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HEARING OFFICER’S OPINION & DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer for
Baltimore County, as a requested apptoval of a Development Plan known as “Honeybrook
Farm”, prepared by Mortis & Ritchie Associates, Inc. The Developer is proposing to develop
the subject property into 31 single-family dwellings. The subject property is located on the east
side of Cowenton Avenue, notth of Interstate 95 (“I-95”). The particulars of the manner in
which the property is proposed to be developed are more specifically shown on Developer’s
Exhibit No. 1, the Development Plan entered into evidence at the hearing.

In addition to seeking approval of the Development Plan, the Petitioner has also requested
Honeygo Special Variance relief from Section 259.75 of the Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) pursuant to the standards of Section 4A02.4.G for a Honeygo Specieil
Variance to permit sewer connection for a residential development to a completed sewer
interceptor in another subarea. (Reference Bill No. 79-03).

The property was posted with Notice of the Hearing for the Development Plan on January

4, 2004 for 20 working days prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested citizens of the

- -i-“-"-i':

Hearing Officer’s Hearing. However, posting of the Honeygo Special Variance was not made

t:,‘ timely, and the hearing for this variance was rescheduled for March 4, 2004 at 9:00 AM.

N
< However, for the sake of convenience of the public who came to the February 25, 2004 Hearing

| Officer’s Hearing and by agreement of all parties, testimony was taken on the Development Plan
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and to the extent possible, testimony and evidence taken on the variance case. The hearing for
the Development Plan was eelntinued in order to resolve open issues as below and to have the
variance case heard with proper notice.

The property was poateréi with Notice of the Hearing for the Honeygo Special Variance on
February 18, 2004 for 15 W(},irking days prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested
citizens of the hearing on th;e Honeygo Special Variance. In addition, a Notice of Zoning
Hearing was published in “the Jeffersonian” newspaper on February /10/2004, to notify any

ar

iance.

interested persons of the scheduled hearing date for the Honeygo Speci

Hoover and Don Mitten, appianng on behalf of Morris” & Ritchie Associates, Inc, the

engineeting firm who preparecl the \\Develnpment Plafi. David Altfeld and Ronald Schaftel

appeared on behalf of the Petitioners md Davy:l/l{. Gildea, Esquire and Joseph R. Woolman,
b

Esquire represented the Petitif)ners at /ﬂt/eh’earingi Appearing as an interested citizen in the

a

FF..! H"i
Also in attendance were representatives nf the various Baltimore County reviewing

matter was William Libercci. ; -~ n

agencies; namely, Lleyd Mexley (Zoning Review), Bob Bowling (Development Plans Review)
and Don Rascoe (Development Management), all frem the Otfice of Permits & Development
Management R. Bruce Seeley from the Department of Enwfe\) nmental Protection and Resource

Management (“DEPRM™); Mark Cunningham from the Office fHPlanning; and Jan Cook from

\

As to the histefy of the pt‘ej ect, a Concept Plan Conference was held on December 2, 2002

the Department of Recreation & Parks. \\

yat 9:00 am. and a Community‘; Input Meeting followed on January 7, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. at the
| Perry Hall Community Hall. A; Development Plan Conference was held on Janvary 28, 2004 and
a Hearing Officer’s Hearing Was held on Februaty 26, 2004 in Room 106 of the County Office
Building Hearing for the Heneygo Special Hearing was held on March 4, 2004 in Room 407 of



and to the extent possible, testimony and evidence taken on the variance case. The hearing for
the Development Plan was continued in ordet to resolve open issues as below and to have the
varlance case heard with proper notice.

The property was posted with Notice of the Hearing for the Honeygo Special Variance on
February 18, 2004 for 15 wotking days prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested
citizens of the hearing on the Honeygo Special Variance. In addition, a Notice of Zoning
Hearing was published in “the Jeffersonian” newspaper on February 10, 2004, to notify any
interested persons of the scheduled hearing date for the Honeygo Special Variance.

Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the Development Plan approval request were Dean
Hoover and Don Mitten, appearing on behalf of Morris & Ritchie Associates, Inc, the
engineering firm who prepared the Development Plan. David Altfeld and Ronald Schaftel
appeared on behalf of the Petitioners and David K. Gildea, Esquire and Joseph R. Woolman,

Bsquire represented the Petitioners at the hearing.  Appearing as an interested citizen in the

matter was William Libercci.

Also in attendance were representatives of the various Baltimore County reviewing
agencies; namely, Lloyd Moxley (Zoning Review), Bob Bowling (Development Plans Review)
and Don Rascoe (Development Management), all from the Office of Permits & Development
Management; R. Bruce Seeley from the Depattment of Environmental Protection and Resource

Management (“DEPRM”); Mark Cunningham from the Office of Planning: and Jan Cook from

the Department of Recreation & Parks.

As to the histofy of the project, a Concept Plan Conference was held on December 2, 2002
at 9:00 a.m. and a Community Input Meeting followed on January 7, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. at the
Perry Hall Community Hall. A Development Plan Conference was held on January 28, 2004 and
a Hearing Officer’s Hearing was held on February 26, 2004 in Room 106 of the County Office
Building. Hearing for the Honeygo Special Hearing was held on March 4, 2004 in Room 407 of

the County Courts Building.
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HEARING-QFFICER’S OPINION & DEVELOPME;JN% PLAN ORDER

This matter comes | e{nre this Deputy Zoning Ceﬁﬁ:nissiener/I-Iearing Officer for
Baltimore County, as a requested approval of a Development Plan known as “Honeybrook

Farm”, prepared by Mortis & theﬁ‘ie Associates, Inc The Developer is proposing to develop

i ES. The subject property is located on the east

the subject propetrty into 31 smgle-famf} dwe
side of Cowenton Avenue, lnorth of Inte t te 95 (*1-95”). The particulars of the manner in

which the property is proposed to develep\d\are mote specifically shown on Developer’s

Exhibit No. 1, the Developme /l/l,txfflan entered into ev1dence at the hearing,.

