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INRE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING - * BEFORE THE
and PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING
* (Franklin Station) ‘ *  HEARING OFFICER
"N/S Berryman’s Lane, 698° _ V : A
S of Tarragon Road * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
4th Election District S ‘ ,
3rd Councilmanic District *

* CASENO. IV-540 & 00-336-SPH
Hampton Reisterstown, LLC ‘ : ,

Legal Owner and = ‘ R _ ,
Ryland Homes/Contract Purchaser - ‘ ' -
Developers * ’
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. HEARING OFFICER’S OPINION & DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Hearing Officer/Deputy Zoning Commissioner for
Baltil{nore County on a Motion for Reconsideration filed by the 1egai owners of the subject
property, Hampton Reisterstown, LLC and Ryland Homes, the contract purchaser. The Motion
for Reconsideration was filed by G. Scott ﬁarhight, attorney at law, represenfing the developer.
The Motion for Reconsideraﬁon asked that I reconsider the | issue regarding storm water
manag'é’ment and divers‘ion of surface water drainage, which was the basis for the denial of the k
Development Plan that was submitted before me previously. In addition, the Petitioner has asked
that the special hearing request which was previously denied be reconsidered. |

By way of background, this matter originally came before this Hearing Officer for a
hearing on April 6, 2000. After a public hearing on the issues presented, an Order was issued by

this Hearing Officer dated the 18" day of April, 2000, Whereupoh the issues that were presented

© at that hearing were resolved. Ultimately, the Development Plan as submitted was denied based

on an issﬁe raised by the Department of Public Works involving the manner in which the

developer proposed to manage storm water runoff from the subject property. The issue also

“involved the diveréion of surface water drainage, as well as diverting that dra'mage through

outfall pipes situated beneath I-795. After a full hearing on the matter, the Development Plan
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was denied on that issue. In'addition, the spécial hearing request filed by.tvhe Petitioner was also
denied, given that the Development Pian was denied.

After ihe issuance of my briginal Order, the Petitioner filed a Moti.on for Reconsideration
dated the 25™ day of April, 2000. The motion was granted and the matter was set in for another
public hearing for the purpose of reconsidering the issue that resulted in the denial of the

Development Plan submitted and the special hearing request. The public hearing on the Motion

for Reconsideration was held July 21, 2000.

Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the developer were G. Scott Barhight and Jennifer
Busse, attorneys at law, representing the Petitioner. David S. Thaler, Emest Sheppe and Alan
Scott appeared on behalf of D. S. Thaler & Associates, the engineering firm who prepared the
Development Plan of the property. Doug Eshelman appeared on behalf of Ryland Homes and
Caf;nen Gilmore appeared "on behalf of Lowe Enterprises. As is usual and customary,
representatives of the various Baltimore County reviewing agencies also attended the hearing,
namely, Robert W. Bowling and Jun Fernando, from the Office ot: Permits & Development
Management; Collegn Kelly from the Bureau of Land Acquisition; R. Bruce Seeley from the
Department of Environmental Protection & Resource Management (DEPRM); Jeff Long from
the Office of Planning; and Jan Cook from the Department of Recreation and Pérks. Finally,

three residents from the surrounding community who appeared at the previous hearings also

attended the hearing, Mr. and Mrs. Drenhing and D. T. Breckenridge.
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The purpose of the reconsideration request was to entertain testimony and evidence

regarding a new design of the subject property relating to storm water management and surface

water drainage. The Petitioner now proposes two (2) separate storm water management ponds

and does not propose to divert surface drainage. This is quite different from the previous plan
submittal which resulted in the Development Plan being denied.- Apparently, the developer met
with representatives from Public Works, as well as DEPRM prior to the hearing before me.

They have put forward a new design that has satisfied both of those agencies. Therefore, at the



time of the hearing before me, relative to the issue which resulted in the denial of the original
plan, all agencies were in agreémént that the new design satisfied all Baltimore .County
regulations. Therefore, there was no issue regarding the new design, accordingly the new
Development Plan shall be approved.

In addition to reconsidering the issue that caused the Developﬁnent Plan to be denied
originally, the Petitioner also moved forward on their Petition for Special Hearing to approve
non-density portions of;Lots 2, 20, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 31, 34, 35, 52, 53, 55, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74,
75 and 76 and to allow possible future construction 6f accessory structures in these non-density
portions. The special hearing request was generated due to the fact that there are several zone
lines bisecting this property at different locations. The subject property is split zoned DR 2 and
DR 3>.5. However, those zone lines run through the property in various areas, as shown on the
site p:ilan submitted. Because of the unusual manner in which the zone liﬁes cross the property,
some of the lots contained therein are themselves actually split zoned DR 3.5 and DR 2.
Therefore, a small part of the lots previou;c,ly identified will contain a non-density portion. This,
in and of itself, requires special hearing approval. Furthermore, spebial‘hearing approval is
needed in order for the future owner of a particular lot that is split zoned in that fashion to place
accessory structures in that non-density area. This “density anomaly,” while not a frequent
occurrence, does come up on occasion. The engineer in this case did an excellent job in
designing and laying out the lots within this parcel, given the rnanyvsite constraints that hés
challenged this design; It is virtually impbssible to design the property.with lots wheréin this
anomaly would not have occurred. Therefore, the special hearing relief requested by the
Petitioner _shall be granted as requested.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by this Deputy Zonmg Commissioner/Hearing Ofﬁcer

vA < |
for Baltimore County this 07 7 day of July, 2000, that the Motion for Reconsiderat‘ion be

GRANTED and the Development Plan submitted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit No. 5, be
and is hereby APPROVED.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all other findings, terms and conditions contained within
my previous decision dated the 18® de;y of April, 2000, be incorporated into ThlS Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORbERED ’ that the Special Hearing relief to approve non-density
portions of Lots 2, 20, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 31, 34, 35, 52, 53, 55, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75 and 76,
and to allow possible future construction of accessory structure;in these non-density portions, be
and is hereby GRANTED. | |

IT IS FURTHER: ORDEREE that any appeal of this or any other prior decision preyio;sly
made by this Hearing Officer/Deputy Zoning Commissioner must be filed within thirty (30) days
from the date of this Order.

‘ Mty fodonr

! TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER/
HEARING OFFICER
FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
TMK :raj
4
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Inre: . S -~ .~ *. - BEFORETHE
DEVELOPMENT PLANHEARINGand - - * . .DEPUTY ZONING
PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING SR ' o
* - COMMISSIONER
Franklin Station " ' . .
- N/S Berryman'’s Lane, 698’ S of Tarragon Rd. * . OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
4t Election District 7 ' , : - .
3rd Councilmanic District L *  +_Case No.: IV-540 & 00-336-SPH
'Hampton Reisterstown, LLC *
.Legal Owner, and
' The Ryland Group, Contract Purchaser ¥
Petitioners = : ‘ )

| MEMOl{ANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR RECONS'IDERATION |
B ‘I”'etivtioners, Douglae F Esh‘elmaijn and The RylandGroup, by and through their attorneys, G.

" Seott Barhigllt, ]ennifer R. Busse, and Whlteford, Taylol‘ & Preston L.E.P., file tlus Motion for
Reconsideration of the Deputy Zoning.’Co‘m‘missioner’s Hear'ing Officer’s Op'inion and
Development: Plan Order dated April 18, 2000, ,and reepectftlﬂy request that .the Depnty
Zomng Commissioner reconsider his dec151on to deny approval of thJs subject development
‘plan, and his decxsxon to deny the petition for spec1al hearing seekmg approval for non-
density portlons'of certam lots and to allow 'posmble future construction of accessory
stx—nehlreé in these non;density_areas., |

1. Petitioners respectﬁullv request that they be a]lowed to file a tevised development plan
A 'for the prOposed development known as Frank]m Station with the Baltimore County
Department of Pubhc Works and the Balt:more County Department of Envnonmental Protectlon "
and Resource Management (”DEPRM”) for the purpose of resolvmg the issue on wh1ch the

' Deputy Zorung Commlss1oner denied Franklm Station’s development plan.
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2. Petitioners resfaectful]y request that within 15 days of the date that Petitioners submit a
revised development plan for Franklin Station, the Baltimore County Department of Public Works
-and bEPRM be required to provide a written comment on the revised plan.
3. Pétitioners respectfully request they be allowed to appear before Deputy Zoning
Commissioner Timothy M. Kotroco within 20 days of the date that Petitioners submit a revised
development plan for Franklin Station, for the purposes of obtaining approval of the revised
» develoi)ment plan ahd approval of the relief requested in the petition for special hearing (Case 00-
336-SPH). |
4. Petitioners respéctfully request that they be allowed to notify all those interested persons )
who appeared at the hearing foicer’s hearing in th15 matter on April 6, 2000, in writing, of the
date of the ‘H.e‘aring Ofﬁéer's Hearing and Hearing for Petition for Special Hearing to be held
before Deputy Zoning Commissioner Timothy M. Kotroco within 20 days of the date that
Petitioners submit the revised development plan. Petitioners request that they not be required
advertise or post the date of the Hearing Officer's Hearing and Hearing for Petition for Special
.Hearmg to be held within 20 days of the date that they submit the rev1sed development plan. .

WHEREFORE for the foregomg reasons, the Petitioners respectfu]]y request that the

Deputy Zoning Commissioner rec0n51der his Hearmg Officer’s Opinion & Development Plan

Order dated April 18, 2000, and grant Petitioners the relief requested herein.

- | Re§ W&ed,

;'/S.(IE,ott Barhight
Jennifer R. Busse
" Whiteford, Taylor & Preston L.L.P.
210 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204-4515
(410) 832-2000
Attorneys for Petitioners
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY CERTIFY that on this - day of April, 2000, a copy of the Petitioner’s

Motion for Reconsideration and Memorandum in Suppbrt thereof was mailed first class,
postage prepaid to:

Mr. Alan Scoll .

