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IN RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING * BEFORE THE
SW and SE/S Cedar Ave. & Glen Gate Rd.;

W/S Clark Boulevard *  ZONING COMMISSIONER
(Highgate) (fka Hilltop Place)
13" Election District * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

1¥ Councilmanic District
* Case No. 00-358-SPH

Sycamore Realty Company
Petitioner

S * * * * * & * * * *

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This matter comes before the Zoning Commissioner for consideration of a Petition for
Special Hearing filed by the owner of the subject property, Sycamore Realty Company, by Lloyd
N. McNutt, through their attorneys, G. Scott Barhight and Julie A. DiGrigoli, Esquires. The
Petitioner requests a special heating to approve a waiver, pursuant to Section 26-172(a)(1) of the
Baltimore County Code, of Section 26-237 thereof, so as to not require road improvements to the
intersection of Clark Boulevard and Washington/Southwestern Boulevard, and the installation of
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and lighting along Clark Boulevard. The subject property and relief sought
are more particularly described on the site plan submitted which was accepied into evidence and
marked as Petitioner’s Exhibit 1.
Appearing at the requisite public hearing on behalf of the Petitioners were Rick
Chadsey, Professional Engineer who prepared the site plan for this property, Wes Guckert, Traffic
Engineering expert, and G. Scott Barhight, Esquire, attorney for the Petitioner. Also appearing and
testifying was Rahee Famili, a representative of the Developer’s Plans Review Division of the
Baltimore County Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM). Appearing as
Protestants in the matter were several residents from the surrounding community, all of whom
signed the Protestants’ Sign In Sheet, which is contained within the record of this case.
Testimony and evidence offered revealed that the subject property consists of a gross

Rarea of 23.84 acres, more or less, zoned D.R.5.5, and is located in southwestern Baltimore County,
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between Metropolitan Boulevard and Clark Boulevard in Catonsville. The property is presently
unimproved; however, is proposed for development with 124 townhouse dwelling units. The
northern border of the tract abuts the rear property line of a number of single family dwellings
which front on Cedar Avenue. Although the northern property line does not directly adjoin Cedar
Avenue, it is close enough thereto to allow access to the development from Cedar Avenue. The
eastern property line of the tract abuts Clark Boulevard. The property’s southern border lies
adjacent to a right-of-way for the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and the bed of a railway track
system that lies therein. To the west, the property abuts Metropolitan Boulevard (I-195).

As noted above, the property is proposed for development with 124 townhouse
dwelling units. Vehicular access thereto will be by way of a new road, to be known as Glen Gate
Road, which will lead from Cedar Avenue. This road will be a divided road with opposing lanes
of traffic separated by a median. There is no vehicular access to the proposed community from
Clark Boulevard or Metropolitan Boulevard. In addition to the townhouses, the plan shows areas
of open space, a stormwater management facility, forest buffer/easement areas, and 329 parking
spaces. The particulars of the project are more specifically shown on the site plan marked as
Petitioner’s Exhibit 1. Inasmuch as there is no direct access to Clark Boulevard or Metropolitan
Boulevard, the Petitioner requests a waiver of those requirements relating to those road
improvements in conjunction with this project.

The history of this development is of particular note to the question presented in the
instant Petition. That history is well laid out in an opinion by the County Board of Appeals
regarding this property in Case No. CBA #97-155. Therein, it is observed that the Petitioner filed
a CRG plan for the subject project on December 4, 1990. At that time, the site was split zoned
D.R.10.5 and D.R.5.5, The CRG process, as it existed at that time, was the mechanism by which
development proposals were reviewed and approved by Baltimore County. The two-member

CRG was comprised of a representative of the Department of Public Works and a representative of

\the Office of Planning,
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Apparently, subsequent to the filing of a CRG plan, consideration of the proposal was
suspended when Baltimore County placed a reservation on the parcel to explore converting same
into a public park. During this stay of the proceedings, the parcel was rezoned to D.R.5.5 as part
of Baltimore County’s comprehensive rezoning process in 1992. That zoning remained the same
under the 1996 comprehensive rezoning process. The parcel remains entirely zoned D.R.5.5 at this
time. Ultimately, Baltimore County did not pursue the conversion of the patcel to a public park.
Thus, the CRG plan proceeded through the process and was subsequently approved on July 8,
1993. A series of appeals followed. The CRG approval was affirmed on appeal by the County
Board of Appeals and in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. However, this approval was
reversed by the State’s appellate courts in Annapolis, which held that the property was subject to
the density limits brought about by the down-zoning of the site to entirely D.R.5.5.

In 1992, while this project was undergoing the CRG review process, Baltimore County
materially altered the development review process by eliminating the CRG and replacing same
with the development review process now in effect. Under the current review process, a
development proposal is submitted for review through a series of meetings and conferences which
culminate in a Hearing Officer’s Hearing before either the Zoning Commissioner or Deputy
Zoning Commissioner. The Hearing Officer, rather than the members of the CRG, consider
development proposals, subject to appeal to the County Board of Appeals, and ultimately the
Courts of this State.

In any event, returning to the instant matter, following the Appellate Court’s reversal of
the approved CRG plan, the Petitioner sought County advice, and pursuant thereto, filed a First
Amended CRG Plan on June 4, 1997, This plan was filed pursvant to Sections 26-169 and 26-209
of the Baltimore County Code, which provide, in part, that development, “...shall be governed by
the subdivision regulations in effect at the time of said approval or acceptance for filing, as the

case may be,” That is, since the developer had originally filed its plan under the CRG process, its

™\ amended plan, necessitated by the Appellate Courts’ decision, was filed within the parameters of
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the CRG process. The CRG approved the plan at its meeting of July 31, 1997. An appeal to the
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County Board of Appeals brought about an affirmation of that approval by Order of the Board
dated April 20, 1998. Apparently that Order was not appealed. Thus, the procedural issues raised
in those proceedings relating to the applicability of the CRG process viz a viz the current
development review process, have been resolved. Sycamore Realty Company now has an
approved CRG plan, pursuant to the actions of that body on July 31, 1997, and affirmed on appeal
by the County Board of Appeals on April 20, 1998.

Testimony and evidence presented during the course of the hearing before me was that
this project has evolved significantly over the years. Some of the changes have been the result of
the downzoning of the property and others due to site constraints associated with this tract.
Apparently, the developer originally proposed a means of vehicular access to the interior of the site
from Clark Boulevard. As shown on the present plan, that means of access has been eliminated
and the plan now shows a sole means of access through the median road to be known as Glen Gate
Road. This new road will access Cedar Avenue.

Longstanding practice and procedure by Baltimore County’s Department of Public
Works (DPW) has been to require a developer to improve public roads along the developer’s
frontage adjacent to that road. That is, DPW typically insists that a developer improve a public
road (be it widening, and/or the installation of curb, gutter and sidewalk, etc.) along that portion of
the roadway adjacent to the parcel to be developed. Obviously, as adjacent parcels of land are
developed, public roadways will be improved in a consistent and appropriate manner so that the
public streets (infrastructure) can accommodate the increased volumes of traffic that will be
generated by a pariicular development. This County policy makes sense and is appropriate. It
insures that adequate infrastructure exists to support development and discourages public
expenditures to support private development.

In this case, when the original CRG plan was submitted, the developer apparently
gcquiesced to the required improvements mandated by DPW. Under the originally approved CRG

. plan, the developer showed improvements to Clark Boulevard, including the appropriate widening
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thereof, the installation of curb, sidewalks, and gutters, and lighting. Improvements to the
intersection of Clark Boulevard and Washington/Southwestern Boulevard were also shown.

As Mr. Famili candidly testified at the hearing before me, the County policy requiring
improvements to public roads is not applicable when a development does not access a particular
road. That is, if the developer does not provide direct access from an anticipated development to
an adjoining public road, road improvements to that street are not required. In essence, in that
there is no direct access to a public road, County policy recognizes the lack of reasonable nexus or
link to the requirement that the given roadway be improved.

In this case, it is to be noted again that the original plan called for access to Clark
Boulevard and road improvements thereto. For whatever reason, after the plan was revised to
eliminate that access, the improvements remained shown on the plan. That is, notwithstanding
revisions to the plan eliminating access to Clark Boulevard and a proposed sole means of access to
Cedar Avenue, the revised plans continued to show road widening, and the installation of curb,
gutter, sidewalk and lighting along Clark Boulevard. It was that plan, with both the elimination of
access to Clark Boulevard and retained improvements, which was approved by the CRG in 1997
and affirmed on appeal by the County Board of Appeals in 1998. However, both the minutes of
the CRG from July 31, 1997, as well as the opinion issued by the County Board of Appeals in
April 1998 noted that the developer contemplated at that time a possible requested revision to the
plan, eliminating those improvements. The CRG minutes reflect, “He (the Developer’s engineer)
also stated that his client would apply for a waiver of road improvements to Clark Boulevard and
that an updated traffic study would be done to see if the improvements to the intersection of Clark
and Washington Boulevards are still required.” The County Board of Appeals also noted in its
opinion, “The Board admittedly is troubled by the developer’s probable plan to seek a watver of
improvements to be made to Clark Boulevard, but concedes that its concerns do not rise to the
level of reversible error.” (Pg. 4)

Through its instant Petition for Special Hearing, the developer (Petitioner) has indeed

requested the elimination of the proposed road improvements and the requisite revision of its CRG
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plan. This request is made by way of a waiver, pursuant to Section 26-172 of the Baltimore
County Code. Section 26-172 of the Baltimore County Code was enacted and amended so as to
provide a process through which waivers from certain County requirements or standards could be
granted. Section 26-172 allows the Hearing Officer to grant waivers from Divisions 3, 4 and 5 of
the development regulations, upon recommendation of a Department Director, and a finding that
the waiver is justified. Section 26-172(b) allows the Director of the Department of Permits and
Development Management to waive certain requirements of the development review process.