In addition to seel;mg approval of the Develepmen”[ Plan, the Petitioner has also requested

Honeygo Speeeﬂ Vjarlance relief from Section 259.75 ei‘ the Baltimore County Zoning

Regulatlens (ﬁ C.Z.R.) pursuant to the standards of Section 4A02.4.G for a Honeygo Special
Vaﬁanee to permit sewer connection for a residential development to a completed sewer
interceptor in another subaree. (Reference Bill No. 79-03). \\

The property was post%ed with Notice of the Hearing for the Development Plan on January
4, 2004 for 20 working days: prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested citizens of the
Hearing Officer’s Hearing. However, posting of the Honeygo Special Variance was not made
timely, and the hearing for; this variance was rescheduled for March 4, 2004 at 9:00 AM.
However, for the sake of coﬁvenience of the public who came to the February 25, 2004 Hearing

Officer’s Hearing and by agreement of all parties, testimony was taken on the Development Plan



Developer Issues

The Developer presented no issues on his own but recognized that Recreation & Parks had

an outstanding issue,

County Issues

All representatives from each reviewing agency indicated that the Redline Plan met all
regulations for which their department had jurisdiction except:

The Recreation & Parks representative indicated that this development adjoins the new
Cowenton County Park. The Developer requested that some local open space be waived and that
a fee in lieu of providing such open space be permitted. The representative indicated that this
matter was much at issue, that the fprmal request for waiver was only recently received, and that
he was unable to predict the outcome of the issue. In addition, he raised the issue of reversing
the location of the storm water management pond and Lot 31 in order to place the pond next to
the park. The Developer’s engineer testified that this would be a problem as the pond ﬁmst be
located at the low point of the development. Both the agency and the Developer agreed to hold

the record open to resolve these matters, but that neither waived its right to a further hearing on

the 1ssues should they not be resolved.

DEPRM’s representative indicated that if the storm water management pond is moved to
accommodate Recreation & Parks as stated above, DEPRM should then review the suitability of
the storm water management system. As mentioned above, both the Developer and the agency

agreed to hold the record open to resolve this issue, but that neither waived its right to a further

hearing on the issues should they not be resolved.
The Department of Public Works representative indicated that the plan met all his
department’s regulations if the sewer system was in fact all gravity operated. The Developet’s

engineer gave his assurance that the sewer system was all gravity opetrated.

On the second hearing day of the case, the representative from the Department of

| Recreation & Parks indicated that his department had investigated the possibility of switching




the location of Lots 31 and the storm watet management facility as shown on the plan. After

consultation with other affected departments his agency withdrew the request. The

representative of DEPRM originally indicated that the plan as presented met all his agency
regulations but wanted to rei:/iew the plan again if the storm water management pond was

relocated. However, as mentioned above that pond was not relocated and consequently the

representative from IDEPRM reiterated his agency’s approval of the Redline Plan.

Finally, the Repartment of Recreation & Parks representative indicated that his

|
| K

department had reviewed esilest to warve 4960 sq/’l of local open space. He recognized
that the Developer proposed pto igling 26,040 sq. }1 in actual open space in the plan and had

designed the lot layout to have this ;bpioxima g one half acre located adjacent to Cowenton

. ",
Park as requested by his department. The idgue then was whether to allow the Developer to pay

a fee of $10,000 rather than provide the femainini 4,960 sq. ft.

S “""The*Recreati'on‘&*Park:s*rE esentative indicated that his-agency interpirets the Tocal 6pen

less than 20 lots. Sinc

that decision but that his agenéy recommended the watver.,

Community Is§ues

Mr. William Libercci, representing the Perry Hall Improvement Agsociation, indicated

that his association had no Development Plan issues.

not oppose the Honeygo Special Variance as long as the sewer system was gravity operated.

Applicable Law |

Development Plan

Section 26-206 of the B.C.Z.R. Development Plan Approval,

4
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the location of Lots 31 and the storm water management facility as shown on the plan. After
consultation with other affected departments his agency withdrew the request. The
representative of DEPRM originally indicated that the plan as presented met all his agency
regulations but wanted to review the plan again if the storm 'water management pond was

relocated. However, as mentioned above that pond was not relocated and consequently the

representative from DEPRM reiterated his agency’s _approval of the Redline Plan.

Finally, the Department of Recreation & Parks representati;ve indicated that his
department had reviewed the request to waivé 4960 sq. ft. of loc¢al opén space. He recognized
that the Developer proposed providing 26,040 sq. fi. in actval open space in the plan and had
designed the lot layout to have this approximateiy one half acre located adjacent to Cowenton
Park as requested by his department. The issue then was whether to allow the Developer to pay

a fee of $10,000 rather than provide the remaining 4,960 sq. ft.

-~~~ ‘The Recreation & Parks representative indicated that his agency interprets the local open

space legislation to say that his department has jurisdiction of such waiver only for developments
less than 20 lots. Since this plan has 31 lots, he indicated that this Hearing Officer should make

that decision but that his agency recommended the waiver.

Community Issues

Mr. William Libercei, representing the Perry Hall Improvement Association, indicated

that his association had no Development Plan issues.

By agreement of all parties and for his convenience, he indicated that his association did

not oppose the Honeygo Special Variance as long as the sewer system was gravity operated.

Applicable Law

Development Plan

Section 26-206 of the B.C.Z.R. Development Plan Approval,




Developer Issues

The Developer presented no issues on his own but recognized that Recreation & Parks had
an outstanding issue., I
County Issues

All representatives fmm each reviewing agency indicated that the Redline Plan met all
regulations for which their dfepartment had jurisdiction except:

The Recreation & Pa1:'ks representative indicated that this development adjoins the new
Cowenton éo\q\rity Park. Thé? Developer requested that some local open space be waived and that
a fee in lieu of ﬁ?@\{iiling such open space be permitted. The representative indicated that this

matter was much at issi‘teﬂc\lm::' the formal requesfAor waiver was only recently received, and that

he was unable to predict the t\i!n;e of the tssue. In addition, he raised the issue of reversing

the location of the storm water management pond and Lot 31 in order to place the pond next to

the park. The Developer’s eé:ngineer ified that this would be a problem as the pond must be

located at the low point of t}jw developmenty, Both the agency and the Developer agreed to hold

the record open to resolve these matters, but thakpeither waived its right to a further hearing on

the issues should they ?/ba‘resolved.

DEPRM’s rep sentatiﬁ;e indicated that if the storm water management pond is moved to

accommodaf/Reéreation & Parks as stated above, DEPRM shoﬁlc%} review the suitability of
the

er managementf system. As mentioned above, both w\iloper and the agency

the storm
agrggd’lo/l‘:;ld the record open to resolve this issue, but that neither waived ity ight to a further

hearing on the issues should J%hey not be resolved. \\"”*x

The Department of iPublic Works representative indicated that the plan met all his
department’s regulations if tlile sewer system wals in fact all gravity operated. The Developer’s
engineer gave his assurance tilat the sewer system was all gravity operated.

