a)(4), 22-60(b)(2) and 22-60(c).

It may be noted that the Flanning Board's authority in this case is
very broadly conferred, and is independenct of the role of the Land-
marks Preservation Commission (which has authority only in regard to
tha exterior of the str on the L ks Lists).

Back - n M1l Complex

The first mill on this site, located about l-) miles northwest of

Parkton, was a log structure built baefore 1795. The mi!l was

probably totally replaced in 1886 when the millstone technology waa

superseded by a steel-roller grindiug mechanism. In its latter years

the old mill had figured in a landmark case (Gladfelter v.

r, 40 Md. 1 (1874)) involving water pollution by another mill
rther up the Little Falls stream.

The miller's house was built after the writing of the 1798 tax list;
when the house was added to the Landmarks List in 1877, Mr. Richard
Cameron (whose family had inherited the property 100 yeara earlier)
estimatad the construction date at 1800-1805. The liouse, built of

stone in the plain, well-proportioned style typical of the homes of

Subject: "Cameron Miller's House"
Decenbar 4, 90
Page 2

Maryland and Pennsylvania Germans, is twe stories high, with a full,
walk-in basement. It is built into a steep, wooded hillside, only
about 15' frem the edge of Cameron Mill Noad.

The miller's house, and a springhouse immediately to the east (and
even closer to the road) are the only remaining standing structures
from the half-dozen or more that had been pa- of the milling conm-
plex. The mill burned in the mid-1940s, but i1ts stone foundation
walls (in the scuthwest corner of the road intarsection) are still an
important elemeni in the visual guality of the complex. The ruined
foundations of othar outbuildings west of the rcad are lass evident.
An old, private cematery of indeterminate current ownership lies
above the creat of the slope, northeast of the miller's housa.

Preservation Requirements

Section 22-100 of the Development Requlations specifies flatly that
"historic structures nc sites" on the Landmarks List "must be pre-
served." Likewise, Section 22-152 of the County Code requires County

, the L Preservation Commission, before the
demolition or other axterior change to a Listed structure; Section
22-153 prevents "demolition by naglact.”

In response te a complaint regarding the deteriorated condition of
the house, the Commission approved (on April 14, 1968) a set of
actione, subsequently completed, by which the owner would stabilize
and secure the houss against vandalism and further deterioration.

of t mals

The mill complex is part of 278,6-ac. property now controlled for
development purpeses by Cameron Mill Partnership. A CRG Plan
("Cameron Mill") for dividing the property in“c 49 three-ac. lots
and several other tracts was submitted in April 1930. The miller's
house was included in a 3-ac. "Parcel 'B'" on the east side of
Camaron Mill Road. The mill and other foundations on the west side
would have been within the proposed 60-ft. road right-of-way and/or
within a Resource C rvation Area for the home-owner's
association.

The Flan erroneously stated that there were "no historical aress” on
the property. After discuscions with OPZ staff, a Minor Subdivision
Plat dated September 21, 1990 was filed in the nama of thu owner of
the sntire acreage (Ruth Ann Desoto). The new Plat proposes a two-
lot subdivision; "Lot 50" covers the same configuration as "Tract

'B'" on the April Plat, with a 275.4-ac. "residue.

* Baltimore County Government  #™ -
) . Office of Planniag and Zoning ’ -

01 Rosley Avenue - o L
Towson, D 21204 -

J. Carroll Holzer, £squira

Holzer, Mahcr & CeMilio '

305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105
Towson, MD 2

Re: Cameron Mill
Dear Mr. Holzer:

Thig letter is to advise you that your appeal to the Planning
Board's decision regarding the abcve has been submitted to the Boa;d

of Appeals for scheduling. I am enclosing your receip:s for the §7
filing fee.

You will be heariag directly £roa the Board of Appeals when thls
is schaduled.

5'_1\: "e:e]‘;x,‘?au’rs
2D, Yedda

P. David Ficlis
Director

cc: Board of Appeals
Maryland Line Area Association
c/o Dr. Richard McQuaid, President
Citizens Alliance of Northern Baltimore Councy
c/o Glenn Peabody. Presidant
Newton Williams, Esquire

HOLZER/TXTPAT

fubject: “Cameron Miller's House"
December 4, 1990

Page 3

Preservation Issues

Fulfilling the County Codae's preservation requirements involvas not
only the miller's house but also it3 related structures and its
overall setting. The architectural merit of the structurs and its
association with a once-thriving rural industry are reinforced by its
dramatic location perched on the steep hillside amidst the mature
trees over-arching the narrow road. The roadside springhouse and
the foundation wal s of the mill, jutting towards the road
intersection, are equally integral, supporting elements of the site's
distinctive rura: character.

The historic character of the site would be irreparably jeopard
by several proposals in the "Lot 50" Plat. From discussions among
the staff of tl‘la relevant County agencies (OPZ, DPW aid DEPRM) and
with the cwner's agent | the Partnership), OP2 staff is confidant that
mutually-acceptable revisions for protecting the historic resou:ces
can be achieved through the recommendations listed below.

d

Racommendsations

The overall purpose of the follcwing set of proposals is to achieve a
private-gector r on and L Im preservation of the miller's
house and tha integrity of its setting by enhancing the property's
attractiveness to a preservaticn-minded purchaser; to that end, the
"Lot 50" plat and any subsequent CRG Plan for the adjoining area of
the "residue” should be modified approximately as follows and as

ili on the N 30, 1990 sketch plan by OPZ:

1. Accepting the wastern/southern iinae of the proposed right-of-way
or Cameron Mill - Stablers Church Roads educe the width to =5
45-ft. - The greatest danger to the site's integrity would come
from the grading of tha hillside and removal of mature trees that
would be part of any road-widening. Commendably, the Department
of Public Works has agreed that road widening is not now needed
and that less than the customary 60-ft, right-of-way is
2cceptable. Shifting the right-of-way lines as far west and
=south as possible maximizes the alreadv-miniscule "front yazd"
at the house and keeps the springhouse cutside tha
':qut\h:df-wly. improving the pr pect that it also would be
restored.

There does not appear to be any way to keep all of the mill
foundation outside of the proposed road rights-of-way, but it is
to he hoped that DPW wauld cooperats in allewing a future ownar
to stabilize and maintain the walls at their Ppresent height,

© County Government
Vannng and Zonng @
.

44

1 Bosiey Svenue
Towson WD 1120y

February 22, 1991

w0
J. Carroll Helzer, Esquire '
Holzer, Maher & DeMilio =
305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105
Towson, MD  -1204 :
Re: Cameron Mill A

Dear Mr. Holzer:

This letter is to advise you that your appezl to the Zlanning
Board's decision regarding the above has been submitted to the Board
of Appeals for scheduling. I am enclosing your receipt for the $75
£iling fee.

¥You will be hearing directly from the Board of Appeals when this

is scheduled.
Sl.ln-‘.em]m

P. David Fields
Director

BDF:pat
Enclosure

cc: Board c¢” Appenls/
Maryland Line Arca Association
c/o Dr. Richard McQuaid, President
Citizens Alliance of Northern Baltimore County
<¢fo Glenn Peabody, President
Newton Williams, Esquire

HOLZER/TKTPAT

Subject: "Zameron Miller's House"
December 4. 1290

Page

2. nlargs the "Lot 50" to approximately 5.6 acre: including about
1.2 acres on the west/soith side of Cameran Mill Road - The
additional acreage across the road would give the owner of the
house full control over most of the other foundations (outside
the road right-of-way) and allow for a parking garage or pad
which could not easily ba accommodated on the cteep hillside at
the house. Shifting the northern line would give the owner
more-complete protactio: of the hi.lside. The enlargemant would
also be consistent with the estimated "S-ac. in vicinity of
house” entered on the Landmarks List nomination form. In
addition, shifting the northern line would obviate the need for
seeking a variance . a new owner would wish to build an addition

onto the rear of the house (as had been done once before).

3. Revise (and correct) Mots #8 to protect the sprin house. -
The note should read "Exis-ing dwalling and springhouse are
to be renovated and restored subject to approval by the
Landmarks Preservation Commission "

4. Establish a parpctual easement to protect the cemetery and to
allow pedestrian access. - The configuration shown on the sketch
is illustrative; alternative boundaries achieving the same
Purpose by access from the nort! or west would ba acceptable.

?. David Fialds

FDE/TD/prh
CAMERMIL,TXTPRH

Attachments
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132 CABE . MONTGOMERY conxTy
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JUDGMENT REVERSED.
COSTS TO BE PAID BY THE APPELLANTS

MORT

st decide whe
debatable. Code
3. Administrative

- _,Lﬁnahjlsﬁﬂiclﬂﬁ_mw MML—M&MMLEZEM« br. Richsrd Kcguaid Cameron Mill Partnership
o Q o e G [ 1501 Harriz Mill Road c/o McKee and Associates. Inc.

parkton, Moryiend 21120 5 Shawan Road
Hunt Yalley, Maryland 21030

RE: Camercn Mill

~ Histesdt st cami m._ﬂ Boaed. wﬂ._m. atimen SabE b T Eimeries 6T o

;,ujr;&o": ﬂn;CmML‘ - mw.&_{érmk 73 o Dear b, Heguaid: Gentlemen:

A S N, This is to acknowledge receipt of your request for postponement of the The refarenced development proposal is scheduled for considaratian by

h 14 i
G! 2 scheduled C.R.G. meeting for the referonced project to occur on March 14, the County Review Group on T} .rsday, March 14, 1391 at 2:30 p.m. in Roem
— M‘% d-nhu-’d—‘?-‘a- Efﬂd;é&?fﬂsmng_ﬁcwwq 1991 @ 2:30 PM. 301 of the Baltimore County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenua,

Towson, Maryland, 21204.

575 424 750
Rosemary MORTIMER, et al.
v.
HOWARD RESEARCH AND L\M ELOPMENT
CORPORATION, et L.
No. 110, Sept. Tum. 1953,

Court of Sjecnl Appeals of M

The Count's Review GIoU at this time feels that the appeal of the
Historic Site loes not preclude us from scheduling the C.R.G. meeting for the Bie-Courity Teview Giop Hesileg wiLl Ee held (s Aode 321 Gf the

See 2215 o] 152 'F/m‘i-cm f‘"&l“ P r;,m)a){.(ﬁ) iash o soet. W have hovever asked our Office of Law for an opinion Ry OTE LD BuiTaing o Monase. Kazen s, 1991 ab 350 Bim,

concerning this matter.

June 27, 1990

planning Yoard eniered decision on peticion
#rgarding location of employment center or commercial land
vse within new town district.  Apgeal was za THE-
board: offappeulsTremamded. Judicial re

Please sttend these meetings with appropriate representation.

¢ was

- eaag _ D i . to call me at
¢ =3 If you have any additional questions, do mot haritate
_ Revtae DED_comn ._.M,,ELo:,,mwmchng dad S ——
The Cireuit Court, Howard County, Raymond J.

e Do G, Mo redd PRI - — ,,m,a;mo&fa . r.;m..um;c._ L as ga?_ Sincersly, ﬂ&n.m W L?A-é‘ﬂvgﬂ_\
Appeal and cross appeal followed. The Court of Spevial fab T 5{%‘“ 2 0 1?‘ A ::S‘. Ll LJE’ GLO.:E";I f // yl,g’}% DAVID L. THOMAZ, B.E.,

manded for

Appeal Bxitel id thatthesboardrafay

et ezoonl nppeats-t sions ard Assistant Chief
PRI it eE 0 i DR 6. Zoning and IVl :y‘ C%&ua_c emwu/\qrg ot & ) . Burecu of Public Services

ent of the Circuit Courr reversed and case re 0 ) g" Leslie C. Schreiber
manded. s e C.R.G. Coordinater
als was to o Bureau of Public Services
poe t

1. Zoning and Planning =503 ciguit court

Cireurt court’s standard of review for ecision by caun- was (o ducide
&y bourd of :phe.nls is limited to whether ‘¢ board decision azgordance *

ke law, Code s A 254, § MU 3, Rons Et Lcs:les P
2. Zoning asd Planning 610, §12 County t cciCRG Staff 2%,
R % inyg in quast —— e | file .
ining whether decision by the county board ¢f Sce pustt e e | cc: McKee/and Rssociates

appeals is arbitrary, legal or capricious, reviewing cuct unons and © File

cenaa_worrs <
e E e ppsaar ARanman Lome—en - o ;::.
) e R
MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC. ' R Rt / - s L '%’
Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Davelopment S — g
ROAD HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 21
W;ﬁﬁ"&" PSR () S2156S

DATE: _FEpepaey 13,1801

70: _DUREAU OF PUBLIC SERVICES RE: __CAMERON HILL

FEB13 55

VICINITY  MAP

ATTENTION; __LES SHRIVER

Gentlemen:

N We are submitting

O Harewith L““‘*“‘mwmwmmm -
O We are forwarding T \ A AL : / ' ! 4 ‘::..‘.":..""':'

0 Wa are retuming ) [ R S SO - 5 A
- PROFOCED 4!
= EE . WIDE Fo\:fe

Description |

19 PRINTS OF C.R.G.PLAN

APPRONMATE LIMIT "
oF rmmnlN-\_/

MINOR  SUBDIVISIGN PLAT
o1 50

"CAMERON  MILL" , \\\\ mmEEf%oﬁouﬂE

SIPTIA 31 98

O Foryour use

Xk For processing

EX For your reviaw ) Ploase call when ready

o oy m— BALTMORE COUNTY OFFIE CF FLAMNING £ ZONING * HoV, 0, 1910 + SCALE = jogr
Remarks: _ppp SLING AT 5O HEARYNG

X contact the writer at Ihis oHfice.
For further information, please Very miy yours,

Mciee & Associates inc.

Enclosures 7.:‘- N
cc: NEWTON WILLIAMS w/enc. I o)

DENNIS GERMAN w/enc. LISA PULLING, PROCESSOR
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COUNTY REVIEW GROUP MEETING SUMMARY
thursday, Auqust 8, 1590

CAMERON MILL

District & and 7 €3

COUNTY REVIEW GROUP - THOSE PRESENT
Les Schreiber, Chairman - Dept. of Public Works
Joseph Maranto, Co-Chairman- Office of Curvent Planning
AGEKCY REPRESENTATIVES

- Traffic Engineering
- Office of Planning and Zoning

Rahee J. Famili
Wally Lippineatt, Jr.

Ed schmavs - DEPRM/Storm Water Management
P.J. Solomon - DEPRM

Bruce Seelay ~ DEPRM

Larry Pilson - DEPRM

Bill Hughey - Office of Planning and Zoning
Pat Kincer - Recreation and Parks

DEVELOPER AND/OR REPRESENTATIVES

- NcKee and Assoc.
- McKee and Assoc.
- Nolan, Plumhoff and Williams

Geoffrey Schultz
James W. McXee
Newton Williams

INTERESTED CITIZENS
See Attached Sheet

Mr. Schreiber, Clairman, opened the meeting at 10:20 a.m., introduced
the staff and explained the purpose of tne meeting. Hr. HcKee prusented
the plan.

Mr. Maranto the starf from Fire
Department, Deveiopers Storm Water
Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management (DEPRM),
Board of Education. Office of Planning and Zoning, Bureau of Troffic
Encineering, Department of Recroation and Parks and Bureau of Sanitation.
These commants have been made a part of this summary, and a copy was also
given to the developer and duvaloper's ongineur.

CRG Summary E i
;mmn Hill ‘ .

The Cameron Mill C.R.G. plan proposes a total of 49 lots #nd 2 tracts
on 278.6 acres + soncd RC-4 (273.7 acres :) RC-5 (4.9 acres +) along
Cameron Mill and Eagle Hill Roads on both sidus of the Nerthern “entral
Trail. The C.R.G. plan fo- the subjact site dated April 6, 1990 has been
reviewed by the C.R.G. staff with the following additional. discussion:

Hr. Newton Williams, Att for the lop to the
C.R.G. staff and the members of the public, an explanation of tha green
space and the Stream Valley Park System for dedicati

County. Mr. Williams explained the developess as tr who is responsible for
the historic structure, called che Cameron Hill Housa. MHr. McKeo stated
that 100 + acres will be dedicated to Baltimore County. Mr. Maranto ssked
the daveloper who would retain the cemetery? Mr. McKee commented that .hey
will not take title to the cemetery or the 2 tracts. Mr. Schultz of McKee
and Asso7. stated that the cemetery is detined in tha tield. There was
repeated discussion betwaen the mesbers of the public and the devoloper
basically concerning tha disturbance of the rural commnity and the
disturbancs of the scenic views.

The following C.R.G. staff were with

Fire Department - The entrance road grads percentages shall not exceed
BY - check panhandle number 5 shown on sheet number 1.

DEPRM - The 5 site comments listed in the comsent package must ba
complied with.

Board of Education - County Council Bill Number 127-90 concerniry

Interim Development Control for elementary school capacity must be addressed.

Offica of Planning and Zonisg - As presented at this time, the Office
of Planning and Zoning is recommending f the subject C.R.G. plan
bzsed on tha devaloper's intent to raze the Camercn Millers House. Final
action on the plan will not be adars until comments from the Department
of Natural Resources have been received und addressed concerning the
Northern Cantral Trail.

Traffic Engineering - 00-foot sight lines need to ba shown on the plan
with the associated required notes.

Recreation and Parks - The Baltimore County Master Plan Open Space
Network Plan indicatas dedication of the flood plain for Bee Tree Run and
Little Falls. Both of these waterways criverse this propecty. In order ta
comply with the Haster Plan, the plan mst denote the flood plain as
"Baltimore County Creenway Roservation - To Be Donated to Baltimore County".

e handle drive must comply with County Council
Bill number 172 A pad of 16 square feet per unit being served mist be
shown and denctad cn the plan.

Land Acquisition - Tha 3 comments submitted must be addressed.

1. Convene Meeting

2. Introductory statement concerning aims and geals of
development .=gulations

3. Introduction of County representative |

4. T of 1! . by developer's rap
5. Comments of County agencies

6. Citizens' comments or questions

7. Developar's response

2. County Review Group decision

9. Adjourn meeting

SEE 2ND SHEET ATTACHED
TLEASE PRINT SIGN TN
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Baltimore County .
Fire Department
709 East Joppa Roac, Suite %01
Towson, Maryiand 212045560
(301) 8874500

§~U”1'- Reincke BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
et

JULY 31, 1890

SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS

FROM: CAPTAIN JOSEPH KELLY
PLAM5 REVIEW DIVISION, FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU
BALTIMCRE COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT

CREERON MILL

CRG AGENDA, 9/9/%0, 10:00 A.M.

FROJECT MAME:
PROJECT NUMBER:

LOCATION CRMERON MILL RD AND STABLERS CEURCH BB

DISTRICT # 6 AND 7

COMMENTS :

CRG 01

PROPOSED BUILDINGS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED S0 AS TO
MEET THE APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE FIRE PREVENTION CODE
AND THE NFEA 101 LIFE SAFETY CODE, 1988 EDITION.

C3G 0§

l‘ﬁgIMDH ANGLE CF DEPARTURE (GRADE PERCEKTAGE) SHALL NCT EXCEED 8%
FER NFPA STANDARC 1901. ANGLE OF DEPARIURE IN EXCESS CF BS WOULD
PRCHIBIT EMERGENCY FIRE APFARATUS FRCM GAINING ACCESS TO TEE SITE,
PANRANDLE #5 SHOWN ON SHEET &1

ExA

CRG Summary .
Cameron Hill
3 ? ®

There was no additional di
rerain a part of this C.R.G. meeting.

on the staff » and they

The citizens were invited to comment:

Dr. Richard §. McQuaid, President Waryland Line Ares hisociation - Mr,
McQuald road from a letter, which he cubmitted to the C.R.G.. the concerns
of the Maryland Lins Area Assoriation which are: This land is prine and
productive soil and is curreatly boing farmed. Thera are woodlands on toep
slojas in excess of 15% which have alrealy severely eroded. Siorm ral
flanagement weliver should not be allowed. Little Falls and Bes Tree Ru  ce
both Class III tract stroams. The proposed wells will be considuced
sub-standards and will offect the area water table.

Gloria McQuaid - Ko comment.

John Kotchanreuter, Sierra Club - Stated that the run-off from the site
will impact the wetlinds. Wants to see the Department of Natural Resources
resort. The site conflicts with Master Plan use.

Polly Walker Wirth - Why are the proposed roads so wide? The storm
water run-off will traverse oves non-pirmeable surfaces to the stresmg
There are staep slopes on various lots with wetlands, will tney be
disturbed. Would like the enforcement of all the covenants. ¥iew from the
hiike and bike trail should be preserved. Buffers alon various lots go st
seen adequate.

Frank Pardum, Jr., Freeland Comm. Assoc. - The variances to meet the
lot size and shape, what wil® transpire? What is to become of the 2 tracts,
will there be additional cavelopment? Access from the primary road is only
56' frem Eagle Mill Roed. Who will own the Greenway System?

Rabert C. Leonard - What will take place with the variances for the
required diamet:icals.

H. Brown. Wiseburg comn. Assoc. - Why is Storm Water Management being
waived? Variances! Lot sizes?

Harold Lloyd, Wiseburg Comm. Aszoc. - Mr, L. stated that the best
use of the land is as it is presently being used. How will this development
affect taxes?

W.lliam M. Herbert - 1s on Spring Water System. How will ha ba
protected from drinking run-off from adjacent septic systeme?

Citizen comments were then reviewed:

Dr. Richard W. McQuaid - Mr. Pilson of DEPRM stated that if the
wetlands can be protected, development can occur. Mr, Lippencott explained
the prime and productive soils rogulations. Mr. Schmaus stated that a
2F was not granted. This sita is exempt. Mr. Pilson stated that State
la¥ requires 1 gallon/minimm on wells.

DALTTMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND
SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS DATE: 08/07/30

FROY

Robert . Sowling, P.E., chief
Developers Engineering Divisicn

PROJECT NAME: Cameron Mill
PROJECT HO: 80201

LOCATICH: Camaron Mill Road, Stablers Chursh Roac
and Eagle Mill Road

515 &5 7C3

Ti2 Plan for the subjest site dated April 6, 1990, has been reviewed
by the Devslopers Enginsering Division and we commant as follows:

GENERAL COMMENTS

ALl privata contracts for constructios of storm drains and roads
tavended for public title and msintenance must be let under a contract
form. proposal and attachments adopted by the Baltimore County Department
of Public Works. Tha Developer has the opticn of placing the store diming
under a public contract.

AlL cons ‘ruction arawings and construction for public use shall
zonform wich Baltimore County Dej ment of Public Works Desicn dtoudards
and Standard Specifications and Darails for Construction.

The responsibilities of the Developer involving public improvements
shall include the Tnspection Fees, Burden and Fringe Costs incurred.
Currently thers cusrges are 3 timas payroll for Metropolitan District
Projects and 2 tices payroll for the Capital Improvement Fund.

Tha Daveloper is responsible for tha full cost of all highway and
storm d ain construction.

A Public Works Agreement must ba executad bY the owner and Baltimore
County for the required puplic improvements, prior to tha recording of a
record plat.

In accordance with Bill No. 56-82, dredging, filling or censtruction
ia any wetland is prohibited.

The Deveioper shall be responsible for Gamages *o the Couaty's
facilities, such as water maters, manholes, curbs and qutters and inlets
within his subdivision. Occupancy Permits will be withheld until such
damages have been corracted.

CRG Summary
Cameron Mill
: ]

Joha Kotchenreuter - Mr. Pilson will try to abtain a copy of the
of Natural R report for his review.

Polly Walker Wirth - Mr. McKee stated that the only grading en.sl
will be in the rights-of-ways and the lots ara designed to eliminats - &
construction in steep slopes or other environmental areas. Mr. Mc¥oa stated
that they may be planted to shield the view of the houses. Mr. McKee stated
that the buffers mect the regulations. Mr. Logan of Developer's Engineering
Division scated that the proposed roadways are shown to the minicmm allowed
by Baltimore County standards. Mr. Logan stated tha stom water will be
gonveyad via a storm drain system. Mr. Maranto stated hat the right to
apply for waivers, atc. does not precluda that they wili be granted.

Frank Purdum, Ji. - Mr. Mckee said that off-site rights-of-way are
being sought. Mr. McKee stated that this is the only access in fee
available to them. Mr. Maranta stated that the site wili be posted with the
necessary information pertaining to the variances being reques‘ed to allow
the public to input their views, ate. Mr. Kincer of Recreation and Parks
stated that it may be a joint ownership.

Robert C. Leonard - Explained by Mr. Maranto.
M. Brown - These questions were answernd previously,
Harold Lloyd - Mr. Schreiber said this would not effect his taxes.

William M. Herbert - Mr. McKee stated that run-off Wi.l be generated
from his own site. Dr. McQuaid stared that it does not matter if run-oif
goes in tha opposite direction the rock fizzures will allow seepage. WALl
they be protected if there is an siverse effect. Mr. Pilson will contast
Mr. Jolly (our geologist) to examine the spring condition,

CONCLUSION: The meeting was coatinued, postcards for notification of
date of continued meeting ware distr:buted and coilected and the meetling was
adjourned at 12:30 p.m. The outstanding issues to be addressed at the
continued meeting aru: The disposition of Lhe histcric site callad the
Cameron Millers tiouse shall be resolved. £iu2l action on the plan is
awaiting action from the Department of Natural Resources concarning the
Hurthern Central Train.

aseron Mill o

;;;‘zé? 230201 . .

August 7, 1990

MMENTS:  (Con t)

RAL G

The Davaloper's Engineer shall investigate the need and obtain
@cessary permits for the facilities serving this sita that may ri
"Corps of Engineer's Permit", a "Water Rescurces Permit™, a "W,
Certification", ané any other ederal or State Permits. These fact
cannot be sent to contract until such permits have been raceived.

The Developar shall not allow any cable television cables ro pe
installed in this subdivision without the required County permits oeing
obtained. Baltimore County will rot assume any righcs-of-way, easements,
©f maintenanca of any public improvements where such cables have been
installed withour a permit until tha cables are satisfactorily Located,

Cameron Mill Road, Stablars Church Road and Walker Road ars existing
roads which shall ultimately be improved as 40-foat street cross sectiong
on #0-foot right-of-ways.

Eagls Mill Road 13 an existing road which shall uitimately be improved
as a 30-foct street cross section on a 50-foor right-of-way.

The Developer is responsible for the praparation of the right-of -way
plat foi, and the dadication of any widening and slope casements alons the
existing read Irontage of the :subdivis‘on it 70 cast to the Ceuncy.

A.l streats in *his subdivision shall be improved = an 18-foot
rountable curb and gutter crass-section on a 40-foot right-of-way and shall
ba the Developer's Full rasponsimility.

The paving thickness inall conform with faltimcre County Scandards and
requirements.

It shall oe tie resjonsidility of the Daveloper's engineer to ciarify
all rights-of-way within the property and to ate such action thar may
be necessary to abardon, widen or extend said rights-of-way. The Davalaper
shall be i for the b of all ¥ plats and for all
costs of acquisition and/or avandonzent of these cights-cf-way.

The Developar is responsible for the grading of the widening to the
proposed cross-saction based on the grade of the existing roed. Whers
adjacent properties are adversely affected by the improvements, the
Developer shall be financially respansible for the necessay repaizs to
these properties.

Cul-de-sacs shall be impraoved with a 40-foot paving radius with
combination curb and gutter on a 100 foot diamater righ:-of-way and shall
be che Developer's full responsibility.

The entrance locations are sulject to arp oval by the Pureau of
Traffic Engineering.



Project #30201
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HISHWAY COMMENTS: (Con't)

Panhandles shall be a minimm of 20 foat in width
a minimum of 10 feet in width per lot where two or more lots are iavolved.

The Developer shall be required to provide a paved panhandle drive whers
more than one lot is to be served prior to occupancy.

Covenants must be recorded prior to, or along with the recording of
the plat, establishing a crcss easement over the panhandles for access over
and maintsnance of the common pantandlu drive and for ins ation and
maintenance of the private water and/or sewsr connections where applicable.

In l::urd'x\u ulth Bill Ho. 32-72, street lights are required in all
will be sibla for the full costs of
installation of du cnbh poles and fixtures. The County will assure the
cost of the power whan the streets have been accepted for County
maintenance.

shall be provided for physically handicapped persons at all
strest intersections.

The shall be for of all
highway required with this site and all
staka-outs shall be in nc:onlm:- with Beltimore County Standards.

Panhandla cntrances shall conform to Baltimore County's design for a
*Typical Panhandla Drivewey Entrance from Road without Curb".

S™)RM DRAINS AND SEDIMENT CONTROL COMMENTS:

The Developer is responsible for the total actual cost of drainage
facilities required to carry the storm water run-off through the property
to be developed to a suitable outfall. The Daveloper’s cost
rasponsibilities include the acquiring of easements and rights-of-way -
both onsite and offsite - and the deeding in fee of saic rights-of-way to
the County. Preparation of all construction, rights-of-way and easement
drawings, snginesring and surveys, and paymant of all actual construction
eosts including the County overhead both within and cutside the

, are also the 1ities of the

The Daveloper must provide necessary drainage facilities (temporary or
permanent) to prevent creating any nuisances or dimages to adjacent
properties, especially by ths concentration of sucface waters. Correction
of any problem which may result, due to improper grading or improper
installation of drainage facilities, would be the full rerponsibility of
the Davaloper.

DGavelopment of this proparty throush stripping, grading and
stabilization could result in a sedimesc pﬂnur.iun problem, damaging
private and public holdings downstream of the property. A grading parmit
is, therefors, nscsssary for all grading, including the strippicg of top
soil.

e i

a. 5 facilities may be maintained Wh?ll:izn Gnunwlif ;h-!m
conditions are met, subjec approval o
following - = b,

par
men*

(1) Residential subdivision in which all lots are for sale in
fz0.

(2) Paquirements for public wndaliv-n in the BRaltimors
Countv Deniin Hagual are

ail met.

3) SWi Facility is enclosed in a reservation showm on the
i racord plat %o allow the facility to be deeded in-fes to
Baltimore County.

b. Private maintenance of SHH facilities ia w:lmbln. A Deed
of Declaration must be executed by the Developer guaranteeing
ssintenance of and County access to SAM ineu!nth: before

ro grading or 1ding
S facilities Ln reaidential subdivisions E

By . Krioe, ‘Ormers Association shall

be ulnul.n-d wlv-t-uly by a Home Owpers
rding to the

deaizned accol for puhuu ponds  which
F:via an economical means of maintaining a Facility.
¢  Guidelines for (RG Apvroval:
a. Show type, size and location of all SWH Facilities on the CRG
plan.

. that all outfails from SA! facilitiea and 'bnuz-l areaz
k w"ﬂlhb].- 23 defined by the Baltimore County Dapartment
of Public Worka and the Department of Environmental Protection
and Resource Managesment.
c. Show that the SWH Facilities do not create & ‘hazard.

An
le of hazard would be an esbankment dam located sc that
S avent of & breach failurs, downstroam life or property

is endangered.

4. List any waiver or variances and give date of approval by
Baltimors County.

6. Site - Specific Comenta:
n addition to the abave, sach project will be given a brief review
w the D.. :HP.R.H. *s Division of Dn.ln and Review, and a set ol
wi

Afic 11 be The
::vﬂl‘!llinl thers sits-apscific comments, which are wu—rnmi

as followe:

serve one lot and .

Cameron Mill -
Project 190201

Page 4 . .

August T, 1590

STORH_DRAINS AND SEDINENT CONTROL COMMENTS: (Con't)

Floodplain studies will be necessary to be reviewsd and approved prior
to the recording of any record plat or the issuance of any grading or ' ;
building permits. =

In accordance with Saltimore County Council Grading, Sediment Control
and Forest Management Ordinance (Bill No. 33-88), & grading plan shzll be
approved and a Performance 3oné posted prior to issuance of a grading
permit. A sediment control plan is requirsd. The number of squars fest of
lana shall be on the sedi control drawing.

The Developer shall be responsible to stabilize the sidewalk areas and
supporting slopes on all road rights-of-way following completion of the
initial grading of the boxed-out subgrada. The stabilization shall be
accomplished within the nearest period of optimum seeding &s establishad in
the Baltimore County Sediment Control mManwal. Minimum acceptable
stabilization measures will be as specified in the Baltimore County
Sadimsnt Control Manual under "Critical Area Stabilization (With
Semi-Permanent Seedings}".

Failure by the Devaloper tn accomplish the stabilization as
aforementioned will result in “he termination of all processing phases of
this devalopment.

The Daveloper nut !nrnilh du Bnrnu of Public hw.l.:“ with a
floodplain study £

a. A rap of scale 1" = 200', for the entire drainage ar a which
contributes to the cpen stream, including a tabulation of flow
shall be in with

the Tun= 15!5 vlmiﬂn of TRSS.

b. Fiald run cross-sections of the stream with the flood plain of a
100-year design scorm indicated on them. These sections are to
ba taken at 50-foot intervals and are to be shown on standard
cross-section paper at 1" = 5' horizontal ta 1" = 5' vertical
scale.

. A profile of the stream.

4. A plan with the location of ths fisld run cross-sections
indicated.

. Hydraulic computations which were used to establish the elevation
of the flood plain for sach cross-section based on “The Standard
Step Method" cr "The U.S. Corps of Engineers Computer Program
HEC-2."

Cameron Hill

Page Thres S

t is exespt from the requirement to provide
- 1::;! m'n.j'c since the ists of
single f-:l.ly homes szch on a lot of 2 acces or greater.

wamaron Mill
Peuject #90201
Toales o
August 7, 1990

STORM DRATAS AND SEDIMENT CONTROL COMWENTS  {Con't)
f. Hydraulic cosputaticns, including inlet and cutlet control
analysis, which determine the nize of any proposed structure
within the flood plain. The Developer's engineer shall submit
econorically comparable alternsta designs (type, size and
location), with estimated construction costs included, to verify
his selectien.

g. The stream is to be cleared of ull fallen ..ee.. stumps and
debris.

In accordance with Bill No. 56-82, fililng
prohibited.

.in a flood plain is

The Daveloper shall provida a minimm 10-foot drainage and utility
easement along all borderi-j property lines which are not adjacent ta
County rights-of-way or storm drain reservations.

Tha rear of buildings may not be cons-ructed within 2C Lact of the
limits of tha flood plain as established for a 100-year flood lavel with &
1 foot frsepoard. See Plate 19D in the Baltimore County Desigm Manual,
dated 1982 and adopted 1983.

In conformance with Federal Plood Insurance requiremants, the Eirst
floor or basemant floor must be at least 1 foot over the flood plain
elevation in all constructionm.

WATER WD SANTTARY SEWER COMMENTS:

Public water is not available to serve this property. Therefore,
private wail systems muit be provided in conformance with the Department of
Environmantal Protection and Resource Hanagemant requirements. A water
appropriation permit must be approved prior to signature on the record plat.

Public are not available to serve this property; tharefore,
private sewage systems must be provided. Soil tests must be conducted on
each lot prinr kn approval of a record plat in accordance with Department

of and

This Plan may be approved subject to compliance with all of tha above
commentis.

My ACRRRT e T

Fobeit W. Bowling, P.E., Chief
Developers Enginesring Division

RWB: JRL: pab

cc: Paul Hudson
File

CAMEROM/ TXTCOMMZ

BALTIMORE' COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ' PROTECT EOH: —=:
AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

COUNTY REVIEW.GROUP - .
ON P

PLANS RE
PROJECT NAME:  CAMERON MILL
LOCATION: /S of Camaron Mill
Developar: Cameron Mill Partnership
Engineer: McKee and Associates
Meeting Date:  August 9,-1930 Time: 10:00. = . T
RECOMMENDATTONS: o
APPROVAL : if CONTINUANCE OF MEETT.G: DISAPPROVAL:
(See Site Specific Comments from:
DIVISION OF WATER AND SEWER
Land Development Section
BaT-2752
GENER/L_COMMENTS:

Metropolitan water and sewer is mot available to this site,
therefore, wells and septic systems must be utilized.

A #ell Siting Agraement is reguirer prior to drilling wells.

SITE SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

SITE SPECIFIL LOPPERS:

1. Show the weil(s) and septic system(s) for the dwellings below
lots 7 and 8.

2. Show the wel) and septic area for the Wallace Property.

a. Correct the contour designations adjacent ta Eagle Mi11 Road
opposite the Wallace Prope-ty.

N Lot 35 - the septic reserve area must ba 25 feet from the steep

slopes.

8 The septic reserve area on Lot 38 must be increased to 10,000
square Yeet.

T P TSI

Cameron Hill

CRG - B-09-90 at 10:00 a.m. Pre—(RG - 7-31-90 at 10:3% a.m.

1. The Storm Watar Management Act:

a. The Developer is respons sle to address the requicesenta of
?éll No. 105-84 presentec on mu 111~ 5 lnd I11-5 (a) through
o Hapual

b Prevulom for exeaptions, waivers and variances for Stora
Hanagement (SWH) are described in this document.
Impr.im. waivera arnd variances should be applied for and
:mtad (or denied) by the C unty before CRG approval is
ven.

c. Conditions for recording plata and granting grading and
building permita as related to SWH are also described in this
document. The Davelopar is advised to be aware of these
conditions and include them in planning the project to avoid

y dalays to

2. Geperal B ing By -

a. Pea\ panagesent of the 2 and 10-year storm events is sormally
recuired. If the development is in certain designated inter—
jurisdictional watersheds or, if deemed necessary by Baltimore
County, 100-year peak management may also be required.

b. Piease refer .to the Storm Water Management Section of the
for general design criteria.
stall be in with the Junc 1986 version of

TR-55.

c. Hater quality mpeasurss are required to oome degree on all
from SWH. The daveloper is responsible

within or outside of Baltimcre County having juriasdiction over
water quality, streams or wetlands.

1. S fac’lities are aiso subject to review and approval by the
Baitimore County Soil Conservation District.

e. SWi Pacilities outialling to a Baltimore County st~rm drain
system or when the road fill serves as a SWf pond embariment
will be revies=d and approved nn:umntly by tha Depnrﬁnm.
of Public Works and the Depar of En
and Resource Hanagement.

Rev. T-89

'ALTIMDRE
DEPARTMENI OF ENVIRO
AND RESOURCE

INTER-CFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Janice B. Outen, Director
TO: Envi onmental Management Division DAE: August 7, 1990

David Lykens
FROM: Environmental Impact Review Section

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS REPORT: CAMERON MILL
Meeting Date: August 9, 1990 Time: 10:00 A.M.

PLAN REVIEW HO.&S:

site Description: Proposed 43 lots and 2 tracts on 256 acres.

Description of Streams: Little Falls and several first order iributaries
run through site.

Description of Wetland soils: Hb and Cu

Percent of proposed impervious area: 2.2%

RESPONSES:
¢ Environmental Effacts Report is agpeaved, subject to the follcwing
1to-s/:nnd|t|nns- .

No development is allowsd in “arest Burfer Easement.

The developer must follow the Environmental Protection and xesource
Management's Wetland Guidelines.

Streams, stream buffers and wet)ands should be noted on all
subsequent development plans.




ENVIROMAENTAL: EFFECTT REPORT:
CAMERCH MILL
Page 2
BEST MAMAGEWENT PRACTICES:
A1l areas except that used for buildings, sidewalks: and.paved_
parking will be planted with vegetated cover-and/or landscaped.as

soon as possible after final grading and maintained in such
conditions. X

irt and debris ac:umulating on private roads and parking lets.will -

be removed according. te the following schedula:
May through October, concurrent with grass mowing;
November through April; menthly.

Snow removal will be by mechanical means except in severe snow nd

jce conditions, when de-icing compounds may be used..
Applications of Yertilizers, herbicides and pesticides will not
exceed recommendations of the University of Maryland.Cooperative
Extension Service.

Filling will not occur im grassed or 1ined drainage ditches or
swales.

COMMENTS:

1. The wetland below lot 17 contains & stream that must- be accurately.

shown en the plam prior to CRE signatu: .-

Z.  Mater quality must be provided.. Storm drain plans must be submitted
to Environmental Impacc Review-Section and. approved prior to. Record

Plat or Grading Permit approval.

3. The Forest Buffer Easement must be shown by metes and bounds on the

recaord plat. .
4. Prior to CRG signature the following note must: be added. to the

Easement shall be recorded: inm the- ! and. Records. of Baltimore: County.

at the time of plat recordz
land and continue in perpetuity.

Move the storm drain outfalls from the Forest Buffer Easement.

{ g

‘m’rmummﬂ,rmmm o

mprotactive covenants governing: the use: of the-Forest Buffer

tion. These covenants shall run with the

SUBJECT: COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENIS CRG DRY=: 8/9/90
PRE-CRG DATE: 7/30/90

FRON: ZONING OFFICE

PROJECT HAME: Cameron Mill PLAN: 7/16/90

REV.: 7/‘( ."i‘o REV.:

LOCATION: Camercn Mill, Stablers Church
and Walker z
also /S Eagle Mill Road
AEVISED PLAN KIY:
(X) COMFLIANCE WITH COMMENT CHECKED
(0) HON-COMPLIANCE IS CIRCLED
(BA) BE ADVISED (HOT NECESSARY FOR CRG
APPROVAL, BUT WUST BE ADDRESSED
DISTRICT: 667c3 PRIOR TG FINAL ZONING APPROVAL)

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ADDED LAST BY PLAJ DATE

The plan has been reviewed by this office preliminary for petition
the C.R.G. for general compliancn

filing and now for
with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations. The

following coments identify possibie additional conflicts with the Baltimore County
def

zoning Regulations, and

tails necessary in arder to determine compliance with these

regulations. When these stancard and nonstandard details and irformacion is avallable or

provided, it shall be the responsibility of tha owner.

. or
to rectify all conflicts well in advanco of any expectsd zoning approvals. The intent of

the developa:

be identified conspicuously om the plan
1 plan must be

to final acceptance of the :>ning petitions.

under "Zoming Public Hearing

When public hearings

.G. plan and any additional zoning conflicts must
Request”.
d on the C.R.G. and zoning hearing plans prior
are requested,

assistance received at the time of £iling zoning petitions and tha following zoning staff

comments, although they relate to the property,
do they indicats the appropzistaness of any public hearing requests:

1. ZONE LINE/DENSITY -- Correct the
zoning as par the official 1988 1"=200' scale zoning ==y WNW 34835 C.
R.C.-4
the minimus 3 acces of R.C.-4 zoning.

are not to ba construed as definitive nor

zoning on the NE section to include R.C.-S

Adjust

density permitted down accordingly and adjust lot #40, 41, 43 and 44 to

Pee . Cedy Meariig

Comepons Hice
ApJ-ﬂIJUJ.4'7 ?'————:.s.ﬂ'=_c"‘|ﬂm. .."_:__.