Frequently, this Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer is requested to grant a watver in
the context of a development plan hearing case. That is, most waivers are granted during the
course of a Hearing Officer’s Hearing, as set out in Section 26-206 of the Baltimore County Code,
For those projects where this is no Hearing Officer’s Hearing, waivers can be granted by the
Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer, pursuant to a Petition for Special Heating. That is,
Baltimore County has adopted a policy enabling the Hearing Officer/Zoning Commisstoner to
exercise the jurisdiction provided in Section 26-172 of the Code when there is no Hearing
Officer’s Hearing because a project is exempt from same. In such cases, jurisdiction is authorized
pursuant to a Petition for Special Heating.

This case is somewhat unusual. Obviously, there is no Hearing Officer’s Hearing in
that the project was approved pursuant to the old CRG process rather than the current development
regulations. Not only is there no Hearing Officer’s Hearing, but there is no development review of
this project under the current development regulations, Nonetheless, in order to resolve the
question as to whether the road improvements are warranted, the question is presented as a Petition
for Special Hearing. Presentation of the question in that manner seems appropriate.’

In evaluating the waiver request, consideration is first given to improvements to Clark

Boulevard. Testimony was received on this topic from Mr. Guckert, Mr, Famili, and several of the

I ection 26-172 of the Baltimore County Code requires that this Hearing Officer consider waiver requests upon the
“recommendation” of a Department Director. Arguably, the recommendation need not be supportive. In view of the
history of this project, I believe that the question is properly presented to this Zoning Commissioner. Indeed, the
Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments could be considered as a “recommendation” to regolve this question,
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residents from the surrounding locale. Mr. Guckert’s testimony was particularly persuasive as
same is summarized in his written report (Petitioner’s Exhibit 4.) Essentially, he believes that
improvements to Clark Boulevard are unnecessary. He described Clark Boulevard as a two-lane
roadway without shoulders and striping. He testified about the traffic counts and volumes for
Clark Boulevard which were studied and evaluated. In his judgment, the roadway is capable of
carrying a substantially greater volume of traffic than its current levels. Even with projected levels
as a result of the proposed development, the road will be able to accommodate the anticipated
traffic volumes. In Mr. Guckert’s judgment, improvements to Clark Boulevard by this developer
are unwarranted.

Mr. Famili’s testimony did not dispute Mr. Guckert’s remarks nor did the testimony of
the residents. On behalf of his department, Mr. Famili obviously supports improvements to Clark
Boulevard to be paid for by the developer. However, Mr. Famili recognized that County policy
could not require such improvements in view of the lack of direct access from that development to
that toad and recognized that the road capably handles existing traffic volumes and those
anticipated. The residents’ testimony was helpful in understanding existing conditions on Clark
Boulevard.

Based upon the testimony and evidence offered, 1 am persuaded to grant the waiver as it
relates to road improvements to Clark Boulevard, specifically, the widening of said road, and the
installation of curb, gutter and lighting. I find that those improvements are not warranted. The
installation of sidewalk is a different matter, however. Testimony offered from a number of
residents in the area was instructive regarding the location of a nearby elementary school adjacent
to the intersection of Cedar Avenue and Selford Road. An examination of the site plan shows that
it is likely that the development will produce sufficient pedestrian traffic along Clark Boulevard to
access that school. Surely, pedestrian traffic would be made much safer if sidewalks were
installed. Moreovert, testimony offered at the hearing indicated that grading and clearing had

already been completed along that portion of the roadway.
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Based on these concerns, I will require a modification of the approved plan to provide
pedestrian access from the development and the construction of a sidewalk adjacent to Clark
Boulevard. Although I will not set out the precise design of this pedestrian system, I will require
that the developer, in consultation with the appropriate County agencies, provide a means of access
from the residential community to a sidewalk to be installed along Clatk Boulevard., The sidewalk
need not be extended from its connection point from the community southward towards
Washington Boulevard, but should be extended along Clark Boulevard towards the north and in
the direction of the elementary school. Thus, the waiver for sidewalks will not be granted.

As to the potential improvements to the intersection of Clark Boulevard and
Washington Boulevard, I also find Mr. Guckert’s testimony persuasive. He suggests that the
developer install flex posts along Clark Boulevard and a sign prohibiting left turns from Clark
Boulevard onto Washington Boulevard. The undisputed testimony was that the erection of such a
sign and the prohibition of such a traffic movement are appropriate in view of traffic conditions.
However, but for these changes, I agree with Mr. Guckert’s conclusion that, “It does not seem
reasonable to expect the developer to make any other modifications to an intersection that has
needed improvement for over 20 years and an intersection that the County and State knew needed
improvements.” (Emphasis added) There is simply not a nexus between the need for the
improvements and the development of the subject property.” I agree.

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property and public hearing on this
Petition held, and for the reasons set forth above, the relief requested, excepting the waiver of
sidewalks as set forth above, shall be granted.

REFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County
this day of April, 2000 that the Petition for Special Hearing seeking approval of a waiver,

pursuant to Section 26-172(a)(1) of the Baltimore County Code, of Section 26-237 thereof, so as to

Kuot require improvements to Clark Boulevard and Washington/Southwestern Boulevard, including

the installation of curb, gutter and lighting, be and is hereby GRANTED, subject to the following

restrictions:




1) The Petitioners are hereby made aware that proceeding at this time is at
their own risk until the 30-day appeal period from the date of this Order
has expired. If an appeal is filed and this Order is reversed, the relief
granted herein shall be rescinded.

2) The relief granted herein is limited to a waiver from the requirement of
installing curb, gutter and lighting along Clark Boulevard and
Washington/Southwestern Boulevard, The developer/Petitioner shall be
required to install sidewalk along Clark Boulevard towards the north and
in the direction of the elementary school on Selford Road. The sidewalk
need not be extended from its connection point at the community
southward towards the Washington/Southwestern Boulevard intersection.

3) Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Petitioner shall submit a
revised plan showing the installation of sidewalk along Clark Boulevard
as set forth above.

4) When applying for a building permit, the site plan filed must reference
this case and set forth and address the restrictions of this Order.

Tl - -

LTAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
Zoning Commissioner
LES:bjs for Baltimore County




Suite 405, County Courts Bldg.

Baltimore County 401 Bosley Avenue

Zoning Commissioner Towson, Maryland 21204
: 410-887-4386
April 26, 2000 Fax: 410-887-3468

G. Scott Barhight, Esquire

Julie A. DiGrigoli, Esquire

Whiteford, Taylor & Preston

210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue, Suite 400
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING
SW/S and SE/S Cedar Avenue & Glen Gate Road, W/S Clark Boulevard
(Highgate) (fka Hilltop Place)
13" Blection District - 1* Councilmanic District District
Sycamore Realty Company - Petitioner
Case No. 00-358-SPH

Dear Mr. Barhight & Ms. DiGrigoli:

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the above-captioned matter. The
Petition for Special Hearing has been granted, in accordance with the attached Order. : ‘

In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavorable, any party may file an appeal
ta the County Board of Appeals within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information on
filing an appeal, please contact the Zoning Administration and Development Management office at 887-
3391,

Very truly yours,

Vo i

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
Zoning Commissioner
LES:bjs for Baltimore County

cc:  Mr. Lloyd N. McNutt, Sycamore Realty Co., 10 Parks Ave., Hunt Valley, Md. 2 1030
M. Rick Chadsey, GW Stephens, Jr. & Assoc., 1020 Cromwell Br. Rd, Towson, Md. 21286
Mr. Wes Guckert, The Traffic Group, 9900 Franklin Square Dr., #H, Baltimore, Md. 21236
Mr. & Mrs. Alex Kundrick, 1108 Raven Drive, Baltimore, Md. 21227
Mr. & Mrs. John G. Roth, 1201 Sparrow Court, Baltimore, Md. 21227
Mr. Donald Perkins, 1202 Sparrow Court, Baltimore, Md. 21227
Ms. Gina Hrybyk, 4947 Cedar Avenue, Baltimore, Md. 21227
M. John Heinrichs, 5124 S, Rolling Road, Baltimore, Md. 21227
Mr. & Mrs, Alan J. DeSa, 1816 Sutton Avenue, St. Denis, Md, 21227
Ms, Ruth Carruba, 1723 Sutton Avenue, St. Denis, Md. 21227
Mr. Harold Harrison, 5840 Oakland Road, Baltimore, Md. 21227
Mr. Rich Graul, 5727 Oakland Road, Baltimore, Md./ 21227
Ms. Wilma Peachey, 5727 Oakland Road, Baltimore/ Md. 21227
Ms. Kathleen Pryor, 1721 Magnolia Avenue, Baltiore, Md. 21227
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- P&ition for Spgcial Hearing