Mr. Emest Sheppe, 111
Mr. David Thaler

D. S. Thaler & Associates
7115 Ambassador Road
P.O. Box 47428
Baltimore, MD 21244

Mr. Doug Eshelman

c/o Ryland Homes

7250 Parkway Drive, Suite 520
Hanover, MD 21076

Mr. Michael Kelly

c/o Wilson T. Ballard Co.
- 17 Gwynns Mill Ct.
Owings Mills, MD 21117

Mr. Mickey Cornelius
¢/ o The Traffic Group
9900 Franklin Station Drive, Suite H
Baltimore, MD 21236

Mr. Gregofy Drenning
39 Stocksdale Ave.
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Mr. and Mrs. Davis T. Breckenndge
214 Stocksdale Ave.
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Mr. Joe Collins
115 Sunnymeadow Lane
Reisterstown, MD 21136



Mr. Ralph Hodge

33 Stocksdale Ave. -
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Mr. Roslynn Goldberg
8609 Keller Ave.
Stevenson, MD 21153

Ms. Virginia Marriott
19 Aldyth Ave.
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Ms. Lucy Hoffman
17 Aldyth Ave.
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Mr. Max McPhail
19 Aldyth Ave.
Reisterstown, MD 21136

Mr. Harvey Zeleski
9 Jessie Ct.
Reis'terstown, MD 21136

Q@ A %wm

er R. Busse

194881



Inre: o S * BEFORETHE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING and * DEPUTY ZONING
PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING A , ‘
*. COMMISSIONER

Franklin Station ‘ o :

N/S Berryman’s Lane, 698’ S of Tarragon Rd. * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
. 4t Election District , ' I
" 3d Councilmanic District - - *  .CaseNo.: [V-540 & 00-336-SPH

Hampton Reisterstown, LLC *

Legal Owner, and

. The Ryland Group, Contract Purchaser -
Petiioners ' .

| /PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

- Petitioners, Douglas F. Eshelman and The Ryland Group, by and through their attomeys, G.

Scott Barhigilt, Jernmifer R. ‘Busse, and Whiteford, Taylor & Pfeston L.L.P,, file this Motion for

Recon51derat10n of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner’s Hearmg Ofﬁcer s Opinion ¢ & |
Development Plan Order dated April 18, 2000, and respectfully request that the Deputy

| Zon_mg Commissioner recons1der his decision to deny approval of this sub]ect,development

pian, and his decisien to deny the petition for special hearing seeking approval f/<)r ﬁon— |

deﬁsity Porﬁons of eertaih lots and to eﬂow possible ,ﬁiture cor;strﬁction of a"cce’“sso'ry )

structures in these non-density areas. -

/)

_/é)‘%g{tt Barhight
]enmfer R. Busse
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston L.L.P.
210 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 212044515
(410) 832-2000
Attorneys for Petitioners
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HEARING OFFICER'’S OPINION & DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Hearing Officer/Deputy Zoning Commissioner for
Balgtimore County as a requested approval of a Development Plan for a project known as
“Franklin Station”. In addition to the Development Plan approval request, the DevelVOper is also
requesting a special hearing pufsuant to Case No. 00-336-SPH.

The Development Plan approval request is Case No. IV-540 and is known as “Franklin
Station”. The subject property contains a gross area of 32.94 acres, more or less, split-zoned
D.R.3.5. and D.R.2.-" The property is proposed to be developed with 79 single-family residential
lots. The subject site is located on the east side of 1-795, sandwiched between Stocksdale
Avenue to the north end Berryman’s Lane to tﬁe south, The proposed improvements are more
particularly shown on Developer’s Exhibit Ne. 1, the Development Plan of the property. In
addition to the requested approval of the development of the site, the Developer.is also
requesting a Special Hearing to approve non-density portions of Lots 25, 39, 58, 60, 2, 26, 28,
29, 31, 32, 36, 40, 57, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80 and 81, and to allow possible future construction of

accessory structures in these non-density areas.




Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the Spécial Hearing and Development Plan approval
request were Alan Scoll, Emest Scheppe and David Thaler, all with D. S. Thaler & Associateé,
the engineers who prepared the site plan of the property. Doug Eshelman appeared on behalf of }
Ryland Homes. Michael Kelly, with the Wilson T. Ballard Company and Mickey Cornelius
with the Traffic Group also attended the hearing. The Developer was represented by G. Scott
Barhight, attorney at law. As is customary, representatives from the various Baltimore Cgunty
reviewing agencies also attended the hearing, namely, Robert W. Bowling and Jun Fernéndo,
from the Office of Permits & Development Management; R. Bruce Seeley and John Russo from
the Department of Environmental Protection & Resource Management (DEPRM); Lynn Laﬁham
from the Office of Planning; and Jan Cook from the Department of Recreation and Parks. Mari-
J an Shaffer, aide'to Councilman Bryan Mclntire, Third Councilmanic District, also attended the
he;ring. In addition, a number of citizens from the surrounding community appeared and
participated atv the hearing. Those citizens signed in on the Citizen Sign-In Sheet.

As to the Development Plan, a Concept Plan Conference was held April 26, 1999,
followed by a second Community Input Meeting held at the Glyndon Elemeniary School Café on
June 17, 1999. A Development Plan Conference followed on March 8, 2000 and a Hearing
Officer’s Hearing was held on April 6, 2000 in Room 106 of the County Office Building. |

At the preliminary stage of the Hearing Officer’s Hearing, I attempt to determine what, if
any, agency issués or comments remain unresolved at the time of the hearing before me. Several
issues7 wefre raised by either the County representatives in attendance or the various citizens who

were at the hearing. Those issues will be dealt with in the body of this Order.

Tssue 1: Storm Water Management

Mr. Robert Bowling, a representative of Permits and Development Management and Mr.
John Maple, a representative of Public Works, raised an issue concerning the diversion of surface
drainage from one area of the site to a stormwater management facility located approximately in

the center of the parcel. Testimony and evidence offered by these gentlemen evidenced strong
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objection to the diversion of the surface drainage for reasons that follow.

Their obje]ction centered around the method by which surfacé water is conveyed from the
property and discharged undI—:-r 1-795. As shown on the Development Plan, situated at the
northern end of the site there exists a 30 inch reinforced concrete pipe which passes under 1-795
which accepts surface water from the northern end of the parcel to be developed. In the'center of
the site there exists a 42 inch reinforced concrete pipe, which also drains under I-795. On the
southern end of the parcel to be developed there exists a 60 inch reinforced concrete pipe which
passes under I-795. The Developer proposes to install one storm water management fécility in
the center of the site as shown on the site 'plan of the property. Their plan proposes to capture
and convey to this storm water management facility most of the runoff from their property. This
incllilcies diverting the natural flow of storm water runoff from ﬂme southern portion of the site
intoi’this storm water facility. Mr. John Maple, who appeared and testified at the hearing,
evidenced his department’s strong objection to this storm water management plan._ His objection
‘was documented in his letter dated March 8, 2000, a copy of which was sent to Thomas Vidmar;
Bureau Chief, Resource Management & Engineeriné Services and to Al Wmh Mr Maple
restated those concerns at the hearing before me. He objects to the diversion of the storm water
in that each of the aforementioned culverts would be significantly affected concerning the
amount of water passing through them. He testified that the 42 inch reinforced concrete pipe
would be the outfall of the proposed storm water manégement pond. His testimony
demonstrated that there would be é sié;niﬁcant increase in the volume of water which would pass
through this 42 inch culvert and such volume would pass at extremely erosive v_elocities,
sometimes approaching 23 ft. per second. His objection was so strong that he has asked the
engineer to provide written confirmation that the down stream property owners will hold

Baltimore County and the State of Maryland harmless for the damages that would occur from the

erosion that would take place on their properties.
b
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In addition to his testimony that the Developer has failed to provide a suitable outfall, I\/Ir
Maple is also concerned, as. was Mr. Bowling, that the Developer proposes to utilize thé existing
embankment along I-795 as the same embankment for the storm water management pond.
Concern was raised by both gentlemen that utilizing the existing embankment would only
weaken the structure and encourage failure. |

Mr. Maple testified that the diversion of storm water runoff to the management -pond
would lessen the flow of water that currently passes under 1-795 through the 60 inch reinforced
concrete pipe located on the southem portion of the property. Lessening the flow of discharge
through this pipe would encourage and cause sediment to build up within the pipe itself due to
the lack of flushing during rain events. He, therefore, believes that diverting the storm water to
the? 42 inch pipe would do damage to the 60 inch reinforced concrete pipe by virtue of causing it
to éclog up. Mr. Bowling and Mr..'Maple both assert that the Developer should install two
separate storm water management facilities on the propeny so that the amount of discharge
currently bassing under 1-795 through the aforementioned reinforced concrete pipes would be
maintained. This would insure no further damage to either drain pipe.

In response to the concems raised by Messrs. Maple and Bowling, the Developer offered
testimony that the storm water management facility as propoéed is appropriate. Furthermore,
Mr. Thaler, testifying on behalf of the Developer, indicated that the issue of storm water
mémagement is one better reviewed by DEPRM and not M. Maple and Mr. Bowling’s
departmernits. M. Thaler indicated that DEPRM had no objection to the facility as shown on the
Developer’s plan. Mr. Thaler also objected to the idea of installing a second storm watér
management pond on the site, which in essence would be located within 500 ft. of the proposed
pond. Mr. Thaler also indicated that while Mr. Maple’s letter was dated March 8, 2000 and was
sent to DEPRM, he and his clients \’zvere‘unaware of the letter until one day before the public
hearing. In response to Mr. Thaler’s comments, Mr. Bowling pointed out that his comment

dated March 2, 2000, advised the Developer that the issue involving the diversion of storm water
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runoff would have to be approved by the directors of both Public Works and DEPRM. He,
therefore, believes that this issue conceming the storm water diversion should not have been a
surprise to the Developer., V |

The issue of storm water management is a critical component of any development plan.
Failure to properly provide storm water management facilities on sites to be developed ﬁave been

the basis in the past for denial of a Development. (See Village Care, Inc., Case No. III-377 and

06-284-SPHX).  Commissioner Schmidt, in his decision in the Village Care.case, ruledl%t_hat
Section 26-203.D.10 mandates that the Development Plan contain “storm water management
areas supported by preliminary hydrology computations, and proposed existing storm drainage
systems and verification of suitable outfall”. Therefore, this Developer must show that the
Development Plan submitted satisfies those requisites. I am not at all Asatisﬁed that the
De\}?eloper has in fact provided a “suitable outfall” for this proposed storm water management
facility. In fact, I am persuaded to the contrary. The strong testimony of both Mesérs: Bowling
and Maple cause me great concern that the 42 inch reinforced concrete pipe is not an appropriate
conduit for thé discharge from the Developer’s storm water management pénd.