NAHE: Cameron Mill

(] = =7
o or mramnse s zovm @
COUNTY REVIEW GROUE COMSENT

DATE: August 9, 1790

. The limit of distucbance lima, as shown on the CRG pla b

. i AT O I &
Cinis Roveswe___ Fa HMacie Whmorsens wns Cono i - k. includ-d on all subsequent plana including the Finil Devé[opmenc
- 7 i The Cameron Mill CRG plac 1 of 49 and = Plan, Grading and Sediment Control Plan and the Final Landscape
s L svovear = SO AR . ron MILL pla- proposes a total o locs 2 tracts on 278.6 e Iagepe
ey Ao g Qngere i Possipes fecess To. H,A_g/l_ acres + zoned RC & (273.7 acres) and RC 5 (4.9 acres) along Cameron aill : X
: = . : and Eagle Hill Roads on both sides of the Northom Central Trail. :
o Feer Rond A Ko | Moy B2 hiairiiirg P
B = - i lhs it as - . . i
: Lo i Tha Office of Flaaning and Zoning bas eviewsd the revised subject & e e v maartae
B ) 135083 wirse Hozrem Ao o Dexr carron . plusidataid July 30, 1990 end subeles the CallWing comence: P iTti e e o cabliched for any person vho villfully desezoys.
O O . S AT el S E BT e L CAE a itlate o s sl sy e Sefhens Lelires o acert S ok e G )
—_— P nal Historical Landaar! st (Camaron er’'s House, near = L
T Taer B wnii Moy Bo Gomnacion B Tore Parkton). The plan {ndiv thar. the structure {s to be razed. In :::‘::"m_ "":::1:;}.f::.‘“!'vl;:;‘\:°:““":n‘::1:f‘“ﬂ; 2:ﬂ:ﬁ:¥;-£:“:;i.
D ; i agaeydanas sl Sh Snpeien B BaLulNGiE: Coun’y Fore Siare. | Subsection 267(c) further states “Hocking in this section shall
Gep f. wio wice Ro s Tioe Puectiiy, . any applicaciou and plans for a domoliclon permic must be referred by be comscrusd to prohibit the removal of che remains of any human body,
m . i 7 the bulldings engineer to the isndasrks pressrvacion comission, vhich ot of any menument, gravestone or ocher marker from an abandoned
M A Te Whie Wil Heoy Thimer A5 1B ;1’1::“1“ Agwhuar:ﬁl:i :” tes :;md--m.::.,_?"”":' Th:l Ch cematery, provided that prior consent in writing of the Stace's
e w,. Pl Bl sy kg v Aiflarelas el ol A e ineyof tue County shall have been servad and provided furcher chat
vee Wer Pea Reluy, Gosr. _Accoss PA commission issues a certificate of appropriaceness or notice cto oy i
A g EENT procesd. Additionally, pursuant €o Section 22-59(a)(4) of the such “::*'“i "’"‘;"“"- gravestana, o ot ‘;_ vt 3 £ P el
g 4 T 3 Baltimors County Cods, the CRC shall refer che pl the Planni iecessible place in a permanent cemetery.® tails of future access,
Uittaale s s = i v plan cto the Planning 2 £
es.. Row. ths Bricerrman wivey Peacen e the plan Lrvolves & bullding, structure or sita included on ownership m“::mulaml;d:i the cemstery as vell s whe remainder of
or. T3 L 519, c the landmarks preservation commission final lisc. As such, the CRG Tract '3’ should be inc on the revisad plan.
o Fetavsns-re larisa o€ A0
z may not take final sction on this CRG plan without a wricten decision «. The ‘abandoned dwelling’ shovn on Tract 'B° Ls knovn as the Caseron
- - ot/ chii dnctac: by, Khe FLemIag Daass " i1l dwelling. A fleld inspection also revesled a smaller scone
Zonsis 5 anni . apring house souch of the dvalling. Show that building on che plan
"1y = Jrn Corar.ams FI—F 5 . AL, ERL Sl the OEHcH o Blacning ad frniaron P ierl. Full restoration of historically significant hullding(s) "
y — fncent ta raze the Cameron Hiller's House. 4i11 be required as a condicion of CRG approval. ke
G Q'llm»r-ts 5. T8 Aon tpanwece T2 Ivcewns S oo . = = e ds is ¢ 18rh '3?
~ Thser B 2. Norwithstanding the above, the following plan review comments musc be :“':“::; :‘:‘:“::’-Z:":_E:::;:‘:‘ 5;:‘;:;‘ "“:1: ::‘h 1:.:;;\:: an 161] ;31
) sddraspnd: arched if the need for a wecland permit triggers tha Federal g
R = - a. This sita is adjacent to the Northern Gentral Trail and may fall 106" regulacions. B
1 = - s within the acquisition boundary as designated by the Maryland ¥
Faz Joor. — Devenwic- Cuace. Departsment of Natural Pesources. A copy of your plan must bs sunad to 12 fast in width E
Der pn e submitted to the Department of Natural Resources for thelr review £. The paving for panhandle w4 can ba reduced to eet in .
s S e s
) B - ot coumtuc. Elads- sewd o Atco: Me. Baemis i Tract 'A’ mests the requirements for a lot, L.e., size. locacion of
of Natural Rescurces, 201 Inchstrial Drive, Annapolis, MD 21401, g It Periea) ex Eorzaslans ixd oAt
= Tnlephome NO. 974-7231. The Office of Planning and Zoning will not dwelling, availsbilicy of & well and sapcic 57 should be
Thnee. Evglan Sw — 5\ - S Srads i recommend final action on the plan uncil comments from DNR have labellad as a loc rather than a cract.
5 e, - s o p
E. it . e e ) R NSRS ! been racelved ind addsessad: b. This office recommends thet lot #2 be pulled tack from che Northern
Feuee Famict o e i 2 | b. The 1989 Balcimo: Central Trail. Adc¢itional screening may need to be provid:=d to
- PR { . The clmore Gouncy Faster Plan designates Litcle Falls and i a4
e 2 B e Run as a significanc 1link in the CounCy wide stream valley enhance the view “rom the =rail to the dvellings on Lots 2 =ud 3.
i el (' T - T T o Gadiestudin altten 1. Note #8 Ls incorrect and sust be replaced with the following: This &
DEPRAM. - Sen. Covrmnen .. Fﬂ E;,.,,,;,_;—-s Gounry as part of the streas valley park syscen. Also, dedicate in sice concalna a structure which appel;:lr.in rl_ththl uu:o;i:::m f
L p . _ v fea ro the County tha areis indieated as HOA resource conservation Landoarks List as site #29 - Cameron er’s House, nea -
Y ieSens. . E.ER, Sa= Gty £ 5 area on the plan. i
106 P, Un Frame. Mpr'S . .
T — 65 . B R
' ® . ' i < 2
COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENTS ® @ @
PROJECT NAME: Camaron HMill COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENTS BUREAU OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
CRG DATE: £/9/30 PROJECT WAME: ramaron Mill DEPARTUENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
PRE-CRG DATE: 7/30/90 CRG DATZ: 8/9 30 BALTIMORE COONTY, WARYLAKD
PAGE 2 = TREZCUG DATE: 7/30/90
DATE: Rugust 7, 1990
TO: Mr. Robert Covahey
2. DENSITY/AREA —— Remove the cemetery area from the density calculations and
provida accurate gross and net and sep zona area lations in compliance Zract "A" Variances: FROM: Stephen E. Webar
" vith the following: et Arsa = the satire overall tract/ownership zone area Gﬁ smmrmer: €80 N

(excluding any existing public street right-of-ways; Gross Arsa = the net area
plus 1/2 of the tract boundary strest right-of-way that the property is not
denied access to, up to a max mum of 30 feet (ses zoning policy RSD-3).

Uze the g area in the density calculation, clearly indicating the
:e and dimensions of the additional calculated area over «nd above the net

sou;

bold letters under tha density calculation: “THIS

HRS BEEN HELD INTACT BY THE OWNERSHIP SHOMN SINCE
; ] HAS THAT NO PART OF THE GROSS AREA
OF THIS PROPERTY AS SHOWN ON THE JLAN HAS EVER UTILIZED, RECORDED OR
REPRESENTED AS DENSITY OR ARER TO SUPPORT ANY OFF-SITE DWELLINGS™.

area.

Note on the plan in 1/4"

PROPERTY AS SHOUN ON THE PLAN
THE

ZONING HEARINGS:

ZONING HEARINGS:

Lot Variances -- Variance to Section 1A03.4.B.3 of the Baltimore County Zoning

tions for lots 1, 4, 5, 7, B, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 21, 24,
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 36, 37, 38, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47 and 49 to parmit a
minimum dizmetral dimension of less than the required 300 feet for each lot.
The spacific diametral dimensions roquasted for each lot are as follows:

Lot DIAMETRAL Lot DIAMETRAL ot DIRMETRAL
1 230 18 280 36 210
4 200 19 250 a7 220
5 280 22 210 L] 250
7 4 220 23 190 42 220
8 270 24 190 43 180
10 270 25 180 44 180
1 2710 26 220 45 180
14 250 27 220 46 190
15 180 28 180 47 200
16 150 29 250 49 220
17 220
(over)

1. A variance to Section 101 (definition) "Accessory Building” to permit an
accessory structure (barn) larger than the princile building on the lot.

2. A variance to Section 400.1 to permit in accessory structure (barm) to be
located in the side and front yard of the lot in lfeu of the required rear
yard.

3. A variance to Section 400.3 to parmit a height of an accessory building
(barn) of 35 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted height of 15 feet.

*Update any new required variances due to plan revisions prior to C.R.G. approval.

5.

34

o6n

CONFLICT WITH TAX MAP -- In order to verify correct density calculations and
ownership, the developer's engineer must submit a copy of the deed composite and
de to tha property to this office for review and inclusion in the zoning case
file.

GENERAL -- Check lot ¥1 buflding enveloye satback from straet right-of-way.
Provide anticipated dwelling front drectioral arrows on the plan print as
indicated in the plan key. Clarifv the disposition of the existing buildings

and ownership of the cematery. If existing buildings and foundation are to be
reroved, specify “when" and "who" is respcnsible for removal.

Final zoning petition acceptance is contingent upcn all plan commeits baing
addressed on \%.R.G. and zoning petiticn plans and final zoning approval is
contingent vwpon the final resolution cf all comments, the cutcome of the
requested zoning hearings and finally, the inclusion of the 7.D.P. checkiist
information being included on the Final Development Plan.

wW_

W. CAKL RICHAPDS, JR.
Zoning Coordinator

PROJECT NAME: Camerca Hill

LOCATICN: Cameron Mill Road

1) 30 ft. sight lines need to be shown on the plan.

2)  Sight lines are tc be drawn from the centerline of the prrposel access -
at a point 10 ft. behind the ectension of the main read curk Line to
the center line of the nearest appiwach lanz on the main road.

1) ALl subsequent plans must note that the areas baetween the sight line

and the curb line must be cleared, graded, and kept free of any
obstructions.
'st%%eu E. Weber, P
Rsbistant Traffic Ergineer
SEW/RIF/Lre



'BALTIMORE CONTY, MARYLAND

Date: August 9, 1990

Subject: County Review Group Comments

From: Department of Recrsation and Parks

Project Name: camaron Mill Preliminary Plan

Project Humber: 90212 Plan

Location: Cameron Mill Road Final Plat -
6/7c3 CRG X

COMMENTS :

1. local Open Spaca ‘= aot roquiied for RC zoning.

2. The Baltimora County Master Plan Open Space Metwork Plan indicates
dedication of the flood plain for Beatres Run and Little Falls.
Both of these waterways traverse this prupecty. In order to comply
with the Master Plan, the plan must denote the flood plain as "Bal-
timre County Greenway Reservation - To Be Dunated to Baltimora
county”.

to the abave

Mo

Walter P. Kincer
Facilities Coordinator
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESFONDENCE

To: Robert Covahey Dete: July 27, 1990

Charles K. hha‘i_[ul

Cameron Mill

McKee & Associates, Inc.
6 & 7c3

res. 49 urics

7/30/90

Central area

Subject:

In review of this plan thire are pads shown on the panhandles.
Panhandles will b serviced on & pad located at curbside on the right
when axiting the panhandis. The pad must ba 1€ aq. ft. per unit baing
serviced with no enclosure. Those units not on panhandles will be
serviced at the intersection of their driveway and main road.

NOTE: Acceptance of this plan in no way bind. Baltimore County into
refuse collection of this development. At the time of
construction, a represencative of the Gurvau will meet with the
developer or his representatives to discuss details of refuse
collection.

3h

AALTIHORE COUNTY. MARYLAND

Inter-0ffice Corresporderce ¥

Robert E. Covahey, Chiet DATE: July 24, 1990 >

surews of Public Services |

|
FROM: shirlay ¥. Murphy, Chiaf '\
Bureau of Land Acquisitice®
A

SURJECT: CRG #3712, Cameron Mill

As ted, we have d and hed .he
subject CRG Plan il have the folloWwing conment .o make:

L. Plat as shown on heet | of 2 is wizhin Parcel 16
which i3 not inclucad in the Plaw/ of Cameron MLLL.

3. Who has fes sizple desd to the North Central
Railroad property?

. comaron Mill Road is maintained by Saltimors
county £xom Stablers Church Poad to Kaufman Road.

subject CRG Plat s vid be noted accordinglv.

If you have any questions, please feel free to

contact me at 887-3252.

LR

gt Bl

MARYLAND LINE AREA ASSOCIATICN

1501 Harris Mill Rd.
Parkton, Md. 21120
August 9, 1990

Co-chairmen of Baltimore County Raviev Group
Department of Fublic Works

County Office Building, 3rd. fluor

Towson, Hd. 21204

Re: CRG moeting on Cameron Hill Development
CRG Agenda Item 90212, August 9, 1990

sentlemen:

I am writing thic letter as a long time resident of
Northern Baitimore County and as President of the Maryland
Line Area Associatioa. The purpose of this ietter is to
summarize the issues and objections I am raising or behalf
of myself, u farmer whose property is adjacent to the
proposed development, and the Maryland Line Area Assoclation
at the CRG meeting on this date concerning the proposed
pevelcpment in the Sixth and Seventh Election Districts.--
CRG Item #90212.

.
Tnis project is in obvious conflict with the Baltimore
County Master Plan which liasts actions for preservation of
agricultural land and woodlands. Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations state that "all development MUST conforr to the
Haster Plam.*

.
The land in over haif of this development is prime
productive soil and is currently being farmed. The land
east of Little Falls, Dee Tree Run and the Hike and Bike
Trail with the exception of the flood plain consists Manor
aud Glenelg soil series both of which have high crop
potential. (see Soil Map, Baltimore County). Amended zoning
regulations state that RC 4 land with prime productive soil
should be treated as RC 2 lar..

B
The land vest of Little Palls and tae Hi and Bike Trail
consiots of weedlands on slopes in excess of fifteen

percent. Accerding to the Baltimore County Soil Map, this

5
1and has *severe limitatione as homesites". This portion
alrnady severely eroded; removal of any trees for houses,

lanes and access roads will result in further serious - -
erosion with soil vashing into Little Falls and Bee Tree
Run. Poth are Class III trout streams. B

+
The flood plain soil ists of and Silt

Loams. Both soil types have severe flooding hazard with the
potential to contaminate nearby streams, springs, and wells.

-
Pederal Lav protects the non-tidal wetlands found on this
property. The U. S. Army Corps of Ergineers has charge of
non-tidal wetlands and must approve all develo nt which

will adversely affect the wetlands. This proposed development
certainly will harm the wetlands with silt erosion and stora
water run off.

-
Residences in this proposed developmenc will use wells as
their vater source. This development is in a very poor area
for ground vater; the bedrock formation in this aiea is part
of the Wissahickon Formation made u> of Pleasant Vailey
echist. The formation is about 550U feet Geep and the
groundvater is found in vertical cracks and fissures in the

The p: of and vetlands has little
effect on the groundwater volume since the cracks and
fisgures have a fixed volome and he bedrock is impe
ALl walls in this are are Lov yielding, most being L
six gallons per minute on a long teri test. ‘The U. S.
Geological Survey states that "wells ylelding less than
twenty-five gallons per minute are considered sub-standard
wells". The addition of fifty new wvells will adversely
impact the area water table ané create vater shortage for
both old residents and the new risidents. Baltimore County
tarvayers ¥ill have to pay to alleviate the shortage of
water created by this development.

able.
than

These issues and concerns were discussed at the CRG
meeting (Agenda Item #90212) held on August 9, 1990. It is
requested that this summary be included in the file of this 3
agenda item. We urge careful coneideration of our ¢ . s
objections and recommend disapproval of this project.

Raupe\:t!ully th%d. s

Dr. Rijchard W. McQuaid
President,
Md. Line Area Association
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MAME: Cameron MIll

CURRENT PLANPARG AND DEVELOFMENT

10:30 a.m. DATE: July 30, 1990

=

£ A o v e wrekl e
i VI1-244. must. be filled in along wii

A5
- che

@

Public Services CRG mumber.

& g Sl

e

% . ¥ET s sops te A L
This site is adjacent to the Northemn central Trail may fall within
the takeline boundary as designaced on the Haryland Deparcment of
Natural Resources acquisition map. A copy of your plan must ba
subaitted to the Department of Natural Resources for thair review and
coment. Pleass send to Attn: - Mr.-Bernia Wentkar, Department of
Natural Resources, 2012 Industrial Drive, Amnapolis, MD 21041,
Telephons NO. 974-7231. - - - PR T X

to the Central Bike and

An access should be

Hike Trail.

The 1989 Baltimors wwﬂﬂufl—mﬁ“‘
a_significant link in the County wide scream valle

e —"—"—ﬁa—m-bmﬁ'—L
T The entire flood plain or the ¥ T which

r, should be shown as dedicated to Baltimors County as
part of tream valley park syscam. Also, dadicace in fes to the
County the areas indicated as HOA resource conservation area on the
plan.

In accordance with Section 22-55 of the Baltimore Councy Development
Regulations, tress ro remain and chose to be removed shall be indicated
on the plan. A limit of disturbance line, which in-ludec the
anticipated alceration or removal of vegetation, is recommended to
cisfy thess requiremencs. Ke to be d with
e deads of sach lot are recomsended to limit clearing and grading to
a fixed square footsge, i 10,000 square feet per lot.

The develoyer is esutioned that Arcicle 27, subsection 267 of tha

ad Coda of Haryland prohibirs the destruction of cameteries.
s have bsen escablished for any person vho willfully destrays,

infures or Temoves any tomb, momument, Eravestons or other

structure in any cemstery under -ubsection 267(a). Subsection 267(b)
escablishes penalties for any person who willfully descroys, cucs,
breaks, or removes any tres, plant cr shrub in any cemetery
State. Subsection 267(c) further states “Hothing in this section shall
be construed to prohibit the removal of the remains of any human body,
or of any monument, gravestons or other marker from an abandoned
cemetery, provided that prior consent in writing of the Stace’s
Ltvorney of the Councy shall have been servid and pravided further that
such remains, monuments, fravestons,.or other marker is placed in an
accessible place {71 a perminent cemstsry.” Details of future access,
ovnership and maintenance of the cemstery as well as the reasindsr of
Tract 'B' should be included on the revised plan.

-5

@)

PROJECT NAME: Cameron Mill

CRG LATE: 8/7/°0 :
PRE-CRG DATE: 7/30/20 4 ! &
PAGE 3 =

iract "A" Variances:

1. A variance to Section
accessory structure (barn) larger

101 (definition) "Accessory Bu uaing" to permit an
thar. the princile building on the lot.

2. A veriance to Section 400.1 to peruit an accesrory structure (barn) to be
located in the side and front yard of the lot in lleu of the required rear
yard.

3. A variance to Section 400.3 to permit a height of an accessory building
(bacn) of 15 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted height of 15 feet.

sypdate any new required variances due to pian revisions prior to C.R.G. approval.

CONFLICT WITH TAX HAP - In order in verify correct demsity calculations and
owner:-hip, the developer's enjineer mast submit a copy of the deed composite and
deeds to tha property to tiis office for review and inclusion in the zoning case

Eile.

GENERAL -- Check lot §1 building anvelope setback from strest right-of-way.
Provide anticipated dwelling front directional arrows on the plan print as
indicated in the plan key. Clarify the disposition of the existing buildings
and ownership of the cesate

If existing buildings and
removed, specify "when" "who" is responsible for removal.

Final zoning patitisn acceptanca is contingent upon all plan comments being
addressed on the C.P.G. and zoning petition plans and iinal zoning amproval is
contingent upca the final resolution of all comments, the ocutcome of the
requested zoning hearings ard fisally, the inclusion of the F.D.P. checklist
information being included on the Final Development Plan.

L (T
W. CARL RICHARDS, JR.
2oning Coordinator

1 dings and frundation are to be

7, T andoned dwelling’ shown on Tract B’ Ls lnown as the Cataron
M{il dvelling and has heen voluntssrsd to the Baltimorc County Final
Landmarks 11st by Richard Camezon, vho testified befors the County :
Council. A fi=id inspection also revealed a smaller stome spring houss -
south of the dwelling. Show that building on tha plan as well. Full -
restoration of both buildings will ba required as a condition of GRG
approval.

The old foundarion at Walker and Cameron Mi1l Roads is from an 18th
century mill or its replacemenc. It may need to be further researched
1f the need for « wetland permit triggers the Federal "106"
regulations.

8. This proposed development is Ln close proximity to active agricultural
oparations. It is the dsuelopers responsibility to advise furure
homeowns that agriculture has a preferrad use stacus and that odors,
noise, dist, farm equipment, livestock oporations and agriculrural
cheatcals (pesticides, fartilizer, harbicides and other control
may be in active use.

ents)

9. Road "B* must provide future public road access to the Dell and Herberc
properties.

10, The publie roads on Roads 'A’ and 'B’ should bs extendad in order to
elinipate panhandles.

The paving for panhandls #4 can be caduced to 12 feet in widch.
Label pankaudle #1 on the plan view.

The grading and sediment control plan for panhandle #3 should be
submitted with the revised plar in order to assess the lmpact of Che
drive to the existing slope.

Tract 'A’ meacs the requirements for a lot, i.e., siza, location of
dwelling, and should be labelled as a lot racher than a ctract.

11.

B

12. This office recommends that lot #2 be pulled back from the Northern
Gentral Trail. Provide an elevacion drawing to show the visibilicy of
Lots 2 and 3 from the trail. Additiomal scresning may naed to be
provided to obsctruct the view of the dwellings rn Lots 2 and 3 from the
cuail.

13. This office recommends that the mumerous specimen, transplaatable (7°
caliper and lasa) size trees be utilized. A cransplanc specialisc
could provida a propossl thet accommodatres the site grading and
construction phrses with the transplanting.
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.BALTIHDILZ COUNTY, MARYLAND .