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

for the property located at _ Cedar Avenue and Glen Gate Ra
which is presently zoned D.R.5.5 & D.R,10.5

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Develorment Management. The undersi%ned, legal
owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which Is described i the description and l{lat attached hereto and
made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baitimore
County, to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve
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Property is to be posted and ad%rtlsed as-prescribed aimthe Zzoning regulations,
|, 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,

1We do t?‘uitei'n"'g’lly dec;l:rel anald affinn.(u{sd?{ ghe pena;ltt;es h(:r:h
ury, that iwe are the owner(s) of the property w
f;et?ner{ubjeot of this Petitlgg. »

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: Legal Owner(s):

Sycamore Realty Company

Name - Type or Prnt Name rennt
@@%} N

Signature Sigrature / 7
Lioyd NN T
Addrass . Telephone No. Name - Type or Print
Cly —State Zip Code Bignature
A trsmgzﬁqzﬂgﬂﬂgngﬂ 10 _Parks Ave, (Contagt Attorpev)
& Addrass Telaphone No.
. Gl Bcgtt Barhight Hunt Valley MD 21030
:WW [ — Slate Zip Code
atur e AL g",‘@. el
%iteford, TAylor & Preston LLP e o Barhights
Fany . - Neme Whitaford, Taylor % Prestom TLD
regs SULLE 200 “Telephone o, Address Telsphone No.
Tdwson, MD 21204 TOWEON MD 21204
State Zip Code City~ ~ Stale Zip Cade
N OFFICE USE ONLY
N ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING _______
‘ade No, OO ~35¢ <SPy UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING

Reviewed By A_\S‘W pate (D.3-O{-CO
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FROM THE OFFICE OF

GEORGE WILLIAM STEPHENS, JR. AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS + LAND PLANNERS » LAND SURVEYORS
1020 CROMWELL BRIDGE ROAD * TOWSON, MARYLAND 212863396

Description to Accompany Petition for Special Hearing

Highgate February 16, 2000
Baltimore County, Maryland Page 1

Beginning for the same at the northern most peint as shown on a plat
entitled “Plat One Of Two Highgate (Formerly Hilltop Place) A Resubdivision Of
Plats E.H.K. Jr. 66, folios 101 and 102, said plat dated January 10, 2000 and
recorded or intended to be recorded among the Land Records of Baltimore County,
Maryland, said peoint being South 01 20 27 West 103.30 feet from the
intersection of Cedar Avenue and Richard Mews Square thence leaving said point
of beginning and binding on the outline of said plat and on the outline of a
plat entitled “Plat Two 0Of Two Highgate {Foermerly Hilltop Place) A
Resubdivision Of Flats E.H.K. Jr. 66, folios 101 and 102, said plat dated
Januwaxry 10, 2000 and recorded or intended to be recorded among the Land Records
of Baltimore County, Maryland, the twenty nine following courses, viz:

1} South 28 32 23 East 139.14 feel
2) North 61 06 09 East 349.29 feet
3) South 58 38 23 East 140.03 feet
4) North 24 11 50 Kast 24.59 feet
5) North 23 10 57 East 149,18 feet

6) Southeasterly by a curve to the right having a radius of 640.00 feet and

a length of 92.29 feet, said curvc being subtended by a chord bearing South 24
51 57 EBast 92.21 feet

7) South 20 44 04 East 602.86 feet

8) Southeasterly by a curve to the left having a radius of 477.04 feet and
a length of 223.61 feet, said curve being subtended by a chord besaring South 34
09 47 Bast 227.57 feet

9} Scutheasterly by a curve to the left having a radius of 308.78 feet and

a length of 14.7% feet, said curve being subtended by a chord bearing South 48
57 51 East 14.79 feet

10} South 21 49 04 East 89.40 feet
11) North 68 10 17 East 72.96 [eet
12) South 70 12 49 East 8.44 [feetl

13} Southeasterly by a curve to Lhe left having a radius of 583.06 feet and

a length of 124.03 feet, said curve being subtended by a chord bearing South 76
18 26 Rast 123.79 feet

410-825-8120 + FAX 410-583.0288 - LS
gwstowson@erols.com Cﬂ-o - DQ <) i? M



Page 2
14) South 66 00 00 West 118.34 feet
15} South 35 32 16 Wesl 68.82 [eet
16 South 73 39 50 West 60.44 feet
17} South 67 18 01 West 248.77 feet
18) Scuth 60 37 33 West 95.82 l[cet
19) South 68 54 28 West 150.05 feet
20) South 64 10 35 West 294,14 feet
21) South 81 56 55 West 40,98 feet
22} South 70 05 05 West 269.14 feot
23) North 08 51 39 Rast 185.9%4 fect
24} North 02 32 14 Fast 109.14 fset
25) North 02 (03 39 East 164.15 Ffeet
26) North 07 18 23 West 48%.671 Leet
27) North 02 28 02 West 249.84 Ffoet
28) North 26 38 22 West 76.11 feet
29) North 53 45 11 Fast 133,50 teet to the place of beginning.
Containing 22.99 acres of land more or less.

Note: The above description is for zoning purposes only and is not to be
used for contracts, conveyances or agreements.
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NOTICE-OF ZONINQ HEARING

The Zaning Commissigner of Balimore County, by author-
ity of the Zoning Act and Ragulations of Baltimaro County
will hold a public hearing In Towson, Maryland on the prop-
sty Identified haraln as follows:

| Caga; #00-356-SPH e !

' NE & SW/S Glen Gate Road, 230' S of centerline Cedar

| Avanue opposite Richard Mews Squara (Highgate, FKA

| Hilltop Place)

| 13th Election District - 181 Counclimanic District

| Lagal Owner(s): Sycamors Realty Company

Speclal Hearing: to approve 2 walver of Public Warks

tandards, pursuant to Sactions 26-172()(1) and 26-237 of
the Baltimore County Coda, for improvements of .Clark
Boutevard and Southwestern Baoutevard Road, Including
gtirh, gutter, sidewalks and lighting. ‘
Haaring; Menday, April 10, 2000 at 10:00 a,m. in Room
107, County Courts Building, 401 Bosley Avenue.
AWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
Zaning Commissioner for Baltimgre County

[NOTES: (1) Hearings are Handicapped Accessible; for spe-

#lal accommodations Please Contact the Zening Commis-
gioner's Office at (410) 887-4386.

(2) For information CONGEIRING the Flle andfor Hearlng,
Contact the Zoning Review Dffica at (410) 887-3391.
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD, 3[&3[ 2000
T l 3
THIS 1S TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published in

Towson, Baltimore County, Md., once in each of ] successive

weeks, the first publication appearing on 3] D) 3[ 2000

JEFFERSONIAN,
3 [H (j ZJ% 9‘%.,W-ww

LEGAL ADVERTISING
———
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
RE: CASE # 00-358-SPH
PETITIONER/DEVELOPER
(Sycamore Realty Co.)
DATE OF Hearlng
{ 4-10-00)

BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
COUNTY OFFiCE BUILDING, ROOM 111

111 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVE.

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

ATTENTION : MS. GWENDOLYN STEPHENS

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:

THIS LETTER IS TO CERTIFY UNDER THE PENALTIES OF PERJURY THAT THE NECESSARY
SIGNS(S) REQUIRED BY LAW WERE POSTED CONSPICUOUSLY ON THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT

Posted at Cedar Ave. & Glen Gate Road also on Clark Blvd. Baitimore, Maryland
21227

THE SIGN(S) WERE POSTED ON 3-24-00

(monTH, DAY YEAR)

SINCERELY,

W%/"//M

(SIGNATURE OF SIGN POSTER & DATE)

THOMAS P. OGLE SR.
325 NICHOLSON ROAD
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21221

410-687-8405
(TELEPHONE NUMBER})




A PUBLIC HEARING WiLL BE HELD BY
THE ZONING COMMISSIONER
N TOWSON , MD,
' PLACE: OB fion5 it o it st
- '/J.-W =
TIME & DATE 27 A28 Phownay A00rL soZeov

£

Clark Blvd



b\ ®

RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING * BEFORE THE
Highgate, Sycamore at Cedar Ave and Glen Gate Rd, 8/8

Cedar Ave, directly across from Richard Mews Square * ZONING COMMISSIONER

13th Election District, 1st Councilmanic
* FOR

Legal Owner: Sycamore Realty Co.

Petitioner(s) * BALTIMORE COUNTY
* Case No. 00-358-SPH
" * ® * * * * * * * * * *
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

Please enter the appearance of the People’s Counsel in the above-captioned matter. Notice should be

sent of any hearing dates or other proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or final Order.

