IN RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING and * BEFORE THE

PETITIONS FOR VARIANCE/HONEYGO
SPECIAL VARIANCE - SW/Corner * ZONING COMMISSIONER

Cross Road & Forge Road

(Forge Crossing) * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

4™ Election District

3™ Council District * Cases Nos. XI-913 & 03-437-AHSA
Henry J. Kraft, Sr., et ux, Ownets; .

Paul Amirault, Developet

HEARING OFFICER'S OPINION AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Hearing Officer/Zoning Comimissioner for a combined
public hearing, pursuant to Section 26-206.1 of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), which
permits consideration of a development plan and requests for zoning relief under a single public
hearing, The development plan and Petitions were filed by the owners of the subject property,
Henry J. Kraft, St., and his wife, Irene Kraft, and the Developer, Paul Amirault, Maryland
[.andmark New Homes Group, through their attorney, Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire.

Pursuant to the development review regulations codified in Title 26 of the B.C.C., the
Owners/Developers seek approval of a development plan, prepared by Colbert Matz Rosenfelt,
Inc., for the proposed development of the subject property with 13 single family dwelling lots. In
addition to development plan approval, the Owners/Developers request zoning variance relief
from the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.), pursuant to Sections 259.8 and
4A02.4.G, the Threshold Limits — Honeygo Area, established by Section 259.7 of the B.C.ZR.,
as follows: To permit the issuance of residential building permits for construction of single-
family homes; the conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road sub-area to the Bean Run sub-

area: and for such further relief as the nature of this case and development may require. The

9,

% , ‘ proposed subdivision is more particularly described on the two-page, redlined development plan
L. . o

a | submitted and marked into evidence as Developer's Exhibits 1A and 1B.

m » L1
““;& This proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the development review

regulations codified in Title 26 of the Baltimore County Code. The process described therein 1s

initiated by the filing of a concept plan, which is a schematic representation of the proposed
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development. The concept plan is submitted for review at a conference held by and between
representatives of the Developer and the County at a Concept Plan Conference (CPC), which in
this case was conducted on August 26, 2002. Thereafter, as required, a Community Input
Meeting (CIM) is conducted during evening hours at a public facility in the vicinity of the
proposed development. The CIM provides an opportunity for residents of the locale to review
and offer comment on the proposal. The CIM for this project was held on September 23, 2002
at the Perry Hall Elementary School. Subsequently, a development plan 1s submitted for review
at a conference held again between the Developer and County agency representatives. Often the
development plan has been revised to incorporate changes suggested at the CPC and/or CIM.
The Development Plan Conference (DPC) in this case was held on April 9, 2003. Following the
DPC, the appropriate reviewing agencies submit development plan comments and a public
hearing on the proposal is ultimately conducted before the Zoning Commissioner/Deputy Zoning
Commissioner. In this case, the Hearing Officer’s Hearing was held before me on May 1, 2003,
Appearing at the public hearing required for this project were Paul Amirault, on
behalf of Maryland Landmark New Homes Group, Developer; Richard E. Matz, Professional
Engineer who prepared the development plan/ and Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire, attorney
for the QOwners/Developers. Numerous representatives of the vartous Baltimore County agencies
who reviewed the plan attended the hearing, including the following individuals from the
Department of Permits and Development Management (DPDM): Walt Smith, Project Manager;
Bob Bowling, Development Plans Review; Ron Goodwin, Land Acquisition; and, Bruno
Rudaitis, Zoning Review. Also appearing on behalf of the County were Anne Roane, Office of
Planning (OP); R. Bruce Seeley, Department of Environmental Protection and Resource
Management (DEPRM); and Jan Cook, Department of Recreation and Parks (R&P). Several
citizens from the surrounding locale appears as interested persons. They included Lily Butt,
Leonard and Mary Butt, Robert and Irene McCormick, Arthur Layton, Debra Berty, Ellsworth

Buell, and Howard Willie. William Libercci appeared as a Protestant on behalf of the Perry Hall

Improvement Association.