SUBJECT: COUNTY REVIEW GROUT COMMENTS CRG DATE: 8/9/90 -
PRE-CRG DATE: 7,/30/90
FROM: ZONING OFFICE
PROJECT NAME: Cameron Miil PLAN: 7/16/90
REV.: REV.:
LOCATION: Camercn Mill, Stablers Church
and Walker Rcads;
also E/S Eagle Mill Road
REVISED PLAN KEY:
(X) COMPLIANCE WITH COMMENT CHECKED
(0) NON-COMPLIANCE 1S CIRCLED
(BA) BE ADVISED (NOT NECESSARY FOR CRG
APPROVAL, BUT MUST BE ALDRESSED
DISTRICT: 667c3 PRIOR TO FINAT, ZONING APPROVAL

}
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ADDED LAST BY PLAN DATE

The plan has been reviewed by this office preliminary for petition filing ana now for
the C.R.G. for qeneral compliance with the Baltimore Cauniy Zaning Requlations. The
following comments identify possible additfonal conflicts sith the Baltimors County
Zoning Regulaticns, and details Recessary in order to de'ermine compliance with these
tegulations. When these standard and nonstandard details and information {s available or
provided, it shall be tho responsibility of the owner, develcpes, or ‘s

%o rectify all conflicts will in advance of any expected zoning approvals. The iatent of
the developer must ba clear on the C.R.G. plan and any additional zening conflicts must
be identified conspicuously on the plan under "Zoning Public Hearing Fequest”.
Additional plan comments mist be addressed on the C.K.G. and zoning hearing plans prict
to final of the zoning When public hearings are requested, the
assistance received at the time of filing zoning petitions and the following zonin: staff
comments, although they rolate *o the property, are not to be construed as definitiva nor
do they indicate the appropristeness of anv public hearing requests:

1. ZONE LINE/DENSITY -- Correct the zoning on the NE section to include R-C.-5
Zoning as par the official 1998 1°.200' scale zoning pep MWW 34835 C.  Adjust
£.C.-4 density permitted down accordingly and adjust lot #40, 41, 43 and 44 to
the minimm 3 acres of R.C.-4 zoning.

COUNTY REVIEW GROUP COMMENTS

PROJECT HAME
CRG DATE:
FRE-CRG DATE:

PAGE 2

2.

: Cameron Mill i
a8/3/90
7/30/90 -

__NSITY/AREA -- Repove the cemetery area from the density calculations and
iiovide accurate gross and net and separate zone area calculations in compliance
with the following: HNet Area = the entire overall tract/ownership zone area
(excluding any eoxistinj public street right-of-ways; Gross Area = the net area
plus 1/2 of the tract boundary street right-of-way that the property is not
denied access to, up to a maximum of 30 feet (sae zoning policy RSD-3).

Use the gross’' area in the density calcula™ion, clearly indicating ths
source and dimensions of tha additional calculated area over and awove the net
area.

Mote on the plan in 1/4" bold letters under the density calculation: "THIS
PROPERT: A" GHOWN ON THE PLAN HAS BEEN MELD INTACT BY THE OWNERSHIP SHOWN SINCE

. THZ DEVELOPER'S ENGINEER HAS CONTIRMED THAT NO PART OF THE GROSS AREA
OF THIS FROPERTY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN HAS BEEH UTILIZED, RECORDED OR
REPRESENTED AS DENSITY OR ARZA TO SUPPORT ANY OFF-SITE DWELLINGS™.

ZONING HEARINGS:

Lot Variances -- Variance to Section 1A03.4.B.3 of the Baltizore County Zoning
Regulacions for lots 1 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 1s, 17, 18, 19, . 23, 24,
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 36, 37, 38, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47 and 45 to permit a

ainimun diametral dimension of less than the required 300 feet for each lot.

The specific diametral dimensions requested for each lot are as follows:

Lot DIAMETRAL Lot DIRMETRAL Lot DIAMETFAL

1 230 X 280 36 210 ﬁ,
4 200 19 250 37 220 E
s 280 22 270 8 250 ¢
1 220 23 190 42 220 ﬁ'
8 270 24 190 43 180 B
10 210 25 180 4 180

1 270 26 220 a5 180

14 250 27 220 4 190

) 180 28 180 a7 200 3

16 150 29 250 49 220 b

17 220 B

(Over)

DEPARTMENT OF PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
SEDIMENT CONTROL DIVISION
111 W, Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
887-3226

Date: 2/ Ezqa

Project Name:
! Cﬂrn.u.ou ﬂhu_

To: .’ma_\l.u Lrom

O

T Recreation & Pariz
[ b.E.P.R.M. - Envi.

[ pepartment of Public Works
[ soil conservation District
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BA™TIMORE COUNTY, MAR”V.AND = s
' INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE. s & Baltimore County . . .
A Department cf Public Works '
. Towson, Maryland 21204 | MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.
| qo__Bureau of Public Services Date__ 7£27/90_ S | Engineering - Surveying - Reol Estate Development
p: | Kurt Louderback, Supervisor Gene L. Net, P.E. July 20, 1990 |
g rrop _ Revenuz Division, Office of Finanuce SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAWAN ROAD HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 21000
’ Telenhone: (301) £27-1555 ﬁ:?:Vaf 3
2 el s :
BIFCT. vLien Clearance - Account of Developaent Dote: July 16, 1990 B
= - 15109
The Baltimore County Coce, Section 22-50 states that any delinquent 0. __Paitisore County RE:_Cameron Nii) B S
accounts of any applicant shall be paid hefore the County may process plans or Cameron Mill Partnerchip Bureau of Public Services
permits for any proposed developaent of such applicant. c/o McKee & Associates, Inc. -
1 5 Shawan Road s
Your letter of _ 7/19/90 regzrding the oelow Hunt valley, Maryland 21730
3 applicant has been processed and the Tollowing 1s the current status: Altepttan:
| RE: Cameron Mill ES Bcg
! Hame: __ Cameron Mill Diatricks 8567 &) Ganllane i L SR f
< = " 3 We are submilling rewith O Under separate cow =
;t{ Location: Cameron Mill Rd/Stablers Church R., Eagle Mill Rd. Gentlemen: | O W ardh.cwerding e
] __. The referenced development proposal is scheduled *or considerati | We i
Owners Names:  Ruth Ann Desoto ;E; c‘:“ﬁ" m“’“ pradye H;m' oGien 3, 1990, W 10500 i ;n by o are rzturning
o Addres 431 Hall Rd. 21161 of the Balrimore County Office Building, 111 W. Chasapaska Avenue,
wmers 1 1431 White Towson, Maryland, 21204. No. Description
Tax Account Nos.___07-03-000075 §1,228.58 The Pre-County Review Group Meeting will be held ln Reom 321 of the 34 1.C80 plaas (3 sheaes)
18-00-014127 §19.81 County Office Building on konday, July 30, 1990, at 10:30 a.m. 1] (2 sheats)
16-00-009467 £845.26 Please attend these with ion. 1 24 Study/ ZE Report
! 1 Storm water empti fequest
19-00-010988 $35.65 ] Very truly youra, i | an #
’ {Stmed) David L. Thomas L | we
LIEN STATUS &s oF 1/24/90
Dav.d L. Thomes, 2.E., Asst. Chief t | Coreified check 3312100
Bureau of Public Services i
Real propecty taxes open on the above accounts as:noted. 3 For processing I3 For your use
| O For your review O ®lease call when ready
= O In accordonce with your request [ Please return 1o this affice
PLLI;ﬂ el :  BALTRORE COUNTY, WARYLATD = - !
_———l | s ERA PO« Jowaon i DLT: jha
: BURERD OF Fuut eS| : R :
5 . " . - L )r'ﬁ:- & Assoc., Inc. For further informayion, pleose contact the writer at this office.
’ cc: Newton Willlsss (w/enclosures) Very truly yours,
‘ Dennis German (w/enclosaces) McKEE & ASSOCIATES INC
R elfivision, Office of Finance .
evenue &ivision a

Enclosures O Tudl T Schultz, Assoc.ate

i

T TR R T T R
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scorm Water ianagement, Vater Quality @x&rﬂhﬁl e STns
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e 1-:; . !k:u‘.l. Stream Buffers WrJJP-} u{_’\s'ﬁ’g
¥ Schemacic Gradiog o) ;
Mitigative Neasure CMS_WM--W f
= : St apor 2570
o

- subait 1 chack print and cospler
County Office .Buildini -

20d Sueet - fublic Services

(Sec. 22-99)
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NN

The Plan shall contain the following weneral inf
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welt ares
T e with Teference
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MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC. s
Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Development

.‘ SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAW **1 ROAD HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 71030 -

Teiephone: (301) ‘527-1555 " Facsimile: (301) 527-1563
Dote: _Hay 2. 1990

RE:_Cameron Mill

7Q: _laltimore County

fuceau of Publi 4

Lot il

00 We are returning -

] No. Dewripion o & %
2 CRG Plans for initial review a2 :
__———’%—— 3
| : 3
» “v;r iﬁi 3
A
. —
—
-
O For processing 0O For youruz2

O Pleasa coll when ready

T For your review
O Please return to this office

O In oceurdance with your recuest
Limits vill be udded once Health reviews septic info-

Remarks:

For further information, please contact the writer at this office.
Very truly yours,
McKEE & ASSOCIATES INC

6.0 Scanse

Geoffrey C. Schultz, Associate

] e
@ounty Baard of Appeals of Baltimore Gounty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{410) 887-3180

June 30, 1994

Newton A. Williams, Esquire
NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS, CHTD.
Suite 700, Court Towers

210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204-5340

RE: Case No. 91-462-A
RUTH ANN DESCIO0, ET AL

Dear Mr. Williams:

As no further action has been taken regarding the subject
matter since the October 6, 1923 order of the Court of Specials, we
have returnec the Board's copy of the subject zoning file to the
office of Zoning Administration and Development Management.

Anyone interested in this case can contact the Gwen Stephens
of Zoning Administration at 887-3391 upon receipt of this letter.
By copy of thls letter, all parties of record that may have an
interest in this rile have been nocified.

In addition to the above referenced case, we tave closed the
files for Cameron Mill, Case Nos. CBA-91-122 and CBA-91-145, which
files are maintained in the Board of Appeals.

Sincerely,

faolEis £ Kodelipls
(Havle uwf%b
Charlotte E. Radcliffe
Leqgal Secretary

cc: Ms. Ruth Ann Desoto
Mayer C. Kalichman
J. carroll Holzer, Esquire
People's Counsel for Baltimore County

e e————
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CERTIFICATION AS TO 3
DELINQUENT ACCOUNTS > F

This Certiffcation is submitted in connection with the
development known a3 Cameron Mill and i3 given in accordance with
the provisions of Section 22-55 (c) of the Baltimore County Code,
1978, as amended.

I, James H. McKee, now make orth that to the best of my
knowledge and belief there are no delinquent accounts for any
other development due and owed Baltimore County, Maryland by the
applicant, a parson with a financial interest in the proposed
development, or any person who 4ill perform contractual services
on behalf of the proposed develojment.

. ML
Affiant

I HRREBY CERTIFY, that on this /%  day of .
1940, before me, the subscriter, a Notary ®ublic in and(for the
County and atate aforesaid, persomally apyesred

g
., and made cath in due form of law that the matters
facts horeinadove set forth are true.

My Commiasion Expires:

_.&aac_é_dzv_

Norz:

If applicant s a corporation, this certification sust be completed
by an authorized officer and if applicant 13 a partnership or Joint venture,
it must be completed by a gemeral partner or venturer or an offizer thereof,
if the partner or venturer is a carporation.

» 5

10/11/91 - Following parties notified of hearing set [ur February
13, 1992 at 10:00 a.m.:

J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire
Newton A. Williams, Esquire
Ruth Ann Desote /

Mayer C. K=!ichman
James McKee /

McKee & Associates
Lawrence A. Melfa, Esquire
R. Dennis German
Norman R. Gerber
people's Counsel for Baltimore County
Lawrence E. Schamidt
Timothy H. Kotr 2
James E. Dyer
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Director

zoning Adminisiration

oo et
Al 7({-44-*»1--/

10£22/91 -asended Notice of Assignment sent to all parties advising of holding of
additional day on 2/20/92 for coupletion of this matter if needed (also
see Case No. CBA-G1-145 /Camercn Mills)

1/8/97 - Above parties notlrled of POSTPONEMENT and REASSICHMENT (o February 20, 1902
al

t 10:00 a.m. due to furlough days.
{11 was aot completed on 2/13/92; to be
s case on 2/20/92; holdinz Thursday, 3/05/92
Notices mot to be sent

2/11/92 ~Companicn CRG appeal /Carmeron M
complated prior to start of thi
for possible completion of DeSato appeal if needed.
at this time for 3/Gui holding only.

case to

/21792 - Above parties notified of new hearing date March 5, 1092 ar 5:00 a

be heard inmediately ollowing completion o CBA-91-145 Cameron Mill.
376402 - Above parties notified of Day 45 set for May 1, 1992 at 10:00 a.m. To be
followed by #91-462-A/DeSoto.

5/21/92 -Memo filed by N. Willlams, Esquire /Cameron Hill JCBA-T1-145 and 91-462-A
(eue 5/22/92)

5/22/92 -Memo filed by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire/Cameron Mil® CRA-01-145 and 01=462-A

6/09/92 -Response to Mimorardum filed hy Protestants submitted by H. Willlazs.

case Nos. 91-462-A/CBA-91-122/CBA-91-145 2
&&WMTLE_
September 18 (99  Order for Appcil filed in the Circuit Court

! for Baltimore County by People's Coursel for
Baltimore County. Petition to accomjany appeal
also filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimore

County.

second Certificate of Hullce sent to interested

Septcmber 18
parties.

' Transcript of testimony filed; Record of
Amvember ’7J Prosoedings flled In tha Circult Court for
Baltimore County.

Order of the Circuit Court: that decision of the

April 2, 1993 A
W Board s AFFIRMED. (Christian M. Kanl, Judge)

Appealed to the Court of Speclal Appeals by Maryland

W
W line area assn., Inc., et al.
October 6 Order of the Court cf Special Appezls: that decision
g, of the Circulc Court wnich affirmed the C.B. of A. i
\ AFFiRMED. Dissent by Cathell, J.
November 5 Mandate lssued.
January T, 1994 E Petition for Writ of Certlorari from the Court of Appeals

of Maryland Tiled.
(. Notice fionm the Court of Aprcals that the Writ of Certiorari
was DENIED.

%, Order of Court EXTENDING Cameron Mill project's time for
2 yrs & 4 mos. from 1/1./94 to 5/12/%6.

February 7

February 4




RUTH ANN DESOTO, ET
and CAMERON MILL

¢/l Stablers Church

1200' E of c/1 Walker Road

Case No. 91-462-A
1991

Jun

September 9

dctober §

Case No. CBA-§1-122
December 6, 1990

December 13

Casa No. CBA-31-145

March 14, 199

March 20

April 9

August 12

September 11, 1992

J&
Sept- 18

September 14

AL #91-452-A

#CBA-91-122 (Planning)

#CBA-91-145 (CRG)
Rd., 6th & 7th Election Districts
3rd Councilmanic District

Petition for Variances filed by Newton A.
¥illiams, Esquire on behalf of Ruth Ann Desoto,
individually and Trustee and Mayer C.
¥alichman, Trustee and Cameron Mill
Partnership, Contract Purchaser.

Order of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner
GRANTING Petition with restrictions.

Notice of Appeal received from J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire on behal! of Protestants/
Appellants.

Planning Beard meeting wherein the
recommendations of the Planning Staff and
“_.anning and Zoning were approved and accepted.

lotice of Appeal received from J. Carroll
iiolzer, Esquire on behalf of Protestants/
Appellants.

CRG meeting wherein the Plan was approved.

Notice of appeal received from James W. McKee
of Little Falls Ltd. Part./Appellant.

Notice of Appeal received from J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire on behalf of Protestants/
Appellants.

opinior and Order of the Board of Appeals
GRANTING Petition for Variances and AFFIRMING
the decisions of the Planning Board and the
County Review Group.

Order for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for
Baltimore County by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire
on behalf of Maryland Line Area Assoclation, et
al,

Patition to accompany Appeal filed in the
Circuit Court for Baltimore County by Mr.
Holzer.

Certificate of Notice sent to interested
parties.

corRD
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COURT PROGCEEDINGS

U

APPELLATE

o T —————

Chiel Judge Wilnee Ne.£5 - James Cormell Herringlon vs. State :.ip;iml‘.nu“u::;mmm
Hodor Associate Judges: Moylan, B o) Judgmen: reversed; costafo . Coualy, Per
e, " Garrty, Aipert, ""w....:'ﬁ.g. be paid by Prince George's County. Per * po.
Cathell, Davis, Motz and Harreil Curiam flied.
5 Laalie D. Gradet, e 55 Babert
9743648 land. - N 118 - Antofne R ¥
by appellast. Per Curiam flied. Indgment aifirmed; costs ta be pald by
Lt g Ho. BT - Stephen 4. Borsios v. Palricsa A, sppelasl. Per Corlam fiied.
P mm'm'lm.' Boretos. Judpuent nllirmed: costs (a be Mo, 128 - Jarid L. Edwands vs. Slale of Mary-
TENM, peid by appellani. Per Curlam fled. {ana. Judgmeat alfirmed; coata Lo be pald
Na. 1812 -Jackson R Bailey ». Gwendolyn P B s
Batiey indgmant alfigmec. conta to e No- 110 - Hagene Praskiia Goldsm{(N vs.  byppelaat. Per
l.fmenmg pald by uppelian, Par Curlam fied. Sial . Order of restilulion hm.mmaznlmmmm
ecttiotart be, Ne. 1751+ Susan Waliers v. Richard £ Wai- e ¢ for further pro.
fth costa, the  fers. Judgmen | aifirmed; costs lobe pAIMEY  cocutinge conslstent with Cia opinion. Jodg  casta to be paid by appetiaat. Oplaon by
penily grasied. . Par Crrlam Biad. rent olberwise alflrmed costs (abepaid  Dayts, J. Dissenting opinion by Cathell, J.
SEPTEMBER TERM, 1983

CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

b

nisam Godwin v. Panm, of al; Blark ol aly. Wiszari, 330 am. In 3V minuie Intervals
L R hom, of a) v, Heftman, el 8l Can-

MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

o -
edsATsT 7
Engmeering - Surveying - Real Estate Development

Baltimore County

Department of Pezits and
Development Management

Development Processing
County Office Building

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towscn, Maryland 21204

J. Lawrence Pilson, R.S.
McKee & ates, Inc.
Shawai Place

5 Shawan Rood

Hunt Valley, MD 21030

Dear Mr. Pilson:

iewed yo

| have revi
regarding the subdivision of proj

July 11, 1997

RE: Zoning Verification
Cameron Mill - Section I1
Case #01-462-A
Resubdivision of Lot 53

ur request in which asked for a determination
with an existing variance on it. A review of zoniny

case number 91-462-A has determined that this subdivision (the creation of Iot 53A)
wouid not affect the variances granted on lot 53. | have forwarded a copy of this letier
and a plan to case number 91-462-A,

with Guy Ward that

it 1 via
additiona! information be placed on the FDP. The items are that tha conserva iy area
and calculations will be shown for lot 53 and a note be placed on the plan indicating
which lots fall under which regulation.

Should you hava any questions regarding the above, | may be reached at

410-887-3391.

CAM:sc;
Enclosure

¢: Zoning Case #31-462-A
John L. Lewis, Planner Il

Very truly yours,

Catherine A Milton
Flanner |
Zoning Review

{ { qu 57
CLOVER HILL FARM Pia
19635 E Mill Road
Parkton, u. yland 21120 gllal
343-0085 f)/

Aug. 9 , 1991

Balto. County Zening Commissioner
County 0ffice Bldg.
Towson, Md. 21204

Dear Ur. Kotroco ;

As a property owner adjacent to the Camercn Mill property , I
am very much concerned aveut the plans for che proposed development
on Eagmle Will Road. Eagle #ill Road is narrow making it difficult for
two cars to pass in it's present state and would require major construct-
ion to handle additional traffic. The Cameron ¥ills plan , case Nc. 91~
462-A  call for 19 houses to be built near Eagle Mill Road. There is a
small amount of road frontage ( approx. 150 feet ) whick ls located
between two very bad curves and would rake traffic coming onto the road
extremely hazardous.

I algo object to having 15 houses built so close together in such
a small area as this could cause water problems to nearby houses , one of
which is my home. The extended drought has already lower our water table.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my concerns and
objections.

Yours sincerely,

Al 5P
< > DF7
Nicholas B. M:—ﬁ%

SHAW AR FLACE 5 SHAW. HUNT VALLEY, MARY,AND 21030

4101 527-155¢
14101 5271583
DATE: June 27, 1897
TO:  Baftimore Count PADM RE: ‘Cameron Mill - Section I
Resubdivision of Lot 53
ATTENTION:
Genticmen:

00 We are submitting { } We are retuming

00 Herewith ( ) Under separate covar oy lown
SN
L} Description vad e
i
1 int and intent Lestter Uuﬂq e
2__|Prints of the CRG Plan R"f
0
(X) For processing ¢ ) For you: use ( ) For your review

{ ) Please call when ready () Please retum 1a this office  ( ) In accordance with your request

Remarks:

For further information, please contact the writer at this offics.

Very truly yours,

McKee & Associates, Inc_

Enclosures 3
2
NORMAN E. GER3ER AIC®
35 Plckburr Court
Cockeysvllle, MD 21030
€301>--667-4543
PLANNING EXPERIENCE:

-Prepared master plans Ircluding policy plans, small-area plans and
revitallzation plans for older commerclai districts.

-Prepared zoning and subdivielon ordinances, growth management ordlnances
and zonlng maps

-Enforced zoning laws and regulations
-Evaluated and approved subdivision and development plans

-Prepared and administered historic preservat . and agricultura! l.nd
presecvation laws and programs.

-Testifled at virious s*ate and local boards and commissions, state and
federal leaislative bodies, and state and federal courts, Including The
United States Tax Appeals Court.

-Loobled city end county councils, state legislators and community groups
to obtain support of projects, programs, budgets and contracts.