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
People's Counsel for Baltimore County

CAROLE 8. DEMILIO
Deputy People's Counsel
Old Courthouse, Room 47
400 Washington Avenue
Towson; MD 21204
(410) 887-2188

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 14™ day of March, 2000 a copy of the foregoing Entry of
Appearance was mailed to G. Scott Barhight, Esq:, Whiteford, Taylor & Preston, 210 W, Pennsylvania Avenue,
Suite 400, Towson, MD 21204, attorney for Petitioner(s),

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN




-+ -Director's Office
- County Office Building

galtlmor ¢ CO?HP}Y . d 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
epartment of Permits an Towson, Maryland 21204

Development Management N o 410-887-3353
Fax: 410-887-5708

o)
2

L ..
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March 16, 2000

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baitimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and
Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing in Towson, Maryland on the
property identified herein as follows:

CASE NUMBER: 00-358-SPH

NE & SW/S Glen Gate Road, 230" S of centerllne Cedar Avenue opposite Richard
Mews Square (Highgate, FKA Hilltop Place)

13" Election District — 1% Councilmanic District

Legal Owner: Sycamore Realty Company

Special Hearing to approve a waiver of Public Works Standards, pursuant to Sections
26-172(a)(1} and 26-237 of the Baltimore County Code, for improvements of Clark
Boulevard and Southwestern Boulevard road, including curb, gutter, sidewalks and
lighting. :

HEARING: Monday, April 10, 2000 at 10:00 am in Room 407, County Courts
Building, 401 Bosley Avenue n

Arnold Jablon
Director

C: G. Scott Barhight, Esquire, 210 W. Penneyiﬁah‘ta Ave ] Towson 21204
Sycamore Realty Co., 10 Parks Avenue Hunt Valley 21030

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY MARCH 26, 2000.
(2) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS
PLEASE CALL THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'’S OFFICE AT 410-887-4386.
(3) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT THE
ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3381.

OD Printad wilth Soybean Ink
%8 on Recycied Paper
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TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Thursday, March 23, 20_00 lssue — Jeﬁersonian

Please forward bhilling to: : oo :
Julie DiGrigoli 410-832-2000
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston
210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and
Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing in Towson, Maryland on the
property identified herein as follows:

CASE NUMBER: 00-358-SPH

NE & SW/S Glen Gate Road, 230" S of centerline Cedar Avenue opposite Richard
Mews Square (Highgate, FKA Hilltop Place)

13" Election District — 1*' Councilmanic District

Legal Owner: Sycamore Realty Company

Special Hearing to approve a waiver of Public Works Standards, pursuant to Sections
26-172(a)(1) and 26-237 of the Baltimore County Code, for improvements of Clark
Boulevard and Southwestern Boulevard road, including curb, gutter, sidewalks and
lighting.

HEARING: Monday, April 10, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. in Room 407, County Courts
Building, 401 Bosley Avenue

e
% Y

oy -
rrrr & dan
. ’5”'-‘#‘{?:‘:’%" ~{,'4 : "’Efﬁ
Burancn A, Sohuadt 66/

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

NOTES: (1) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL
ACCOMODATIONS, PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'S
OFFICE AT 410-887-4386.
(2) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391.



DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
ZONING REVIEW '

The_Baitimore County Zoning Reguiations (BCZR) require that notice be given to the

general public/neighboring property owners relative to property which is the subject of
an upcoming zoning hearing. For those petitions which require a public hearing, this
notice is accomplished by posting a sign on the property (responsibility of the petitioner)
and placement of a notice in a newspaper of general circulation in the County, both at
least fifteen (15) days before the hearing.

Zoning Review will ensure that the legal requirements for advertising are satisfied.
However, the petitioner is responsible for the costs associated with these requirements.
The newspaper will bill the person listed below for the advertising. This advertising is
due upon receipt and should be remitted directly to the newspaper.

OPINIONS MAY NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL ALL ADVERTISING COSTS ARE PAID.

e —aa
——— —

o) S e ertisi
Itemn Nﬁmber or Case Number: Q0 - 3@@ S -
Petitioner: 5\/ Q&mo —c Q—f-p‘\')"\/ C,DM’D QJ"\\/
Address or Location: At r::\f\ <>c>c\'C.— ar zﬁ G AN e W

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

Name: _ 23 \} c ST Gf/p\qo\‘\‘ LAWY e Ty [ &
sl AN

s Pre s A
Address: 210 (D). Ceryu~svl daomime AUVT

/
T oSNy TN - Z2N2 0
Telephone Number: “ IC- 832 ’”Z’OOO

Revised 2/20/98 - SCJ

T AFO3CR e



@ @-

Development Procesﬁing

Baltimore County " County Office Building
Department of Permits and : , 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Development Management , ‘ Towson, Maryland 21204

pdmlandacq@co.ba.md.us

April 7, 2000

Attorney G. Scott Barhight
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston
210 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson MD 21204

Dear Attorney Barhight:
RE: Case Number 00-358-SPH , Cedar Avenue and Glen Gate Road

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing by the Bureau of
%ﬂoninhgﬁze(\)/i%w, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on
arch 1, 2000. :

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representatives from
several Baltimore County approval agencies, has reviewed the plans that were
submitted with your petition. All comments submitted thus far from the members of the
ZAC are attached. These comments are not intended to indicate the appropriateness
of the zoning action requested, but to ensure that all parties (zoning commissioner,
attorney, petitioner, etc.) are made aware of plans or problems with regard to the
proposed improvements that may have a bearing on this case. All comments will be
placed in the permanent case file.

If you need further information or have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact the commenting agency.

Sincerely,

~ W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Zoning Supervisor
Zoning Review
WCR:ggs

Enclosures

%{%‘% Census 2000 For You, For Baltimore County

S Mo ey papar Come visit the County's Website at www.co.ba.md.us



TO:

FROW

SUBJECT:

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: April 21, 2000
Department of Permits & Development
Management

Robert W. Bowling, Supervisor
Bureau of Development Plans Review

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting
For March 20, 2000 G
Item Nos. 353, 355, 356, 357 {359)360
and 361 D

The Bureau of Development Plans Review has reviewed the subject zoning items, and we

have no comments.

RWB:HIO:jrb

cc: File

ZAC-3-20-2000-NO COMMENT ITEMS



Office of the Fire Marshal
700 East Joppa Road
Towson, Maryland 21286-5500

. 410-887-4880
March 21, 2000

.

9N

&

Department of Permits and
Development Management (PDM)
County Office Building, Room 111

Mail Stop #1105
11l West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTENTION: Gwen Stephens

RE: Property Owner:
358 - SYCAMORE REALTY CO.

Location: DISTRIBUTION MEETING OF MARCH 13, 2000
Item No.: 358
Dear Ms. Stephens:

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.

2. A second means of vehicle access is required for the site.

REVIEWER: LIEUTENANT HERB TAYLOR, Fire Marshal's Office
PHONE 887-4881, MS-1102F

cc: File

Printed wilh Soyhean Ink
on Recycled Paper



G e BALTIMORE COUN
< DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL. PRO

TO: Arnold Jablon
FROM: R. Bruce Seeley /¥
DATE: March 15, 2000

SUBJECT:  Zoning Petitions

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of March 13, 2000

DEPRM has no comments for the following zoning petitions:

Item # Address
354 7522-7930 Wise Avenue
355 7531 Bel Air Road

358 Highéate/Cedar Avenue
359 313 Weatherbee Road
360 1434 Darius Court
361 13803 Manor Glen Road
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: April 7, 2000
Department of Permits and _
Development Management O LR \‘ o ?
FROM: Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, 111 .
Director, Office of Planning AR- T
SUBJECT: Highgate :
INFORMATION:

Item Number: 358SPH
Petitioner: Sycamore Realty
Property Size: 23.84 acres
Zoning: DRS5.5

Requested Action: Special Hearing
Hearing Date: April 10, 2000

The petitioner requests a waiver of public works standards for improvements pursuant to Section
26-172(a)(1) of the Baltimore County Code. While specifics have not been indicated either on
the petition form or on the site plan, it is the understanding of this office that the requested relief
is from the requirement of curb, gutters and sidewalks to be provided on Cedar Avenue and Clark
Boulevard. It is unclear whether relief is also sought for improvements to the intersection of
Washington Boulevard and Clark Boulevard.

It should be noted that the site plan shows zoning that is inaccurate. The entire parcel is zoned

DR 5.5 and not DR 10.5 and DR 5.5 as shown.

This office requested that the zoning be corrected and that a signed copy of the CRG plan should

be filed with this request. As of this date, this office has not received revised plans.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This office opposes waivers of public improvements for this development of 124
townhouses. In this medium density residential zone, curb, gutter and sidewalks are standard
improvements that add to the quality of life for the new development and overall community,
Granting such waivers is not in keeping with the county's community conservation strategy as
outlined in both Master Plan 2010 and the Southwestern Revitalization Strategy.

ﬁ\ Ve

MACOMPLAN\DIANAIS3SPHlac



2. As for off-site improvements, if SHA and Baltimore County Department of Public Works
deems it necessary for public safety, this office supports these improvements.

Section Chief: %A%f U {4/ (’;< W

AFK:JL

MACOMPLANDIANAGSSSPH.ac
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Parris N. Glendening

Maryland Department of Transporlation Governor |
State Highway Administration John D. Porcar

Parker F. Williams
Administrator

Date:  April 3, 2000

Ms. Ronnay Jackson RE:  Baltimore County
Baltimore County Office of Item No. 358 (JRA)
Permits and Development Management Special Hearing

County Office Building, Room 109
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Ms. Jackson:

Please be advised that we are changing our original position (letter March 13, 2000) to the
following comment:

We support the County’s’ position to recommend intersection improvements at US 1 and Clark
Boulevard, based on an inadequate southbound intersection sight distance, as shown on drawing
#94-0307.

Should any additional information be required please contact Larry Gredlein at 410-545-5606 or
by E-mail at (Igredlein@sha.state.md.us).