On the second hearing day of the case, the representative from the Depattment of

Recreation & Parks indicate%i that his department had investigated the possibility of switching



(a) (1) A public quasi-judiciai hearing before the hearing officet is required prior to final
action on a plan. The hearing may be informal in nature. The hearing officer

shall regulate the course of the hearing as he may deem proper, including the
scope and nature of the testimony and evidence presented.

(2) The hearing officer shall take testimony and receive evidence regarding any
unresolved comment or condition that is relevant to the proposed plan, including

testimony or evidence regarding any potential impact of any approved
development upon the proposed plas.

(3) The hearing officer shall make findings for the record and shall render a decision
pursuant to the requirements of this section.

(b) The hearing officer shall grant approval of a Development Plan that complies with
these development regulations and applicable policies, rules and regulations
promulgated pursuant to section 2-416 et seq. of the Code, provided that the final

approval of a plan shall be subject to all appropriate standards, rules, regulations,
conditions, and safeguards set forth therein.

(0) In approving a plan, the hearing officer may impose such conditions, as may be
deemed necessary or advisable based upon such factual findings as may be supported

by evidence for the protection of surrounding and neighboting properties. Such
conditions may only be imposed if:

-

(1) The condition is based upon a comment which was raised or a condition
which was proposed or requested by a part;

(2) Without the condition there will be an adverse impact on the health, safety
or welfare of the community;

(3) The condition will alleviate the adverse impact; and

(4) The condition does not reduce by more than twenty (20) percent the
number of dwelling units proposed by a residential Development Plar in a
D.R.3.5, DR 10.5, or DR 16 zone, and no more than twenty (20) percent
of the square footage proposed by a non-residential Development Plan.
This subsection is not applicable to a PUD Development Plan.

Testimony and Evidence

Mr. Gildea proffered testimony that the Developer’s Exhibit No 1, the Redline Plan,

£D FOR FILING

reflected a 31 home subdivision with three existing homes and 28 new homes to be built on 12.5
% -1\ Yacres which has DR 3.5H zoning. Given that area and zoning, 45 dwellings would be allowed
i ON-
.
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. should-be provided. -The Develo

ORDER RECEIVED FOR FILING

but that the Developer was r@duesting approval for only 31 dwellings. He indicated that the

Redline Plan met all Honeygo fspecial regulations.

Donald Mitten, the Dex}eloper’s engineer, indicated that the sewer system would operate
by gravity and that this Detﬁeloper would pay to have the sewer line installed across the

Cowenton Park frontage. Ho'zwever, the Coutity is to provide sewer connection in Cowenton

Road to the interceptor.

Finally, he indicated that relocating the storm water/?égement pond vis a vis Lot 31

would be difficult as the locZﬁtion hown on the plan is & low point on the site.  As the

/4

, the Redline Plan, Developer’s Exhibit

Development Plan requires thef varianc \:Eo be approve

No. 1, was only marked, N,

On the second day of the Hearing ? t’s Hearing, Mr. Gildea indicated that the local

open space legislation requires 1 ,000 ft. oflocal op%n\space per lot. Consequently, 31,000 sq. ft.

%
redesigned-the pl%‘;to provide approximately one half acre

\

extension of the new Cowentéh\?ark. This left 4,960 sq. ft., which

the Developer requests’be waived and a fee in lieu of prwiding\ﬂg\e open space be allowed. The

of open space adjacent to

Developer indicated that it couid not provide the remaining the loc}z{ open space efficiently due

to the Couqé request that loci:al open space be located next to the paxk to the extent possible.

The Developer found it difﬁ¢dt to provide the remaining 4,960 sq. ff, portion within the

compressed development. In ﬁddition, Mr. Mitten also indicated that it would be difficult to

ymaintain a small isolated pockeZt of this size. The Department of Recreation & Parks agreed and



but that the Developer was requesting approval for only 31 dwellings. He indicated that the

Redline Plan met all Honeygo special regulations.

Donald Mitten, the Developer’s engineer, indicated that the sewer system would operate
by gravity and that this Developer would pay to have the sewer line installed across the
Cowenton Park frontage. However, the County is to provide sewer connection in Cowenton

Road to the interceptor.

Finally, he indicated that relocating the storm water management pond vis a vis Lot 31
would be difficult as the location shown on the plan is a low point on the site. - As the

Development Plan requires the variance to be approved, the Redline Plan, Developer’s Exhibit

No. 1, was only marked.

On the second day of the Hearing Officer’s Hearing, Mr. Gildea indicated that the local

open space législation requires 1,000 ft. of local open space per lot. Consequently, 31,000 sq. ft.

should be provided. -The Developer redesigned- the plan to provide approximately one half acre =

of open space adjacent to the extension of the new Cowenton Park. This left 45,‘9160 sq. ft., which
the Developer re.;.luests be waived and a fee in lieu of providing the open space be allowed. The
Developer indicated that it could not provide the remaining the local open space efficiently due
to the County’s request that local open space be located next to the patk to the extent possible,
The Developer found it difficuit to provide Fthej:remaining 4,960 sq. ft. portion within 'the
compressed development. In addition, Mr. Mitten also indicated that it would be difficult to

maintain a small isolated pocket of this size. The Department of Recreation & Parks agreed and

recommended the waiver.



(a) (1) A public quasi-judicial hearing before the hearing officer is required prior to final
action on a plan. The hearing may be informal in nature. The hearing officer
shall regulate the course of the hearing as he may deem proper, including the
scope and nature of the testimony and evidence presented.

(2) The heating! officer shall take testimony and receive evidence regarding any
unresolved comment or condition that is relevant to the proposed plan, including
testimony or evidence regarding any potential impact of any approved
development upon the proposed plan.

(3) The hearing é:):f'ﬁcer shall make findings for tlr%cord and shall render a decision
pursuant'to the requirements of this section*/

(b) The hearing officer shall grant approval of ?Development Plan that complies with

these developmgnt regulations and appli€able policies, rules and regulations
promulgated pursuant to section 2-416 e%eq. of the Code, provided that the final

approval of a plan all be subject to all appropriate standards, rules, regulations,
conditions, and safeguayds set forth theréin.
|
(0) In approving a plan, the hearing officer may impose such conditions, as may be
deemed necessarjf or advisable based upon such factual findings as may be supported
of surrounding and neighboring properties. Such

Q\I; a comment which was raised or a condition
s proposed or requ §:Ed by a part;

| 3 .
(2) thout the condition there will'be an adverse impact on the health, safety
or welfare of the community;