-Prepared capital budget and S year capital programs as well as two year
borrowing programe.

-Preparea requests for proposals, selected corsultants and aoministered
consultant contracts.

-Conducted a3 well as evaluated transportation studles
-Located sites for publicly and privately ownec facilities.

-Conducted varlois demographic and macket studies

[EMPLOYMENT RECORD:

2/88 to now NORMAN E. GERBER AICP - Planning Consultant.
Speclalizing in "¢l land plannine Issues, preparation of
aevelopment regulations, evaluating property development
potential and providing expert testimony on plannine and
zcning matters.

2/89% to 10790 CITY OF LAURZL MARYLANu
Director of the Department or Pianning and 2

4/56 - 1788 BALTIMORE CTUNTY CFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING

9/80 - 1/E8 Director of the Office of Planning and Zoning:

1977 to 1960 Deputy Dicector of Planning

MICROFILNE

MCKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engin

Sutveying - Real Estate Development

PLACE § JHAWAN HDAD

HUNT YALLEY MARYLAND 71030

June 18, 1997

Mr Amold Jablon, Director
Department of Permits and
Development Management
111 West Chesapeske Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re  Cameron Mill, Section 2
iear Mr Jablon

We are herevy ing a that the of Lot 53, Cameron Mill-
Section [ meets the spirit and intent of the originally approved zoning variance. Creation of the
new lot does not conflict with the variances whick. were approved under Zoning Case Number 91-
462-A. Please accept this plan as a revision 1 the original Zoning Hearing plat for your file Lot
53 is shown highlighted in red and the i:ew lot in yellow

If additional information is required, please contact me
Very truly yours,

McKEE & ASSOCIATES. INC

awrence Pilson, RS

JLP Ide
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Carl J. Mantegna, Jr.

996 Stablers Chereh Road
Parkion, Maryland 21120
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Carl J. Mantegna, Jr.
396 Stablers Church Road
Parkton, Maryland 21120
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McKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Development

SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAWAN ROAD
TELEPHONF (301) 527-1585

to: _BALTO. CounTY RE:

HUNT VALLEY, MARYLAND 21030
FACSIMILE: (301) 5271563

w503/

"cameRoN  miLL”

ZONING OFF ICE

SESERI ST e

AERERE

arrexmon_ KATE__ MILTCN ‘?/—6[52'/4

) Under separate cover

)(mnmmhm

BONING  PLAT=

PETITIONS

DESCRIP oS

ZONING  MAP

CHeck  Fee 8450

O Foryruruse
0 Pleuse call when ready
O Please retur: to Ih's office

O For processing

O Foryour review
in accordance with your request
FRemarks:

Cose # 91-tfg2 A @
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TOWSON, MARYLAND
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PETITIONER(S) SIGN-IN SHEET
ADDRESS §F27-FFCO
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For further information, pioasa contact the writer ai this office. Very truly .

McKee & As-ociates Inc.

G.C So,la/{‘

Caunty Board of Appeals of Ballimore County
RDOM Jl.ﬁ CULNW'J‘HLE BU’LDN
N, MARVAND 2

Newton A. Williams, Esquire
HOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLTAMS, CHTD.
Suite 700, Court Towers

210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

i,

County Board of Appeals of Ballimore County
ROOM 315, COUNTY OFRICE BULDING
TOWSON. MARYLAND 21204

County Board o! Appeals of Baltimare County
AOOM 315, EOUITY QFICE BULDNG
TOWSON_ WATYANG 217204

J. Carroll Holzer,

ot Satans

Maryland Liné®ights variances

iF FERSOMIAN  B-\1-Qy

Cameron Mill lot width ==

at issue in zoning appeal

Pat van den Beemt

developer's request for

ing variances for 31 of §)

building lots i Parkton
brought
ion o Towson

week 10 argue arainst the re.
qu:

-uor:u lion contends thal the
276-acre parcel known as Cameron
Mill has fco many steep tlopes and
flood plain arcas 10 allow 51 homes.

“We'd really like 1o see no de.
velopment at all, but if we can't get
Il\;:(w: 'd like 10 see them huUdMIy

they can without variances,”
said Richird McQuaid, president of
the MLAA. *'By placing these lows
so close together, we think it's 2
threat 10 the health, ulﬂ) and wel-
fare of the communi

The

prsbesor g
Cameron Mulaldmmn‘h
in Parkion reccived Courty Reriew
Group approval in  March.
McQuzids's groun

(watershed protection), county regu-

Lations stipulate that each lot be wide
enough w atw for & 300-foot-wids
circle. The curent plan shows that
31 lots are a0t wide Enough 10 mect
the regulztior, wi the developers are

According 10 developer Jamics W.
McKee of McKee & Associates, the
homes will be clusicred on three-plus

.rm will ben=fit lh:mwmnm, the
rvlswmcrl lic.
ok Newton A
Williams, llnrlry furCamemn Mill
Partnership,

lorthern Central
Railroad Bike & Nllﬂ ‘Trail which
cuts thiaugh the propenty will be sold
to the Department of Natural Re-
sources; B acres are o be saved as
forest bullers; »nd an sdditional 58
acres will be held as open space and
owned by a fuiure homeowners as-
sociation,

Esquire

Holier, Maker, DeMilio & Lee

305 W.

Sulte

Chnesapeake Avenue
105

Tewson, MD 21204

1431 Wi
White P

! the Maryland Lina

Membars o
by James. Md(uwlmlnhlmmnm

8 requast
310l 51
in Parkton.

McKee said that Fandog the vari
azces would be beneficial 1o
envircnment. He stated hg' could stit
build 51 houses without the vari.
ances, but the remangement of the
lots would take muck of the land
carmarked for open spaces. If t'¢ lot
dimensions were redrawi, many of
the homes would remair in the same
Tocations, but a wiic circle of fand
would be adied 1o cach lot 1o allow
for the 300-foot regulation. The
added portions would coms: from
slopes, forests and Nood plain arcas.
*We are atiempting 10 keep lage
amounts of land in perpet

“We've sm.m.-.nllv
exceeded the forest buffer require.
meats and we're trying (u protect the

forest rather than sell it with the

3. Camoll Holzer, ir.. stiomey for

PROPOSED
CAMERDN MILL
DEVELOPMENT

the community grouo, said the land
being saved for opun space s un-
huildable land and called the request
for variarces “an effort o cram 51
Tots on the buildabde arca

Holzer claimed the spirit of the
300-foot arca requirement was 1o
create substantial space between euch
fome’s well and seplic system in &
wenhed area. Two streams —

rec Run and wittle Falls — cross

k2 Cameron Mill propesty and join
the Gunpowder Falls River which
feeds Loch Raven Reservoir,

However, former planni
Norman Gerber said he IrJ»:vlJ n-e
300-foot resiriction was in place
avoid long, marrow lots from being
carved out of walersh.d land. He
said the RC4 land is being protected
e zoning and dhat wells
ysiems are dealt with by
other county's regulations,

—
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RATIONALE FOR THREE ACRE

MIKIMUM LOT sIzZE REQUIREMENT
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BY PUBLIC

UTILITIES

PALTIMORE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT |

Halmore County Government =
Office of Planning and Zoning

101 Bosley Avenue
Towsen, M 21204

10t Baltimore County Planning Beard

FROM: P, David Fields, Director
Offica or Planning & Zoning

SUBJECT: Proposad Development Involving a Structure on
the Baltimore County Landmarks List -- "Cameren
Miller's House"

DATE: De.ember 5, 1090

Background - Planning Board's Role

Before the County Review Group (CRG) can take final action on any
plan for development on a property which "invelves a building,
structure or site included on the landmarks preservation...lisc” the
plan must be referred to the FPlanning Board. The Board then has 45
days to "file its written Gecision with the CRG, including the
reasons therefor." The Board's "decision" will be "binding upon the
CRG and shall be incorporated as a part of the CRG final action on a
plan.” These requiremants are specified in the Develcopment
Regulations at sub-sections 22-59(a)(4), 22-60(b)(2) and 22-00(cy.

It may be noted that the Planning Board's autheri‘y in this case 1s
very broadly conferred, and is indepencent of tha role of the Land-
marks Preservation Commission {which has authority only in regard to
the exterior of the structuras on the Landmarks Lists).

Background - Cameron Mill Complex

The first mill on this site, located about 1-k miles northwest of
Parkton, was a log structure built before 1795. The mill was
probably totally replacsd in 1886 when the millstone tecrnolegy was
supersaded by a steel-roller grindinc .echsnism. In its latter years
the old mill had figured in a landmark case (Gladfa)ter v.

Walker, 40 Md. 1 (1874)) involving water pollution by another mill
further up the Little Falls stream

The miller's house was built after the writing of the 1798 tax list;
when the house was added to the Landnarks List in 1977, Mr. Richard
Cameron (whose family had inherited the property 100 years errlier)
estimated the construccion date at 1800-1805. The house, built of

stone in the plain, well-proportioned style typical of the homes cf
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--- hpplicant Information ---

--- Property Informatior ---

1. Mine Bra
Hame

h Golf Community 7. __See Atrached

Pooparty ounar's nass

n. __Dovnes Road & Stabler's Church Road | .,'Mf!
[y Tz
Proparly slrest sdirass snd zip code
o 971686 acres o
Aev g 1 1. ! totel
TTE 8L AL
10, _Mjacent to 83 £4" oo

Dizlance of property te resreal sirsalsintarssction
Has stremtin)

r. M4l Development Corporation

teganization, 11 epplicable

y. 135 N. George Street, P.0. Box 1705
Mailing sddress

4 York, Peansylvania 17405
City. wiuta, snd zip code

. on o1 712/83-5551 n. __See Atzached |

Noma o butiness phone mumsbers Proparly-| rumher
&, Thomau A. Church, P.7. 17, __See Attached e
Atlorney thar ri nentative, if Propar by tax rambar Parcal mumbar
ey o st rew i i N 33A, 34A. 35A,
Develupnent Englneering Consultants, Inc. o A-2 1. 338, 348, 3%H

e firm rane 101 200-3cala roning mep no.

s roning map ma.

CAMERON MILL - AREA BREAKDOWN

1. GROSS AREA OF PHOPERTY

2. OPEN SPACE DATA
DNR AREA
R & P AREA
HOA AREA
FOREST BUFFER AREA

TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROVIDED
-
3. PROPOSED IMPERYIOUS AREA
4. EXISTING WOODS

5. EXISTING CULTIVATED AREA

6. EXISTING MEADOW & OPEN LAND

276.2 AC* = 100.0 %

17.5 AC= = 6.3 %
B2 Ac=x=30%
580 Ac = = 210 %

85.7 Acz = 310 %

169.4 Acx = 61.3 %

5.8 Acx = 2.5 %

176.2 Ac = = 63.8 %

217 %

60.0 Acx =

40.0 Acx = 14.5 %
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EXHIBIT 2 5_

_ BALTIMORE COUNTY MASTER PLA
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Zoning history of property
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1 The Baltimore County ROBEAT W. SHEESLEY
X 1. GROSS AREA OF PROPERTY 278.2 AC% = 100.0 % 401 Bosley Avenue 87373
Zoning Regulanons i M..mh:‘:::::mwnm wmn'»'r:mn:e-no.m-n ‘Towson, MD 21204
. 3 I and netursl SSOUNCH MAIIQEMENT. has ceveloped water quality, snd solid snd
Regardlng it 2. OPEN SPACE DATA k mmpbaixr‘m n.:nu hmma:‘mm for local
dhrect -
i P
| WE rater, land, wasts, and sir environmental developed snd administered the Behimore = A
| \ ; . . — _ ’
- 0f those saven County Department of Envhonmentsl d ; s
i DNR AREA 17.6 AC* = 63 % s et bl ek Promcson and Pasourcss Marbgtment, & tortt 22w 177/ Lo t 0
| L e S In * the-ant” initietive for & cuunty with
A& P AREA B2 ACEt=30% savinc “Mmuu::mrmwo:l cpopmw-du":w.m mm";mmm
r ¢ = sgencies in Balimore snd Howard Counties a8 Dirsctor Department, Mr.
! " = Maryiand. His watsrshed mansgement fostared inttiettves and legisistion for wetse i N et PP
0 HOA AREA 58.0 Ac + =210 % - spproach in Battmore County, Maryland won qusitty Improvements, witorshed 5 Shawan Road .
5 » national awerd from the Nationsl MBABREMANt, straam festoration, and Hunt Valley, Maryland 20130
3 Association of Counties In 1988, ‘wetlands protection. Mr Shessley has exrved
| FORE'3T BUFFER AREA 85.7 Acx = 31.0 % © RUMOrous state commitzass and Re: Cameron Mil), E.D. 7
£ Mr. Shessiay’s sxperience has afforded him Gavemor’'s Task Forces which resulted In the TA $07-03-000075
2 F wids range of expertiae In program and of statewide envirormental 16-00-005467
= TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROVIDED 169.4 Act = 61.3 % managemant, nianning, political strategies for Maryland. His expsisnce In the
Imaraction and consensus buliding, He has public sector hew included exionsive sxposure
i, besn directly involved In the oversigint of o locsl, stats and federal leglslative and Dear Mr Pulling:
& 3
B A representative of this office, William M. Ensor, Jr., R.S. conducted
-1 3. PROPOSED.IMPERVIOUS AREA 6.8 Act = 2.5 % PROFESSIONAL HISTORY L sail evaluations on 3/20, 21,22,23,26/20 regarding the above referenced
| 5 e i B Tat(s). The results are as foliows:
| mm Brighwater Ww4“ '-Mmmli&m“ g;'m' IEST I [EMOGM  COPH SOIL
4. EXISTING WOODS 176.2 Ac + = 63.80 % Environ-antal Consuiting Services. 3 5
4 1973 -1981 SEE ADDITIONAL PAGES
1987 - 1990 i
| Supervisar, Land Development Review Baction, Based on the evaluations and the approved master plan dated February
8 ] 5. EXISTING CULTIVATED AREA :‘Wh.;._m“m&‘_wm Mm- Baitimore County Eurseu of Envionmantal 5, 1991, APPROVAL will be granted for the installation of a privats sewage
1 - 60.0 Acx = 21.7 % Marviand, Services, Battimors Courtty Maryland, Hestth 4 dispesal system. 35ai1 evaluation restits will be valid for a period of three
1 . Degartment. (3) years from the date of thiz Department's approval of the Record Plat or
i f 1804 - 1987 iw701878 Hindr Suadivizion Plat. in the case of 4 aingle 1ot of record, the date of
| = luation ipproval Tettar wi initiate the three-year pericd.
| Dtractor, Bursau of Enviroamenial Health, Howard ‘Sunttaian, Burssu of Envitonmental Services, e sl ava
| 6. EXIST - 3 the expiration of this pariod of time, the results will bacome void without
1 | ING MEADOW & OPEN LAND 40.0 Act = 14.5 % County, Maryland Health Departmont. Baitimors County, Maryland Hesith Department. natice to that effect having been given by the Approving Authority.
5 1581 - 1984
Water It should be noted, there is an area designated on the site plan for
; Ehist v Quotiyend WAses Sscogenie the sewage dispusal system and expansion thereaf. Under no circmstances
2/ S /f shall any permanent structures abeve - below ground, be perwitted within
¢ & {. this area. Also, no underground eiectric lines, water pipes, gas lines,
> [ ! etc., shall ba permitted in the disposal system area.
s 4 un ™
A Final Report of [ ™ i
The Baltimore County -~
Planning Board .
February 20, 1992
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i Phone: (415) v63-6660
Resune Of bl Cameron Mills Macroinvertebrate Study :lsf‘iekbl;.lrr'l‘gc;;lm (415) 6541326
Cockeysville,
A were on February 19 in the Fourth Mine Branch Business Home
TAMES W. GRACIE and the Little Full_g in Baltimore County, MD. A surber sample: was used for the (410)667-4543 (410)667-4232 .
study. The surber sampler is designed so that a one square foot area is sumpled : ~
for aquatic insects. All rocks in the one square foot area were washed by hand PROFESSIONAL  Preparation of Master Plans and Lend Use Regulations DR, EUGENE KOJAN
h " PERIENCE A 2
and all particles were allowed tc drift downstraam into the surber net. When all EX +Prapared compreheasive, policy small-area, facity and revitalization plans. Engineering Geologist
rocks were washed, the sampler stirred up the bottom (in the 1 square foot area) capital programs and capital bucgets
W“'W w'ﬂ Services by hand until hard nnpenetrable substrate is reached. The samples were then i . Mining Ceologist
preserved in alcohol, and identified to the genus level except for the class Diptera +Prepared zoning and development ordinances, agricullural land prese vaton Specialist in Landslide Hazard Evaluation and Stabilizati.m
which was identified to the family level. and historic district regulations and growth managemaent programs
or S : +Co rducied demographic, lransportation, =conomic and market studies JiE
. The Shannon Weaver Diversity Index was ''sed to measure the relative Special Qualificalions o Road leaaibility, location and design ir unstable S
dwamt\ of the samples. Balh samples contained several taxa which are generally | Implementation of Plans and Programs and Exverience sountainous terrain. Speeialist in landalide i
to be water quality conditions. bazard evaluation and stabilization. Have worked 4
J.W. Gracle it Associs’es; Inc. -Roviewed and approved new “evelopmont as a special consultant involving major landalide x
¥ & .4
The collection station characteristics ware s follows: e —— ’ " ::nz;nﬁg:::d:;n::gs::;um:‘.‘t1:::::::n:°::a1= |
Station 1 ) imerica, Southern Italy, Peru, Nepal and Central
Fourth Mine Branch: 300 ft downstream of Stanlers Church Road +Negotiated plan and facities projocts with communily groups, local and state s T oo
legislative bodies ana private seclor business
width: 8 f. © Deaigned special landslide stabilization measurea
G Other which were effectively carried out by availabls
Subatrate; .amal gravel wisend labor-intensive construction methods in Cantral
Velogity: B e ~Teslified before local, staze and national boards, commissions and legislatures Azerica, Nepal (Western Hilla Rd., U.S. AID;
Depth: 2:3 on tha benali of plans and programs Swuyambhu Templa, Katosandu; UNESFS) and at
- sensitive sites lnaccessible to ordinary
Stavion 2 Fisaiited “’:’z"“"‘:ﬁ‘i’;’ms' slioultcours s Skl SirTaxton o consiruction equipment in California. b
Little Falls 300 ft upstream of Stablers Church Road ppeals on land use :
. , Jic ati Rants and administered © Locatiop, exploration and evilustion of
width: 30 ft. p;f,f,:':l: RFFS: aronk eppik tions;aslectod eonaufanin a0 conatiuotion materials required for major civil
! n s - engineering projects in ‘estern United States,
Substrate: medium grave! Nepal, and Central imerica. 5
ity 3
Depth: 34" WORK 2 Environmental impact evaluation, ercsion coutrol, ¢
EXPERIENCE -itigation measures, and impect-cont-ol design in
i i e shown on the enclosed maj connection with land use changes, logging, road
Statlonlocatans At " 2088 topresent  NORMAN E. GERBER. AICP, Coskeyevile, MO beilding, and strean sodification in Western
Principal United States in mountainsus National Forest lapds.
Privat= practice as planning consultant specializing in land planning, preparation
of land use regulations. property evaluation and expert testimony in zoning ard 6 TEFINES ToBEToN AABLEE WHE AltE BRINEELRD.
dovelopment issues.
; o Extensive experience in applicatiom of resote
2/89 to 10/90 The City of Laurel, Laurel, MD sensing techniques to geologic and enginsering
The Off'ce of Pianning and Zoning 2 probleas,
Director . - Nkl
Administard the piaring program and erifuiced ihe zoning coda i © Iaternaticnal comsultant on landalide disasters
AK = and landslide hazard evaluation, zoaing aad
' reduction.
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Curciculua Vicae

Thomas A. Hall, CIH

PERSONAL
oo - - —éa DOB: February 11, 1948
21923 Academy Lane
Hagerstosn Maryland 21740
Phone: J01-824-3577
i 703-934-3108
5o - el 193-93-3278 (£ax)
EDUCATION
1991 The Johns Hopkins Universicy,
(anticipated) Department of Environmental Health Sclences,
seo Baltimore, Maryland
?h.D., fnvironmental Health Englneering
Doctoral Candidate
1984 The Johns Hopkins University,
Department of Environmental Health Sclences,
717 - 5] Balc!more, Maryland
Master of the Health Sciences, Occupationsl Safety & Health
1976 Univer-ity of California, Santa Barbara, California
Bachelor of Arcs, Biochemlstry/Molecular Biology
o0 . L4 ol PROFESSIORAL CERTIF.CATION

Certified Induscrial Hyglenlst - Comprehensive Practice - 1984

EXPERTENCE

Hr. Hall has wore than 15 years of experience n industrial hyglene and

0] ccupational health as vell as 5 years in occupational epidenfology dealing
L!&‘ primarily wich Mr. Hall has in areas of
@, occupational and environmencal exposure assessment, in particular focusing on
o4 exposures te airbornme particulates such as asbestos, tale, crystalline silica
Q\' ;\3*’ and coal dust. Additionally, Mr. Hall hes designed and implemented large

fleld studles ©> a estos exposure in non-oceupatiomal settings,
variability in silica exposures in mining envircrmencs, mercury uxposures in a
manufacturing facilicy and lead expasures in ceramic tile manutacturing. The
T following studies have been complated by Mr. Hall:

. Assessmont of Exposure o Alrborve Silica in Fi 2us o
Ferrous) Environments Mr. Hall has conducted exposurs a
Zos= than 10 ferrous and non-ferrous foundries. These
focused on crystalline silica sxposures associated with removal of
casting sand from formed products, Mr. Hall has designed and evaluated
local exhaust systens fur control of exposure to cryscalline siliva.




Gene L. Neft, 2.E.
Doeecar

T G
.,.-gapm:md htic Works
Towson, Maryland 21204

RECIIVE

MAY 25 1590

GROUNDWATIR

FACSIMILE

TRANSMISSION

COVER SMEET

e 5/29/90

T e Kefth E Sutten, EAT
Ngoney/Bureau Por. of  Spaitation

Telephone punber (301) £87-403¢%

o Sym [5:/7:/ S¢Ci

Lopt o £ Epvirenmenrt - M.