It must first be noted that although the Hearing Officer’s Hearing was concluded on
May {, 2003, the record of the case remained open through May 16, 2003 at the request of and
by agreement of all parties. It was indicated in open hearing that at that time, Baltimore County
was in final negotiations for the construction of Phase II of the Honeygo Run Interceptor. This is
a capital improvement project funded by Baltimore County to provide needed infrastructure
(sewer) in the Honeygo area. The Honeygo area has been identified as a growth area and is
subject to enhanced zoning regulations contained in Section 259 of the Baltimore County Code.,
Those regulations require that certain infrastructure (roads, sewers, etc.) be constructed before
any new development 1s permitted in this area. The regulations further provide that upon the
commencement of certain capital infrastructure projects, authorizations will be released to
enable the Department of Permits and Development Management (DPDM) to issue building
permits for private construction. In this case, a portion of the requested special variance relief
would be rendered moot if a construction contract for Phase II of the Honeygo Run Interceptor
had been awarded. Thus the record of the case was held open pending confirmation of same.

By amended development plan comment from Robert W. Bowling, Supervisor of the
Development Plans Review division of DPDM, dated May 20, 2003, the undersigned Hearing
Officer was advised that a “Notice to Proceed” had been issued for Phase II of the Honeygo Run
Interceptor on May 7, 2003. A copy of the Notice to Proceed was attached to the amended
comment. Under the zoning regulations, 305 authorizations were released and became available
upon the commencement of that project. Therefore, sufficient authorizations exist for the subject
proposal, and as such, that portion of the Petition for Honeygo Special Variance to allow the
issuance of residential building permits, pursuant to Section 259.8 and 4A02.4.G of the B.C.Z.R.
is therefore dismissed as moot.

Having resolved that issue, consideration is next given to the development plan. The

Hearing Officer is required to consider the development plan in accordance with the standards

set forth in Section 26-206 of the Baltimore County Code. That Section requires that the

“Hearing Officer identify any open issues or unresolved agency comments at the onset of the




public hearing. If there are any open tssues/comments, then testimony and evidence is received
from all parties.

In this regard, two County agency representatives identified what were characterized
as minor housekeeping items. Specifically, Bruce Seeley on behalf of DEPRM indicated that a
note needed to be added to the plan describing the protective covenants that are required for the
forest buffer and forest conservation easement areas. That note should further reflect that the plan
complies with the forest conservation regulations. Anne Roane on behalf of the Office of
Planning indicated that the plan complied with the Residential Performance Standards required
under Section 260 of the B.C.Z.R. That Section requires that residential development in the
Honeygo area meet these standards. Ms. Roane further indicated that the floor plan for the model
known as the “Rebecca Lauren” needed to be revised to reflect a side entry garage in accordance
with that shown in the pattern book. Both of these issues were resolved 1n open hearing.

On behalf of the Zoning Review Division of DPDM, Mr. Rudaitis questioned whether
sufficient residential density is available for the project and if the review process 1s appropriate.
These issues warranted a fuller description of the subject property and proposal.

In this regard, the subject property is actually comprised of two parcels that are
separated by a previously developed tract. In fact, some of the residents who reside on lots within
that intervening tract appeared at the hearing in the instant case. The two parcels are identified on
the development plan as Parcels 1 and 2, and contain a combined area of 5.76 acres, more or less
zoned D.R.3.5H. Parcel 1 is the smaller of the two parcels (1.08 acres), and is located
immediately adjacent to the intersection of Forge Road and Cross Road. Parcel 2 contains 4.86
acres in area, and has frontage on both Forge Road and Cross Road but is not located immediately
adjacent to the intersection. Vehicular access to that parcel will be by way of a new public road
that will enter the site from Forge Road and terminate within the property as a cul-de-sac. As
shown on the plan, 13 single-family dwellings are proposed, 11 of which will be located on

Parcel 2, and 2 are proposed for Parcel 1. All but one of the houses on Parcel 2 will have frontage



and access on the new proposed road; the last will have frontage on Cross Road. The two
dwellings on Parcel 1 will front on Cross Road.,