"y

The condition will alleviate the adverse.impact; and

/ (4) The c;ondition does not reduce by morethan twenty (20) percent the
number of dwelling units proposed by a residential Development Plan in a
D.R.5:5, DR 10.5, or DR 16 zone, and no morg than twenty (20) percent
of the square footage proposed by a non-residential Development Plan.
This subsection is not applicable to a PUD Develo

Testimony and Evidence |
!i
Mr. Gildea proffered testimony that the Developer’s Exhibit No 1, the Redline Plan,
reflected a 31 home subdivis:ion with three existing homes and 28 new homes to be built on 12.5

acres which has DR 3.5H zéning. Given that area and zoning, 45 dwellings would be allowed
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Honevgo Special Variance -

Proffered testimony by Mr. Gildea indicated that the property is bisected by the dividing
line between the Honeygo Run and Bird Rivet subareas. Thus, it qualifies for the exception in
Bill 79-03, which removed the Zoning -Commissioner’s authority to grant special variances

except for such cases. Mr. Bowling from the Department of Public Works indicated that the

Honeygo subarea sewet had sufficient capacity to accept the sewerage from the 23 homes in the
Bird Run subarea and the 8 homes in the Honeygo subarea. All sewers would be by gravity
satisfying both DPW and the community representatives requirements with a reliable gravity

system.
Applicable Law
I. Section 259.4 Statement of Legislative Intent for Honeygo Area

and H and HI1 Overlay Districts

‘The Honeygo Area and the H and H1 Overlay Districts are established to implement the
Honeygo Area Plan, an amendment to the Master Plan 1989-2000. The area is created to ensure
that the development of infrastructure will coincide with the approval of building permits. The
districts are to provide for a unified traditional design, which will create a community instead of
isolated subdivisions and commercial uses. It is expected that the Honeygo Area will include a
neighborhood center surrounded by residential areas, which are connected to it, to each other,
and to open space through a network of interconnected, continuous streets. It is intended that
development be designed around public spaces, including the neighborhood center, roads and
parks to setve as focal points for the community. The H and H1 Districts provide uniform design
standards which feature protection of the environment, housing oriented towards the street,
streetscapes which are not dominated by parking lots, signage consistent with building design,
and landscaping. Site design, building design and landscaping shall be coordinated within each
development and between developments to create a pleasing and harmonious overall effect. The
H and H1 Districts ate to be read as additions to, modifications of and exceptions from the

 requirements of the underlying zoning classification on the land.

{ | 2. Section259.8

LN
SN

The Zoning Commissioner shall use the standards established in Section 4A02.4.G of
these regulations when considering variances from Section 259.7.

3. Subsection G Petitions for special variance from provisions of this subsection.
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1. The Zonmg Commmswner may, after a public hearing, grant a petition for a
special variance from a provisions. of this subsection, only to an extent that will not
violate that provision’s purpose, pursuant to a finding:

a. That the derﬂand or impact of the development proposed will be less than that
assumed by the district standard that would otherwise restrict or prohibit the
develnpment; or that the standard is not relevant to the development proposal;
and

b. That the granting of the petition will not adversely affect a person whose

application was filed prior to the petitioner’s application in accordance with
Section 4A02.3.G.2.b.

2. The Office of PI
Commissioner pfior t

ing shall give a report ©On the petition to the Zoning
1s consideration of the petition.

3. The Zoning Comm1ssmne ay grant or deny the petition, or grant it subject to any
conditions or hmltatlons com 1stent with t}‘lé criteria set forth in Paragraph 1 above.

N/

Finding' s of Fact and Conclus:ions of Law /
: \

\

4riance from, Prowswns of Section 4A02.4.G will not

Honeygo Special Variance

[ find that the petition for a special

!
violate the Honeygo provision’s purpoéses. The petition clgarly is one of the exceptions to Bill
79-03 in that this property is dixided between two subareas. \‘S\emndly, both the representative

from DPW and the Develoger’s engineer indicated that diverting s erage from 23 homes in the

|
Bird River Subarea tg’ the Honeygo Subarea would not affect the cepacity of this receiving

system to adequlfa ely handle the increase in sewerage along with the 8\new homes in the

i
s ;
i

Honeygo subdrea. |

I further find that the deniland or impact of the development proposed will be less than that

\ assumed by the district standarcii that would otherwise restrict or prohibit the development.

Finally, 1 find that the g!ranting of the petition will not adversely affect a person whose



1. The Zoning Commissioner may, after a public hearing, grant a petition for a
special variance from a provisions of this subsection, only to an extent that will not
violate that provision’s purpose, pursuant to a finding:

a. That the demand or impact of the development proposed will be less than that
assumed by the district standard that would otherwise restrict or prohibit the
development, or that the standard is not relevant to the development proposal,

and

b. That the granting of the petition will not adversely affect a person whose
application was filed prior to the petitioner’s application in accordance with
Section 4A02.3.G.2.b.

2. The Office of Planmng shall give a report on the petition to the Zﬂmng
Commissioner prior to his consideration of the petition.

3. The Zoning Commissioner may grant or deny the petition, or grant it subject to any
conditions or limitations consistent with the criteria set forth in Paragraph 1 above.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Honeygo Special Variance

I find that the petition for a special variance from provisions of Section 4A02.4.G will not
violate the Honeygo provision’s purposes, The petition clearly is one of the exceptions to Bill
79-03 in that this property is divided between two subareas. Secondly, both the representative
from DPW and the Developer’s engineer indicated that diverting sewerage from 23 homes in the
Bird River Subarea to the Honeygo Subarea would not affect the capacity of this receiving
system to adequately handle the increase in sewerage along with the 8 new homes in the
Honeygo subarea.

I further find that the demand or impact of the development proposed will be less than that
assumed by the district standard that would otherwise restrict or prohibit the development.

Finally, I find that the granting of the petition will not adversely affect a person whose

application was filed prior to the petitionet’s application in accordance with Section



Honevgo Special Variance
Profiered testimony lby Mr. Gildea indicated that the property is bisected by the dividing

line between the Honeygo Run and Bird River subareas. Thus, it qualifies for the exception in

Bill 79-03, which removecgl the Zoning Commissioner’s authority to grant special variances
|

except for such cases. M1l Bowling from the Department of Public Works indicated that the

Honeygo subarea sewer hacii sufficient capacity to accept the sewerage from the 23 homes in the

Bird Run subarea and the 8 homes in the Honeygo subgrea. All sewers would be by gravity

system. \

Applicable Law
: | N
1. Section 259.4 Statement of Leglsﬁh ve |

The Honeygo Area and the H 4nd H1 Overlay Districts are established to implement the
Honeygo Area Plan, an amendmentto the Master Plah,1989-2000. The area is created to ensure
that the development of infr:as ture will coincide with\the approval of building permits. The
districts are to provide for a wpfied traditional design, which will create a community instead of
isolated subdivisions and c famercial uses. It is expected that the Honeygo Area will include a
neighborhood center surrptinded by residential areas, which arfe. connected to it, to each other,
and to open space throdgh a network of interconnected, continucys streets. It is intended that
development be designed around public spaces, including the neighborhood center, roads and
patks to serve as fogal points for the community. . The H and H1 Distrié‘ts\ provide uniform design
standards which Aeature protection of the environment, housing oriented towards the street,
ch are not dominated by parking lots, signage consistent With building design,
and landsc;?ég. Site design, building design and landscaping shall be coordinated within each

development and between developments to create a pleasing and harmonious oVerall effect. The
H and H}/ Districts are to be read as additions to, modifications of and exceptions from the
requiremeénts of the underlyiﬁg zoning classification on the land.