Very truly yours,

y4 / Hed L

4 %7 Kenneth A. McDonald Jr., Chief
Engineering Access Permits Division

LG

My telephane number is

Marylahd Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Malling Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimore, Maryland 21202



ZONING I-'ARING FILE INTERNAL ‘ECKLIST

Date Completed/initials
3]l sc)

|

Zoning Case No. N0~ 25%-SPH

PREPARE HEARING FILE (put case number on all papers; hole punch and place
appropriately; put label and case number on folder; complete information on stamp on
front of folder)

DETERMINE HEARING DATE (schedule within 45 days of filing; post and advertise
at least 15 days prior to hearing)

TYPE HEARING NOTICE AND ADVERTISING NOTICE {type according to
sample, taking billing information for advertising from advertising form in file; make
appropriate copies; mail original and copies of hearing notice; place original advertising
notice in Patuxent's box; file copies of both notices in hearing file; update ZAC in
computer for hearing date, time and placs)

UPDATE ZONING 'COMMISSIONER'S HEARING CALENDAR (keep original in
“red"” folder; mail copy to zoning commissioner's office)

COMPLETE FILE (write hearing date, time, and room on front of hearing folder; file in
numerical order in cabinet next to copier until it is pulled for sending to zoning
commissioner’s office)

POSTPONEMENTS (type postponement letter; make appropriate copies; mail original
and copies; send copy to zoning commissioner; file copy in hearing flle; update hearing
calendar and ZAC in computer)

RESCHEDULING (determine hearing date; type letter confirming new date; make
appropriate copies; mail original and copies; file copy in hearing file; update hearing
calendar and ZAC in computer; refile hearing folder)

INDEX CARDS (prepare index cards, according to sample; file cards in cabinet)

ADVERTISING/POSTING CERTIFICATES (check off on front of hearing file; put
certiﬁ'cates in file)

COMMENTS (check off agency comments received on front of hearing' file; make
copies; type comments letter; mail original to petitioner: file copy in hearing file)

FILES TO ZONING COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE (pull the files for the following
week every Friday and administrative files on Tuesday; verify that checklist on front of
hearing file has been completed; secure all papers under clips in file; send files for
hearings to zoning commissioner's office by noon on Friday and files for administrative
on Tuesday morning)

- 10/5/99



LEASE PRINT CLEARLY
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PETITIONER(S) SIGN-IN SHEET
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Parris N. Glendening

SmA S Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
State Highway Admm:strat:on 40 O, Porear
Parker F. Williams
Administrator

Date:. 3.{%. 0P

Ms. Ronnay Jackson RE:  Baltimore County

Baltimore County Office of ItemNo. =2 &g J e A
Permits and Development Management

County Office Building, Room 109

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear, Ms. Jackson:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection {0 approval as it does not
access a State roadway and is not affected by any State Highway Administration projects.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Larry Gredlein at 410-545-
5606 or by E-mail at (Igredlein@sha.state.ind.us).

Very truly yours,
S f P

'/*- Kenneth A. McDonald Jr., Chief
Engineering Access Permits Division

é’Z»

7

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Statawide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 « Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltlmore. Maryland 21202



STAFF REPRESENTATIVES:

NAME :

Ervin McDaniel

: (@}kﬁobert Bowling

Colleen Kelly
Michael Grossman
Diana Itter

R. Bruce Seeley
John Lewis

Don Rascoe

DEVELOPER/ENGINEER:

C.R.G. MEETING MINUTES &,/

OF
JULY 31, 1997

HIGHGATE f.k.a. HILLTOP PLACE

DEPARTMENT:

P.D.M. - Development Plans Review
Planning Office

P.D.M. - Land Acquisition

Recreation & Parks !
Planning Office

D.E.P.R.M. ‘
Zoning

P.D.M. - Development Management

NAME: COMPANY NAME: PHONE:

G. W. Stephens, Jr. & Assoc., Inc. 410-825-8120
Covahey & Boozer, P.A. 410-828-9441

Frederick Chadsey
Anthony J. DiPaula

1

CITIZENS:

NAME: ADDRESS:

Anne HelnrichsS.....veeeceincnnincnianen. 5124 S. Rolling Road
Louise Vanderbeek..eeveeeceeravevansnnas 5112 S. Rolling Road
Gina HrybvK. . iveeeveraoercaevauen ceeeas 4949 Cedar Avenue

John HelnrichS.  veseereanccasroassasnans 5124 S. Rolling Road
Joe Twilley...cveeenoenansrevnacsoancass 5806 Oakland Road
Charles Langrefr...cceeecvstecsanasanans 4701 Ruby Avenue

R. D. Clarke. .. csoscevseosassscsaannssnnse 4710 Ruby Avenue

Sam PeceK....eens-s Ceesessecicearonerane 4704 Ruby Avenue
Robert Wissman....ccceevmcvaiesan Pearees 4709 Ruby Avenue .
Steve DeBOY..casvsanvsanvaoarasrions .....1810 Palo Circle 21227
Rich Graul....... s arerasarr e rananee 5727 Oakland Road

C.R.G. Summary for Hiligate a.k.a. Hilltop Place
District: 13C1
Date: 7/31/97

Robert Bowling, Chairman and Ervin McDaniel, Co-Chairman opened the
meeting at 10:15, introduced the staff, and explained the purpose of the
meeting. Rick Chadsey presented the Plan.
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August 8, 1997
Page 2 .

Ervin McDaniel surmarized the staff comments submitted from Development
Plans Review, Storm Water Management, Department of Environmental Protection
and Resource Management (D.E.P.R.M.), Office of Planning, Department of
Recreation and Parks, and 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 engineer.

The citizens were invited to comment. The following people commented:

Anne Heinrichs R. D. Clarke
Louise Vanderbeek Same Pecek
Gina Hrybyk Robert Wissman
John Heinrichs 8teve DeBoy
Joe Twilley Rich Graul

Charles Langrehr !

The following guestions or comments were raised and answered:

1.

WHY IS THE OLD PROCESS BEING USED?

This process was allowed because the original plan had been
approved through the C.R.G. process, and the new code states that
a C.R.G. that has a material change may come through the process
it was originally approved under.

DOES THIS DEVELOPMENT NEED 2 MEANS OF ACCESS FOR OVER 100 UNITS?
This development needs two means of access. This requirement is
satisfied by a bifurcated entrance road. Each side of the median
is:classified as a means of access.

WHERE ARE THE NOISE BARRIERS PROPOSED BY THE STATE GOING TO BE
PLACED?
The developer's representative was not positive where they were to

be placed.

WHAT ABOUT THE OVERCROWDING OF SCHOOLS?
The school in question is not part of the moratorium so there is
no limitation on developing.

WE PREFER THAT THE TOWNHOUSES BE IN FEE FOR SALE LOTS. WILI. THE
DEVELOPER GUARANTEE THIS?

The developer's engineer said that they would prefer to sell the
lots and houses but that it would be market driven.

PROBLEMS WITH TRAFFIC AT FRANCIS AVENUE AND SELFORD ROAD.
Baltimore County's Traffic Engineering studys only intersections
with stop lights for basic services. No intersections in this are
are under a moratorium.

CLARK BOULEVARD AND WASHINGTON BOULEVARD INTERSECTION. WILL THERE
BE ANY MODIFICATIONS DONE? .

Wwhen the subdivision was approximately 200 units, the County was
asking for improvements. We are asking the developer to do a
traffic study for re-evaluation.



Highgate C.k.L. HLG. Hihutes

hugus
Page

8.

9.

10.

i1.

12.

13.

14,

15.

t 8, 19
; ®

MORE RECREATIONS AND PARKS ARE NEEDED IN THE AREA.

THERE WAS AN AGREEMENT THAT CLARK BOULEVARD SHCULD BE WIDENED
ALONG THE DEVELOPER'S FRONTAGE.

SOILS ON SITE ARE VERY UNSTABLE.
The developer's engineer explained that the developer has hired
the geotechnic firm of Hills & Carnes.

WHEN WILL CONSTRUCTION OF HOUSES BE COMPLETED?
Roads and utilities will be constructed in the Spring of 1998 and
houses will go in as sales dictate.

HOW MANY TWO-BEDROOM UNITS ARE TO BE SOLD?
Rick Chadsey stated depending on market demand. !

SIGN WAS PLACED BEHIND TRACTOR.
Signs were posted and certified by a Baltimore County sign poster.

Cost of homes probably will be from $112,000 to $140,000 depending
on amenities.

HOW IS THE AREA INFRASTRUCTURE?
A pressure and flow test on the water system must be done prior to
record plat. The sewer mains are #oK" in this area.

County staff comments were then reviewed:

The developer's engineer agreed that they would make all the changes

and notes

that were asked from the County agencies. He also stated that his

client would apply for a waiver of road improvements to Clark Boulevard and
that an updated traffic study would be done to see if the improvements to

the inters

ection of Clark and Washington Boulevards are still required.

CONCLUSTON: The plan was approved, the appeal process was explained, and
the meeting was adjourned at 1:00 p.m. .