The issues raised by Mr. Rudaitis are two-fold; 1) whether there is sufficient density
available to allow the 13 lots proposed, and 2) whether a development plan can be approved for
two separate parcels that are not contiguous to one another. As to the first question, Mr. Matz
offered a plat entitled “Devolution of Title”, marked as Developer’s Exhibit 2. This plat depicts
the subject parcels that were once part of a larger tract owned by Mr, & Mrs. Kraft. As shown on
that plat, there were a number of out-conveyances from the original tract over the years,

Mr. Matz opined, and Mr. Rudaitis agreed, that the relevant date for determining the
density available to property zoned D.R. 1s September 19, 1970. This is the date that the D.R.
zone was established by the passage of County Council Bill No. 100-70. As more particularly
shown on Developer’s Exhibit 2, thete were out-conveyances from the originally configured Kraft
property, both before and after September 19, 1970. Determining what lots were conveyed and
thereby created is necessary to ascertain the density available and utilized since September 19,
1970, The testimony of Mr, Matz, as described on Developer’s Exhibit 2, 1s persuasive to a
finding that there were 28 density units available on September 19, 1970. This calculation is
based upon the number of lots of record that were in existence on that date, and the acreage of
each lot. It is clear that the proposed subdivision is within the total density associated with the
overall tract and is therefore permitted under the B.C.Z.R.

The second issue raised by Mr. Rudaitis relates to the propriety of the development
plan, given that same proposes a single development on two separate lots (i.e., Parcels 1 and 2)
that do not directly abut one another. The unique history and development of this property 1s

| persuasive to a finding that consideration of a single development plan is appropriate. As noted

above, Parcels 1 and 2 are under common ownership and were at one time part of the same

original tract. Considering the development of these two parcels under a single plan is most
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appropriate and preferable to the alternative of considering the proposal as two separate

| ™ developments.
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The above discussion addresses the issues raised by County Agency representatives.
The citizens who appeared at the hearing raised some general concerns regarding traffic in the
area, etc.; however, there were no outstanding issues. Mr. Libercei raised an issue regarding
certain of the lots that front the proposed internal road/cul-de-sac. The rear of those dwellings will
face Forge Road and a question was presented as to whether those lots are considered “reverse

1

frontage lots.” Reverse frontage lots are prohibited in the Honeygo area, pursuant to Section
259.9.C.2 of the B.C.Z.R. The purpose of that regulation is to prevent the rear of houses from
being visible to public streets.

In response to this issue, the Developer submitted into evidence Developer’s Exhibit
1C, which shows that there will be substantial buffering and a significant distance between the rear
of the houses and the road. Additionally, it is to be noted that the storm water management facility
will be located between the rear of the houses and the road. This is significant in that the houses
on those lots do not have any fee simple frontage on Forge Road. Moreover, the houses will be
oriented towards the internal road.

For all of these reasons, I find that the proposed houses are not reverse frontage lots
and thus, are tn compliance with the Honeygo regulations. Although the rear of those houses will
face Forge Road, the storm water management pond separates the houses from the road. In that
the lots are separated from the road and substantial buffering/landscaping is proposed, I find that
these lots are not “reverse frontage lots” and are therefore aliowed.

Although a portion of the Petition for Variance was rendered moot by the County’s
“Notice to Proceed” as discussed above, there 1s a remaining issue presented by that Petition.
Specifically, the Developer seeks approval to permit the conveyance of sewage from the Belair
Road sub-area to the Bean Run sub-area. It is to be noted that the B.C.Z.R. divide the Honeygo
area into four sub-areas; namely, Belair Road, Bean Run, Honeygo Run, and Bird Run. The
subject property is located in the Belair Road sub-area; however, is immediately adjacent to the

Bean Run sub-area. The Developer proposes to connect the sewer for the proposed 13 single-

family dwellings to a sewer line in the Bean Run sub-area. Special variance relief is requested to
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allow the sewer for the proposed subdivision to be conveyed to a different sub-area than the one in
which it is located.

Testimony was received from Mr. Bowling on this issue. He indicated that the
Department of Public Works supports the variance and that there is sufficient capacity within the
Bean Run sewer to accommodate the additional volumes anticipated by the proposed
development. More importantly, he indicated that the proposed sewer connection is appropriate
from an engineering standpoint. Specifically, the sewer system proposed will be a gravity system.