Coepany /iigency
FAX nuzlar

s3/-332/

NO. OF PAGES:

(including this cover cheat)

ﬂq;é’hn Land il Voc's Testis

Logotis of Cells /=4 &7 oz 3/foi/90

Eanmmanos 10.17.0201

(34) “Septic tank” means a watertight receptacle which receives
the discharge of sewage from a building sewer or part of it and is
designed and esnstructed to permit the settling and the dig~stion of
the organic matter by an anaerobic bacterial action.

(35) "Sewnge" mieans water-carried human, domestic and other
wastes and includes all human and inimal excreta.

(36) “"Sewage treatiient unit” means a device designed and con-
structed to receive sevage and Lo provide trestment to reduce organ-
ic and inorganic matter and includes septic tanks, aerobic treatment
units, or any other approved devices.

(3T) "Sewer” means a pipeline which carries sewnge and is
designed to exclude stormwater, surface water, and ground water.

(38) "Soil survey” means the lc m"v:lutnw of l::ldmlw.
soil unit descriptions, classification in national system, inter-
pretation for u: s conducted by the National Cooperative Soil Sur-
vey by the United State's Department of Agriculture, Soil Conserva-
tioa Service, in cooperation with the Maryland Agricultural Experi-
ment Station.

(39) "Spring” means a source of water issuing from the ground,
vock formation, fracture, onto the land, or into a body of water.

(40) "Standard trench” means a trench having at least € inches
of gravel or stone benieath and at least 2 inches over the perforated
or open-jointed pipe or tile and is a trench in which only the bottom
area i used to calculate the absorptive area in the system design.

(41} "Subsvriace irrigation” (Tile field) means the process of on-
dmummlm-mﬂmmemMzh.pﬂme
by distribution beneath the surface through perforated or open-
jointed pipes, or tiles laid in trenches.

(42) "Unconfined pquifer” means an aquifer nct bounded abave
by a bed of distinetly lower permeability than that of the aquifer it-
self and containing ground water under pressure approximately
equal to that of the atmosphere. This term is synonymous with the
term "water table aquifer”,

“3) "L i material” means sail and sedi-
ment material having no more than T0 percent coarse fragments
(greater than 2mm) by weight or 50 percent coavse fragments
(greater than 2mra) by volume.
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STATE OF MARYLAND
Department of the Environment
2500 BROENING HIGHWAY  BAL/IMORE. MARYLAND 21224

william Donaid Schaefer
Gavernor

(4101 631-3424 Robert Perciasepe

Secretary

January 31, 1992

Dr. Richard McQuaid
1501 Harris Mill Road
Parkton MD 21120

Dear Dr. McQuaid:

In response to your recent requests, the latest monitering
results on the Parkton Landfill are enclosed along with a diagram
showing the locations of the wells and stream sampling points.
Also enclosed is a copy of a response for the same information
from Senator Piccinni, which provides zn interpretation of tha
results.

I hope this information is useful to you. If you have any
questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Robert Daniel
of my st £f at (410) 631-3424.

Sincerel,

Raet B0l (4n)

Edward M. Dexter, Acting Chief
Solid Waste Enforcement Division

EMD:rls
Enclosures
cc: The Honorable Janice Piccinni

Mr. Richard W. Collins
Mr. Robert Daniel

@ RECYCLED PAPER

STATE OF MARYLAND p

DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 1!

2500 Broening Highway ~Bahimore, Maryland 21224 -
] 100 631- 5084

William Donald Schaefes
Governcr
JAN 30 1992

The Honorable Janice Piccinini
Senate of Maryland

308 Senate Office Building
Annapolis MD 21401-1991

Dear Senator Piccinini:

rThank you for your December 23, 1991 letter to Mr. Jim Pittman of
my staff regarding your recent request for additional information
reqarding ine closed Parkton Landfill in Baltimore County. As
requested, the most recent monitoring data is enclosed, as well
as a diagram depicting the locations of the groundwater
monitoring wells and surface water sampling points. One of your
constituents, Dr. Richard McQuaid, has also made a recent inquiry
regarding this landfill and will be sent copies of the data as

w

=11,

‘The groundwater mcnitoring data indicates the presence of various
pollutants in some of the wells at the site that are: .

(1) attributable to the release of leachate from the solid waste
in the landfill; and (2) are of undetermined origin which may be
attrikutable to industrial or agricultural activities at the site
that occurred prior to the construction of the landfill at or
cogradient of the site. The waste that was placed in the Parkcon
Landfill during its entire period of operation

{1577-1983) consisted solely of municipal waste that was :
processed and screened at the waste recycling facility located in
Texas, Maryland, to ensure that hazardous materials weres excluded
from the waste stream.

The landfill was designed with a system to collect mo:zt of the
leachate generated from the waste in the landfill. While the
system would not have met today's desian standards, it was
considered to be a state-of-the-art design at the ti it was
constructed. The leachate collected has been extensively
znalyzed over the years as part of our efforts to establish a
data base on landfill leachate. The exclusion of industrial
wastes and household hazardous wastes from the Parkton Landfill
made it an ideal site for the collection of leachate derived
sclely from the natural bio- ion of n dou:
municipsl waste.

TDO FOR THE DEAF (301) 631-3009

Robert Perciascpe
Secreizry

BIOGRAPHIC NOTE
Dr. Robert L. Kondner
President, Kondner Engineering And Technical Services

Education: Bachelor and Master's Degrees in Civil
and Doctorare from che Depariment of Michanics of The Johne
Hopkins  Uriv., with special emphasis in Deformable
Mechanics, Geotechnical Engineering, Structures, Foundation
Engineering, Rheology, and Geolojy.

Engineering

Teaching-Research:

Professorships at- Techrologi
n9-Resesrch gical Institute of

r Univ., Univ. of Maryland, The Johns Hopkins
‘miv.., Loyola College - Teaching at both *he umds-srainste
and graduate levels, Director of nuncrous .1 ::t8  and

programs of Ph.D. and Master Degree graduates.

Publications: Author of more than 125 publicatienr . n areas of

expertize in various national and internatic.a] jcurnals

symposia, proceedings, texts, etc.
Areas of Expertize: Geotechnical En i
¥ gineering, Mech.
Rheolugy, Hydrogeotechnical Engineering, o e

Materials, Stru:-

cural Mechanics, Scil Mechanics and Founda

Environmental Studies, oD ineeriny;

Underground Construction, Dame
Assessments, Hydrology-Erosion Studies, Dynamics of au.?!‘
Water-Structure Systams, Highway Des‘gn, etc. Registered

Professional Engineer and Consultant to private,
and Governmental organizations with over 35 years
as a troubleshooter on construction projects.

industrial
experieace

Expert Testimony: City, County,
Courts, U.S. Court of Claims,
tion Proceedings,

State Courts, U.S. District
Legislative Hearings, Arbitra-
Insurance Investigations.

Pational Commitiee Service: uU.

- Academy of Scien i -
on "Soil and Rock Properties” -4 Cr ComiRifan

and "Mechanic: f E &
and Layered Systems" - Sescretary Amezi:anssg:z::i;‘:f“g::;:
Engineers Technical Conference on Design of Foundations For
Control of Settlements - Director of applied research pro-
iect under Naticnai Cooperative Highway Research Progtlm.P

Awards and Honors : Alfred A. Raymond International Award for
Soil Mechanics and Foundation Figineering, Collingwood Prize
of the American Society of Civil Engineers, Chicago One of
Ten Outstanding Young Men of 19C3 and ee for U.S
Humerous Fellowships, etc. o

U()lit¥ Comstruction Projects: Buchanan Co.
tion System 25 Milés 6-16 inch:

" Sanitary - 30" Force Main projects; Str: 2

York 10" thru 18" Sanitary-Water; anpion Soans o d.ew
Su?aquecus Sanitary; Washington Suburban Sanitary Com, 42* !

48", 72", 96", 108" Sanirary-Water; Bergin Co. N.J i )
Ceptor Sewer; Pumping Stations in Va., MA.. Del.: T
Md., Pa., N.J.; Box Culverts in Md.; Balto. Co.. 42+

54", 66", 72" Sanitary Projects: Wash i D -
12" ‘sewer, 1%-10" Main, eve. Sieor Ssn tany Piaty 9

" Va. Water Distribu-
Fairfax Co. Va. 42", 487,
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Adan W, Phillips, Chlef
Adninistrative Services.
Ted fochtersan, Assistant
officer, Fice Dept.
Purchase Requisition #L52569
SURJECT_Request_for_ Bortled Drinking Warer and
Caoler for Northern County Medic Unit

The sttached Purchase Requisition #L52565 .s forwarded at the request
©of the Of ice of Central Services so as to procuie pure bottled drinking
water, and an appropsiate water ccoles/dispenser for che Fire Lepartmant's
new northern County paramedic facility.

The Fire Department has been idvised Ly the Health Nupartmest shat
the existing domestic water at the site is not fit for intsrnal human
consumption. Therefors, until a new well can be drilled, it will be
necessary for our personnel to utilize bottled vater. (See attacued
corzespondsace). Please note that the Health Departrent estimates we
will use approximately two () bottles per week, and che stpplying vendor
should automatically deli‘e: same.

The existing Sureau of ma building 3¢ i on
the same site presently utilize bottled drinking water which is supplied
from the "Creac Sear Company*, and the ilealth Dorictment has approved the
use of their water. Please note that 8. walvin Cole, County Adminis-
tracise Officer, has determined this projec. to be of an emergency nature
and, :herefore, the normal procurrment procedurvs may aot apply. Your
prospt ha~dling of uur request i appreciacted. Jne mobile home is sched-
uled for delivery to the site on Nonday, Deceaber 19, 1983, at 1100 hours.
If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me on
Extension i508.

EST/E
Aetach.

ce: John Hobner, Health Departme t
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(34) "Septic tank” means a watertight receptacle which receives
the discharge of sewage from a building sewer or part of it anc is
designed and constructed to permit the settling and the digestion of
the organic matter by an anaerobic bacterial nction.

(35) “Sewage” means water-carried human, domestic and other

wastes and includes all human and animal excreta.

(36) "Sewage treatment unit” means a device designed and con-
structed to receive sewage and to provide treatment to reduce organ-
ic and inorganic matter and includes septic tanks, serobic treatment
units, or any other approved devices.

(87) "Sewer” means o pipeline which carries sewage and is
dasigned to exclude stormwater, surface water, and ground water.

(38) "Soil survey” means the scientific inventory of wil maps,
soil unit descriptions, classification in the national system, and inter-
pretation for use, as conducted by the National Cooperative Seil Sur-
wvey by the United State's Department of Agriculture, Soil Conserva-
tion Gervice, in cooperation with the Maryland Agricultural Experi-
ment Station.

) “Spring” means A source of water issuing from the
‘) rock formation, fracture, onto the land, or into a body of water.

(40) “Standard trench” means a trenci: having at least 6 inches
of gravel or stone beneath and at least 2 inches over the perforated
or open-jointa pipe u: tile and is a trench in which only the bottom
area is used to calculate tie absorptive arca in the system dusign.

(41) "Subsurface irrigation” (Tile field) means the process of on-
site sewage in which the sewage efflent is apnlied to land
by distribution beneath the surface through perforated or open-
jointed pipes, or tiles laid in trenches.

(42) "Unconfined aguifer” means an aquifer not bounded abave

) by o bed of distinetly lower permeabilty than that of the aquifer t-
self and containing ground water under pressure approximalely
equal to that of the atmosphere. This term is synanymous with the
term “watcr table aquifer”.
[f] (43 “Unconsiidnied material” means uncemented soil and sedi- |
ment materiri having no mare 70 percent coarse fragments | |
(greater than 2mm) by weight or 50 percenl coarse {ragments |
(greater than 2mm) by valume.

T
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STATE OF MARYLAND H
Department of the Environment

2500 BAOENING HIGHWAY BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21221

William Donald Schaater 1410) 631-3424 Robert Perciascpe
Governor Secratary 3
January 31, 1992

@ RECYCLED PAPER

pr. Richard McQuaid
1501 Harris Mill Road
Parkton MD 21120

Dear Dr.

In response to your recent requesis, the latect monitoring
results on the Parkton Landfill are enclosed along with a diagram
showing the locations of the wells and stream sampling points.
Also enclosed is a copy of a response for the same information
from Senator Piccinni, which provides an interpretation of the

results.

I hope this informaticn is useful to you.
questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Pobert Daniel
of my staff at (410) 631-3424.

Sincerely,

McQuaid:

If you have any

Rht ol (4)

Edward M

. Dexter, Acting Chief

Solid Waste Enforcement Division

EMD:rls

Enclosures

The
Mr.
Mr.

ce:

Honorable Janice Piccinni
Richard W. collins
Robert Daniel

bempnpe

SGIL AND DEPTH
POROYS SOTL WAS ENCOUNTLRED

AT wHiCH

cameron M/

TOD FOR THE DEAF (30, 631.3009
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STATE OF MARYLAND BIOGRAPHIC NOTE
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 5 Dr. Robert L. Kondner, P.E.
2500 Broening Highway Baltimore, Maryland 21224 President, Kondner Engineering And Technical Services
" @10) 631-3084 i
ucation: Bachelor and Master's Degrees in Civil Engine
& g i ari
William Donald Robert Perciascpe I :ndknucto:ar_e from the Depertment of HECHQn[c;p[ %,E j;h::
Schaefer Sty opkins  Univ., with special emphasis in Deformable

JAN 30 1992

The Honorable Janice Piccinini
Senate of Maryland

308 Senate Office Building
Annapolis MD 21401-1991

Dear Senator Piccinini:

Thank you for your December 23, 1991 letter to Mi. Jim Pittman of
my staff regarding your recent request for additional informatien
regarding the closed Parkton Landfill in Raltimore County. As
requested, the most recent monitoring data is enclosed, as well
as a diagram depicting the locations of the groundwater
monitoring wells and surface water sampling points. One of your
constituents, Dr. Richard McQuaid, has also made a recent inquiry
regarding this landfill and will be sent copies of the data as
well.

The groundwater monitering dat:
pollutants in some of the wells
(1) attributable to the relesse of leachate from the colid waste
in the landfill; and (2) are of undetermined origin which may be
attributable to industrial or agricultural activities at the site
that occurred prior to the construction ot the landfill at or
upgradient of the site. The waste that was placed in the Parkton
Landfill during its entire period of operation

(1977-1983) consisted solely of municipal waste that was
processed and screened at the waste recycling facility located irn
Texas, Maryland, to ensure that hazardous materials wore excluded
from the waste stream.

indicates the presence of various
at the site that are:

The landfill was designed with a system to collect most of the
leachate generated from the waste in the landfill. While the
system would not have met today's Jlesign standards it was
considered to be a state-of-the-art design at the time it was
constructed. The leachats collected has been extensively
analyzed over the years as part of our efforts to establish a
data base on landfill leachate. The exclusion of industrial
wastes and household hazardous wastes from the Parkton Landfill
made it an ideal site for the collection of leachate derived
solely from the natural bio-degradation of non-hazardous
municipal waste.
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Mechanics, Geotechnical Engineering, Structures, Fi 1
Engineering, kheolagy, and Geology. i (FovegEEion

Teaching-Research: Professorships at-Technological Institute of
Ho_r:nweste:n Univ., Univ. of Karyland, The Johns Hopkins
Univ., Loyola College - Teaching at both the undergraduate
and graduate levels, Director of numerous projects and
programs of Ph.D. and Master Degree graduates.

Publications:
expertize
symposia

Author of more thar 125 publicctions in a-eas of
in various national and international

i ou .
proceedings, texts, et journals

i\:eas“ho(‘ Expertize: Geotechnizal Engineering,
a i

Y al Engineering,
tural Mechanics, : 3

Mechenics and
S0il Mechanics and F dnaterisls, s
2 and Foundatj i %
Environmental Studies, Underground L‘nns:‘noan':t::zﬁmeg;;\:ga’
Assessments. Hydrology-Erosion Studies, Dynamice of Soflc
hfaner'st:ul:'_ure Systems, Highway Design, et-~. Registered
<rofessional Engineer and Consultant to private, incustrial
and Governmental organizations with over 35 years experience
4s a troubleshooter on construction projects. ®

Expert Testimony : City, County, State C i i
, 1 v ourts, U.S. District
Courts, U.S. Court of Claims, Legislative Hcarings, Arbitra-
tion Proceedings, Insurance Investigations,

National Committee Service: U.S. Academy of S i
on "Soil and Rock Properties" and ‘Mzenﬂnlz:E:?e:ais:m;:::::
and Layered Systems" - Sescretary American Society of Civil
Engineers Technical Confrrence on Design of Foundations ;"D[
Control of Settlements - Director of applied cesearch p;n—
ject under National Cocperative Highway Research Program.

Awards and llonors: Alfred A, Raymond Internatio
S0il Mechanics and Foundation Encineerina, Call“iax}gu?::adririrgz
of the American Society of Civi. Engineers, Chicage One of
Ten Outstanding Young Men of 1963 and Nominee for U.S
Numerous Fellowships, etc. o

Utility Construction Projects:

Y Buchanan Co. Va. W ibu-
3 e later Distribu

° tiles 6-16 inch; Fairfax Co. Va. 42" i
72 Sunx_r.ary = 30" Force Main projucts; s:a:e: Iqsfa;\dqflel;
York 10" thru 18" Sanitary-Water; Hampton Roads Va. 54"
Subagueous Sanitary: Washington Suburban Sanitary Com. 42",
48", 72°, 96", 108" Sanitary-Water; Porgen Co. N.J. Inter-
ceptor Sewer; Pumping Stations in Va., Md., Del.; Tunnels i
r;\::, :::, :;J..‘ Box Culverts in Md.; Balto, Co., 42 qn".m
5 , 72" sanitary P: : Sanit bi w
SR L Mai?:, f‘{f““' Wash. Co. Sanitary Dist. 8%-

| BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND ‘\

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Adon W. Phillips. Chief
Administrative Sezvices
Ted Tochee:
Executive Of:

Purchase Requisition (L5256%
quest £ inking Water and

Assistant
e Papt.

#L52569 is

at the request

The atcached Pur
of the Office of Certral Services 50 as to procure pure bottled drinking

water, and an appropriate water cooler/disp for che Fire ()

new northesn County paremedic facility.

The Fire Deparcment has been advised by the Wealth Department thar
the existing domestic water at the site is not fit for incespal human
consumption. Therefore, until a new well can be drilled, it will be
necessary for our personnel to utilize bottled wacter. (See attached
correspondence). Flease note that the Wealeh Department estimates we
will use approximatei; two (2) bottles per weex, ana the supplying vendor
should auesmacically deliver same.

The existing Bureau of Sanitation maintcnance building personnel an
the same site presently utilize boreled diinking water which is supplied
from the *Great Sear Company~, and the Health Department hag approved the
use of their wat-r. Please note that Mr. 8. Nelvin Cole, County Adminis-
trative Officer, has determined this project to be of an emergency natura
and, thoisfore, the mormal procurement procedures may not apply. Your
prompt h.ndling of our request is appreciated. The rovile home is sched-
uled for delivesy to the site on Nonday, December 19, 1983, at 1100 hours.
If jou have any furthe: questinns, please foel iree to cuntact me on
Extension 4508.

EST/£
Attich.

cc: John Hobner, Health Department
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MARYLAND SPECTRAL SERVICE!_%INC

CATON CENTIR DRIVE, BAI

EPA Priority Pollutant Analysis R

Mnalytical Parameter Result }}.ta::icn Units

Limit

% Volatils Organic Compounds
+ cell 3, 03/01/90 E

—
i L B
LABORATORY RESULTS

Chloromethane ND §00
Bromomethane ND 500
vinyl Chloride ND 500
Chlorcethanse . ND 500
HMethyleno Chloride ND 50
1,1-Dicklorosthylena ND 50 RESULTS OF G
1/1-Dichlorosthane D 50 F GRS CUROKATOGRAPHY ASS SPECTROMETRY
glr;ns L .2-Dichloroathylene i 5 i e 281
1lorcform D EHAND AREA ASSOCIATION,
1,2-Dichlorcethane XD 50 , INC. PROJECT WATER SAMPLE
1,1,1-Trichlorosthane HD 50 COLLECTED 21 FEBRUARY 1992
carben Tetrachloride ND 50
Bromedichloromethane ND 5C CB4 1=y
1,2- ntchleropr?pnna ND gu ,H.Z‘
7rans-1,3=ichloropropylene ND 0 f
Trichlorcethylens ND 50 “'2:“-5'
chlorodibromomethané RD 50
1,1,2-Trichlorcethane ND 50 { : \ w 2
gxls:;li,E Dt:hiuiurropyienu ﬂn ;go PREPARED FOR g g 7
oroethylvinyl ether ND £ - )
Bromoform ND 50 MARYLAND LINE AREA ASSOCIATION, INC s ¥ (C;E(;-; TAES F/ g 7
1,1,2,2-Tetrachiorosthane nD 50 PARKTON, MD 2 g /
l'a:-u:h;arcn:hyl-na Nu 50
Chlorobenzene Ng 50
Benzene Hi 50
S 1olusns 1500 50 46- FXBRUARY 1952
Ethylbenzene ND S0
m-Xyliene ND 50
{o- + p-) Xylenes ND 50
B — o, - = Fists CMTY, ML
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[ e ﬁ;hof theovarlances are for iots that are
anmy ane d Lnany . 3
it . Eueee Comln e than 10% below the 300 foot requirement
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STATE OF MAPYLAND
BALTIMORE COUNTY, SS:

TO WIT:

A i
N

1 HEREBY SWEAR upon penalty of perjury, that 7 am
M ACT conceriimg

currentl: d
¥ a duly elected member of the Board of Directors of the -
vavelopmnt Meguintlons-Agriculiucal Presarvation

Maryland Line Ares Association, Inc.
1OW Uie yrpose of neesarving sgeicultural tels and protecting
wcte

| v in Um developmnt pL
| ATTEST: pelm ol productiss 3okl in Un ¢
= Maryland Line Area Association, Inc. DY oy . 46%
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84% of the variances are for lots that are
more than 10% below the 300 foot requirement
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46%
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RATIONALE FOR THREE ACRE

FINITMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREHMENT
OUTSIDE OF AREAS TO BE SERVED

BY PUBLIC UTILITIES

* 0
o,

- sment File-2oTyrDeiYy

-

’ /”’0
Ao

—_—

July 25, 1304

sr. Harry 1 Pszel
!I't"mr af Publie Lorrs

W the Partlise anl

F3llout

a wJ Zastarn lezchate callacti
72-hour ~w‘s:nl (dp-st
pril 1%

apsaras o
the realing

leachate hu!luctian tan
i gravel tlanket p
14 Irains to an observable outfail, or o 3 sunp In Which & o
s teen installed %o 2)low for <easurement, would allow for “%e ietec-
tian o any leakage of leachaty from the tanks.