RWB:Jjrb
8/8/97

CRGMIN.731
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Qounty Board of Appenls of Bultimare Tounty |

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 NRECTER T —
410-887-3180 IV /

e, L . ".
Apr‘il 2Q, 1998 T . ,\

J. Carrcll Holzer, P.A.
305 Washington Avenue, Sulte 502
Towson, MD 21204

Re: Case No. CBA-97-155
Highgate /Sycamore Realty
Revisions to CRG Plan

Dear Mr. Holzer:

Enclosed piease find a copy of the final Opinion and Ordexr
issued this date by the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

in the subject matter. :

Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be
made in accordance with Rule 7-201 through Rule 7-210 of the
Maryland Rules and Procedure, with a photocopy provided to this
office concurrent with filing in Circuit Coeurt. If no such
petition is filed within 30 days from the date of the enclosed
Order, the subject file will be closed.

Very truly yours,

Ol e dleligfs

Kathleen C. Bianco
Administrator

ancl.

cc: Louise Vanderbeek, Vice President
Relay Improvement Assn., Inc
Herbert Plitt ¢/l J. C. Holzer, Esquire
Anthony J. DiPaula, Esquire
Sycamore Realty Company
rederick Chadsey /G.W. Stephens, Jr. and Assoc., Inc.
People's Counsel for Baltimore County '
Pat Keller, Director /Planning
Donald 'T. Rascoe, Project Manager
Arnold Jablon, Director /PDM
Virginia W, Barnhart, County Attorney

‘ n,
. ‘%\] Prinled with Soyboan Itk
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IN THE MATTER OF * BEFORE
HIGHGATE (F.K.A. HILLTOP
PLACE) /SYCAMORE REALTY CO. * COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
- DEVELOPER PROPERTY LOCATED
ON THE WESYT SIDE CLARK BLVD., * OF
NORTH SIDE OF B & O RAILROAD
* BALTIMORE COUNTY

RE: CRG DECISION /AMENDMENT

TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED * CASE NO. CBA-97-155

PLAN

* * * * * * * * *

OPINTION

This case comes before this Board by virtue of an éppeal filed
by the Protestants on August 29, 1996 to County Review Group (CRG)
approval of the development plan for Highgate by way of CRG Plan
Amendment. After timely filing their Notice of Appeal, they did
file, within the requisite 10 days, a Petition on Appeal which set
forth with particularity alleged grounds of error on the part of
the CRG that related to school population, traffic, soil, historic
and safety concerns, but made no mention of any concern that £he
CRG process was the incorrect route of review. It was not until
the case came before this Board for hearing that the issue was
raised by a Motion to Dismiss,

As a procedural matter, it appears the Motion to Dismiss
shoﬁld be denied for fallure even to set forth the ground in the
Petition on Appeal. In the interest of efficiency, however, and
out of a desire to consider the merits of the issue and eliminate
one more layer of appeal, the Board will continue with Its

findings.
Under Section 26~169 of the Baltimore County Code, it is clear

that the current zoning regulations and procedures are meant Lo

apply to all development with two exceptions, only one of which
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arguably applies; it provides in relevant part as follows:

...such development as has received a CRG
approval...or such development for which a CRG
plan has been accepted for filing by the
department of public works prior to the date
of adoption of Bill 1-92, all of which
development shall be governed by the
subdivision regulations in effect at the time
of said approval or acceptance for filing as
the case may be.

In order to ascertain the statute's applicability, a brief
history 1s in order. On December 4, 1990, Petitioner filled a CR4
plan for the subject site which was zoned D.R. 10.5 for about 18
acres and D.R. 5.5 for about 6 acres. The CRG process was
suspended when Baltimore County placed a reservation on the
property to explore converting it to a public park. '~ During the
stay, the entire parcel was rezoned to D.R. 5.5 as part of
Baltimore County's Comprehensive Rezoning Process, effective
December 15, 1992, zoning which remains under the 1996
Comprehensive Rezoning Maps. The CRG ultimately approved the
development as originally submitted, despite the zoning change, on
July 8, 1993.

While the CRG's approval initially was affirmed on appeal by
the Board of Appeals and the Baltimore County Circuit Court, it was
reversed by the Courts of Specilal Appeals and Appeals as now
containing too many units as a result of the downzoning.

In the dinterim, in 1992, Baltimore County altered the
development process by eliminating CRG as the current process and

establishing a community input procedure including a Community

Input Meeting. Accordingly, the Petitioner apparently =sought
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County advice and, pursuant thereto, filed a First Amended CRG Plan
dated June 4, 1997. The CRG convened its open meeting on July 31,
1997..

The Board thus finds that the development did receive CRG
approval, but such approval ultimately was reversed. If ils
reversal renders the original plan one that has not received a CRG
approval, it nonetheless survives as a development for which a CRG
plan had been accepted for filing by the Department of Public Works
prior to the 1992 adoption date.

In such an instance, Section 26-169 goes on to provide that
the development of such an exception "shall be governed by the
subdivision regulations in effect at the time of said approval or
acceptance for filing, as the case may be." Appeals of CRG plans
are governed by Section 26-209. The standard of review is
deferential under subsectlon (c) inasmuch as final action on such
a plan must be presumed correct, and Protestants have the burden ol
persuading the Board that the CRG applied the incorrect law, acted
in an arbitrary, capricious or illegal fashion or was fraudulently
indﬁced.

There being no claim of illegal or fraudulent activity, the
Board thus is left with the inguiry as to whether any of the
enumerated problems specified in the Petition on Appeal rise to the
level of making approval below arbitrary or capricious.
W protestants' objections are that 1) Highgate's development will
have a negative impact upon the population of its nelghboring

schools; 2) traffic problems of various types remaln, including no

Therd R 5
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traffic study and unresolved problems regarding Clark Boulevard,
Route 1 and Cedar Avenue; 3) soll types on the development plan are
incompatible with résidential uses and can result In structural
failure; 4) Highgate will have a negative lmpact on the Relay
Historic District; and 5) a generalized concern regafding
Highgate's impact on the health, safety and welfare of Lhe
surrounding community.

Taking the concerns in order, the schooling issue is not even
an item to be addressed under Section 26-203(b)(1)-(30) of the old
CRG statute. Were it properly before the Board, however, tLhe
Developer :did present concrete evidence dispelling any such
concerns. Moreover, the 1ssue will be revisited at the time of
application for building permits. |

Under the collective traffic concerns, the traffic study also
was not required under Section 26-203(b}(1)-(30). Nonetheless, The
Traffic Group, Inc., has conducted a traffic study that has bheen
produced to Protestants which establishes that the present traffic
controls are adequate and that the anticipated lncrease in traffic
as a result of development will not unduly burden the existing
roadways. The Board admittedly 1s troubled by the Developer's
probable plan to seek a waiver of improvémeuts to be made to Clark
Boulevard, but concedes that its concerns do not rise to the level
of reversible error. -

AS to the issue of soil types and their compatibility fox
residential development, the CRG procesgs merely requires the

identification of soil types, which the Developer did. Moreover,
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the Developer offered solld testimony in the person of Richard M.
Hillis who c¢larified that the soll type does affect.the nature and
location of buildings, but does not preclude all development. To
put the matter in context, he testified that these soils were
present in pre-existing developments such as Arbutus and. the
Baltimore Highlands as well as Franklin Square Hospital aﬂd Golden
Ring Mall. Mr. Hillis explained that the solls in fact were [ine

for pavement and hqusés. He further explained that the roadways
were more affected by this condition than anything else, but that
something as simple as grading can overcome a "severe" limitation.

With respect to the impact upon the Relay Historic District,
Mr. Guckert's testimony as well as the visual asgessment of the
plan demonstrate that the impact is tangential at best, certainiy
nothing approaching the level of persgasion warranting reversal.
The Developer did comply with its obligation under Section 26~
203(b) (8) insofar as there are no historic properties or buildings
contained with the parameters of the proposed development.
Finally, the generalized concerns set forth in the petition lacked
any:meaningful factual basis in terms of probative testimony and
cannot serve as a basis for reversal or remand.

In short, the CRG has acted properly in considering and
deciding upon all issues properly before it. Protestants have not
rebutted the presumption of correctness on any count and thus not
persuaded the Board in accordance with its burden of proof;

QRDER

IT IS THEREFQORE THIS 20th  day of April , 1998
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by the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

ORDERED that the Motion to Dismiss filed in these proceedings
be and is hereby DENIED; and it is further

ORDERED that the decision of the County Review Group dated
July 21, 1997, wherein the development plan for Highgate (f.k.a.
Hilltop Place) was approved by way of CRG Plan Amendmentﬂ be and
the same is hereby AFFIRMED. |
Any Petition for Judicial Review from this decision will be
made in accordance with Rule 7-201 through Rule 7-210 of the

Maryland Rules of Procedure.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COQUNTY
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April 4, 2000

Aparttient Services, Inc.
Lawtefite B, Julio, President
10 Parks Avenue

Hunt Valley, Maryland 21030

RE: Hilltop Place ‘
Baltimore County, Maryland
Our Job No.: 930402

Dear Mz, Julio:

The Traffic Group, Inc. has undertaken a traffic analysis relating to the need for two
off-sits foad improvements as follows:

1, MODIFICATIONS TO THE INTERSECTION OF US 1 AND CLARK BOULEVARD.