Mr. Bowling indicated that his agency would oppose such a request to route sewage into a

e

1clent

different sub-area it a pump was needed. However, since the Bean Run facility has su

capacity and a gravity system is practical, he believes the proposal is appropriate.
Testimony in opposition to the request was received from Karin Brown of the Office of

Planning and Mr. Libercci, on behalf of the Petty Hall Improvement Association. Both spoke of

the issue as a “matter of principle” and that the proposed conveyance of sewer to a different sub-
area would be in violation of the wording of the regulations.
It is the cardinal rule of statutory construction to ascertain the intent of the legislature,

(See State vs. Fabritz, 276 Md. 416 (1975). Fundamentally, the purpose of the Honeygo

regulations is to insure high quality development in this designated growth area. Also, a central
theme of the Honeygo standards is to require that infrastructure be in place to accommodate

proposed development,

The testimony of Mr. Bowling was persuasive. It is clear that there is sufficient
capacity in Bean Run to sewer the project as proposed. Additionally, the proposed system is
consistent with engineering standards, which favor a gravity sewer system as opposed to a pump.

With all due respect to the opinions of Ms. Brown and Mr. Libercci, 1 find their
position illogical and inconsistent with the true spirit and intent of the Honeygo regulations.
Compliance only for the sake of compliance is, in the judgment of the undersigned, a narrow and
shortsighted approach. To require this project to be sewered by infrastructure in the Belair Road

sub-area ignores the realities of actual conditions at the site. There is an adjacent sewer that can
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accommodate anticipated volumes within the standards of accepted engineering principles. Blind
adherence to the strict wording of the regulations is simply not warranted in this case, given the
existence of available and sufficient infrastructure. The testimony and evidence offered is
persuasive to a finding that a variance should be granted, pursuant to Section 4A02.4.G(F) of the
B.C.Z.R.

For the above reasons, the development plan shall be approved and the Petition for
Variance granted in part, and dismissed as moot, in part, However, in approving the plan, I shall
impose a condition pursuant to the standards set out in Section 26-206(0) of the Baltimore County
Code. As shown on the plan, certain road improvements will be required along the subject
property’s frontage on both Forge Road and Cross Road. Given the separation of Parcels 1 and 2,
these improvements will result in an hourglass configuration of those roads. That is, there are no
improvements shown along the road frontage adjacent to the intervening lots that separate Parcels
1 and 2.

In this case, uniform road improvements shall be required along the frontage of this
property both along Forge Road and Cross Road, from the point of intersection to the turthest
point west on Forge Road, and southwest on Cross Road. This will ensure uniform road
conditions from the intersection to the “end” of the property to be developed. I hereby find that the
imposition of this condition satisfies all of the requirements mandated in Section 26-206(0). The
imposition of this condition will improve traffic flow in the immediate area and benefit adjacent
properties. Moreovet, given the unique nature of this property and plan (i.e., two parcels separated
by an intervening tract), the imposition of the condition is warranted. Although road
improvements are generally only required to immediately adjacent highways, these “off-site™
improvements will be required in this case. Likewise, although deference is ultimately given to the
County’s Board of Appeals, an appeal of the imposition of this condition should be considered an
appeal of all of the issues discussed herein.

Pursuant to the zoning and development plan regulations of Baltimore County as

contained within the B.C.Z.R. and Subtitle 26 of the Baltimore County Code, the advertising of



the property and public hearing held thereon, the development plan shall be approved consistent

with the comments contained herein and the restrictions set forth hereinafter.

THEREFORE, IT I8 ORDERED by this Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer for

Baltimore County this ngq day of May 2003 that the two-page, red-lined development plan
for Forge Crossing, identified hetein as Developer's Exhibits 1A and 1B, be and is hereby
APPROVED; and,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Variance/Honeygo Special
Variance relief from the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.), pursuant to Sections
259.8 and 4A02.4.G, the Threshold Limits — Honeygo Area, established by Section 259.7 of the
B.C.Z.R. to permit the conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road sub-area to the Bean Run
sub-area, in accordance with Developer’s Exhibits 1A and 1B, be and is hereby GRANTED,

subject to the following restriction:

1) Uniform road improvements shall be required along Forge Road and Cross
Road, from the point of intersection to the furthest point west on Forge

Road, and southwest on Cross Road, as more particularly described herein
above.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Variance/Honeygo Special
Variance relief from the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.), pursuant to Sections
259.8 and 4A02.4.G, the Threshold Limits — Honeygo Area, established by Section 259.7 of the
B.C.Z.R., to permit the issuance of residential building permits for construction of single-family
homes; be and is hereby DISMISSED AS MOOT.