2, At the time of our June 23, 1970 letter to you outlining aur cancerns
relative to the installation of a leachate pond in place of leachite
tanks, we were under the Inpression that the County no lorger wanted
to oroceed with the proposed lagoon. This was learned in telephone
dfscussions with County staff, Cur racent excarience has Indicated
that leachate ponds have a high potential to contaminate ground water

it
Looking

Form

werds) och. 19,1440

T -

Ballmmm County b z
Department of Public Works e Bureau of Sanitatiun
Towson, Maryland 21204 1C:15 County Office Building~

Gene L. Nefl, PE
Durector

Mr. John C. Lsucher, Chief
Solid Waste Division
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Administration ™. -
Maryland Department of Javiroament

2500 Braening Highway

Baltinore, Maryland 21224

RE: Parkten Sanitary Landfill

permit #75-03-07-C4A(A)

Dear Mr. Lawther:

In comp!iance with Section B-7 of the County's Refuse Disposal

Permit, Baltimoro Jounty is supmitting its quarterly report.

B-7(s): Total number of yallons of isachate collected and
dispose

January, 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . 283,600

Fepruary, 1990
March, 1990 . P
TOTAL
See attached charts for daily and individual call

qua. i
Cell #4, Cell #7, and Lagoon)

Total precipation
January, 1989
Rain

. 4.42
3.0m

Snow e :
February, 1940 . 52"
March, 1990 2.97"

See attached charts for daily precipitation quantities.

1f you have any questions, please call the Bureau's Engineer,

Stechen G. Lippy (887-2009).

Sincerely youts,

i e

Charles K. Weiss, Cuief
CKN:5GL: 3h
Attachments P
ce: James 5. Pittman, IIIV John D. Beck
Eujene G. Siewierski Gary L. Sipes
Gane L. Neff (w/o attach.) Archur K. Sproles
PARKTON2/SCTTXT

Dennis F. Rasmussen

(Total is sum of olumns marked Cell #2,

Lea ;L, ate H, 2l

Id =n/
:n*rmxe Truck ?..~ 03 Feeshr
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Cell 3 MNote Elovahin

el fa f92
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T nmwmew
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and porp Caméron »-r,,r Furrm i

‘(.f_g-, !
| (T R '

Qct. I ¥, 19T

1,4...a:‘¢ }’"vuf T./(,,. Taraeh

Z'Lf 5

’Jﬁfr_ YRy

cefl LogKrmy S- u-Ph
Med/'L bo  htion wiible
LCLZN frefs

. "-‘n—fe;—

Corn Field Cameron M1l Faem ;
| Camtrpn Hill R4 . Loaking Nertheas
Eﬂ:&n‘": field in &ulsy,-n.d
! ot 1Y /9% ;

e ot s TE———

Pirt {rom a‘ILJ ,, ""‘_’
2 Mefe seme fen.d,

ﬂau’;.., from Zipe oven ,ﬁ_
f\"f Syston " pot ja
ot Re T . Taken thesy acl-{r‘l

cell 1 Loaking e, )
DF Gl F 2T (b

alrn[ 9+

MARYLAND LINE AREA ASSOCIATION INC.

Fa: WELL WATER SAMPLE IDENTIFICATTON

To Whom it May Concern:

Well water Sample Number 9204 SE was taken by me at the
residence of Ms. Sandra Enrique located at 19821 York Rd.
Parkton, Md. on March 14, 1992 at 1:5) p.m. The sample
(t)ree contaimers) was taken arcording to instructions given
by the Maryland Spectral Services, Inc. and placed into
bottles provided by Maryland Spectral Services, Inc.

The sample wan refrigerated and delivered to Maryland
Spectral Services, Inc. for volatile orgznic chemical
analysis. Samples wers coded so that individual privacy
vould be maintained.

The depth of the well on this property s three hundred
and fifty feet (350') and is located approximateiy fifteen ‘
hundred feet (1500') due west from mnnitrzinq vell #2 at

the Parkton Sanitary Landfi1l. 2. 7
%f ___/ 7 J/ 4
= Cl £ 7

Dr. Richard W. McQuaid
President

1501 Harris Mill Rd.
Paikton, Md. 21120

e
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MAYER C.

4 CAMERON MILL

a.m., October

BOARD MEMBERS:

Reported by:

C.E. Paatt

1 IN THE MATTER OF
2 RUTH ANK DESOTO/ -
KALICHMAN LJ

- BEFORE THE

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

* Case No. 91-145

* Octcber 8, 1591

PSR ratA S TN

2 The above-entitled matter came on for hearing

8 before the County Buard of Appeals of Baltimore County at

Room 48, 0ld Courthouse, Towson, Maryland at 10 o’clock

8, 1991.

« x x x w

WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman

BUCHHEISTER, JR.

HARRY E.

€. WILLIAM CLARK

C.E.

IN THE MATTER OF
RUTH ANN DESOTO/ *
MAYER C. KALICHMAN

CAMERON MILL

p.m., October 8,

BOARD MEMBERS:

Reported by:

Peatt

NnRIE!
VBN

NAL

BEFORE THE

Case No.

COUNTY BOARD OI' APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

91-145

* ‘October 8, 1991

1991.

O e

WILLIAM T.

C. WILLIAM CLARK

HACKETT,

HARRY E. BUCHHEISTER, JR.

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing
before the County Hoard of Appeais of Baltimore County at

Room 48, Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland at 1 o‘clock

Chairman

BOARD OF APPEALS

ORIGINAL

1 IN THE MATTER OF

3 MAYER C.

2 RUTH ANN DESOTO/

KALICHMAN

CAMERON MILL

a.m., February 13,

BOARD MEMBERS:

= BEFORE

- COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Case No.

THE

91-145

- February 13, 1992

« &+ & .

1992.

L T Y

WILLIAM T. HACKETT,

HARRY E. BUCHHEISTER,

[“IN THE HATTER OF
2 RUTH ANN DESOTO/

MAYER C.
CAMERON MILL

a.m., March 3,

BOARD MEFBERS:

Reportea by:

C.E. Peatt

KALICHMAN -

Koom 48, 0ld Courthouse, Towson, Maryland at 10 o’clock

* COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

« Ccase No. 91-145

*« March 5, 1992

. Wl

.

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing

8 before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimors County at

1482,

WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman

HARRY E. BUCHHEISTER, J=.

€. WILLTAM CLARK

MAYER

C.E.

BOARD OF APPEALS

IN THE MATTER OF

2 RUTH ANN DESOTO/ *

c.

CAMERON MILL

a.m., May 1,

Reported by:

leatt

KALICHMAN

.

* May 1, 1992

1992.

C. WILLIAM CLARK

BEFORE THE

Case No.

HARRY E. CUCHH"..STER.

COUNTY BOARD OF APFEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

91-145

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing
before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County at

Room 48, ¢id Courthouse, Towson, Maryland at 1C o’clock

WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman

JR.

Reported by:

C.E. Peatt

C. WILLIAM CLARK

Chairman

The abova-entitled matter came on for hearing

before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County at

Roem 48, Old Courthouse, Tcwson. Meryland at 10 o‘clock

JR.

BOARD OF APPEALS

10

12

13
14

A
1

IN THE MATTER OF * GEFORE THE

RUTH ANN DECOTO/ ., COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
MAYER C. KALICHMAN - OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
CAMERON MILL * Case No. 91-145

- February 206, 1992
T e s e .

Tha above-entitled matter came on for hearing
befaore the County Eoard of Appeals of Baltimore County at
Room 48, 0ld Courthouss, Towson, Maryland at 10 o‘clock
a.m., February 20, 1992,

L
BOARD MEMBERS:
WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman

HARRY E. BUCHYEISTER, JR.

C. WILLIAM CLARK

Reported by:

C.E. Peatt -

BOARD OF APPEALS




SHEET 2 COF 2
Baltimore County, Md. | |
FEBRUARY 5, 1991

‘6th. & 7th. Election Districts
Scale: 1"=100

OWNER APPLICANT &
RUTH ANN DES0TO

DEVELOPER i\
1431 WHITE HALL EOAD i

WHITE HALL M. 711G1 CAMERON MILL PARTNERSHIP 1/
flo McKEE | ABBOCIATES, INC ¥

5 SHAWAN 20 e
HUNT VALLEY MD.Z10%0 i
(301) 527585

TAX MAP 1Z - PARCELS 15 17, AND 119
DEEDS - Ev & Ia G0I5/408 | 6445/17%

ACCOUNT NC3 . G1-03-000015 | 16-00-004407
18-00-014127, 14:00 0:048C

. No. 90212 | Planning No. _VIl-244

1— Public Services C.R.G

/

Ly _SITE TABULAT!ON
o

X 0‘;’ I, Existing Zon'ng of Properts
AeoT Ne. 07 2¢-co-20r N ’33 _ /;‘ 4u Gross Area of Property heR) 2Th
.00/ e T
TOTAL  276.2 te.
3. Nusber of Lota Al'owed (RC-A} 27T7.8 x .2 ® S8 laea b
(RC-5) &.4 x 667 = 2 lota [
|
4. Muster of Lots Proposed (RC-3) 52 1
noTedlor s0) Py s
Lot 50 as shown cross-hatched on this shee. TOTL 53 lots
and the adjacent road right-of-ways are not S0 Highiay 19GALg: Arkh
part of this CRG Plan. It is being subdivided A, Caseron MILl Fod a0
as Minor Subdivision No. 90443M with a Right 3 tale mill Rouo o8 e
* of-way plat prepared for the Public Road Dedication. . Stasierts Churcn Road G
The acreage of this portion of ground, however, -
has been included in the density notes at the O
request of the Zoning Office for purposes of B MU NeR i iia
|density confirmation only. X Roadx 1 Re.
| = . foad B 2.8 he.
€. foad C 0.6 Ae.
i _
NOTE: L 4 e
This property i the plan his been held intact by thy hi
% peoparly. at ghown on | is been held intact by the ownership 7. HOM Rescurce Cotaerdation Arsa 6.1 he. \
he Developer's engmneer has confrmad that no part of the gross area of 8, DNR Green Spece LETTS
rus property as shown on the plan has ever been [
reprasented as densily or area to Supporl any off-si 9. ¥ Araa of Lots D
10. Avarage Lot Size 3.4 do.s

-,

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS
(CONCERNING HISTORIC LOT 50)

The follouing recomsesdation:
rasolution ates Decesber 1, 1590
raflested on this plan:

-POINT OF
BEGINNING

1. Mccepting the vestern/southern line of the proposed right-of-way for
Zamerca Mi1l - Stablers Church Roads, reduce the width to &5 Feet.

2. Entarge "Lot 50% to approxieately 5.6 acres, including about 1.2 i
acres on the west/south aide of Caseron Mill Hoad, |
LR 42 el s the satstisg Mistaris eullisg ta

4 subject to approval by the Landss

A, Establish ap
padestrian ac

etual easement Lo protect the cemetery and to allow
2.

—

Mml.sm s 2

o SrAmLbns e RO
PEEC Ne. |
AT Mo 20 08 OIS |

T C.R.G. PLAN &

i AR | Y
: sy ae5r 2 ZONING REQUESTS f SECTIONS ONE, TWO, AND THREE \

CAMERON MILL

SRARS RUHARD L
511 5 ABLERS, chIReH RO
DEET Ne.
ACT No. 4l 001097

LQT VARIANCES

fequeating 3 varian
Lota 1

Baltisc
1, 18,

&, A
aintmn stasetrol ¢imension of than the required 300 feet ft
The specific diamitral dimensions r-quuha for each lot are a3

- % nm::—uL f M_._A::'*L f SHEET 1 OF 2
-CRG REVISIONS H i) b ] ety :
mmerE i Bt B §§§ 3 6th. & 7th. Election Districts Baltimore County, Md.
T4 dimensions of all paving and right-of-vays. . L
B iiear patigey T enleoating # i o 53‘:3 :; Scale: 1"=100' February 6, 1991
A aaed Gonera2 Ho 25, and 20, ravised Note 09 | ) 1 .
Revised futu " 210 6 220

Changed lol

Addes existing rulms to Lot Si

Applisg for atorsm

RECREATION AND PARFS
Added access parcel adjacent to Littls Falls.

ZONING
Revised zoning request.
Added note for Lot 50 status.

LOT 53 VARIANCES

to Sectien 101 (definitien) o parait an ascesdsry
er than the principle bullding o the lot

ueating a
structure (bas

2. Hequesting a variance to Section %00.1 to peralt an accemsary siri Y
(barn) to be located in the side and front yard of the lot,

3. fequesting a varlance Lo Secticn %00.3 to permit & he.ght of 3% .uuln;l
bullding (barn) of 35 fest in lieu Of the maxizusm pmum n! sght of V'
fest

RUTH ANN DESOTO
133! WHITE HALL ROAD
WHITE HALL, MO 21.81
TAX MAP IZ - PARCELS 15, (7, ANO 179
DEEDS - EHK Jr GOI5/408 t 6445/ 115

ACCOUNT NOS5.* 07-03-000075 , 1e-00- 004457
1900014127, 19:00- 00988

APPLICANT &
DEVELOFER

CAMERON MILL PARTHERSHIP
“/a McKEE ¢ ASS0CIATES, INC.
& SHAWAN ROD.
HUNT VALLEY MD. Zi030
(301) 527- 1556

Public Services GRG No. 90212 _

Planning No. _VIl-244




DETAIL ‘A’
SCALE 1"=50'

McKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engneenng - Surveying - Real Estate Development

SHAWAN PLACE, 5 SHAWAN ROAD HUNT VALLEY. MARYLAND 21030

(301) 5271555
Computed by _GES
Drawn by B
Checrad oy __GE8 James W McKee Date

iMaryland Rogistered No €12)

Job Nuinber _Fo-4

DEED Ne_ 1061200,
AAT N 1GOOBO 7B

s10

s

I
|
|
L

PANHAMDLE 2

PANHANDLE 3

PANHANDLE PROFILES
SCALE: HOR.1"=100' VERT 1°=10’

PANHANDLE 4

T
LA 4 Q
8
50 ’iw ’l |
e ¢__ . T B A — B —
20 | 70 f
T . s ] Lz |
PR 4 L) ) 2 o n J
| ‘ 1 | )
\
| | | P
Pl B
MOUNTABLE cURD | o f sunoms
- § GUTTER (DCOE |
PLATE R 21-A) i _,._,’< gl
2o
2 T
__/«—E’/ S I
Ay ‘ I
L ir pavive secrion E € —f— m

EXISTING CONTOURS
FROPOSED CONTOURS
25% SLOPES OR GREATER
EXISTING STREAMS

+ 37 BIT. CONC. BANO 5N
% & CRUSHER RUN BASE

PAVING SECTION
40'RW - 18' PAVING

LEGEND

PERC TESTS (PASSING)
PERC TESTS (FAILING)

WELL ENVELOPES
PROPOSED PAVING
DIRECTIONAL ARROW

TYPICAL LOT SETBACKS

(BG4 L35 ouwe)

E-7
N%_

0o

CONC SURFACE

B CRG BASE
(24" LAYERS)

PANHANDLE
PAVING SECTION

ICAR BARAE" OR
18418 PARKING FAD
EXACT LOCATI

52 DETERMINED OM A
o LT BY 107 Bamia)

A~
Riw Line

TURNAROUND

ROADWAY

\TYPICAL PARKING LAYOUT

'WOODS LINE Y
SOIL TYPES p——

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED STREET LIGHTS
LOT NUMBER

McKEE 8 ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engineering - Surveying - Real Estate Development
SHAWAN PLACE S SHAWAN ROAD HUNT VALLEY. MARYLANL 21030
(301) 527-1555

James W McXee

Date

Crecked by __BCS

Jou Numpe __AOH

(Maryland Registered No 9012)

Tree o] FuTER FEOS SIS W/ PEMTS| HOMESITES Wjo BSHTS | STREETS sPAkiG LoTs | MITIGATION
=T
;',':"; s ELIGHT SLIGHT SLISHT MAOERATE sroee | SEE GEKERAL NOTE 21
R
5| @ sLopE - LorE ‘SO | SEVERE ¢ SLoME [ SBL GENERAL NOTE 2
73
rescs | & SEVERE | SLOPE | SEUERE | SLOPE | SEVERE ¢ SioFE | SEE GENERAL NOTE Zi
e O3
. SEVERE SEVERE ' SEvens n
get | e RooCmE WIARE | FiocoWs HAZRD | riocomk sizase  |NOT T2 B2 DISTuRBED
gﬂs; REVISION ] N iR A WATER | SVERE Tied WATER | E7RAE T e AT
/ szp LIGT) a2 | & NATURAL RANME | TABLE, ProR NATURAL | TR, Prom NATURAL T
|2ie/a | 45 rem W':K_s_/\ffazrjsiuﬂ@ﬁi 25 | —— Foocr, o T, o NOT T0 BE DISTURBED
BHNIRE N NATER | SEERE Meoes VERE
— Grd | ¢ | e s i ELy Siou | 6N WATER TABLE | pasn o Fine | neh BiTER Tuse  |NOT To BE DisTURRED
— - BEVERE | G RATER | GEVERE il WATER | SEERE d W RATER | SEVERE IS WATER
b B | TABLE, RLOOOWGE HADARD | TABLE | FLACOING HAIARD | TABLE, FLOCOING MAZARD| TABLE, ROCLwis AZARD (NOT TO BE DISTURBED
v | & sEveRE SR Sevene Sevens |
——f—: Aaroms HIZARD FLOODNE  HAZARD FLAOOWE  HALARD | RLIGONE HAZARD NOT To 82 DISTURGED
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[ i HERBERT  WiLLidM ;D SINTHIA

tEslie ckn ENTLEY

.fy a:w:r-v;w OELL, JOki THe AE 7 MIRIAM AEATRIGE :—’—”EZLN. 0//852

OEED Ne. 4&7/‘3;7 " o4y MM’:?S";’ AcT i OF-0B 2B O(oE

! ACET. Ne 17 20 /B PEED Ne  jo
/ &ezT Mo 07 04020025 ) ‘_%., Rc-5 COMBINED RC-4 / RC-5 LOT AREAS
LA O I I » : \ - . oz
Y iy : Y PARCEL “A"

N\ 70 BE DLOKCATED 10 maLTasORE
COUNT Y FOR FLEXiLITY w0
FUTURE ACCESS 10 HEABERT
PACPEATY AND DELL PAGPEATY

086 AC. =

® Zivo oo’

k&
TRACEY , [RICHARE? W. ¢ MELLIE
19919 CAMERZN MILL  RD.
DEED No 6084/ 714
AT Mo, OF- 26 06300

C.R.G. PLAN

SECTIONS ONE, TWO, AND THREE




TARD MALOWE Zo
& MaIENT ST

AZET No ©C 12 OEC 177
DEED No 4516/ 94

HEISHT 35

BARN HOUSE

DETAIL 'B'
NO SCALE

PROTECTIVE CO.ENANTS GOVERNN
THE USE OF THE FOREST BUFFER .
EASEMENT SHALL BE RECORDED N THE ™,
LANO RECORDS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

AT THE TIME OF PLAT RECORDATION

THESE COVENANTS SHALL RUN WITH THE
LAND AND CONTINUE IN PERPETUITY

£ar & magy wasiace
a594/775

Accr No 13000/ F86i —

WINDELL § BETTT BLEVINS
"0’ 15

s
ALCT NO 0302041180 Lo
[
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Increased area of Lot 57 to Luo acres.

Located ditch at Eagle Mill Road.

Applied for stors water management exemption.
RECREATION AND PARKS

Added accesa parcel aijacent to Little Falls.
ZONING

Reviuzd zoning raquest.

Added note for Lot 50 status.

es” on this sheet.

trt 3 ang ;evized

nanals lots.

¥ Greensay Reservation.
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structure (barn) larger tha
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meignt of
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e PRE-CRG REVISIONS

LEVELOPERS
Added dfmensions of all paving and rigitsof-wiys.
Clartfied status of Lot 50.

FLAUNING
Added General Horves 27, 28, and 29, revisea uove #8.
Revised future accasa to Dall and Harbert.
Changed lot numbers to sgree uwith Planning Board.
Added existing ruins to Lot 50.

D.E.P.A.M.
Increaaec Foreat Buffera of Road A and Road C.

AN :
,6‘ \\\\\\ Added General Notes 25 and 26.

Revised Septl: Areas as requested.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT
(a) Increased area of Lot 52 Lo two acres.
> Located ditch at Eagle Will Road.
Applied for stors water panagesent exemptiocn.

/lSIONS

rotes™ on this sheet.

Lot & i
Lot & and revised RECREATION AND PARKS

Added access parcel adjacent to Little Falls.

nhandle lots. ZONIKG

Revised zoning request.

L
sunty Greenway Reservation. Added note for Lot 50 status.

- of-way plat prepared for the Pubic Hoad LDedication. .