I am equally concerned over the diversion of the surface drainage from the area of the site
that formerly drained in the direction of the 60 inch reinforced concrete pipe. The area just
above the 60 inch reinforced concrete pipe contains a significant amount of wetlands and two
small streams. Di\}erting drainage from that wetland area could cause the wetlands to dry up and
plant and animal life within the stream systems to expife. DEPRM has in past cases testified as
to the importance of maintaining the same flow of water into wetlands and stream areas. This
was their position in the Trumps Mill Estates Development Plan, which property drained into the
Stemmers Run, through a significant area of wetlands. The neighbors in that case asked that the
storm water be.diverted to alleviate the saturation of their properties. However, the testimony
from DEPRM in that case clearly demonstrated that the storm water should not be diverted from

" the wetland areas thereby causing them to dry up. However, in this case DEPRM has remained
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silent as to the diversion of this surface drainage. In any event, due to thev strong testimony of
Messrs. Bowling and Maple, I find that Vthe diversion of >the storm water drainage, as proposed by
the Developer, should not be approved and the method of conveymg that drainage to one smgle
storm water management pond be and is hereby denied. |
Lastly, the Developer has proposed to utilize the existing embankment, along I-7§5, as the
embankment of their storm water management facility. Mr. Maple testified, and his comments
of March 8, 2000 indicate, that “utilizing the existing embankment will only weaken the
: embankment and encourage failure”. Based on this concern, I shall disapprove the proposéd
“storm water management facility and deny the Development Plan. |
Because of this denial, the Developer will have to re-engineer the proposed development
of ?his site so as to address and alleviate the concerns and objections raised by Mr. Maple and
Mr Bowling. This should entail significant revisions to the Development Plan as submitted.
Therefore, given the anticipated material changes to the plan, the Developer shall be required to
resubmit his plan to the Developmeﬁt Review Committee for resolution of this issue. The
~ Developer shall also notify the members of the community who attended the hearing and involve
them in the process before the Development Review Committee. These citizensvshould be
appnsed of the method by Wthh the Developer proposes to manage the storm water drainage
_from this property and the marmner in which the overall Development Plan has been altered.
| Even though the Development Plan has been denied based on this storm water
managemént issue, it is necessary to address the remaining issues raised at the hearing, given that

an appeal of this decision is anticipated. Therefore, I shall address the other issues raised at the

hearing before me.

Issue 2: Passive Open Space

An objection was raised to the Development Plan by Mr. Jan Cook and Ms. Jean Tansey,
both representatives of the Department of Recreation and Parks. The testimony from the

representatives of Recreation and Parks indicated that the passive open space area consisting of 1



acre of land, located adjacent to I-795, is not appropriately designed and fails to meet ‘the_ dictates
of the Open Space Manual. !.Testimony indicated that the new Adequate Facilities Legislation
ha-s altered the provisions for .open space on properties to be developed. Mr. Cook and Ms. -
Tansey indicated that the open space area set aside by this Developer failed to meet ihe new
manual in that the 20 ft. right-of-way which leads to the passive open space is too loﬁg and is
located in a remote area of the development which would not promote accessibility to all future

lot owners. Ms. Tansey testified that the passive open space should be located elsewhere o;the

site in an area that is accessible by all residents. In the event the open space would remain as

shown on Developer’s Exhibit 1, Ms. Tansey requested that an alternative means of accessing

the open space be provided. She concluded that the Developer has failed to satisfy the open

spage requuements contained within their manual.

Q However, on cross-examination, Mr. Barhight questioned Ms. Tansey as to each and-every
provision of the Open Space Manual that may have pertained to this project. After thoroughly
reviewing the specific language of that’manual with Ms. Tansey, I hereby find that the open
space, as shown on Developer’s Exhibit 1; both active and passive, does.in fact meet with the
dictates of the Open Space Manual. Ms. Tansey’s testimony and that of Mr. Cook was more
along the lines of what Recreation and Parks would like to see or would wish to see on this plan.
However, it was clear from the testimony elicited on cross-examination that the Developer has in
fact satisfied the written requirements of the manual. Therefore, this issue involving open space,
as shown on the site plan, was not sufficient to warrant that the plan be denied. The Developer
has in fact complied with those requirements. -

Issue 3: Retaining Wall Along Stocksdale Avenue

19
SRR
o
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Ms, Lynn Lanham, a representative of the Office of Planning, indicated her department’s
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- \\ R‘; concemn relating to a landscape easement proposed along Stocksdale Avenue in the rear of Lots
S0 D ,

\\}“\ ? 43-5]1. She was also concerned over a proposed retaining wall which the Developer may install

along the rear of those lots. Testimony and evidence indicated that there is a steep hill existing
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along the edge of Stocksdale Avenue, which was. appa'rently.caused by excavation ‘that took
place on the property by the previous owner. This drop in elevation is extensive. One of the
proposals put forth by the Developer involves the installation of a 10 ft. high retaining wall along
the rear of Lots 43-51 and possibly further, to account for this tremendous change in elevationv.
This 10 ft. high retaining wall would, at some points, only allow for a 20 fi. rear yard of the
homes to be built on the aforementioned lots. A second alternative proposed by the Developer
was to bring back to the property fill dirt which would replace the earth that was previdusly
excavatéd along Stocksdale Avenue, thereby tapering the land and sloping it in a more natural
manner. While the latter alternative may be more difficult to achiéve, it would promote ‘a more
safer and more aesthetically pleasing development.
3; The use of a 10 ft. high reté'm'mg wall along Stocksdéle Avenue would be unsafe and
should not be permitted to occur. Not only could it pose a hazard to the residents who may move
into this subdivision, including small children, even fhough it may be ‘properly posted and
fenced, but may also iaose a danger to the residents who live in the surrounding community. A
10 ft. retaining wall along Stocksdale Avenue would give the appearance of a prison wall to
those residents who look out the backs of their windows on the houses on Lots 43-52. This wall
would only sit a short distance from the rear of thése homes. Large retaining walls give the
appearaﬁce that a development was “force’d” onto a particular parcel of land. They give the
appearanc;é that the new development is out of character with the existing topography of the
surrounding neighborhood. On paper, such as is represented on a Development Pifin, these types
of retaining walls may appear appropriéte when in actuality, once constructed, they look out of
character and out of place.
Therefore, I shall order that no taller than a 4 ft. retaining wall may be installed along the
rear of Lots 43-52, along the properties common boundary with Stocksdale Avenue. A 4 ft.
rétaining wall would fit more appropriatély into this residential neighborhood than the previously

proposed 10 ft. wall. This would require a mix of installing a retaining wall and filling in that
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area of the property which was previously excavated. As an alternative to this 4 fi. retaining
wall, the Developer may be permitted to install no retaining wall at all, thereby opting to fill in
the entire area which was previously excavated. In any event, I shall require that the landscape

easement and retaining wall package be reviewed and approved by the Office of Planning and
contain a retaining wall no taller than 4 fi. i |

As stated previously, several residents of the surroﬁnding community apl;eared and also
raised issues as to the development of the site. Mr. Gregory Drenning raised an issue concerning
the steepness of the slope along Stocksdale Avenue. He too was concerned over this drastic
change in elévation between Stocksdale Avenue and the houses fo be constructed in that area.
However, I have addressed and resolved the issue raised by Mr. Drenning, by virtue of the
resolution of the issue raised by the Office ofb Planning. I do not believe it is necessary for the
Developer to éompletely eliminate those lots along Stocksdale Avenue or to relocate them a

greater distance from the road itself as was Mr. Drenning’s suggestion. Those lots may be

situated as shown on Developer’s Exhibit 1, but the grading of those lots must be in accordance

with this Order.

Issue 4: Lots are too small

Several of the residents attending the hearing who testified, including Mr. ZelefSkyEgﬂd
Mr. & Mrs. Drenning, indicated that the lots proposed for this subdivision are too small as
compared to the homes of the surrounding community. In actuality, this may be the case.
However, the lot sizes as proposed are consistent with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
and the size of the lots proposed are not sufficient to warrant that the plan be denied.

L

Issue 5: Specimen Trees

1

Mr. Drenning testified that the Developer has failed to correctly ide all of the

! specimen trees that are located on the property. He had in his possession a previous site plan of

the property wherein Mr. Thomas Hoff, a professional engineer, identified up to 15 specimén

tre
N

es on the site. The Developer herein, only identifies 8 specimen trees.

—
e
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However, Mr. John Russo, a representative of DEPRM, who is charged with reviewing the
forest stand 'delineatio‘n that was submitted to his office, indicated that his office has reviewed
and approved the number of specimen trees on the prbperty. He indicated the correct number as
8. The testimony of Mr. Russo was that the Develbper correctly identified the specimen trees on
the property and further indicated that the large tulip poplars, about which Mr. Drenning was
concerned, do not constitute specimen trees. Therefore, this particular issued did not warrant
thét the Development Plan be denied.

Mr. Drenning was par{icularly concerned over some trees that are located in the area 6f the
proposed pumping station and some trees located along his property in the area where the
Developer proposes the installation of a force main. Mr. Thaler testified that the pumping station
and force nﬁa'm can be installed without injuring any of the existing trees about which Mr.
Drenning testified. While this particular Devélopmént Plan has been denied for the reasons set
forth herein, any future development of the site would in fact have to provide for the protection
of the trees in the vicinity of the proposed pumping station, as well as those trees along the force

main right-of-way.

§

Issue 6: Buffer Along Lot No. 25 ‘ | {

Mr. Ralph Hodge, who owns property to the east of the Su,bject site in the area along Ldt
25, was concerned that an appropriate vegetative buffer did not exteﬁd along his property line in
the area of Lot 25. The Developer at the hearing agreed to submit to the Office of Planning a
landscape easement agreement which would demonstrate the landscaping along Stocksdale
Avenue, along a certain area bordering 1-795 and also along‘ Lot 25 which borders Mr. Hodge’s
property. The Developer was willing to submit that plan to the Office of Planning for their
review and approval. While this particular Development Plan has been denied, any future
development of this property would require that a landscape easement agreement being
submitted for review and approvél by the Office of Planning which would demonstrate that these

areas are being appropriately buffered.

10
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Issue 7: Traffic

Several of the residents who attended the hearing objected to the development of the site
with 79 single-family homes,r evidencing their concemn for the additional traffic that would be |
generated by these additional homeowners. While this is a valid concem raised by these
residents, it is not sufficient to deny this Development Plan, based on that issue. The subject
property is proposed to be developed well under its permitted density and there were no adverse
comments ﬁom Baltimore County showing concern over the issue of traffic. Therefore, this
particular concern was not sufficient to cause the plan to be denied.