Any appeal of this decision must be taken in accordance with Section 26-209 of the

Baltimore County Code. ;;

(%\ LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
LES:bys

Zoning Commissionet/Hearing Officer
for Baltimore County
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RFD Suite 405, County Courts Bldg.
¥F"2\ Baltimore County 401 Bosley Avenge y

Zoning Commissioner Towson, Maryland 21204
410-887-4386
May 30, 2003 Fax: 410-887-3468

Howard 1.. Alderman, Jr., Esquire
Levin & Gann, PA

502 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING and PETITIONS FOR VARIANCE & HONEYGO
SPECIAL VARIANCE - (Henry J. Kraft Property, aka Forge Crossing)
S/S Forge Road, W of Cross Road
11" Blection District — 5 Council District
Estate of Irene Margaret Kraft, Owners; Maryland Landmark, Inc., Developer
Case Nos. X1-913 & 03-437-AHSA

Dear Mr. Alderman:

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the above-captioned matter. The
development plan has been approved, and the Petition for Variance/Honeygo Special Variance
granted in part, and dismissed as moot, in part, in accordance with the attached Order,

In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavorable, any party may file an appeal
to 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 Department of Permits and Development

Management office at 887-3391,

Very truly yours,

T

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

cc:  Mr. & Mrs. Joseph F. Kraft, 9728 Cross Road, Perry Hall, Md. 21128
Mr. Paul Amerault, V.P., Maryland Landmark, Inc., P.O. Box 216, Kingsville, Md. 21087
Mr. Richard Matz, Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, 2835 Smith Ave., #G, Baltimore, Md. 21209
Mr. William Libercci, Sr., 19 Shawn Court, Baltimore, Md, 21236 |
Mr. & Mrs. Leonard Butt, 4506 Forge Road, Perry Hall, Md. 21128
Ms. Lily Butt, 4512 Forge Road, Petry Hall, Md. 21128
Mr. Archie Laxton, 9909 Hidden Valley Road, Perry Hail, Md. 21128
Ms, Debra Berty, 11403 Smiloff Road, White Marsh, Md. 21162
Mr. Ellsworth Buell, 4515 Forge Road, Perry Hali, Md. 21128
Mr. Howard Wille, 9115 Kilbride Road, Perry Hall, Md. 21236
Mr. Walt Smith, Proj.Mgr., DPDM; DEPRM; DPW; OP; R&P; People’s Counsel; Case File

Come visit the County's Website at www.co.ba.md.us

Printed walh Soybean tnk
on Recyeled Papar



pecial V’ariaqce and
Petition for,Variance

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County west-
for the property located at_Forge Road of Cross
which is presentiy zoned 3.5H

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 herefo
and made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s)

SEE ATTACHED

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the zoning law of Baltimore County, for the following reasons:
{indicate hardship or practical difficulty)

SEE ATTACHED

Property is 1o be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations.

|, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be botunded by the zoning
regutations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning (aw for Baitimore Cotinty.

i'We do sclemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of
perjury, that Ywe are the legal owner(s) of the property which

Developer is the subject of this Petition.
Contract Purchaser/Keoek: Legal Owner(s):
Maryland Landmark, Inc. Estate of irene Margaret Kraft
N_gmaw um () ‘Name - Typse or Pri
By: ( S~ L[ . v F‘xsz ﬁ : W W
Signature ’ Signature By: Trene K. German McCorgick, Personal Representative
PO Box 216 410-593-9881 ﬂ M
Address Telephone NG peorPfint ) )
Kingsville MD 21087 _ By: Joseph F. Kraft, Personal Representative
City State Zip Code Slgnature
Address Telephone No.
Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire Perry Hall MD 21128
Name -Aype or Print “City State Zlp Code
j ; MQ _ Representative to be Contacted:

Sighature AN .

