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the property owners and the community have apparently entered into a declaration of restrictive 

covenants . . Although that entire documen:t will not be incorporated into this Ord.er, portions thereof 
~-" \'. 

are appropriate and will be attached as conditions to the grant of relief in this ·case. The restrictions 
• ,1-•_ ~- • 

agreed by the parties include design crit~ria as to land~caping and building construct1on/ materials, 
. . 

'...• . . ' . ' . . . . 

the proposed storm water management plan, and the types of tenants/uses allowed on the property. 

It is also to be noted that a· pdmary concern ~f the community related to the location of 

the access points to the property from York Road. These access points were designed at the 

community's request to discourage the installation of any traffic lights that would regulate the 

intersections of York Road and Belfast Road, and York Road and Northwood Drive. That is, the 

community does not want additional traffic lights to be installed along York Road, and the project 

was designed so as to discourage the need for such installation. The access point~ to the property 

are offset from those intersections. In addition, Counsel for the Petitioners indicated that his 

clients had abandoned their original efforts to secure a traffic light at the entrance to the site on 

York Road and would cooperate with the community to discourage such installation by the State 

Highway Administration in the future. 

In addition to the concerns raised by the Protestants, there were other issues raised by 

the County's Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC). One such comment submitted by the Office of 

Planning (OP) suggested that the proposed retail building be moved furth~r towards the rear of the 

site (York Road). This apparently was proposed to create a pedestrian-oriented street :frontage 

along Aylesbury Road. Such a proposal ignores, however, the grade of the site and the need to 

provide parking immediately adjacent to both levels of the strip center. This proposal was 

addressed in detail by Mr. Main and the other witnesses produced by the Petitioners. I am 

persuaded that the Petitioners' plan and siting of the building envelope is appropriate and will not 

adopt OP's recommendation. 

A comment was also received from the Developers Plans Review Division of the 

Department of Permits and Development Management. This comment indicates that the 

Petitioners will be required to relocate an existing sanitary sewer, due to the proposed construction. 
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