There were no other issﬁes’ rtaised at the hearing which warranted the taking of testimony
and evidence, and reSolution by this Order. As stated previously, the Development Plan
submitted as Developer’s Exhibit 1 is being denied for the reasons set forth herein.

The Developer is also requesting a Special Hearing pursuant to Case No. 00-336-SPH.
The Special Hearing request involves the fact that certain of the lots contained within this
subdivision will be éplit-zotled D.R.2 and D.R.3.5,, thereby . creating non-density portions of
those lots. Imasmuch as I have denied the Development Plan submitted, I too shall deny the

Special Hearing request. The denial of the Special Hearing request was not necessarily based on

*

the merits of the testimony and evidence submitted in support of that request. Those types of

special hearing requests are typically granted by this Deputy Zoning Commissiovner. However,

given that the Development Plan has been denied, I believe it appropriate to also deny the

Special Hearing request. Any appeal of the Special Hearing will be a de novo appeal and,

therefore, may be entertained by the Board of Appeals in the event this matter should proceed
» - )
further.

In the event the Developer chooses to resubmit a new Development Plan in accordance

| with the dictates of this Order, then, no doubt, the Special Hearing request would most likely be

altered, uivert the reélesign of the property and the reconfiguration of the proposed lots.

* Therefore, approving the Special Hearing request, given that the Development Plan has been

11



denied, would be of little value to the Developer.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by this Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer
for Baltimore County this JL %day of April, 2000, that the Development Plan known as
“Franklin Station”, submitted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit No. 1, for the reasons set
forth in this Order, shall be DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Special Hearing request filed pursuant to Case No.
00-336-SPH, be and is hereby DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any appeal of this decision shall be an appeal of the
entire decision, not only those issues resolved against the Developer, such as storm water
management, but also all other issues that were resolved in favor of the Developer. Any appeal

‘must be of the entire Order.

TIMOTHY M/KOTROCO
DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER/
HEARING OFFICER '

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY :

H

TMK :raj
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P&ition for Sp@cial Hearing

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

S/S Stocksdale Avenue,
for the property located at E of I-795

(PDM #4-540) which is presentlyzoned n.p. 2 £ n.p. 3.5

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal
owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto and
made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore
County, to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner-should approve ‘

Petition for Special Hearing to approve non-density portions.of lots xn

t rt
BXRXXIXXKAXSKXBERXXZXE 2, A0 21,273, 24, 2, 27, 51,3, 35, 52,5355, F0.F. P47 3, 74, F, eng
55658602, 2628720 I I It BT F P FF BT8O 7O
and—8l, and to allow possible future construction of accessory structures

in these non-density portions.

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations.
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Special Hearing, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the
zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County.

IWe do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of
perjury, that I/we are the legal owner(s) of the properly which
Is the subject of this Petition. .

ontract Purchaser/l essee: Legal Owner(s); lee/ V
Ryland Homes BOU‘V T?-SH EidiMm , UJP A (@.G" C’D/é&%ﬁqﬂrbﬂ/ &m«rm.ﬂu Ce
ﬂaﬁ‘ypecr!’n‘t N T Name -Type of Pt -520 /E.Seminary Ave.
£ @_’ \10 - Tit ol Towson, MD 21286 Y0632
7
Signature Signature r;
7250 Parkway Drive, Suite 520 See Attached Please
Address ‘ Telephone No. . Name - Type or Print :
Hanover, MD 21076
City State Zip Code Signature
Atforney For Petitioner; S
. Address Telephone No.
G. Scott Barhight ‘ . ]
Ww(\-‘rype m‘t (zr / City State Zip Code
Q S( MW(U 1(\3 Representative to be Contacted: :
Signature il J v
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston L.L.P. G. Scott Barhight E
Company Name whiteford, Taylor & Preston:L.L.P.
210 W. Pennsylvania Ave (410) 832-2050 210 W.Pennsylvania Ave.(410) 832-2050
Address Telephone No. Address Telephone No.
Towson, MD 21204 Towson, MD 21204
City State Zip Code City ‘ State Zip Code

!
OFFICE USE ONLY _ 14 HEH
ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING PP 71 (€

: | | : A~ 5HD
Case No. g2 -.234~SFH UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING :

Reviewed By S;EZ Date <X ~/5- ﬂ 2
z2y 9ltste8




j.o ) : . ’ Lo o o”' L
Petition for Special Hearing
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

‘ : S/S Stocksdale Ave.,
for the property locatedat _ E of 1-795

(PDM #4-540) which is presently zoned D-R. 2 & D.R. 3.5

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal
owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore Countr and which is described in the description and plat attached ereto and
made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulahons of Baltimore
County, to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve

Petition for Special Hearing to approve non- density portions of lots 4n-

R, X0 R1,23 24,206,277 31, 34 25,54,53,55, 30,
230 58 BR80T 3 AT 28, 80 and-81 and ?«/ ?—a? 73
to allow possible future construction of accessory structures in these non-— den51ty
portions. :}L/ C}S—M%

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed 0rlthe zoning regulations.
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Speclal Hearing, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the
zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltlmore Caunty adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County

IMWe do solemnly declare and affim, under the penalties of
fe& ry, that lAve are ine legal owner(s) of the property which
es

ub]ect of this Petition.
Contract Purchaser/Lessee; Legal Owne g(gz; .
Ryland Homes , ‘ ’\ 72 G"({D/CE A’Mi’ﬂv/é/;-‘mrn,— L
Bﬁfﬂn @__,_\ | 'Nama'Tmorpﬁ'}g ,’:'/"' 520 E.Seminary Ave.
' | ' e Fhuson. MD 21286
Signature™ 0‘,9\§ignamra — &= ¥ .
7250 Parkway Dr., Suite 520 \-hO./“fal'/' Berg Brothers Company; Gerald W..Berg; Pres.
Address o Telephone No. .

‘- b, L '—/Mf

Hapnover, MD 21076
City

" State Zip Code
AttomevForEg_t_i_t_i_ggg:; 410-837-5575
Telephore No.

. Scott Barhight E Baltimor D 21230

or Print City - . State Zip Code
g%h/h%/ﬂb eprese be ed:
Signature
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston, L.L.P. G. Scott Barhlght
Company (410) Name yhiteford, Taylor & Preston T. L.P.

210 W. Pennsylvania-ave.(410) 832- 2050

Lo Pennsylvania Avenue §32.-2050

2 ress . ' elephone Na. Addre=ss “Telepiwne Na.
Towson, MD 21204 , Towson, MD 21204 o ,_

City ‘ State Zip Code City ' “State Zip Code

OFFICE USE ONLY
ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING

Case No. 00-336L-SPH UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING _
Reviewsd By Dufe Z/ =7 / [8)8)

mewsen ol PDITIONAL TE 51G.




ATTAHCMENT TO PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING

Petitioner, Ryland Homes, is hereby filing a Petition for Special Hearing for the
property located at S/S Stocksdale Ave., E of I-795. Ryland Homes is the Contract
Purchaser for this property which is currently owned by two (2) Corporations. The
signature of Ray Giudice/Hampton Reisterstown LLC has been obtained by the date of
this filing. However, Petitioner intends to obtain the signature of the second owner -
The Berg Brothers Company within a matter of days and will then submit three (3)
copies of the Petition for Special Hearing with original signatures from the
representative of The Berg Brothers Company.

Thank you for your cooperation with this matter.
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EXTERIOR -

ILLUMINATION o

SCHEMATIC SIGN ELEVATION

N.T.S.

VICINITY MAP  SCALE "=2000"

GENERAL NOTES

l. DEVELOPMENT NAME:

2. APPLICANT:
The Ryland Group, Inc.

3. PLAN PREPARED BY:

1250 Parkway Drive, Sulte ‘520
Hanover, Maryland 21076 525 E.

ATTN: Mr. Doug Eshelman V.P.

FRANKLIN STATION

1. UTILITIES: Public nater and sewer will be provided.

ONNERS: &. USE: The existing use s Residential (p. 327) ¢
P. 327 ¢ 414 Vacant (p. 102 & 414).
Hampton Relsterstomn, LL.C. & ; The proposed use ls Resldential.
Seminary Ave, S
Townson, MD 2| 6-1356 .
g, EXISTING: There are no known critical areas, archaeolo*glcal sites
P. 102 : endangered specles, or hazardovs materials

The Ber Brothers Company

1401 W,

Baltimore, MD gl230

on the site.

arnour No Zonlng Case History has been found.

This site does not lie within the limits of the chesapeake
Bay Critical Area.

DS, Thaler ¢ Associates, Inc. ‘ | *As known to the appllcant location and descrlptlon of

7115 Ambassador Road ‘ - hazardous materlals as defined by Section 7-10| of the

P.O. Box 41428

Environmental Article of the annotated Code of Margland

Baltimore, Maryland 21244 o - . 1 o o as from time to time amended

(410) 944-3647

.\ \,\ ‘ S ATm Alan E. Scoll, RL.A. o ‘ ] 0. ROADS: All proposed roads are publlc
AR 4. PROPERTY REFERENCES: | S - B e S
Vi HELD TAX ADC I,  AVERAGE ; Average dallg trlps as calevlated from the Baltlmore
PARCEL | TAX ACCOUNT ! DEED SINCE MAaP | ORIP | map : DAlflj—Y . County Comprehensive Manval of Development Policy -
P. 102 | 4-0402023360 | 450525 | 1964 PPy 6 | 5an | TRIPS (ADTS):  Average Daily Trips = 76 units x 10 Anit = 160 ADTS
P. 414 4-040l001620. | 13504/4716| - 1964 48 22 I5-9A l ‘
P. 327 | 4-0412021360 | 13504/476| 1960 45 22 | I5-9A 2. STORMWNATER  Stormwater management will conform to Baltlmore
; ‘ — , MANAGEMENT:  County Standards.
Boundary: DS. THALER & ASSOCIATES, INC. (Nov.,, 1999) , ; iﬁ;m}g?;g mggﬁ‘ggg‘g*t cﬁﬂ'gtg Will be onned and
Topography:  Kings Aerial Mapping Co., Inc. (Oct. 20, 1999) i Stormpater management facliity shall be screened From adjacent
: residential propérties.
Utllities: Baltimore 60untg Key Mop (T-SE) ‘ ; ‘Preliminary hydrology computations have been provided to
Baltimore county Deslgn rawings as noted. - DEPRM prilor to the flling of the Development Plan.
Zoning: Baltimore Countg 200 Scale Zoning Map (1996) (NW-I15K) | ‘ The Hydrology Report verifies that the outfall is sultable
Solls: USD.A. Baltimore County Soll Survey Manval (Map 20) I3, GRADING: - Grading shonn ls. schematic only. ;
Wetlands: American Lamij Concepts l4‘. VYEGETATION:  Existing vegetatlon Wlil be retained In areas not needed For

Steep Slopes &

) 5. GENERAL DATA:

il )
gl s Election District: 4
! ) Census Tract: 4044.0!|

i
i

!