(; Aeun&Gann, PA Nottingham Centre, 8th Floor Richard Matz, PE @ Colbert, Matz & Rosenfelt

. qompan _ Name
Z  p02Washington Avenue  410-321-0600 2835 Smith Avenue, Suite G 410-653-3838
= A ' Bl Telephona No. Address Telaphone No.
MD 21204 Baltimore MD 21209
State Zip Code City State Zip Code
OFFICE USE ONLY

03 - {_"[37_ A_ H 5- q ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING

UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING
Reviewed By |3 4 Date

TO BE COMBINED WITH
HEARING OFFICER’S
HEARING
BCC § 26-206.1




Attachment 1

PETITION FOR SPECIAL HONEYGO VARIANCE

CASE NO:

03- 4372~ AHSH

Address:
Legal Owners:
Contract Purchaser:

Forge Road, West of Cross Road

Henry & Irene Kraft

Maryland Landmark, Inc.

REQUESTED RELIEF:

Vanances from Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) pursuant to Sections
259.8 & 4A02.4.[F]G, the Threshold Limits - Honeygo Area estabhished by § 259.7, to
permit; 1) the issuance of residential building permits for construction of single-family homes
as shown on the development plan entitled Forge Crossing and any and all amendments
thereto approved or proposed,; ii) the conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road subarca
to the Bean Run subarea for the proposed development; iii) and for such further relief as

the nature of this case and development may require.

JUSTIFICATION:

A. Capital Projects relative to Authorizations are not affected by the development; or
B Commencement of Capital Projects relative to Authorizations is anticipated in the near

future; and
C. For such further reasons that will be presented at the hearing on this Petition.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THIS PETITION, PLEASE CONTACT:
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Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, Inc.

Civil Engineers ¢ Surveyors ¢ Planners

ZONING DESCRIPTION
FORGE CROSSING

PARCEL 1

Beginning at a point on the gouth side of Forge Road which is 70 feet wide, at a

WSt o

distance of 36 feet f om:’Ehe centerline of Cross Road, which is 60 feet wide, thence the

following courses and distances:

S 42°06'16" W 287.50 feet;

N 47°50°18" W 118.17 feet;

N 08°24'42" E 174.20 feet, thence

S 81°26’41" E 257.75 feet, to the point of beginning.

PARCEL 2

Beginning at point on the s%;[g %gg of Forge Road, which is 70 feet wide, at a distance

of 550 feet, more or less, fron1 the centerline of Cross Road, which is 60 feet wide,

thence the following courses and distances:

S 15°29'49" W 177.95 feet;

S 69°23'06" E 165.70 feet;

S 42°09'42° W 216.02 feet,

S 47°50°18" E 202.01 feet;

S 42°06'16° W 79.74 feet,

N 64°23'12" W 606.25 feet,

N 24°25'01" E 407.11 feet, thence

S 81°26'417 & 323.106 feet, to the point of beginning.

Containing 5.50 acres, more or less. As recorded in Deed Liber 5373, folio 879 and

located in the 11" Election District.
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2835 Smith Avenue, Suite G Baltimore, Maryland 21209
Telephone: (410) 653-3838 / Facsimile: {410) 653-7953
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

Date: _ Aeean_ (4, 20075

RE: OB AT - A A

Petitioner/Developer: Maer ant  LaoMagk.

Date ofHearing/Closing: = | ! O

Case Number

[

This is to certify under the penalties of perjury that the neces
ify 0 D jry(l) e e%§w51@s)reqU|rdb%%
were posted conspicuously on the property located at _a Fned-i  BoAo io%
oY T HRE IRIT = ST LA C,Q_G“:E =

(1) Bl ord TThiEd WEST ST G Cooes | BoAD . Boo Tt SesTH GS‘_

["-6{3_‘(_:;%_, 120,00

A4, 2005
{(Month, Day, Year)