2. Section 259.8

The Zoning Commissﬁoner shall use the standards established in Section 4A02.4.G of
these regulations when considering variances from Section 259.7.

|
3. Subsection G Petitions for special variance from provisions of this subsection.



|
4A02.3.G.2.b. Therefore I will grant the Honeygo Special Variance requested.

Development Plan

Having determined that the Honeygo Special Variance should be granted, the

Development Plan is then ready for final approval except for the local open space issue above.

The Recreation & Parks Department’s position on the waiver is that they do not have jurisdiction
of the matter as the development has more than 20 lots. The Depattment contends that this

Hearing Officer has jurisdiction to waive or deny such requests for developments over 20 lots.

Applicable Law

Section 26-172 (a) of the Development Regulations provides that,

Sec. 26-172. Waivers.

(a) At the request of a department director, the hearing officer may grant a waiver of any

or all requirements of division 3, 4 and 5 of these regulations if the hearing officer
finds that:

(1) a. The size, scope and nature of a proposed development does not justify strict
compliance with these regulations:

b. A waiver would be within the scope, purpose and intent of these regulations:;
and

¢. All other county laws, ordinances, and regulations have been complied with;
or

(2) Compliance with these regulations would cause unnecessary hardship.

(3) A waiver shall be in accordance with the floodplain management regulations.

Division 4 of the regulations includes Section 26-271 through 273, which provide for open

space in the development regulations generally.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

[ find that the waiver of 4960 sq. ft. of local open space was recommended by the

ORDER RECEIVED FOR FILING
2/5 /ot/
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Department of Recreation & P!Fark's. In addition, the Local Open Space Manual gives additional
guidance. Subsection H 1. Of Section III of the Manual provides that “In general developments

that generate an isolated pafcel of land of 20,000 sq. ft. in size of local open space are
l

appropriéte for providing fee i:h lieu of LOS”. In this case, we would have an isolated pocket of
only 4,960 sq. ft, if the paym:ent of fee in lieu of were denied. Consequently, I find that the

purposes of Sectign 26-172 ta) apply to this request and further that compliance with the

\ |
regulations would cayse unnecessary hardship. Therefore, I will grant the waiver as requested.

les and regulations 50 ulgated pursuant to Section 2-416

et seq. of the Baltimore Counﬁy CodeX I further f?lfat the final approval of a Development

Plan is subject to all approp%riate standdyds, s, regulations, conditions, and safeguards.

Therefore, I will approve the Developmel? subject to the conditions below.
y this

THEREFORE, IT IS OKDERED uty Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer

for Baltimore County, this ﬂ ' of March, 2004, that the Developer’s request to waive 4,960

|
8q. ft. of local open spac and pay $10,000.00 in lieu of ‘providing said open space is hereby

APPROVED, and e Redline pevelopment Plan known as “Hgneybrook Farm”, submitted into

evidence as,/* eveloper’s Exhil'i,ait No. 17, be and is hereby APPROVED subject to the following
el ’
conditions:

1. No building permits s:;hall be approved unless and until all public\gewer facilities are
installed and operational whether paid for by the Developer or the Cotinty.
|

|
2. The sewer system of this Development shall be operated by gravity only.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the requested Honeygo Special Variance relief from the

standards of Section 4A02.4.G for a Honeygo Special Variance to permit sewer connection for a

10



Department of Recreation & Patks. In addition, the Local Open Space Manual gives additional
guidance. Subsection H 1. Of Section III of the Manual provides that “In general developments
that generate an isolated parcel of land of 20,000 sq. fi. in size of local open space are
appropriate for providing fee in lieu of LOS”. In this case, we would have an isolated pocket of
only 4,960 sq. ft. if the payment of fee in lieu of were denied. Consequently, I find that the
purposes of Section 26-172 (a) apply to this request and further that compliance with the
regulations would cause unnecessary hardship. Therefore, I will grant the waiver as requested.

After considering the waivers of Local Open Space, the Special Honeygo Variance and all
the evidence and testimony in this case, I find that the plan complies with the development
regulations and applicable policies, rules and regulations promulgated pursuant to Section 2-416
et seq. of the Baltimore County Code. I further find that the final approval of a Development
Plan 1s subject to all apptopriate standards, rules, regulations, conditions, and safeguards.
Therefore, I will approve the Development Plan subject to the condi;cions below,

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

for Baltimore County, this Ei day of March, 2004, that the Developet’s tequest to waive 4,960
sq. ft. of local open space and pay $10,000.00 in lieu of providing said open space is hereby
APPROVED, and the Redline Development Plan known as “Honeybrook Farm?”, submitted into

evidence as “Developer’s Exhibit No. 1%, be and is hereby APPROVED subject to the jfollowing

conditions:

1. No building permits shall be approved unless and until all public sewer facilities are
installed and operational whether paid for by the Developer or the County.

2. The sewer system of this Development shall be operated by gravity only.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the requested Honeygo Special Variance relief from the

standards of Section 4A02.4.G for a Honeygo Special Variance to permit sewer connection for a

10



|
4A02.3.G.2.b. Therefore I will grant the Honeygo Special Variance requested.

Development Plan
Having determined ithat the Honeygo Special Variance should be granted, the

Development Plan is then ready for final approval except for the local open space issue above.

The Recreation & Parks Department’s position on the waiver is that they do not have jurisdiction
|

!
"m_h |

of the matter as the Jevelopment has more than 20 lots. The Department contends that this

Hearing Officer has juri ict;ion to waive or deny such requegts for developments over 20 lots.