Floodplaln: DS. THALER & AQSOCl‘ATES, INC.

Erodible Solls Analgsis DS. THALER 4 A5SOCIATE5 ING

H 8 £ H
- s BV - Forest Stond
,ﬂ”“; Fo EXFH |
(¥ ;ﬁﬁ@ 55226 Delineation: American Land Concepts
NV IN 7208 | o e

|

| V - :

] { : Forest Conservatlon Worksheét: American Land Concepts
] ' . ' : .

Watershed: - 27
Subsewershed: 67

- constriction or grading... Existing. vegetatlon consists oF woods,
scrub-and lann. :

15.  SIGHT LINES: Proposed sight lines are shown on the plan and wlll be cleared
and graded and kept permanently clear to ensure unobstructed
sight™at all times.

6. STORAGE There are no known underground storage ytanks on site,
' TANKS: R ‘ ' .
|17, LIGHTING: Proposed lighting Is shown as A.

Lighting Is schematic and subject to change.

1&. This property as shown on the plan has been held Intact since (see note #4) (according
to deeds). No known part of the gross area of this property as shown on the plan has
been utllized, recorded or represented as density or area to support any

DR-2

Proposed: DR-35 = 54 dweliings
: : = 22 dnellings

Forest Conservation Easement or- Forest Buffer Easement except as permltted by -

D. Parklng

Requlred:

Proposed :

CEL\ Tlou

i”"’“Ex i

o SHA. PLAT

gradlng or cleari ng

e

B 7‘ @@:} . 2

.000000000000000000000\\000000000000000‘}{00000000000

F*@/ o . 4 ’
- / &ﬁl; . _.':.Q':q e
/ gg}; ..‘o o0 00
Srscocinsad
SOIL LIMITATIONS
, HOMES WITH STREETS AND  AGRICULTURAL
TYPE CLASS BASEMENTS PARKING LOTS  CAPABILITY
GeB2 Glenelg - 3to &% slight moderate lle-4%
loam slopes ,
© mod, eroded ;
GcB2 Glenelg & to I15% moderote severe lle-4*
slopes ‘
mod. eroded
&nB Glenvile  3to & % severe severe lle-l6*
slit loam  slopes :
McD3 Manor IS5 to 25% severe severe Vie-2
: ‘ channery slopes
loam severly eroded
(* Denotes Prime ¢ Productive Solls.)
Specimen Tree List
Number Scientific Name Common Name  DBH Condltion
I Quercus rubra Red Oak 45" Good
2 . Quercus rubra Red Oak 415" Good
3 Carya glabra Pignut Hickory 32" Fair
4 Quercus rubra Red Oak 32" Good
5 Quercus velutina Black Oak 455" Good
2] Quercys velutina Black Oak 33" Good
1 Quercus velutina Black Oak 54" Poor
& Quercus velutina Black Oak 38" Good
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EXISTING

PROPOSED

FIRE HYDRANT
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UGHT

UTILITY POLE

@ MAJOR DECIDUOUS TREE

@ MINOR DECIDUOUS TREE
{} ' EVERGREEN TREE

. ) T
Z TRACT BOUNDARY [ .~ -| INTER. CONTOUR * | ROAD
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[ ] . ,—"M’ﬁ,t“' OPEN
— INTER. CONTOUR 5@) STORM DRAIN " | SPACE
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orientation change, the setbacks reguired by E - S )
Section I1BOI.2.C.lb must be met. (DR Zones) S M
fb . MR !
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING SETBACKS- D.R. ZONES \ -
Ak BALTIMORE COUNTY,
I ~PXG: MARYLAND
‘ DR 3.3, " cARROLL p-a ¥ s S seaLe
DR. 1 & | 55105 & conry 8v:s “ T
2 ZONES &6 Zones N A o
(teet) - (feet) gy : e
e SR
. ‘ ) L\N : [ arrge U? 'unm MD zonnH
From front bullding face to: § , . 5
Public street right-of-nay 25 2> e A Yoy S
or property line. . ”’:‘U”'%_ ]
Arterlal or collector . —— — ; A L K “arsono
{ I ; - R
From side bullding face to o 16 <20 ) «,é
side bullding face: high \q e Sl
203 20 st i Z A
hlgh 2 1l ‘ ':ll o
' : .} el
Public street right-of-way 25 1> N
Paving of private road 30 25
Tract boundary 25 5 . .
- B oal BALTIMORE  CITY
From rear building face to: Y v
Rear property line 30 30 MO
Public street right-of-nay 30 30 )}\%LF
pras Y n u'!?rm ‘ k ‘
Addltional setbacks:
Setbacks for buildings bif | .
located adjacent to ANNE ARUNDEL
arterial roadnays shall be 20 20 V
increased by an additional o ] ; \
20 feet.
This table lists minimum setback requirements and. o RECOMMENDED
bullding helghts for urban residential use. For a fuller ven foot covtor 31 | AREAS  OF
explanation of these and other requirements, consult BALTIORE oy oy 3&23:&%5?35 CRITICAL STATE CONCERN
the Comprehensive Maruval of Development Policles LESIONE ver e ve TN
(CMDP).. STATE PARKS I IDNG PROPOSED TAKE Lives M |  BALTIMORE COUNTY,
LARGE COUNTY PARKS' NI ‘MMVL&N[D
© NATURAL AREAS EHI.
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D.S. Thaler & Associates, Inc. has made an examination of the outfalls serving this project. This examination has

included an evaluation of the three culverts under the Northwest Expressway (I-795) and a field observation of the stream
channels below these culverts. Our examinations have revealed that all three culverts will have adequate capacity to
accommodate the post-development runoff. In addition, our observation of the receiving channels below these culverts finds
that, with the exception of the channel below the 30-inch SHA culvert, the channels appear to be stable, with no significant
evidence of ongoing erosion. :

Based on the examinations discussed above, with the provision of stormwater management as more specifically
prescribed in our Preliminary Stormwater Management Hydrology and Suitable Outfall Evaluation, we have determined that
there will be no significant adverse change in the rate, velocity or degree of concentration of the runoff as it exits the site.

Therefore, we conclude that the outfalls are "suitable" based on criteria provided by the Baltimore County Department
of Public Works and the Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management.

EmestI Sheppe I, P.E. (MD Reg. No. 16580)

/W 6» Zmo |
Date R o S \‘Seal

Requlred 2 spaces per unit
Proposed = 2 spaces per unit

CTOTAL: 16 dhelings

i
T

Active Open Space 650 SF/unit or 49400 SF or I3 Act ls ot the Intersection of Relsterstonn Road and Berrymans Lane. (bus stop #MGI)
Passive Open Space: 350 SF/unit or 26,600 SF.t or Oél Act , : a

Total: 16,000 SF.xor |14 Act

Active Open Space 49,400 SF. or 113 Act

i

F. Landscape reguirements as spechled in the Baltimore Countg
Landscape Manual, adopted October |, 1990,

(152 spaces) | " ' it must comply with Section 400 and 30! of the Baltimore County Zonlng Regulatlons

26. The Limit of Disturbance shall be as shown.

27. "Envelopes shomn hereon are for the locatlon of all prlnclpal bulldlngs onlg Accessorg
. structures, fences and projectlons Into gards may be constructed outslde the envelope,

(SUbJect to covenants and appllcable bulldlng permlts)

E. Open Space: "All Open Space shall be In compllance with the Local Open 2&; Maximum ,bulldlnghelght allowed Is 50 feet. Two story homes are generallgproposed.‘ :
Space Manual Latest Edition." ; ; o R T ; : o R

249. Accordlng to Glenn l—loge, Oftice of "Plannlng, MTA, the‘nearest MTA service to thls site

30. There are no knonwn Areas of crltlcal State Concern on-slte

3l. The Flrst CIM was held on June &, 19949 -and the second CIM on June 17, 19494, The mlnutes

Passive Open Space: 26600 SF. or 0.6| Act which Identify all comments can be found In PDM Flle No. IV-540, on flle In Room 123 of
o VARIES - Total: 16,000 SF. or 1714 Act the Baltimore County OFfice Bullding, lll West chesapeake Avenve, Tonson, MD 21204.
LR Open Space will be“‘ HOA onned and maintained ‘

32. There are no known limitations established by the Courts, County Board of Appeals,

"Within the area shomn as open space, disturbance beyond that which 1s shown Planning Board or Zonlng Commissioner or restrictive covenants recorded with
REF. 482493 on the development plan shall not be allowed without prior approval from Indlviduals or groups whic
the Department of Recreation and Parks."

"Temporary open space looundarg markers, tree protection devices and four 33
Foot high snow fencing or approved equivalent shall be Installed prior to any Included on the Maryland Historlcal Trust Inventory of Historlc Properties, the Baltimore

h would limlt. proposed development on slte.

. There 1s no building, property or site Within or contiguous to the proposed development
County Preliminary or Final Landmarks List, the Natlonal Reglster of Historle Places, the
Maryland Archaeologlcal Survey, nor any Baltimore County Historic
District or Natlonal Reglster Historic District covering the proposed development.

34. A Hydrogeologlcal Report and an Environmental Effects Report has been flled

Note: Schematic Landscape Plan shown ts preliminary In nature and 1s to concurrently with this Development Plan.
shon compliance with the Baltimore County Landscape Manval.
. The Schematic Landscape Plan Is subject to a Final Landscope Plan. 35. A F’rellmlnarg Forest conservatlon Plan and worksheet has been Flled Independentlg of

this plan In accordance with-Section 14-4086.

Min, B' Ht, at maturlt?
Min, BO" Ht..at Installation .