2 NgEp 10 WIDEN CLARK BOULEVARD ALONG THE SITE FRONTABE PHoM CEbAR
AVENUE 10 THE RAILROAD TRACKS NEAR US 1. o

Neither of these improvements can be justified from & traffic enginesping o
transpartation planning point of view to be constructed by the develdpes of the subject
propérty: The teasons for our opitifon are as follows: S

1’@‘|§5 i

UARK RSO IR - this intersection has experiefided pobr sight A
distance looking to the south along US 1 from Clark Boulevard sines The Traffic
Oroup, Inc. was involved ini this project over ten years ago. I Dedember, 1092,
the Maryland State Highway Administration sent a letter to Baltitiors County
ihdicating that the intarsection required improvements and Fgdssted Baltimore
Coutity to examine what the improvements would be and what f6lé tha developer
would need to play in making modifications to the intersectiont. THe raffic
Group, Inc. prepared a traffic impact analysis on 4/16/93 and deétermined that,
indeed, the sight distance is inadequate and that improvementd would/should be
thdertaken. (See Exhibit 1 photographs)

il

The Traffic Group, Inc. 9900 Franklin Square Drive Suite I Baltimore, Maryland 21236
Phone: 410-931-6600  Fax: 410-931-6601  Toll Iree: 1-800-583-8411  www.rafficgroup.com




~ LEGEND

¢ ROAD

FOREST BUFFER
RESERVATION FB

~ . | ‘ . 100 YR, FLOOD PLAN
\ ’ ~ - _ W/ Y FREEBOARD —F——F—F=
\\ ~ ' AT i
/ K A\ \\\u , . R S—.%m . - @
SUPERIOR HEIGHTS ! . -

71120 \ S
DR.B55 —— ALBERT SAUERS

=
:: —— e _ e 45171670
- - - e _ [ ./ KENNETH FUCHS
\
1

-

HOUSE NUMBERS #2

SOKL TYPES —_—

EX. STREET LIGHT _ i

PROP. STREET LIGHT |
ADTS
. WETLANDS C

’ . ZONING LINE . , ..innllntm
L) . .

FOREST CONSERVATION
RESERYATION :

5010/479
-\
- 1\
o \
KENNETH FUCHS ! KENNETH FUCHS \ 3 /
EDWIN RUST R MARY ETCHBERGER | MARY ETCHDERGER 7455/57 5018/479 -

TIVB32 S006/T79 SOOENTY

—J/
-
r
A
\
\
\
\'
-
/
\
\
|

! _ EX UTL POLE \ oLag 7 Aw
CLARK 6D _ S /

o o e e | o et —

' X UTR EX UTL PORE wi LGHT X LT POLE

w §/ — u\m /r R olﬂ P\ { 4./ I .-\
ki

- N uJ.f ||I|||\. l.‘ bl ‘ . \

\
N ~ N .
- EX. MACADAM FAYING - l..|}_ c %.JT_ / Al . \

X : s s " Ny pria " A .

A . W . . . p—— - AR NS T .
£ aie i . " . - g LECEE - g . . B H .

4 e : , . -

z‘)

SCALE-T=500 .
BENCH MARK: X-9705 ELEV. 147.09

E

518" IRON BAR ON EAST EDGE OF CLARK BLYD. NORTH SIDE OF RUBY AYE.

B
PN

M}
|
|

L)
\\°

v
s
”
Ex AGES s — -
~ \§§>mmzmi P -

- LA

—) : | | GENERAL NOTES:

1) DEED REFERENCE: EHK JR. 5436/193 AND EHK JR. £165/536.

PR : o | . 2) PROPERTY NUMBERS: 2200019801 THRU 2200019808,
£ 000002634 ,2000002535.

1
i .
e L] \ %) ADT.S.124 @ &5 ADT= 1054 (TOTAL)
£ %N 77T == o L RRLPESEASTVN, o— L !
- D AN Do — e T Lt 4) NO HISTORIC BUILDINGS, CRITICAL AREA, ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES.
‘ 2050 oo 1300 NZ\) (@2 OR ENDANGERED SPECIES EXIST ON SITE.
— W/ A
<N Ah L B THERE SHALL BE NO CLEARING, GRADING, CONSTRUCTION OR
: A - 41 WL tok L ﬁ / STURBANCE OF VEGETATION N THE FOREST mc_“_nm.w_.mm>mm:m5
& Il o reao LA\ EXCEPT AS PERMITTED BY THE BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT
I s U I A /A - > " ; . ~Epel [ TR e P 52NN OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT.
! —~—— \ . sox [ neas ) T - AR -
= ALl | . QN roon 1R oyl euce rocofll ren | po Rree g B = WIND | \iaf ATE Q ‘I_ Bl RN 6) THS FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN IS APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR OF P.OM.
! \ ! - - - ! . ~ _
| - X ; R ~N KENNETH MASSININT T ———— -~ \ SETBACK

BASED ON HIS INTERPRETATION OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS, THAT

IT COMPLIES WITH PRESENT POLICY, DENSITY AND BULK CONTROLS AS
THEY ARE DELINEATED IN THE REGULATION, ANY PART OF PARCEL OF
THIS TRACT THAT HAS BEEN UTILIZED FOR DENSITY TO SUPPORT
DWELLINGS SHOWN THEREON SHALL NOT BE FUTHER DIVIDED, OR
DEVELOPED FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLINGS OR ANY PURPOSE OTHER
THAN THAT INDICATED PRESENTLY ON SAID PLAN. UTILIZATION WiLL

)
. ) N

.ﬁ.ﬁ 5387/667 . - Ve~~~ E® I ; 7@ | 148 ~ - R |l B g # 1l ,”,,d/

. . -~ \ o : — L= Wit

\il\/ ~ ’ = YVl . N _ F

: ! S

]
AR .

-

\ ’ M 4 FA i
- — - J ' = . L4 - W ¢ - ’
. ] - " f.....rl v Vil » r ¥ 1 Wﬂ. . B0 \t‘v\hb.w-ﬂu\%
o /’m / = - . g . - A S - 25 UL ! PROP Oaf i e ey =" 3
. . , HAWARD BARTHOLOMEN . . - -0 -

~ s -\ 8) PROPOSED USE: TOWNHOUSES FOR SALE OR RENT.
§00\ AC. ¢

rovo . N o . 3 S | ) AVARIANCE WAS GRANTED BY THE BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
§ . \ \ o . . ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FROM
. . " REGULATION FOR THE PROTECTIN OF WATER QUALITY, STREAMS.
: " WETLANDS AND FLOOD PLAINS WHICH BECAME EFFECTIVE ON JANUARY 1,
: | - 1991, THE FOREST BUFFER SHOWN HEREON IS REFLECTIVE OF THE FACT
: S _ . ' THAT THIS YARIANCE WAS GRANTED, CONDITIONS WERE PLACED ON THE

3 et HAVE OCCURRED WHEN A BUILDING 1S CONSTRUCTED AND
Mg , Y ) ! M S———— =2 fROP. W ! Y — * / X = A O ey 4 L% a\\\\ TRANSFERRED FOR THE PURPOSE OF QCCUPANCY.
- 118 ‘ ! 6202/361 JPlad S~ - H—t—— - - i i - - \ ! :
f\ \¢ls P 24501 ; ! ~o L - I . At T : - : A ,m,/,,/ 7) EX. USE: YACANT
——t .9..\ . F mmﬂ.ﬂhmnmll.l L] rle v ’ .. " : 'y NN
- _ W ., . -~ wmmmns,:oz = N L | )i 41 | \_—~1/" - ~ LINE B RN

\I‘III“ $ \‘\ N
S | & 7 £6T CONSERVATION

pmguny — - : ( \ T —
\ -

1
— 4 & d y, ‘ - - ,
# ”| . . : N e -~ 87969 ACt~——m"" -t _ / / N

*
\\
\
\
|
|
/
X
\
]
%,
|
§
I
!
I
{
I
]
I
i
§
rirK:
]
M
76400
oU
7600

pl
\d

_ WILLIAM | BROWN R Y ‘
5992/57 . -~ T TN

PRO?
P40
~
Ay
W
76
,”-
-

#4902 & Pid RN

1
v
Voo
' \
\
\ \

-

-y

---
Wl o ot

- —
-
P

YARIANCE TO REDUCE WATER QUALITY IMPACTS.
- 10) ALL LOTS SHOWN ARE FOR SALE OR RENT.
1) THE BUILDING ENVELOPES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE FOR THE

| | o R .~ PRINCIPLE BUILDING ONLY. (SEE NOTE 12 REGARDING ACCESSORY
H e - | STRUCTURES). -

L ]

-

. -

bt - : - . ’ g \..‘-l'.lll.lcnl -—

’ : ) N | \\nl‘l‘ - - -~ S

i . - s - 1
e \\\ : oo ’ ’, / h .:

o CEDAR HEIGHTS * === N

AL
|
i \J
L

\ MADISONL DEAL =Y

A - v ) b Y
t 5427127 wb M : e
-

. B T . oTh12) ACCESSORY STRUCTURES , FENCES AND PROJECTIONS INTO ¥ARDS CRR |
: o S o : " MAY BE CONSTRUCTED OUTSIDE THE ENVELOPES, BUT MUST COMPLY - .
S | o , | 7 WITH SECTIONS 400 AND 301 OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING . |
R | e " REGULATIONS (SUBJECT TO COVENANTS AND APPLICABLE .
"0 BUILDING PRMITS). _ . | L

\ - - .. L
~B-£--B 2 ,W !
I

bl ]~ L eanrE AR | $e/

s
\
\
1
A
Vr

N
P ]
+1900 Y sascty
i
J
-

-'l;li'nt
| BEEN!