Applicable Law
Section 26-172 (a) of the De¥¢lopment Regula /{ons provides that,

Sec. 26-172. Wawers f..f’

(a) At the request of a department dire r, the hearing officer may grant a waiver of any
or all requlrements of division 3,/4 > of these regulations if the hearing officer

finds that: |
(1) a. The size, scope and ndture of a proposed development does not justify strict

compliance w1th these régulations;

Division 4 of the regul::;ltions includes Section 26-271 through 273, which provide for open

space in the development regiillations generally.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

I find that the Waiver? of 4960 sq. ft. of local open space was recommended by the
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residential development to a completed sewer interceptor in another subarea. (Reference Bill No.

79-03), be and is hereby GRANTED.

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

Baltimore County Code and the applicable provisions of law.

\

JOH¥ V. MURPHY
DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

JVM:raj

11
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Zoning Commissioner

Baltimore County

James T. Smith, Jr., County Executive
Lawrence E. Schmmidt, Zoning Commissioner

Suite 405, County Courts Building
401 Bosley Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
Tel: 410-887-3868 ¢ Fax: 410-887-3468

March 3, 2004

David K. Gildea, Esquire
Joseph R. Woolman, Esquire
Gildea, LLC

301 N. Charles Street, Suite 900
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Hearing Officer’s Hearing Case Nos. XI-923 & 04-312-SAH
Property: E/S Cowenton Avenue, N Interstate 95
11th Election District, 5th Councilmanic District
Honeybrook Farm

Dear Messrs. Gildea & Woolman:

Enclosed please find the decision rendered in the above-captioned case. The
Development Plan for Honeybrook Farm has been approved in accordance with the enclosed

Order.

In the event the decision rendered is unfavorable to any party, please be advised that any
party may file an appeal within thirty (30) days from the date of the Order to the Department of
Permits & Development Management. If you require additional information concerning filing
an appeal, please feel free to contact our appeals clerk at 410-887-3391.

Very truly yours,

John V. Murphy

Deputy Zoning Commissioner
JVM:raj
Enclosure

o~ Visit the County’s Website at www.baltimorecountyonline.info
EC@ Printed on Recycted Papar



Copies to:

Ronald Schaftel |
David Altfeld

111 W. Calvett Street, Suite 2820
Baltimore, MD 21202

Dean Hoover
Don Mitten ,

Morris & Ritchie Associates, Inc.
2012 E. Joppa Road, Sujte 505

Towson, MD 21286

|
William M. Libercei
19 Shawn Court

Baltimore, MDD 21236 |




Copies to:

Ronald Schaftel

David Altfeld

111 W. Calvert Street, Suite 2820
Baltimore, MD 21202

Dean Hoover

Don Mitten

Morris & Ritchie Associates, Inc.
2012 E, Joppa Road, Suite 505
Towson, MD 21286

William M. Libercci
19 Shawn Court
Baltimore, MD 21236




.Zoning Commissioner Baltimore County

James T. Smith, Jr., County Executive

Suite 405, County Courts Building
Lawrence E. Schmidt, Zoning Commissioner

401 Bosley Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204 |
Tel: 410-887-3868 » Fax: 410-887-3468

March 5, 2004

David K. Gildea, Esquire
Joseph R. Woolman, Esqmre

Gildea, LLC
301 N. Charles Street, Sulte 900

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Hearing Officer’s Hearing Case Nos. X1-923 & 04-312-SAH
Property: E/S Cowenton Avenue, N Interstate 95
11th Election District, 5th Councilmanic District
Honeybrook Farm

Dear Messrs. Gildea & Woc}lman:

Enclosed please find the decision rendered in the above-captioned case. The
Development Plan for Honeybrmk Farm has been approved in accordance with the enclosed
Ordet.

In the event the declslon rendered is unfavorable to any party, please be advised that any
party may file an appeal mihm thirty (30) days from the date of the Order to the Department of
Permits & Development Management. If you require additional information concerning filing
an appeal, please feel free to contact our appeals clerk at 410-887-3391.

Very truly yours,

John V. Murphy

Deputy Zoning Commissioner
JVM:raj
Enclosure

Visit the County’s Website at www.baltimorecountyonline.info

%39 Printed on Recycled Papar
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Petition for Variance

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore Count; ?ic?o Cotanton A,

for the property located at_2019 Cowenton Ave.
which is presently zoned _DR_3 . 5H

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Parmits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal

owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto
and made a part hareof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s)

259.785 to permit sewer connection for a residential developmnent
to a completed sewer interceptor in another subarea.

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

To be presented at hearing.

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

l, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Varlance, 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.

I/'We do solemnly deciare and afflrm, under the penalties of
aerjury, that l/we are the legal owner(s) of the property which
s the subject of this Petition,

Contract Purchaseril essee: Legal Owner(s).

Honeybrocok Farm, LLC William A. Spangler
Name - T}'mr F’Iﬂng : A ~ Name - Type or Pyint ,H_ E ;
Signalue Ronald Schaftel Signatura N

111 S. Calvert Street, Suite 2820
Address Telephone No. Name - Type or Prnt

Baltimore, MD 21202 (410)347-4800
Clly State Zlp Code Signature
Attorney For Petitioner: 2019 Cowenton Ave.

Address Telaphone No,
| Perry Hall, MD 21128
_ Clty State Zip Code
_ _ Representative to be Contacted:

Gildea, LLC David K. Gildea
Company | Name
301l N. Charles: Street, Sulite 900 301 N. Charles Street, Suite 200
Address Telephone No. Address Telephonie No.
Baltimore, MD 21201 (410)234-0070 Baltimore, MD 21201 (410)234~0070
Ciiy State Zip Code City ‘ " Slale ~Zlp Coda

OFFICE USE ONLY
EN H ::?2( %
ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING ==X _
Case No. 2 /7/:“3/'2 e o3

AB HEARING
Reviewed By bate £/ ~Plen=2? ?’
REV 9/15/98




MORRIS & RITC‘E ASSOCIATES, INC. .

ARCHITECTS, ENGINEERS, PLANNERS, SURVEYOR®G,
AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

ZONING DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point located in the centerline of Cowenton Avenue which has a variable
paving width at the distance of 455 feet northwesterly of the centerline of the nearest
intersecting sireet, Lolly Lane which has a variable paving width. Thence the following
courses and distances:

North 20 degrees 15 minutes 37 seconds West, 121.77 feet to a point; North 17
degrees 21 minutes 18 seconds West, 90.70 fect to a point; North 14 degrees 44
minutes 53 seconds West, 81.50 feet to a point; North 03 degrees 31 minutes 52
seconds West, 237.64 feet to a point; North 00 degrees 36 minutes 12 seconds
West, 188.79 feet to a point; North 79 degrees 48 minutes 26 seconds East,
884.68 feet to a point; South 29 degrees 54 minutes 04 seconds East, 140.00 feet
to a point; South 26 degrees 54 minutes 04 seconds East, 287.00 feet to a point;
South 63 degrees 17 minutes 41 seconds West, 1078.85 feet to the point and place
of beginning and being all of #8947 and #9000 - #9019 Cowenton Avenue.