\ e - | Planting Unit (PU) = | major declduous tree or ;
2 minor decliduous trees or ) 36. No additional information Is requested by the Department of Environmental Protection
e e z 2 evergreen trees or \ and Resource Management to determine compliance with the Critical Area Local
e §$ go ;g;bsotorground cover or Protection Program pursuant to Section 26-442(a).
%5_9(‘ 20 ornamental grasses | 37. An Alternatives Analysis for the purposes of constructing an entrance road
. §” : REQUIRED: PROPOSED: has been approved by DEPRM. (4/3/00)
.......... . . e g - i
ADIACENT .| PUJ4O LF, 3656/40= a1.4 PU 38. There are no Resldential Transition Areas (RTA's) on site.
ROAD: Min. 759% mdjor deciduous a.4 PU. I « ‘
p— y = y 39. A Justification for clearing belon the break-even point has been approved
INTERIOR | PU/20 LF. 4510/20= : ' : ‘
N, ¢ ROAD: Min. 5% major deciduous 2255 PU. 2255 PU. by DEPRM. (4/3/00) :
1 '. : —— 40. All roads and easements indicated for dedication to Baltimore County will be offered
" SCREEN OF Class 'A' screen 2550/15= for dedication at no cost to the County.
. SIDE 4 REAR: | PUIS LF. 70 PU. - 170 PL.
- *

4. Permission to pump wastewater has been requested from the Director of Public Works.
42. Poart of this site Is within the 100 year floodplain easement.

ADIACENT TO | PU/IS

DWELLING Class ‘A screen

LF.

1450/15= 43. There is no funding In the 1999 Consolidated Transportation Program for sound barrlers
6.6 P.U. a6 PU. o along 1-145.

44. The Bureau of Traffic Engineering and Planning has confirmed that the subject site 1s
not within a traffic deficlent area (per Kelth. Link). :

DUAL LANE HWY/ Min. 5' Ht. at maturity
\\ . INTERSTATE: Min30" Ht. ot installation
\ : T STORMAATER  If side slopas are
\ ) MANAGEMENT: > 4|, class |A' screen
LF.

A | PU/IS

Min, 5' Ht. at maturltg
Min. 30" Ht. at Installation

~ TOTAL.:

469/15= : 45, Offslte mitigation and reforestation wiil be provided.
646 PU. 646 PU. B . : \
648 PU. 648.1 PU.

*(Credit may be applied for of

the time of Final Landscape Plan submittal.)

Baltlmore countg Department of Envlronmental Protectlon and Resource Management "

Petition for Special Hearing to approve non-density portions of lots dn.

PrR—2—andtor—B+Rr—3-5—senes ], ;zo.e.z 22 R4 96,27, 3, 3L/ 36497 53

253958 6022628293132 3646 20, H, 72, 73 '3, 7S, arid

Jl’ IJ’ 7\1, [/’ y y

to allow possible future construction of accessory structures in these non— density

portions.

SPECIAL NOTES:

(A)(DELETED ON THIS REVISED PLAN.)

and )

(B)SUBIECT TO DEPRM ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS FOR RoAD. -

CROSSINGS.

(©)SUBJECT TO ZONING SPECIAL HEARING REQUEST AS NOTED.

(D) SUBJECT TO A WAIVER OF PUBLIC WORKS STANDARDS TO
DELETE APPROXIMATELY 1000 FEET OF SIDENALK ON THE
NORTHEAST OF ROAD 'A' FROM BERRTYMAN'S LANE TO LOT 20.

o 28 BO' 100 200!

NORTH
(Mcs) g

;,_QFFICERE HEARlNe AND ZONING HEARING TO BE COMBINED

FORMERLY BERRYMANS GLEN)

: FRANKLIN STATION  © REVISIONS: (6/5/2000)

| ittt #45

(2) PICNIC TABLES.

DENIED: 4-186-2000

THE RYLAND GROUP, INC.

HANOVER, MD 21076
ATTN.: MR. DOUG ESHELMAN VP

;’U?ﬁ%gggKWAYDRIVE | k. | o - co 1q OO
- 00336 SPH

\'(FORMERLY BERRYMAN'S GLEN) | p| ANNING: ADDED NOTE #43; SHOWED HOA LANDSCAPE '
, VISED i mm—m——y EASEMENTS ON LOTS T-10, 20, ¢ 371-46; UPDATED SCHOOL INFO
PLAT TO ACCOMPANY SPECIAL HEARING | DEPRM: REMOVED LOTs 485 REVISED NOTE #23 ADDED NOTE

| | REC ¢ PARKS: REVISED 0.5, CALCULATIONS PER DENSITY AND |
| PROJECT MANAGER: DAVID FLOWERS - SHOW N SQUARE FEET; ADDED 10' ACCESS STRIP, PAVED PATH, ¢

| COUNCILMANIC DIST.: 3 | DPR: REMOVE ALT. SENER ALIGNMENTS 'A ¢ B' 4 REPLACED lrllTH
ECTION DIST.: 4 | | 'C; ADD NOTE #44; SHOW SEWER EXTENSIONS TO UPSTREAM |

PROPERTIES; REVISED GRADING FOR SNM POND #|; ADDED SIAM
{ PDM NUMBER: 1V-540 POND #2; REVISED LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS; ADD LOT #19;

CIM: 6-8-99 ¢ 6-17-949 ; : F—’ROVlDE SUITABLE OUTFALL CERTIFICATION.

CASE #: V=540 & OO-336-5PA | PER CITIZEN COMMENTS: RELOCATE PROPOSED PUMP STATION

‘APPLICANT:‘" “ o QEV' seb MN

% D5, THALER ¢ Assoc., ;INC

% CIVIL ENGINEERS | . SURVETORS

]* LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS LAND PLANNERS
ﬂ 115 AMBASSADOR ROAD
P.O. BOX 41426

\ BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 212441428
(410) a44-ENGR, (410) 44-2641

|sHEET 1OF |

DATE: 2710100
scALE "= |oo' e
Cl: 2

PROJ. NO.: 02243




_ SOIL LIMITATIONS

e HOMES WITH  STREETS AND  AGRICULTURAL
TYPE . CLASS. : | BASEMENTS PARKING LOTS  CAPABILITY

v
1

| Specimen Tree List . |

= EXTERIOR —
. =g LLUMINATION

S L

CeeB2 éler{elg B 3to &% siight . moderate H‘e‘—4* -
. - loam ) ‘slopes . -
: - mod., eroded

r Sclentific Name ~~ CommonName DBH - Condtion
Guercvrra - Red Ogk: 48 - Gogd

 Gueraws bora ' RedOok 45" Good

. Carya globra~ - Pignut Hickory -
~ Quercus.rupra . Red Oak ...

GeB2  Glenelg 8 to 15% , moderate - severe .  lle-4%
‘ . . . slopes’ : : ‘ )
mod. eroded

6B Glenville. Bto &% ‘severe ‘severe :  lle-le*
- slit loam :  slopes ) : . : g

S UMeD3 . Manor . LI5S to25%  °  severe . severe o Vie-3
= 7 .channery. . slopes . . o . e )
loam T geverly eroded

© i s

quer'cus veluting ‘Bldck Oak .

(% Denotes Prime:t Productive Solls,)

cHaNUNT B

©  PROPERTY BOUNDARY
. NO. BEARING DISTANCE =~

| SCHEMATIC SIGN ELEVATION

NTS.

@ ssiusA se25
| @ 555” 35" N | 3546
@ sersmaen s

@ ssaraasn  zaT
@

"(® N24c 023" W llooe

Ut soioe S N R N B A
JINVLIN 725,77

,/’ '

L e e : o : L ‘ k ' - ' - : I. DEVELOPMENT NAME: FRANKUN STATION o q. EXISTING: There are no known critical areas, archagologlcal sites -
- . . ' - , o . . . o , o ' . , R , : ‘ ; o ' v - .~ endangered specles, or hazardous materlals® on the site.
2. APPLICANT: , i OWNERS: ‘ , ; ’ > e

The Ryland Group, Inc. CP.3218 44 o V ; : ‘ v o L
1250 Parkway Drive, Sulte 520 ~  Hampton Reisterstown, LL.C. & v .. . _This'site does not lie within the limits of the Chesapeake -
. Hanover, Marjland 21076 R B ?Zssfoéns%mjar &2\"% 56 . R S ‘Bay Critical Area. _ o o
o ATTN: M. M [ .. Towson, MD 21286+ e : : v N
| ATTN:: Mr. Doug Eshelman V.2, T *As known to the applicant; location and description of
| v L P02

; ‘m\/.‘ :Nv@/r / /

SN CEX 8" SAN .
- DG, TO-0416 T
\ JdOB ORDER 1-1-28249

\  Bizg/eln

N MH & 42427
INV. IN 1254

NIT° 25' 20" W 10112

No Zoning Case History has been Found.

N 24°02'55"W. 4002

(@ nareas |"'6"'w_ - S35
@;

v v S o - hazardous materlals as defined by Section T-10| of the
: The Berg Brothers Company ; : : . Environmental Article of the annotated Code of Maryland,
a 1401 W, Homburg St. : ‘ L ~ as from time to time amended. ; S S

N 25 57" 11" W 500.00'

N 23°52' 12" W 45571 0. ROADS: o Aii'proposéd r,ogdsi are public.

9‘%?55;.xﬁﬁggséd@i"gg'gges' Ine. .. B . | AVERAGE - Average dally trips-as calculated from the Baltimore -
PO Box 47428 ST e DALY . .County Comprehensive Manval of Development Policy
Baltmore, Maryland 21244 - TRIPS (ADTS): ‘Average Dally Trips = &l units x 10 /unlt = BIO ADTE™"
(310) Ja-3641 ] | o I2.  STORMWA ER 5t te gement f Baltimo |
S . : ‘ 2. T T ; ormnater management will conform to Imore
o ATTN: Alan E. Scoll, R'L'A' o . " MANAGEMENT: . County «Standards.'g , ’
4. .PROPERTY REFERENCES: = | o a ~ ; : . Stormwater management facllity will be owned ahd :
- S L HELD TAX ape 1 A maintaned by Baltimore County. _ T
PARCEL | TAX ACCOUNT DEED | gneceE | Map | ERIP | MaP. | . o S B 5torir2|wagleri managetr'nent facllity shall be screened from adjacent
: - e . — v : o . . residentlal propérties. ' - o o :
P. 102 j:gig%giggo q|30£525% 1964 25 6 E‘gﬁ : - Preliminary hydrology computations have beer provided to
F;" glz‘% 4042021360 :2284;:22 :ggg v 42 e %% ‘|5:q A . o B © . DEPRM prior to the fliing of the Development Plan. . - ; o
' vt ; kA <l I b : — : The Hydrology Report verifies that the outfall Is suitable. , e A

SR ‘ 3. N PREPARED. BY
N21° 3T 17" W 18225 FLANFREPAREDR

f kalvl&“’ oetia" W 242.60'
(B N0z 45T W k|q3.o4l'

() N 10° 46’ 48" E 30.69

() N 45° 42' 23" E 10296

(B 6824 06"E 2@2.20’
N 8';"2‘ 58" E : &2‘.52{ N
@) NSt 055 N a4 eT
@) NT5° 30 20"E 2270

THALER ¢ ASSOCIATES, INC. (Nov., 199) 3. GRADING: Grading shown Is schematic only. -
s Aerlal Mapping Co., Inc. (Oct. 20, 19949) ’ .