-
- ————

'
\
1
q
o
gy

©
®
18

R N4 S e \

7 s

S o - . S . 1) ALL LOCAL OPEN SPACE WILL BE DEDICATED TO AND MAINTAINED

[ 1] e e T ' BY BALTIMOME COUNTY. ALL HOA OFEN SPACE WiLL BE OWNED - .

Wil et o oo . ANDMAINTAINED BY THE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION S .
= : A T .. il . W)REFUSE COLLECTION TO BE PROVIDED BY BALTIMORE COUNTY.

R A D T e e Voo o ._..,M_,. 7! ) STREET LIGHTS SHOWNTHUS 3 (12 MAXIMUM HEIGHT) AR

: e Bl . 16) TYPCAL SIZE OF PARKING SPACES B5XIBMIN - | |

ami S Ry .+ A7) ADT.COUNTS SHOWN THUS e .

[l!!lll
nIOxo

L

-
PO FADOB LY papbi
1
N
7
Y
-
Y
N
=
e p——

'

11
d
.

\
\
\
\
pence)
7
]
b
7‘
HOA.
—>
Ud

.'}‘z‘-’,f:

M 4 P

" - R e e =."{8) THERE ARE AT LEAST TWO PARKING SPACES PROVIDED FOR EACHLOT,
§O T T et UL S . PARKING SHALL BE PAVED WITH A DURABLE AND DUSTLESS SURFACE -
ST DR e T e B T L e T . (CONCRETE, BITUMINOUS OR MACADAM SURFACING) e Ry

N L T P T S =w.~> MINIMUM AREA (CONTIGUOUS) OF 500 SQ. FT. WILL BE PROVIDED - -
SV e e e s F EACH TOWNHOUSE. THERE ARE NO GARAGE TOWNHOUSES PROPOSED.
TR S R R R i 20) TOWNHOUSE GROUPS MAY NOT EXCED SOO'INLENGTH .+

o e s R s R __mw,..m\,mmzmzqm DESIGINATED "DRAINAGE, UTILITY AND ACCESS

. EASEMENTS* TO BE LEFT UNOBSTRUCTED BY TREES, FENCES, ETC,
FOR ACCESS TOREAR OF TOWNHOUSES. . = . . o,

. - A D

— v S ety Gty s s il iy S S

-
e
-
D
PR
-
3
\
/
"-s.---
PR
3
T 00—
”
)
-
’/
-y
! ) o e ..-.v"'--:...... . o ) B -

&3

SH O T TR IR R

|
\
-
_—
-*
— —

—g
-

. BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD ..

‘. 22) UTILITIES SHOWN ARE PRELIMINARY ONLY. CHANGES MAY 2

. ATTIME OFFINALDESIGN. . ... . . .

“/23) ALL STREET AND PARKING BAYS ON THIS PLAT ARE T0 BE

B BALTMORE COUNTY. e

. __..._.?“ THE SITE IS WOODED IN FLOOD PLAIN AREAS ONLY, EXISTING e
* . WOODS WILL BE RETAINED WHEREVER POSSIBLE. . = e

"25) CRG APPROVAL DATE: 7/3W7 {lot AMENDED),

\.“-
¥
”
P PO nn,)
Y
LINE
N
- §
2
32
rFROP. &
L ]
2 |
3
3
3
Ly

. . <o i
. S0 e T T T e

MNQ.&.

4 \,\\

RY o T s,
§ DNt sgn W Iy T
Y ) SRR gl -

pholelyts LA bl

—— Jiiiy

— D S Asl— — Y TR SN WETES SAAS SESE. U S—

. ey g D W Ay — kil el S A iy A S0k Gk WS iy o Sy Sy —

L]
.""

|}
]
[}
)
o+
\
}
Y
||
|\
Ll
Y
|
G
t
LEE Y

H N .. S < R . L Y v A M. . - K ,4,. KR zgm” . ) ) ) =
TEE 0 T .0 THS PROPERTY AS SHOWN ONTHE PLANHAS BEEN HELD INTACT BY THE -
, , ST T T T, OWNERSHIP SHOWN SINCE 1978. THE DEVELOPERS ENGINEER HAS CONFIRMED
b o : | ——t00 ” : . _ _ ‘ 50 G e TR L THAT NO PART OF THE GROSS ARES OF THIS PROPERTY AS SHOWN ONTHE
....... _ —t { iy o . iz , S e e 0 PLANHAS EVER BEEN UTLIZED, RECORDED OR REPRESENTED AS DENSITY O

. . - . : L BRI S ST e s e AREATO SUIPPORT ANY OFFSITE DWELLINGS. - e e

- v H . s s L . N h P 2T . . .x, . ' : Lot el o .
) - v o N L N ' ."”‘, : J.u D T ¢ N ..‘. .. ’ < BN ‘ .u Y o
R ) . L P T A KRN B oy . I d SNy
A . PR . - . IR . o LRl S e i zgm.
: o . B - A . A 3 P . N 5 - R . N N "
. - - I H P LT . Lo ELEEN 3 P . .
, LR . . Lo . B A ) "
- ¥ . S LR T : - B

DL e ey AL OFF-SITE DWELLINGS AND SMALL LOTS OF RECORD (LESS THAN 2 ACRES) .

Ty . % v

O
l

FEEE A

- v

T

XOLO

a1 THAT CREATE A RTA ONSITE ARE SHOWN WITH THE REQUIRED 300 FEET AND

80 iy G J.‘.”J o ‘ ‘ S L w200 FEET ARCS. ks
R4 . S P , Co T ANY FOREST BUFFER OR FOREST RESERVATION EASEMENT 3 x

T R e D e T A WA GHOWN HEREON IS SUBJECT TO PROTECTVE COYENANTS WHICH i Mm

el : S DT e sl T MAY BE FOUND IN THE LAND RECORDS OF BALTIMORE COUTTY - 3

m;k s R . w0 7o /AND WHICH RETRICTS DISTURBANCE AND USE OF THESE AREAS. R

’ y .

P A S .~ THERE SHALL BE NO CLEARING, GRADING, CONSTRUCTION, o BRI

_ ‘ . OR DISTURBANCE OF YEGETATON IN THE FOREST BUFFER _ o

- EASEMENT OR OTHER FOREST RETENTION AREAS, EXCEPT k e :

-5 © . AS PERMITTED BY THE BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT R
R re OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANEGEMENT. . o .

STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT
RESERYATION

R.5.5

saERRRREERER

D

X
8
= , x| | S i
Gl e Bl | 0 1
S N S LT e ~ D-5 DISTANCES BETWEEN BUILDINGS M ._/ Sl T R | _ R
B B T R R IR S (FACING ELEVATIONS) o | T e e T e e
W >E§§i§m§l,gs&oﬂqﬁR:.?az%_ﬁ_n«az.mon?a X!

B . | | | . | | (ED
o+ B.TWE LESSOR HEXGHT PORTIONS OF FACING ELEVATIONS (M2 » H3) MUST MEET THE MINMUM | | _ .
7 REGUIRED SEPERATION FOR DISTANCE (X), AND THE GREATER HEIGHT PORTIONS (H1 + H4) _

NUST MEET THE MIMUM REQUIRED SEPERATION FOR SISTANCE (2).

. REQUESTFOR SPECIAL |

P T S L . R : 3

~ HIGHGATE
i e . (FORMERLYHILLTOP PLACE)

L/ Soh AVENDVENT - 2127009 . BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND ELECTION DISTRICT No. 13

s C. ¥ TWO DIFFERENT HEIGHT ELEVATIONS FACE EACH OTHER AS SHOWN IN DISTANCE (Y), THE
EEEE GREATER HEIGHT {H4) WILL DETERMINE THE REQUIED SEPERATION.

.d.
M.

»

oA
A .
- oA -

T 8 N SRR TR,

* WINDOW TO WINDOW 40' MINIMUM | URERGE pe

L4
i

AR ‘,y- ; M\.&,,?

g ‘ _. - THE 5th AMENDMENT CONSISTS OF ; REVISING UNIT TYPES, - BCALE:1"=50' _ - 'DATE: DEC. 27, 1999
3 S " ROAD PATTERNS, GRADING ANDUTRITEES. . =i 7 Th o 0 v o : |

RETR:I

. ’ R
o

12.
6Z RIW
24

o

gs' BTN i
b

OF. 4 BIDEWALK

L e
;

PLANNING NO.XI72 -~

. ﬂ)@Cr)ﬂOZ R _‘_ B e - GFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING _

oo TS GEORGE WILLIAM STEPHENS,JR. | - evemimucal) ;
] < 7 AND AGROCIATES INC. - 1 AT e S DS

4]
MIN.  J1BLDG. mma—wxl__ .._IEm
.:.m_,. | a EXOTING ZoNG A S %wma ke
TRTSTTETSI SRR TSI | LT T o pa e h T e o
NUMBER UNITS ALLOWED CPRB55=55%x238=1809 o o :
I AL LT e NUMBER UNITS PROPOSED © *  TOWNHOUSES=124,2BR& 38R~ -} OWNER/DEVELOPER

T I

APPROVED BY:

oL CP ACEC PEOIIRED 4 - “ WA w2 B =BG . 5 Ly L T e SYCAMORE REALTY CO - | DIRECTOR OF PLANNING - - .- - “DATE

1