The sign(s) were posted on

- 3, den i L-
e £ 43 wd o
| - Y a:fHJ gia sy
L o ?‘513 g.g ? s
[P s
. 5 ENECAET S MO 1 S
2 7 o EEAMSIALNT TS TO B
S5 o K By 33 0k ¢ 1 (Signature of Sign Poster)
= 2 = TR fﬁ-‘!ﬁﬂ#*ﬁtg et 5
9 5 Hg;’j}-" ﬁ;tug,a_;.,_uwﬂ
£ ¢ RErMinti B _, )
u P giﬁ'h;fﬁgﬁ%ﬂ@ 2451 C baeles Cera 7T
3.5 -~ Hgga %::H.%%"”ﬂﬁ;‘%w ;g : {Printed Name of Sign Poster)
R Gadaning i ~f
o Led g v N %3
A wﬁg%a O A |1
M A e Y A%, »
« o SEergkniies W D B3] MAAEDT  ROAD
r s sty fpeadi Y (Street Address of Sign Poster)
O e ZALT MO 21234
i (City, State, Zip Code of Sign Poster)

A0 (oGS "BHGT
(Telephone Number of Sign Poster)

X PUELI SEANWRS WILL BE NEIDWMY Q¥
THE FNING COMMBISSISNER T .

Revised 3/1/01 - SCJ
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Director's Office
County Office Building

Baltimore Count
D Y _ 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
cpartment of Permits and Towson, Maryland 21204

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

April 7, 2003
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: 03-437-AHSA

Forge Road west of Cross

S/side Forge Road 36 feet west centerline Cross Road
11" Election District — 5™ Councilmanic District

Legal Owner: Estate of Irene Margaret Kraft

Contract Purchaser: Maryland Landmark, inc.

Honeygo Special Variance and Variance to permit the issuance of residential building permits
for construction of single-family homes plus any and all amendments that thereto approve or
proposed. To permit the conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road sub area to the Bean Run
sub area for the propose development and for such further relief as the nature of this case and
development may require.

Hearings: Thursday, May 1, 2003 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 106, County Office Building, 111 W.
Chesapeake Avenue

-
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H ¢ k .
. 1& w +d ﬂﬁ.:"g‘*zw

ny

Yin '
Arnold Jablon ™

Director

Ald:rlih

C: Joseph F. Kraft, Personal Representative of the Estate of Irene Margaret Kraft, 9728 Cross Road,
Perry Hall 21128
Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Levin & Gann, 502 Washington Avenue, Nottingham Centre, 8" Floor,
Towson 21204
Richard Matz, Coibert, Matz & Rosenfelt, 2835 Smith Avenue, Suite G, Baltimore 21209
Maryland Landmark, Inc., Paul Ameraulit, P.O. Box 216, Kingsville 21087

NOTES. (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2003.
(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 410-887-3391.

Prinled with Soyboan (nk
on Rocycled Papor



TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Tueday, April 16, 2003 Issue - Jeffersonian

Please forward billing to:
Paul Amerauit 410-593-9881
P.O. Box 216
Kingsville, MD 21087

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: 03-437-AHSA

Forge Road west of Cross

S/side Forge Road 36 feet west centerline Cross Road
11" Election District — 5" Councilmanic District

Legal Owner: Estate of lrene Margaret Kraft

Contract Purchaser: Maryland Landmark, Inc.

Honeygo Special Variance and Variance to permit the issuance of residential building permits
for construction of single-family homes plus any and all amendments that thereto approve or
proposed. To permit the conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road sub area to the Bean Run

sub area for the propose development and for such further relief as the nature of this case and
development may require.

Hearings: Thursday, May 1, 2003 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 1086, County Office Building, 111 W.
Chesapeake Avenue
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-+ m~k Ve
Lawranza B. Scrmia

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 O‘PERMITS AND DEVELOR@EENT MANAGEMENT
ZONING REVIEW - |

ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR ZONING HEARINGS

The _Baltimore County Zoning_Regulations (BCZR) require that notice be given to the
general public/neighbaring 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 advenrtising. 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 — T . - . e T ——— — L
A e — — —

For Newspaper Advertising:

ltem Number or Case Number: O ~ 43T - AH SA -
Fetitioner: Hia {“7/{{‘;{.64{; Cﬁ'ﬁxq@% Aa&i/é S #M%