' Bgiﬁlmorev County Key Mop (T-SE) :
ltimore. County Design Dranings as noted. -

Boundary:
Topography:

14.. VEGETATION:  Existing vegetation will. be retained In areas not needed for. v
o ' construction or grading. Existing vegetatlon conslsts of ‘woods,
v servb and tamn. L e o

+ Utllitles:

‘Scalé . Zonlng 'Map‘ (|qq6)“ INW-I5K) 5. SIGHT LiNEsg - Prdpqsed, 5vlght liln"evs“,( are shown on the planv‘ ‘ahd Will be cleared - -
e P .- 7. . . ond graded and kept permanently clear to ensure unobstructed .
~sight™at all times. : L

~ Zoning:
‘Sollsi
- Wetlands:

Jltimore County 200

PROP. AN
FORCE MAIN
ALTERNATE 'A%

- &

. v inty Soll Survey Manual (Map 20) o
: o 1 i 1 . . ; S : ’ ) o N ] R o ) s ) ) I
S 56°10'55 E. 502.45 : ‘ 6. STORAGE - There are no.known underground storage tanks on site. . &
' TANKS: | Y ‘ ' ' o
17. LIGHTING: Proposed lighting 1s shown as A. o

EEREE Lighting Is schematlc and subject to change.

533°27' 56" N 527.25' |

Floodplain: - D.

: E THALER &' ASSOCIATES, INC.
.S 86° 36' 42" E 32132 T P :

- ‘ Steep Slopes & - - . ~ o
Erodible Solls Analysis: .D.9. THALER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

, 16. This property as shown on the plan has been held’intact since (see note #4) (according
X Forest Stand . R v ; . v  to.deeds). No known part of the gross area of this pr‘opehtg as shown on-the plan has
ot e 1% Delineation: ‘Americon Land Concepts - . j V R I been vtllized, recorded or represented as density or area to support any :
- ;gzza' H v E - : S \ 3 - ‘oft-site dwellings. ExIsting bulldings on site will be razed by the developer prior to
INV IN 720% Forest Conservation Worksheet: - American Land Concepts S v Record Plat. S S . ; L
: ’ : oo L ‘ ~ 19, Soll-and Slope Mitigation Measures: v . o
: L T CUUT e ; - |+ Tne developer shall do the folloning In those areas where severe or moderate
PROP. SAN S Elecjtbnﬁ Distrlct: 4. oLE Wotershed: ' = 27 . - | soll limtatlons are Indicated and/or steep slopes occurs v
'Aff?gREN:%N'B' e ZjS:ZimTar:lztmgﬁjjOl 3 kkiv@péveﬁershéqu;{ﬁ - .l ~a. Insure that grading plans consider protection of these areas from - o o
: . o AR e o ‘ " .Increase. In run-off. This may Include draining roof down spouts and. .
' drives.into storm drains. S ; : B ,
\ R - e . b. Stabllization of disturbed areas In accordance with approved sediment
School District: Frankiin .. Elementary ~'Middle = - High'School . [~ ‘control practices.” . ' - : ‘ o
- School «ca‘padtgﬁ:' ] 5q8 - ',|~454 f 1  o agt 7 | - 2 Conslder geOteohnlcal asslstance with onfslte lnspector§ as appropriate.

49-00 Emoliment . 540 . 1400 . 1356 - | 20. sidenalks shall be provided on all public roads.

5 06°05 O5"E  T4l76!

5 04°50' 24" E _45339"

) 519° 09 53" 7 28626

v
. .
4 |
.
. g e, L ’
. el . i . . . -
R oy e e T .
R B ya e PP /
3 . . S Rl Cree et
H .

5. GENERAL DATA: |

[ ACCESS TO SITE-HILL
' NOT BE PERMITTED
_ TEL

P

&chool Informatlon:”

S

12" PUBLIC,.
WATER MAIN-~. - "o
TO BE EXTENDED. ..~/
FROM TARRAGON ROAD
TO EXISTING STUB .~
@ |-795 AS SHOWN

Eotimated Pupll Yreld i ) 23 B A 2l. < Future slgns shall conform with BCZR Section 450 and all zoning policles. .

22. Bulldlng foot pr‘vlntsish:o'wn are for lllustrative purposes only and may

SHE INFORMATIO not represent the actual foundation plan.

A Acrqué: R S e

-  Gross = 32494 Ac t & fly.vé' i;‘sfébksdqle':@ZS‘; 505',1 Berjfgmdns @ 30’) :
 Net = 3237 Act T
Original Tract Area = 32.8.A

| 23. Existing well and septic shall be fleld located, removed and backfllled by a Master
‘ well driller ‘and a-licensed septic’ system contractor respectfully. - A.well alandonment .
_report Will be flled with- Baitimore County Department of Environmental Protectlon

/ ; .
’ s / X -
. i : v
Py : ¢ b /
£ ’ . 4 7 - .
7 ] i . - .
A Y A
’ A A A

. £ S
. . . P i ¥
< L& s e SR
OGS PARGEL y,y"
4 c '/.',, - \

"¢ Resource Management prior to approval.of Record Pla

NN

| 24, "Any Forest Conservation Easement or Forest BQfFer‘ Easement shown hereon Is subject

Exlsting zothQ ' DR-356 268

A . L o ] o T DR e N26Act: " to protective covenants which may be found In the Lond Records of Baltimore County -
- FOREST N o S AR " and which restrict disturbance and use of these areas." S S L
ap= o R 3 . €. Denslty -Calcvldations: - o - ; o , o U o

" GONSE%AAW
- EASEMENT AREAT
W BgACE T

v JNe—_ 7
k. Refopestation 7
~ s ﬂ O Acy

 Alloned: DR-35@.2168 Act = T5.68 kdwelllng’s R | 25, "There shall be no clearing, grading, construction or disturbances of vegetation In the

T DR-2 @ ||~,L26_}'A¢§i = 2252 dwelllhgs e N EE Forest COnsver‘vvqtlon‘: Eas‘éme‘nt. or Forest jBuFFerj Easement except as pe_rviml“t;;qd bg .
oo Proposed: DR-35 = 54 dn o Hlngs el B ~ ’B’q[tlmo’rje quntg ergr‘t‘ment;qf‘ Environmental Protectlon gnd”‘v@eksou‘rfc‘le: Mgnqgementv;"v_:
. DR-2 =22dwellngs SRR ;

/ sl TotAL. T Tl dwelings -

]

126, The Limit of ;Dis"t\irbdnc,e' shall be as shown.

< OPEN | ; ; . 27. "Envelopes shown hereon are for the location of ‘ail principal bulldings only. . Accessory
: Ry B S . S  structures, fences dfid projections Into yards may be constructed outside the envelope, |
‘ S o e With Sectlon 400 and 301 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations. - - |-

i

B
H

e R G S
Gt / # U/:v;, v
7 ~ + 7 AV RS ad T

‘D.Parking: o S
T Reaured = 2 spaces per uit (62 spaces)
| Proposed = 2 spaces|perwiit .

but must comply with Section 400 and 301 of the
ject to covenants and.applicable buliding permits,) - -

shall be In compliance with the Local Open . | 28- Maximum bullding height alioned is 50 feet. Two story homes are generally proposed. . |

' Ipen Spoce, sh !
L7 . 9pace Manval; Latest Edition."

N i & ST © | 24 According to Glenn Hoge, Office of Planning, MTA, the nearest MTA éer‘vlée to this site
oace. 650 SF/unlt or 121 Act . - ls at the Intersection of Relsterstonn Road and Berrymans Lane (bus stop #M4).

~ Active Open Sp ;
- - Passlve Open Space: 350 SF/unit or 0.65 Act
 Total: 185 Act o L : :
Proposed : I R N : 3. The First CIM ! 4 ‘ a4, -
. . . . : . } . . Was held on Jdune &, 1999 and the second CIM on duhe |7, 1999, "The mirvtes
Active Open Space: 122 Act .. .= .~ ; a which identify all comments can.be Found In PDM: File No. IV-540, on file in Room 123 of
- Passive Open Space: 1.0 Act s : the. Baltimore County Offlce Bullding, Il West Chesapeake Avenve, Towson, MD 21204,
Total: 2,07 Act S : : v . o . e ; S o v e v i
QOpen Space will be HOA onned and maintained ' o .| B2. There are no known limitations established by the Courts, County Board of Appeals, . -
. ‘ RS S : Planning Board or Zoning Commissioner or restrictive covenants recorded with
Within the area shonn-as open space, disturbance beyond that which Is shonn - Individuals or grovps which would limit proposed development on site. B
- on the development plan shall not be allowed without prior approval from A P R S S
' the Department of Recreation'and Parks.! ‘ : . | 33. There is no building, property or site within or contiguous to the proposed development
. . S o ' ' ‘ ‘ Included on the Maryland Historical Trust Inventory of Historlc Propertles, the Baltimore
County Preliminary or Final Landmarks Llist, the National Register of Historic Places, the
Maryland Archaeological Survey, nor any Baltimore County Historic ;
District or Natlonal Register Historlc District covering the proposed development.

' "'30. There are no 'knovwh Areas of Critical State Concern on-site.
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F. Landscape requvlr*evmke'n‘ts as specified In the Baltimore County
. Landscape Marval, adoptedOctober I, [990. -

O \(HOA) RASSIVE/ o
OPEN SPACE AREA "~

‘Note: Schematic Landscape. Plan shown Is preliminary.in nature and 1s to 34
shon compllance with the Baltimore County Landscape Manval.
The Schematic Landscape Plan Is subject to a Final Landscape Plan.