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS
(CONCERNING HISTORIC LOY 50}

The following recommendations as adopted by the Planning Board by
resolutlon dated Deceaber 7, 1930 have been complicd wih and are
reflected on this plan:

POINT OF
BEGINNING

Stabler®s Church Roac Ao
The acreage of this portion of ground, however, \
has been included in the density notes at the 1.0 A2 .‘
request of the Zoning Otfice for purposes ot 6+ hoad Dedication \
density confirmation only. g s 1 e
€. Road € ey e
NOTE: TOTAL 5.8 e,
This properiy as shown on the plan has been held iniact by the ownership 7. HOA Resource Congservation Area 66.7 Ac.
shown since March 22, 1979
The Deveioper's engineer has confirmed thal no part of the gross area of E. DNR Green Space 17.5 Ac. i
ihis property as shown on the plan nas ever been utihzed recorded or
represented as density or area 10 support any ofi-site dwelings 9. MNet Area of Lots 180.% Ac.
10. Averag Lot Size 3.4 ac.s

1. hccepting the western/southern line of the proposed right-of-way for
Cameron Mill - Stablers Church Roada, reduce the widih Lo 45 feet.

2. Enlarge "Lot 50" to approximately 5.6 acres, tncluding about 1.2
acres on the wesi/scuth aide of Cameron Hill Road.

3.  Protect the springhouse a3 well as the existing aiatoric duel'ing to
be removated and restorsd subjec: to spproval by W« Landmarks

Preservation Commission. )

4. Estab'ish a perpotual eascment to protect the cemetery and to allow - . Plan *
pe ‘astrian accesa. Plan ¢
App

ADDITIONAL NOTES

2149

Plan D
Continued .

BALTIMORE COUNTY MD, |
CCUMTY REVIEW GROUP
wewed By The €77 Ta

Toien

Benist

L
eH RO I.  Where proposea sewage disposal areas all witnin the Forem: Bu
will allow disturbance for installation or replacement of sept
only.
2. Cameron Mi1! Aoad 1s maintained by Baltimore County from 3tablers Church

Road to Kaufman Road.

3, ™ is partially located within
4istrict where enroll
the Interin Control

his tipe of 5

clusive) shall occur up to but n

tne grading permil builda‘ng permit

plav, o =

s e Prettyboy eleBentary scvo ©
acity by 20% or more as o
€M) adopted by the County Mouncll.

cevelopment (".ots 13 thro
including the point of
public works agreesent, an:

ZONING REQUESTS

Requesting a variance 3o Section 1402.4.8.3 of ine Baltimore Courty Zonifng
Regulations for Lots 1, 3, 4. 7, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24,
35, 26, 27, 28, 29, 36, 37, 38, %2, 43, 4%, ¥5, 36, 47, 48, and 50 to permil 4
Binimup disgetral digension of less than the required 300 feet for < ich lot.
The specific diametral dimensiona requested for each lot are a3 follows:

LOT DIAMETRAL 0T DIAMETRAL LOT DIAMEVRAL SHEET 1 OF 2
1 250 18 280 3 220
3 260 13 260 38 250
4 210 22 270 2 220
7 2u0 23 200 a3 180
2 s P 150 s 18
220 25 19 5 n_ 1
o 280 26 220 46 130 Scale: 1"'=100
1 20 27 220 a7 200
5 200 28 210 ug 230
16 200 29 290 51 2c0
" 210 36 220

OWNER

RUTh ANN DESOTO
1431 WHITE HALL ROAD

LOT 53 VARIANCES WHITE HALL, MO 21161

Requeating o variance to Sestien 101 {defimitlon) to 3

t essary } —
structure (barn) larger than the principle building on the TAX MAP 12 - PARCELS 15,17, AN

OEEDS - EHK J& GOI5/408 § G445/ 5

ACCOUNT NOS." O7-03-000075 , 16-00° 003467
{800 014127 , 14-00-010988

lot,

Kequesting & variance to Section 40D.1 Lo persit an accessary structure
{barn) Lo be located in the sice and front yard of the lot.

i. Requesting a variance to Section 400.3 Lo permit I height of an accessory
huilding (barn) of 35 feet in liew of the maximud permitied heignt of 12
Teet.

&th. & 7th. Election Districts Baltimore County, Md.

February 6, 1991

APPLICANT &
DEVELOPER

CAMERON MILL PARTNERSHIP
/o McKEE ¢ ASSOCIATES, 1
5 SHAWAN ROD.
HUNT VALLEY MD. 11030
(201) 527- 1555

["Public Services CRG No. 90212

Planning No. _VIl-244
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NOTE (LOT 50)

Lot 50 as shown cross-hatched on this sheet
and the adjacent road right-of-ways are not
part of this CRG Plan. It is being subdivided
as Minor Subdivision No. 90443M with a Right

SCALE 1"=1000'

. SITE TABULATION

1. Existing Zoning of Property

2. Gross Area of Property

3. Number of Lots Allowed

&, Numsber of Lo* . .ropoied

5. Highway Wifening Area

A.  Cazeron Mill foad
8.  Eagle Mill Foad
£ Malker Road

RC-4 & RC-H

(RC-4) 271.8 Ac.
(AC-5)  u.h Ac.

TOTAL  276.2 Ae.

(RC-4) 271,56 x ,2 = 54 lota
(RC-5) 8.4 x 667 = 2 lots

(RC-8) 52 lots
(RC-5) 1 lot

TOTAL 53 lats
4.0 Ac,
0.8 Ac.
0.5 Ao,
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GENERAL NOTES

7

WATER QUALITY NOTE - All stor= drain outfalls

. . ' .source Congservation Area by the Jaltimore 20. Tovenants shall be recorded to reatrict the limits of disturbonce on 25.
b 3\::?-32:':9::'4?:;:"“[ G n gash 1ot Will be designed under the direction o: the
* Snvironmental Impact Revwiew Divinion of DEPRM
2. This site lies within Census Tract Nos. U050 and 8071. 21. Mitigatad scasures for soils with limitations due Lo steep 3lupes. o achleve minimal eroaion with saxiaum
' tnfiltration.
4. Wo aress uith 25% or greater slopes will bu disturbed
. te lies within Councilmanic District Ne. 3. e 3 = i
3. This site 5. All :m:nrbed areas will Jtabilized with permainent seeding and 26. The Environmental lmpact "'1:"’ “‘"":“" ?" -
vegetation, f11 be nntified prior to any clearing
PO ithin Watershed fic. 14. - DEPRM wi a
4. This site lles within Wa C. :h:newr possible, runoff will be diverted awsy froe severs slopes, grading operations begin for Road ;a :0 that "
D. Storm drain ocutfalls will be designated E 5| 4 rf and lants suitable for transplanting may be
B hed No. 81, eaignated 30 153 to spread runoff an any wildplants
5. This site lies within Subsewerane avold concentrated flows. evaizated by their office.
1 fanily residential use and will be for
6. ALl proposed lots are far aing.e fantly 22, Flood plains shown hereon are taken frop National Flood Insurance Program 27. Lot S0 contains a structure which appears on
3ale. Firm Map No. 240010 0050 B, the Final Histcrical Landmarks List as Site 29
Parkton.
n 2 1 E tial, and vacant woods. (See Cameron Miller's House near
7. Existing land use is agricultual, cesidential, a 23. The developer will comply with all sppilcable ‘OMAR requiregents.
Land, au:2anle: 28. Restrictive covenants will be recorded with the
- 4 t of clearing and grading
Ciiradge, vhire dre e 24, FOR PANHADLE LOIS - Refuse collection, smow recowal, and roadway lots limiting the amoun
Bo Tu shebent of e bubesidpn, e s habizats or hazardous caintenance shall be provided to the junrtion of the panhandle ana to 10,000 aguare feet.
areas, archaeclogical sites, endangered spe abitat:
. Fra street right-of-way line only, and nct onto the panhandle drivewsy.
mater.als on this site. Maintenance Agreements Zoverning the use of the panhandles shall be 29. Pretty Boy Elementary School District
recorded. The panhandle shall be paved within one year of the
9. Trash i3 1o be collected by Baltimore County. 1ssuance cf the First occupancy permit and prior to the {ssuance of School Caparity ~
oo 11aned by the home building the occupincy perkit of the 1ast lot to be Served, whichever zome 1990 Enrollaent i
10. Individu.l lot grading will be accocp firat. Estimated Pupil Field 5
contractor. -
J1. A walver to the storu water managesert Fequirements has been applied for. Ttn District Elementary Schoo!l District
12. No local open space ia required. Senee  Capactty OREST BUFFEH
1990 Enroilzent it SmALL BE NO CLEARING GRADNG
£ . 518 SR
13, Topograpny shown hereon is taken from Baltimore County 200 scale Easlmated pughl Tustd or ';'I'“‘n'r‘f:“,:ﬁfrﬁ'?:?(:.':E,.T:mwr:w
topography. o glkip BE P M
BY BALTIMDRE COUNTY DE
4. Existing trees and vegetation are to be preserved where possible. No morc ;
than 25§ of the natural vegetation may be removed. N —— — !
15, Soils ahown herson arc taken from haltizore County Sofl Survey Maps. P I
16. Lots snown hereon will cperate on privite well and sptic systens. - -1
17. Average daily trips 63 x 12.4 = 687 550 550| |57 y L rEX
- ¥ = f GraDE
18. This proposed development is in close jroximity to active agricultural - [ T .
operations. It is the developer's resoonsibility to adwise future = I g
homeowners that agriculture has a prefsr=od use status and the odors, - I F 2 ase
noise, wust, farm equipment, livestoch and the use of agricultural — | 5401 o ~
chemicals (pesticides, fertilizer, herbicides, and other control agents) | 540 | — == - ™
are in active use. i b
19. No more than 10 of any lot may be covered by .mpermeable surfaces in an 3
RC-4 zone. — |&
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HYDROGEOLOGIC ATLAS NEW FREEOGM QUADRANGLE BALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND

AVAILABILIT| OF GROUND WATER MAP 4. AVAILABILITY OF GROUND WATER
% Muryland Goologcal Survey -

s T RS e o
L O

Mwrk T. Duigon

NATURE OF OCCURRENCE

water in the Piedmont province ocenrs chisfly in fractures in
the cryatalline metmorphic ocks, 4nd (n Cha pors spices of tha sveriying,
wacemsal ldsted material, Intarsecting fractures allow grester guestities
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d 00
¥ TOTAL  276.2 Ae.
e 1 3. Wusber of Lots Allowed (AC-3) 2708 ¢ .2 « 5 lota
- (RC=5) N.% & 667 & 2 lots
NOTE (I oT 50) . Wusber of Lots Tioposed ‘;;g:;: 32 dots
Lot 50 as shown cross-hatched on this sheet ToTL 53 dots
and the adjacent road right-of-ways are not 5. Bighuay Widenles Ares
part of this CRG Plan. It is being subdivided ) A.  Camsron Will Road 0.0 Ae.
as Minor Subdivision No. 90443M with a Right % 'u_:::r-;:‘w= :-: Au:
+ of-way plat prepared for the Public Road Dedication. D.  Stabler's Church Ross 17 e
The acreage of this portion of ground, however,
has been included in the density notes at the .
request of the Zoning Office for purposes of £ Mo bedication
densily confirmation only. K. Road k
B, Foad B
# €. Road T
NOTE: TOTAL
:I;-m:y a8 mzz" l;f;;h. ﬁlnmbmmldmlnhy the ownership 1. WA Rescerce Conservation Area
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lmwnpﬂlynw-nmir-phnmmbemummncuwu
9. MNet Area of Lots

reprasented as density or area o support any oft-site dwelings.

Average Lov Size

PLANNING RD RECOMMENDATIONS
POINT OF [CON:E::NG HISTORIC LOT 50)
BEGINNING The folioving recommintations 48 sdopted by the Hlanning Soard by
resslution dated Decesbar 7, 1990 Mave been complied with and a:
reflected on this plan:

1. Accepting the westarn/southern 1ine of Lhe proposed right-of-way for
Casercn Hill = Stablers Courch Moads, reduct Lhe Width Lo 35 Feat,

R‘EGDU‘NTV D

This Plan ¥las me cAG On

2. Enlarge "Lot 50° to approximately 5.6 l:r-l, !nﬂlnlwt kb SRS
21431 With The Follevrinl A:W‘H S

aores on the west/south alde of Cassron M

" 3. Frotect the springhouss as well &8 i3+ existing histazia dvelling te
be renovated and restored sublect to approval By the Landmirks '
Preservation Coamisslion.

A, Estavlish s p-mm:l ensement to Seotect the cesstery and to allow

pedestrian nooe!
ADDITIONAL NOTES
. sest Buffer, DEPRH
M m 1 :":";TJ?:“"' agunge l:::-l arens hl:-u'u:ln [ n?-nuc':nt- chnud '
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i Reed e meiane s Churcn
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31 grated on

re enroileent excseds cepacity by 205 or sore as
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at this Lise of ction Tares of this velopment (Lots 13 through 29
ZONIN ESTS Inciusivel Shall oceur vp 1o baL nob Lrchuding tne pett of SiEMLIFY of SECTIONS ONE, TWO, AND THREE

the grasing parmit bulleing permit, public works agrewmsnt, and record
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OWNER APPLICANT &

3 : RUTH A OESTTO
¥ ERNNNY LOT 53 VARIANCES ST T DEVELOPER
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1 Notes 25 ang 24
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NOTE (LOT 50)

Lot 50 as shown cross-hatched on this sheet
and the adjacent road right-of-ways are not
part of this CRG Plan. It is being subdivided

request of the 2oning Office for purposes of
density confirmation only.

| e

shawn since March 22, 1979

The Deveioper's engneer has. contimed that o part of Ihe gross area of
'S property as shown on the pian has ever been utikzed. recorded o

sented as densily o area 10 SuppOrL.any all-site dwellings

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS

" the following recomendations a3 adopted by the P
resalution dated Deceaber 7, 1990 have been complisd w:
reflected on this plan:

b
3

as Minor Subdivision No. 90443M with a Right
of-way plat prepared for the Public Road Dedication.
The acreage of this portion of ground, however,

has been included in the density notes at the

‘\rm Properly as shown on the plan has been held ntact by the ownership

_{CONCEANMING HISTORIC LOT 50)

1. Exiating Zening of Property

2. Gross frea of Froperty

3. Wumder of Lats A11owsd

© Musber of Lots Propesed

Highvay Widening drea

A, Camaron W11l Heag

8. Eagle MiIL Roau

€. Walker Road

P.  Stabler's Chursh Road

6. Foad Dedication
A Poag a
B.  Woas g
€. oacc

|
7. HOA Mescurce Conse vation Area
8. ONR Green Saace

ot dram ar Tare

. Rverage Lot Spze
e

!+ Acaepting the western/southern line of the propossd right-of-way for
Cassron M111 - Stablers Church Roads, reduce the width to 45 fest.

2. Enlirge "Lot 50" 1o approximately 5.6 acres, Including about 1.2
.

4¢re2 on the weat/south aide of Caseron Hidl Roa:

1. Protec pringhiouss 43 vall as the existing historlc #wslling to
be ra and reatored subject to approval by the Landmarka
Pras, Commtaaton,

N, Establish 4 perpetual ~asesent to protect the cemstery and to aliow

pacestrisn scoess.

ADDITIONAL NOTES

are proposed sevage disposal areas fall wifhin the Foren uffer,
*111 allow distirbance for installation or l‘nlff_l.ﬂl of septic systems
aly. .

A
jrmeron Hill Raad 1a maintained by Baltimore County foa Stablers Church
'oag to Kaurssn Noad. £

hall ecur uy to but MOL iacluding the point of signsture of
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RUTH ANN DESOTO
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WHITE HALL MO. 21181
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. SITE TABULATION

Requeating a variance Lo Section 800.1 Lo Paralt ay yecessory atructure
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DEEDS - EHK e G015 /408 ¢ Ga4s/1T5

ACCOUNT NO5." 7.03.000075 , 15-00-004467
18-00-014127 , 19.00-010988

[ Public Services CR.G. No. 90212 Planning : 4
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Baltimore County, Md.
MAY 9, 1991
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%o MeKEE ¢ ASSOCIATES, INC
5 SHAWAN RO.
HUNT VALLEY, MD. 21030

(3o1) 521- 1555

Public Services CRG No. 90212 _ |
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COUNTY REVIEW G SUP MEETING SUMMARY ;#\-3

Thursday, March 14, 1991
CAMERON MILL
Districts 6 & 7 €3
COUSTY REVIEW GROUP - THOLE PRESENT

Les Schreiber, Chairman - lept. of Public Works
Joe Haranto, Co-Chairman - Offico of Current Planning

AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES

Larry Pilson - DEPRH

| Rahee J. Famili - Traffic Engineering

i Pat Kincer - Recreation & Parks

1 Ed Schmaus - DEPRM/Storm Water Maaagement
James R. Logan ~ Developers Enginesring Diviston

Wally Lippincott - Offica of Planning & Zoning

DEVELOPER AND/OR REPRESENTATIVES

Geoffrey Schultz - McKoe & Asiociates

James McXee - McKee & Associates
Lawrence A. Helfa - Howard, Butler & Nelfa
Newton A. Williams - Holan, Plumnoff & Williams

INTERESTED CTTTZENS

Plaase See Attached

Mr. Schreiber, Chairman, opened the meeting at 2:40 p.m., introduced
the staff, and explained the purpose of the mesting. Mr. Hewton Wi'liams
presented the plan. J. Carroll Holzer, ummn for the urvlanﬂ Line Area
Association, their
accepted the presentation and will anm :r. intc the flls “Me. Schreibur
advised Nr. Holzer that this is a CRG meeting and a not a court of law or a
hearing.

Hr. Macanto summarized the staff comments submitted from Fire

9. g Division, Storm Water Hanagement,

1 and Resource Management {DEPRM),
Office of Fl-nnh!i and Zoning, Bureau of Traffic Enginesriry, Bureau of
Sanitation, Burema of Land Acquisition. Thess comments have been made a
part of this summary, and a copy was alsc given to the developer and
developer's enginser.

Staff comsents to be adaressed:

Developars Engineering Division - Grading of the widening of the

ad cross section will only be required to provide safe sight distance
whero Public Works decides that it is necessary at intersections and
curves. A fined deposit will be required for this work as part of the
Public Warks Agresment.
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GENERAL NOTES

3 BLEG. HEIGMT:

(. MASTER LAY TIoN CovsERVATION -
2. CENSUS TRACT < doZo " "
3 CONCUMATIC OIsTRICT B Q 2 SO STHE SPRNE HORE
4. WATERSHED = 14 SUBSEWERSHED * 8l \\,‘ msu:vﬁ | | ™ ecmenovTED |
6. SToRM WATER MANAGEMENT 15 NOT REVIRED FOR 2t Mivs ]

Tiits  SOBDIVISION. x | E}
6 THE EXISTING DWELLING APPEARS AG ITEM # 29 oN THE LY S -

FINAL HSTORICAL LANDMARKS LisT

T PO ARYTIONAL INEORAAATION Afstmn’i THE AESICVE
BXNOARY SEE THE LR &. FLAN FOR * CAMERON MILL"™
ON FILE IN BALTIMORE Sow7y

B EXISTING DWELLING 15 To BE RENIVATED AND RESTORES,
SOBIECT TO APPROVAL BY THE MISTLRIC PRESERVAT? AN
COMMITTEE

9. EXST /6 SPRMINGHOUSE 1S ALSO TO BE RENC VATED ANG
RESTORED, BUT NOT To BE USED AS 4 WATER SOURCE

O EXISTING FOUNDATION RUINS ON SOUTH SDE OF EANMERIN
Ml RoA2 ARE To REMAIN

Il FROfPOSED USE OF HOUSE iS5 RESIOENTIAL

2. Ah' EASEMENT rOR INGRESS , FGRESS WILL BE PROVIOED
FOR THE CEMETERY.

— ——
BAVING ¢
S (V ¢
HOUSE DETAIL
Scale - /0"

20

RESIDUE
275 4 A *

VICINITY MAP

SCALE 1"~ 1000

DENSITY _NOTES

@ EX zowws oF PROFERTY <c-4¢RCE
@ sross arEA Re-4 D737 At

- S 0 . AU, 25 ——

ToTAL  27R ¢

2 Ne OF LOTS FERMITIED RC 4 (2/57x 20): 54 (275
5 [(#9 067) 0 3 Lors
L - 57 LrTs

T Ne. OF LOTSE PROFOSED 2 Llers
8 AN gF MRaverD 10T 52 4 Bads
. 510

& TETAL 5. 254

15 NOT To BE
A BULLDING LET

RC-4 FUTURE GREENSPAC

RESIDUE e
@,.. CR.G. PLAN
FUTURE GREENSPACE LOT 50
"CAMERON MILL"
s :
g lge #19503 CAMERON MILL ROAD
7TH ELECTION DISTRICT BALTIMORE CO: MD.
VARIANCE REQUESTS SCALe: 1'=100' SEPTEMBER 21, 1990
Rev:sw 114 199
@ sERvEETING 4 VARINGE 7> SECTION EviSED  2- - 1191
McKEE & ASSOCIATES, INC. OB $.04 70 MloW A DWELLING To
CIVIL ENGINEERS - LAND SURVEYORS STREET CENTERLINE SETBACK OF 28 APPLICANT & OWHEH
SHANAN PLACE 5 SHAWAN ROAD FEET IN LIEL) OF THE MINIMUM PERMIT- RUTH ANN DESOTO
HUNT VALLEY MD 21030 TED SETBACK OF /00 FFET
PHONE  (301) 527 1555 @ REQC—E&T:WS Al W 7o SEcTION 1431 WHITE HALL ROAD
i A3 4. A, To Alow 4 OHIEMIIVG HEIGHT 2 WHITE HALL MD 21161
o [ - - e . OF 3¢ EET /N LiEU (AOMM wER -

MITTED HEIGHT aF -!5 E:ET DEEDS EHK JR 6015/408 ACCT NO 07 03 000075 16 00 009467

EHK JR 6445 175 1800 014127 19 00 010968
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LOT VARIANCES
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