Containing 565,705 square feet or 12,9868 acres of land, more or less, and being located
in the Eleventh Election District of Baltimore County, Maryland.

1220-C East Joppa Road, Suite 505, Towson, MD 21286 (410) 821-1690 Fax: (410) 821-1748 www.mragta.com

Abingdon, MD + Annapelis Junction, MD + Towson, MD 4 Georgetown, DE + Wilimington, DI
(410) 515-9000 {410) 792-9792 (410) 821-1690C (302) 855-5734 (302} 326-2200
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HOTIUE oF ZUHIHE HEAHIHB

The Zunin Gnmmlsa{ﬁnar 5f Baltimore Courty, by
* authortty of the Zofing Act and Regulations of Baltimore
County wlll tiold a public hearing in Towson, Marvland oh

the property h:ier;tiﬂad harein as follows:

e o o CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

‘N/east side of Cowenton Avetiug at a polnt, 455 toat
n/west of centerlina of Lolly Lane
11th Election Dlstrict 5th Guunullmanm District
Lagal Ownar(s): Willlem Spangler
Honeyyo Speclal Varlaice: to parmlt sewer uunnﬁr:tiun

tor a resldentlal development to & numplatﬂd sawer Inter-
ceptor In another subarea, - - D 20!::2‘_'{”“
. Hoaring: Thursday, February 26, 2004 at 0:00 mf'ln. ’

Room %s County Dﬂlna Bulltllnu, MW, Ehnna;malm

Avenue. THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published
LAWHEMGE E.SCHMIDT ., - | . : .
Zﬁ}‘,’?ﬁ gﬂwiﬁi ;rﬁé Efn;rialﬂglnﬂdrﬁ E;pualhtyﬂmsslhm . in the following weekly newspaper published in Baltimore County, Md.,

special accommodations Please Contact the Zaning Com-
misslonar's Office at (410) 887-4388 once in each of [

(2} For Ihiormatlon concerning the Elle ard/or Hearing, successive weeks, the first publication appearing

Contact the Zoning leaw Diflce at (41 0) Bﬂ? 3391, -

IT 20676 E60. 10. . 648923 on_2l10] 2004
)ﬁ The Jeffersonian
J Arbutus Times

] Catonsville Times

J Towson Times

L Owings Mills Times
- NE Booster/Reporter
J North County News

:l,'.l'l'l:l'ﬂ'l

Do
q_ //ijw 1%’»(4{-%_#

LEGAL ADVERTIGING
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
RE: Case No.: O ('/” 3 /< 'ﬂﬁ

Petitioner/Developer: _é(/ ¢ LA AM
SPANGLER.

Date of Hearing/Closing: WO// "-4 200 (/

Baltimore County Department of
Permits and Development Management
County Office Building, Room 111

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTN: Kristen Matthews {(410) 887-3394}
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is to certify under the penalties of perjury that the necessary sign(s) required by law were
posted conspicuously on the property located at:

B747, 000 ¢ 9019 Cowerror Ave

The sign(s) were posted on ___ - 2'/ / 8/ % ‘f_ |
(Month, Day, Year)

 Sincerely,

Rotut Bhd. /7809

(Signature of Sign Poster) (Date)

r.I||'|||
1

= el
T, ¢fsipeen

L PHRIG REARIBG WILE BE IRy
cip FORING GRS SHHEDE . S —

1508 Leslie Road

(Address)

Dundalk, Maryland 21222

3
_—

(City, State, Zip Code)

(410) 282-7940

(Telephone Number)
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RE: PETITION FOR HONEYGO SPECIAL  * BEFORE THE
VARIANCE ;
8947, 9000, & 9019 Cowenton Ave; NE/side* ZONING COMMISSIONER
Cowenton Ave, 455° NW c/line Lolly Lane |
11" Election & 5" Councilmanic Districts  * FOR
Legal Owner(s): William A Spangler
Contract Purchaser(s): Honeybrook Farms, * BALTIMORE COUNTY
LLC, Ronald Schaftel

Petitioner(s) * 04-312-A
) % % K it 5 % % s ) o * k
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE |

Please enter the appearance of People’s Counsel in the above-captioned matteﬁ. Notice

should be sent of any hearing dates or other proceedings in this matter and the passagé;: of any

preliminary or final Order. All parties should copy People’s Counsel on all correspondence sent

e MOso A g g v
PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
People’s Counsel for Baltimore County

documentation filed in the case. L&

R :
ECEIVED CAROLE S. DEMILIO
JAN 2 7 2004 Deputy People’s Counsel
Old Courthouse, Room 47
Per 400 Washington Avenue
""""""" Towson, MD 21204

(410) 887-2188
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 28" day of January, 2004, a copy of the foregoing
Entry of Appearance was mailed to, David K Gildea, Esquire, Gildea, LLC, 301 N Chatrles

Street, St 900, Baltimore, MD 21201, Attorney for Petitioner(s).

Aol Mop Artineeiin—

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
People’s Counsel for Baltimore County




TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Tuesday, February 10, 2004 Issue - Jeffersonian

Please forward billing to:
David Gildea, LI.C 410-234-0070
301 N. Charles Street, Ste. 900
Baltimore, MD 21201

-y . il s L e

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: 04-312-A
8947, 9000 & 9019 Cowenton Avenue
N/east side of Cowenton Avenue at a point, 455 feet n/west of centerline of Lolly Lane

11" Election District — 5" Councilmanic District
L.egal Owner: William Spangler

Honeydo Special Variance to permit sewer connection for a residential -development to a
completed sewer interceptor in another subarea.

Hearing: Thursday, February 26, 2004,at 9:00 a.m. in Room 106, County Office Building,
111 W, Chesapeake Avenue

.

th‘ -

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 lll.

Dcvelﬁpment Management Baltimore County

James T. Smith, Jr, County Executive
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director

Director’s Office
County Office Building
I11 W. Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
Tel: 410-887-3353 » Fax: 410-887-5708

January 23, 2004

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING

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

CASE NUMBER: 04-312-A

8947, 9000 & 9019 Cowenton Avenue

N/east side of Cowenton Avenue at a point, 455 feet n/west of centerline of l.olly Lane
11" Election District — 5" Councilmanic District

Legal Owner: William Spangler

Honeygo Special Variance to permit sewer connection for a residential development to a
completed sewer interceptor in another subarea.