.-A Hydrogeologlcal Report and an Environmental Effects Report has been flled
concurrently with this Development Plan.

DopeRe

} : § N
- FOREST | s/ £\
CONSERVATION ¢

& RVATION {7 A% A

5, )

j 35.. A Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan and worksheet has been flled independently of

this plan In accordance nith Sectlon 14-4086. - :

Ve 0243 | | evone |
Ty | Planting Unit (PU) = |. major decldvous tree or
. 2 minor declduous trees or . o ,
2 evergreen trees or - ) 36. No additional information is requested by the Department of Environmental Protection
5 shrubs or ‘ ' , and Resource Management to determine compliance with the Critical Area Local
200 5.F;‘oFgr"ound cover or Protection Program pursuant to Section 26-442(a).
O ornamental grasses '

, iﬁ% X
e

Ny
i

; 37. A Forest Buffer variance request has been svbmitted to DEPRM.

‘ B REGQUIRED: PROPOSED: 36
ADIACENT I PU/4O LF. 3656/40=  q4 pU. : : :
ROAD: Min. 75% major declduovs a4 PU. 34. A justification for clearing below the break-even point has been submitted

INTERIOR | PU/20 LF. 4510/20= to DEPRM. L ‘
ROAD: Min. 75% major deciduov 2255 PU 2255 PU. : '
: n. ajer.deciauovs ~ Pl | 40. All roads and easements Indicated for dedication to Baltimore County will be offered

. There are no Residentlal Transition Areas on site.

T RCOR N
L ABHA NG
BE3S-515-470 \
SRR 29

SCREEN OF Class ‘A! scr‘e;énv 2550/5= ' for dedication at no cost to the County.

voe . ‘ :
\\WM&, :%Mw : o SIDE ¢ REAR: | PU/ISLF. - 7o PU. 1o PU. 41. Permlssion to redirect drainage has been requested from the

o ; Min. 5' Ht. at maturity ' ' , ‘ Director of Public Works and the Director of the Department of Environmental
-Min. 30" Ht. at Installatlon o Protection and Resource Management. :

DNELLING “ Class 'A' screen T 1450/15= . - 42, Permlsslon to pump Wastewater has been requested from the Director of Publlc Works.
ADJACENT TO | PU/ISLFE. a6.6 PU. 466 PU. | g

DUAL LANE HAY./ Min. 5' Ht. at maturity :
INTERSTATE: = = MIn3Q" Ht. at Irstallation

STORMNATER If side slopes are 400/15=
 MANAGEMENT:. > 4:1, class 'A' screen 266 PU. 266 PU.
I PU/IS LF. ‘
Min. 5' Ht. at maturity
Min. 30" Ht. at Installation

TOTAL: 610 PU. 610. PU.
*(Credit may be applied for at the time of Final Landscape Plan submittal.)
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. Part of this site will lie within a 100 year floodplain easement.

N

ALTERNATE | . o
PLANTING R G

LOCATION IF | ~e (§ -

ALL UTILITIES, : O

BETWEEN . ~; _?)

WALK &

CURB

—

;

Envelopes or typical house locations on single o . | - S \
family lots dictate a specific orientation mwhich , ' ' V ' o : : S ~
allons comp“ance With the BCZR and 5h0U|a the : : : ‘ , V : , 7. UTILITIES: Public water and vewer wiil be provided.
orientation change, the setbacks reqguired by o ' ' f . 8. USE: - ~ The existing use 1 Residentlal (p. 327) 2

Section IBOL.2.C.Ib must be met. (DR Zones) e | | | ZONING HEAQ\NG REQUEST: | - ' A o o | | . \T/r?;?o%goo'sggui;}:)ézestdentlal.

$.0*

PLAT TO ACCOMPANY SPECIAL HEARING

PROPERTY LINE

| GUARIABLE TO INE. R ,
VT OF STREET o | v )
‘ OR_EDAE U N N B VENCRAIGORRR

i OF PAVED SHOULDER —to ~ : ;1 .
o ‘ A 4* CONCRE
.‘ ’ L - SIDEWALK

t

& ~ROOT BARRIER

GAS uua——-\ \

2-0°|. : R
= ' k e JF TRENCH

WATER . T\
METER ELECTAIC CABLE)

[
| CVAULT l

2g"

3.8

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING SETBACKS- DR. ZONES

AT oy, SPECIAL HEARING TO APPROVE NON-DENSITY N - | _ e o | HEARING OFFICERS HEARING AND ZONING HEARING TO BE COMBINED
T MARYLAND : - PORTIONS OF LOTS 25, 34,58, 60, 2, 26, 28, 24,3, S . B ; o [PROJECT NAME: FRANKLIN STATION ,

e o 32,36, 40, 57, 715, 16, 71, 18, 74, 80 AND &I, AND TO - o . o | - (FORMERLY BERRTMAN'S GLEN)
e | ALLOW POSSIBLE. FUTURE CONSTRUCTION OF - - | S S | | TN T AL AR
B - ACCESSORY STRUCTURES IN THESE NON-DENSITY o

PORTIONS. | | | r

K& PVC RIBER - SEE DETAL S-12A

- S ‘ S | PRI &. 2, 105" P 44
o L ‘ | AND/OR CATY SANITARY 2 ! v : (feet) (Feét)

REVISIONS: . .- oo

AL DY e 4.0 ‘ : ?:%gﬁgcﬂoni
. 8tiroet Tree Plnntlngv ~‘A"=o~. o . 2° | |

UTILITY
EASEMENT

EILTIORE cOuRTY
OTFL OF PLANNEG AND IOWDNG

] - !
j . ) {
| . . {

SPECIAL NOTES:

L o | PROJECT MANAGER: DAVID FLOWERS | . T
N e L 'COUNCILMANIC DIST.: 3 A ' ‘ . - -
S S | - | o (A)SUBJECT TO DEPRM VARIANCE CLECTION DIST. 4

: [ e o | | | - FOREST BUFFER OF 10 IN'LIEU OF 35 M 6-8-99 & 6199

Frovaronti bullding face to: |
FPublic street right-of-way

TYPICAL SIDEWALK/STREET TREE || Zrais

! v v
Arterlal or collecter — —

DETAIL(BALTO CO PLATE 6"‘5A) | ‘#rom side bullding face to s | e 20 - |

25 25

side bullding face: | . -| - high .

' N | | | z o ; v - 5 V o Lo APPROVAL:
e A NTS 0 R — (B) SUBJECT TO DEPRM ALTERNATIVES |
. L || Duolic street right-of-way | 25 > PR S | | o | THE RYLAND GROUP, INC.
SR o | ot bouan oo » | = 50’ (©) SUBJECT TO ZONING SPECIAL HEARING | 1250 PARKWAY DRIVE

SUITE 520 L o

Tract boundary 25 B |

[ Sl A0 MM , ~ L L S = -
| | petdeen o | AR | B | ~ REQUEST AS NOTED. | | HANOVER MD 2i076

',\  VTRVAcf,BOUN‘DAR‘Y R {‘iNTEVR. éoNToUR "\“ “ROAb N 74? FIRE HYDRANT v «, v | ueCe TS o ' a o 1 S
o*lzonne LNe [ [sous - | #~~.] SANITARY SEWER N P ‘ Rear property line - 3o 30 E L 2o’ HIN ‘ p v : | _ ~ o : L L o - C , S s S
. R ' - ” ' , 2 | uoHT :F’ubllc,Pstrzet Elght-’of‘-wag . 320 30 | vm-‘ﬁﬁ) SUBJECT TO F\)EQUEST FOR A WA*I\/ER o - S . 5 S 1 P L : B 3 3 ”
— - o ~ ' e o - - i L EETARD ‘ OF SIDENWALKS ON ONE:'SIDE OF : o - R o ‘ o ' ‘ : o
I N L e R S I L — 1 ~; . . Houst | I T B | | L - o |
~ o 8 | I Addltional setbocks: . R S A A APFQOPOSED ROAD. o | - : : —

L

|oex contour | N fweTaNDs || SRER SLOPES .||  oetbacks for buildings

o — S ~ AR ‘ : located adjacent to , o .
agrterlal roadways shall be | 2o " o0
increcsed by an additional ‘ . :
20. feet. o :

DS, THALER ¢ ASSOC, INC.

DATE: 2/14/00
 'LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS. = LAND PLANNERS

SCALE;' "= 100"

LEGEND:

‘ : ' v o T o 1 S o : ~ TROUT STREAMS (8] |- . A , : 3
() MINOR DECIDUOUS TREE This table lists minimum setback requirements ‘and | i S FL&%‘}@";% RECOMMENDED ‘ ‘ ' B

R v - building heights for urban residential use. For a fuller B - ven oot covromidd | AREAS OF - - ' e ' o - ceTE e
"3 EVERGREEN TREE g helgnt ; atv : o . 1 ; o ; o h ; T
~ | V , | | explanation of these and other requirements, consult || | eaurenne e ownws Aesnon sRoreaTy | CRITICAL STATE CONCERN | - TYP ICAL. LOT SETBAC KS ,
NATURAL AREAS NEN |

the Comprehensive Manual of Development Policies STEep SLOPES B -
PROBLEM AREAS 221 | m;, Y v ;

g i N o —— S——— —— A L noue warer T A o I [ S o L L co ' e S ' o e _— e - —— SO e
- ;Aor | ¥ |wamr 7 len I REFORESTATION - L R - R ) . L e ————————— —————————swewad e : L R . ~ ' B T T % : ‘ o e GH\PROIEERFETMANSDNE S\ Bpecialiteoring LG

[N]FORESTBUFER [ o] e worant | a r ("¢ wasr DECUOUS TREE
PR e U L T : O

IS5 AMBASSADOR ROAD |

P.O. BOX 41420 = T
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21244-1428
(410) 944-ENGR, (410) 444-3647 -

o Q@Qf | INDEX CONTOUR | .2~ SANITARY. SEWER -

- | PROJ.NO: 02243 |

e NORTH
SCALE: I"'=100"  tcs)

LMESTONE \aLLEYS BRI

ya 'NER"VCONTQUR . %3 STORM DRAN STATE PARst m\luoﬁé,anomsr:n TAKE LNES D ‘MUIWC’M COUNW} ' v~ . f EHEET ¥ OF 1
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