Address or Location: . 4&_4:5;0 Kd. MMIL fé/ 0% /Qd )

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

Name: frud At I- ! %W O\ﬁ s arly

Address: f.0 - &&—@/ b
»ﬁ)ﬁdﬁémééeﬂ M 2081
Telephone Number: /D 5:‘7*5— ?c‘f}a’}/

Revised 2/20/98 - SCJ
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Director's Office
County Office Building

Baltimore County
Department of Permits and 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
P Towson, Maryland 21204

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

April 25, 2003

Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire
Levin & Gann, PA

Nottingham Centre, 8" Floor

502 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Dear Mr, Alderman:

RE: Case Number: 03-437-AHSA, Forge Road west of Cross Road

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing by the ETureau of Zoning
Review, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on l\farch 21, 2003.

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representatwes from several
approval agencies, has reviewed the plans that were submitted with your pe’;tltlon 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 notlhesitate to contact
the commenting agency.

Very truly yours,

w. Cul 20,0 -

W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Supervisor, Zoning Revlew

WCR:KImM

Enclosures

C: People’s Counsel
Estate of Irene Margaret Kraft, Irene German McCormick, Personal Representative,
Joseph F. Kraft, Personal Representative, 9728 Cross Road, Perry Hali 21128
Richard Matz, Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, 2835 Smith Avenue, Ste. G, Baltimore 21209
Maryland Landmark, Dal Amirault, P.Q. Box 216, Kingsville 21087 |
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MARYLAND DEPARTIMENT OF TRANSRORTATION

Ms. Rebecca Hart RE:  Baltimore County

Baltimore County Office of [tem No. 4 37 1 92
Permits and Development Management

County Office Building, Room 109
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear, Ms. Hart:

This otfice has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to approval as 1t does not
access a State roadway and 1s 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.md.us).

Very truly yours,

/{ # Il

.14"- Kenneth A. Mc¢Donald Jr., Chief
Engineering Access Permits Division

My telephone number/toil-free number is |
Maryland Relay Servive for Impaired Hearing or Speech 1,.800.735.2258 Statewlde Toll Free

atrect Address: 707 North Calvert Street + Baltimore, Maryland 21202 + Phone 410.545.0300 + wwwmarylandroads.com



. 700 East Joppa Road
g Baltimore Count ]
A xRk ok _ Y Towson, Maryland 21286-5500
@E*W Fire DEPaI'tment 410-887-4500
Ry e

C ~T Cid g Room - April 1, 2002
Mail Stop #1105

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Marvland 21204

ATTENTION: Rebecca Hart

Distribution Meeting of:

)

Ttem No.: 431 - 438,

March 31, 2003

441 - 444
Dear Ms. Hart:

Pursuant to your request,

the referenced property has been surveye
this Bureau

d by
and the comments below are applicable and required to be
corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property.

7. The Fire Marshal's Office has no comments at this time.

LIEBEUTENANT JIM MEZICK
Fire Marshal's Office
PHONE 887-4881
MS-1102F

cc: File

e 5;;*6 Printor it Soybonn Ik Visit the County’s Website at www baltimorecountyonline.info
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: April 7, 2003
Department of Permits and
Development Management

FROM: Arnold F. 'Pat’' Keller, 111 R E C
Director, Office of Planning E i VE D

SUBJECT: Forge Road Z 0 APR lg 2003
INFORMATION: N/N

Item Number: 03-437 G COMMS‘SMER
Petitioner: Estate of Margaret Kraft

Zoning: DR 3.5H

Requested Action: Variance

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Office of Planning does not support the petitioner’s request to waive the threshold limits
entailed in Section 259.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations or to permit the
conveyance of sewage from the Belair Road Subarea to the Bean Run Subarea for the proposed
development. The ntent of the threshold limits is to pace development so that in coincides with
the required infrastructure improvements. The widening of Forge Road is scheduled for fiscal
year 2004. No building permits should be i1ssued beyond the allowed 200 authorizations until the
commencement of this capital improvement,

y 4
Prepared by: __ 7 7 /%74-’“ /PL?VL’%