Hearing: Thursday, February 26, 2004,at 9:00 a.m. in Room 106, County Office Building,
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue

AL ko

Timothy Kotroco
Director

TK:klm

C: David Gildea, 301 N. Charles St.. Ste. 900, Baltimore 21201
Willlam Spangler, 9019 Cowenton Ave., Perry Hall 21128
Honeybrook Farm, LLC, 111 S. Calvert St., Ste. 2820, Baltimore 21202

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN

APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11,
2004. |

(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.

Visit the County’s Website at www.baltimorecountyonline.info

Frintad on Racycled FPaper
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT 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/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.

For Newspaper Advertising:
ltem Number or Case Number: 2_’; ~ 3/ 27—

Petitioner: _ 1/1/,;2/“:,-,_; 77 S:éﬁﬂ? /e 1 o 3
Address or Location: _ 8/ 4 7) w905  Pppcnsn, A

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

Name: _ "D gv K,'@;MS@ N _

Address: _ﬁp / W s gt S Z?f %wfiz"%f%? o
Mﬂ} ﬁZJ’( &7 -

i ki P

Telephone Number: _ 4/ ~ 23 % pp 7L o —

Revised 2/20/98 - SCJ



Department of Permits aﬂ”

Development Management

Baltimore County

Development Processing
County Office Building
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Timothy M. Kotroco, Director

February 27, 2004

David K. Gildea
301 N. Charles Street, Suite 900
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. Gildea:
RE: Case Number:04-312-A, 8947, 9000, 9019 Cowenton Avenue

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing by the Bureaus of Zoning
Review, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on January 6, 2004.

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representatives from several
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.

Very truly yours,

W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Supervisor, Zoning Review

WCR:clb

Enciosures

C: People’s Counsel
William Spangler 9019 Cowenton Avenue Perry Hall 21128
Honeybrook Farm, LLC 111 Ronald Schaftel 111 S. Calvert Street, Suite 2820 Baltimore

21202

Visit the County’s Website at www.baltimorecountyonline.info

C9 Printed on Recycled Paper

James T. Smith, Jr., County Executive
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Baltimore County %00 zast Joppa Road
‘ owson, Maryland 21286-5500
m
Fire Department 410-887-4500

County Office Building, Room 111 January 20, 2004
Mail Stop #1105

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTENTION: Rebecca Hart

Distribution Meeting of: January 206, 2004

Item No.: 311~320

Dear Ms, Hart:

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

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

co: File

@ Prtod with Sogboan ik Visit the County’s Website at www.baltimorecountyonline.info

on Rocyclod Papar
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director DATE: February 10, 2004
Department of Permits &
Development Management

FROM.: WRobeﬂ W. Bowling, Supervisor
Bureau of Development Plans

Review
SUBJECT:  Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting

For Januatry 26 4
Item Nos. 311 313, 314, 315, 3167

317, 319, and 320.

The Bureau of Develdpment Plans Review has reviewed the subject-zoning
items, and we have no comments.

RWB:CEN:jrb

cc: File

7AC-01-26-2004-NO COMMENT ITEMS 311-320-02022004
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BALTIMORE COUNTY MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION & RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

TO: Tim Kotroco
FROM: R. Bruce Seeley/%f
DATE: January 26, 2004

SUBJECT: Zoning Items # See List Below

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of January 20, 2004

X__ The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management has no
comments on the following zoning items:

04-311

04-315
04-317
04-320

Reviewers:  Sue Farinetti, Dave Lykens

S:\Deveoord\ZAC SHELL 11-20-03.doc
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
P
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director DATE: January 27, 2004
Department of Permits and
Development Management

FROM: Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, 111
Director, Office of Planning JAN 2 8 2004

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory Petition(s): Case 04-312 ZON/ N G COMM ’98 ]ONE R

The Office of Planning has reviewed the above referenced case(s) and has no comments to offer.

For further questions or additional information concerning the matters stated herein, please
contact Mark A. Cunningham in the Office of Planning at 410-887-3480.

Prepared By: '\Xa AM

.

Section Chief: ?/ -- L A2, _,/

AFK/LL



- _mm to Breel
Robert L. Bhrlich, Jr., Governor Stare & ‘}1&\*1“‘ ’ Robert L. Flanagan, Secrelary
Michuel 8. Steele, L{. Governor Llly. ' \f Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator
Adminlstration
Mav o DEPARTHENT OF TRANS? D U7 aTI0H

Date: /+ 2o+ & q

Ms. Rebecca Hart RE:  Baltimore County

Baltimore County Office of JtemNo. 2] 72 B
Permits and Development Management

County Office Building, Room 109

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear. Ms. Hart;

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to approval as it does not
access 4 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 (lgredlein(@sha.state.md.us).

Very truly yours,

o ALL

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

My telephone number/toll-firee number is -
\fedrapdeiniel Beleriy Service for fmpaived Hearing or Speech 1500 201.7 165 Stalewide Toil ['ree

sireed ifdfeess, 7 North Culvert Streel Hullimore, Marvland 21202 Plope 310 5430300 swwwnarviandroads com
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GILDEA, 1.1.C

DAVID K, GILDEA SOLNORTHCHARLES STREET
DAVIDGILDEBA @ GILDBALLC.COM

STIT'TE 900
SOROSS@GILDBALLC.COM TELRPHONE 410.294-0070

FACSIMILE 410-234-0078

JOSEPII R. WOOLMAN, Il wwwigildealc.com
IWOOLMAN@GILDEALLC.COM
D. DUSKY IOLMAN
DIIOLMAN @ GILDHALLO.COM
STUART W. COX January 6, 2004

SCOXSGCGILDEALLC.COM

Mr. Timothy Kotroco, Director

Department of Permits and Development Management
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Room 111

Towson, MD 21204

Re: Honeybrook Farm /PDM # XI-923

V2 T e I L N
Dear Tim:

Pursuant to Baltimore County Code (BCC) Section 26-206.1, the applicant for the
above referenced project hereby requests that the Petitions for Variance be combined with
the Development Plan and heard together at the Hearing Officer’s Hearing.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. With kind

regards, I am

JRW: bhb

CC: David Altfeld, Southern Land
Ron Schaftel, Southern Land
Dean C. Hoover, Motris & Ritchie
David K. Gildea, Esquire

David K. Gilde

Very truly yours,

el

I..