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IN RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING * BEFORE THE 

Nand E sides Woodholme Avenue, N 
Baltimore Beltway 1-695 
3rd Election District 

* HEARING OFFICER 

2nd Councilmanic District * FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY 
(WOODHOLME GREEN, FIKIA 
111 WOODHOLME AVENUE) * 

Alan Klatsky, Prestige Development * Case No. 111-483 aod 
Developer/Petitioner Case No. 08-358-SPHA 

* 

* * * * * * ***** * * * * ** 

HEARING OFFICER'S OPINION & DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER 

This matter comes before this Deputy loning CommissionerlHearing Officer for 

Baltimore County, for a public hearing on a Development Plan proposal submitted in accordance 

with the development review and approval process contained in Article 32, Title 4, of the 

Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.). This public hearing was combined with the hearing requested 

for the consideration of certain zoning approvals, pursuant to Section 32-4-230 of the B.C.C. 

The Developer of the property, Alan KlatskylPrestige Development submitted for approval a 

development plan prepared by Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, Inc., known as "Woodholme Green" 

(F!KJA III Woodholme A venue). The Developer is proposing the development of the subject 

property into eight (one existing and seven proposed) single-family dwelling units on 8.42 acres, 

more or less, of land zoned D.R.I. The proposed development is more particularly described on 

the red lined Development Plan, which was marked and accepted into evidence collectively as 

Developer's Exhibits IA (the redline plan), IB (the black line plan) and IC (the zoning plat). 

The Developer is also requesting a Special Hearing filed under the authority provided in 

Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County loning Regulations (B.C.l.R.), pursuant to Section 32-4­

I07(a) of the B.C.C., to permit access to the local street or collector street through the existing 
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right-of-way instead of an in-fee strip, as permitted by Section 32-4-409(b)(1), (c) and Section 

32-4-101 (ee) of the B.C.C.; and if necessary, pursuant to Section 32-4-1 07(a) of the B.C.C., to 

permit panhandle strips less than 12 feet in width, as required by Section 32-4-409(b )(2)(iv) of 

the 	B.c.c. ; and if necessary, to find the attached redlined Development Plan meets the 

requirements of Section 32-4-409(d) of the B.C.C. 

The Petitioner is also requesting Variances as follows: 

• 	 To permit existing accessory structures (garage/shed, swimming pool), for Lot 4, to be 

located in the front/side yard rather than the rear yard, pursuant to Section 400.1 of the 

BCZR; and 

• 	 To allow an existing accessory structure (garage), for Lot 4, with a height of20 feet (+/-) 

in lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to Section 400.1 of the B.C.Z.R.; and 

• 	 Pursuant to Section 32-4-409(e)(3) of the B.C.C., from the requirements of Section 32-4­

409(e)(l) of the B.C.C., to allow a panhandle driveway as depicted on the red lined 

Development Plan with a length of 1160 in lieu of the maximum permitted 500 feet in a 

D.R. zone; and 

• 	 To permit rear yard setbacks of25 feet (for proposed Lots 5 and 6) in lieu of the required 

30 feet by Section IB01.2.C.l.b of the B.C.Z.R.; and 

• 	 Pursuant to Section 500.7 of the B.C.Z.R. and Section 32-4-101(v) of the B.C.C., to 

permit a single panhandle driveway to serve eight lots in lieu of the maxjmum permitted 


five lots. 


The property was posted with Notice of Hearing Officer's Hearing on December 28, 


2007, for 20 working days prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested citizens of the date 

and location of the hearing. 
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As to the history of the project, a concept plan of the proposed development was prepared 

and Concept Plan Conference (CPC) was held on July 16, 2007 at 9:00 AM in the County Office 

Building. As the name suggests, the concept plan is a schematic representation of the proposed 

subdivision and is initially reviewed by and between representatives of the Developer and the 

reviewing County Agencies at the CPC. Thereafter, as is also required in the development 

review process, notice of a Community Input Meeting (CIM) is posted and scheduled during 

evening hours at a location near the proposed subdivision to provide residents of the area an 

opportunity to review and comment firsthand on the plan. In this case, the CIM was held on 

August 13, 2007 at 7:00 PM at the Randallstown Public Library located at 8604 Liberty Road, 

where representatives of the Developer and the County attended, as well as a number of 

interested persons from the community. Subsequently, a development plan is prepared, based 

upon the comments received at the CPC and the CIM, and the development plan is submitted for 

further review at a Development Plan Conference (DPC), which, again, is held between the 

Developer's consultants and County agency representatives to further review and scrutinize the 

plan. The Development Plan Conference occurred on January 16, 2008. 

The Hearing Officer's Hearing for this proposed development was then held on February 

8, 2008 in Room 106 of the County Office Building. Due to certain unresolved issues, a second 

Hearing Officer's Hearing was conducted on February 28, 2008. The record of the case was then 

held open to allow the Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management 

(DEPRM) to complete analysis of the plan and submit amended written development plan 

comments. 

It should be noted that at the Hearing Officer's Hearing the role of each reviewing 

County agency in the development review and approval process is to independently and 
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thoroughly review the development plan as it pertains to their specific area of concern and 

expertise. These agencies provide comments to the plan and make detenninations where 

necessary as to whether the plan complies with applicable Federal, State, and/or County laws and 

regulations pertaining to development and related issues. In addition, these agencies carry out 

this role throughout the entire development plan and approval process. 

Appearing at the requisite public hearing in support of the Development Plan approval 

request was the Developer, Alan Klatsky, with Prestige Development, and Richard Matz, P.E., 

with Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, Inc., the professional engineer who prepared the plan. Lawrence E. 

Schmidt, Esquire represented the DeVeloper. Brent M. Erbe, who resides near the subject 

property, attended the February 8, 2008 hearing as an interested person. 

Also in attendance were representatives of the various Baltimore County revIewmg 

agencies, including the following individuals from the Department of Pennits and Development 

Management: Darryl Putty (on behalf of John Sullivan, Project Manager), Dennis Kennedy 

(Development Plans Review), Jun Fernando (on behalf of Aaron Tsui) (Zoning Review Office), 

and Ron Goodwin (Bureau of Land Acquisition). Also appearing on behalf of the County were 

David Lykens from the Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management 

(DEPRM); Curtis Murray from the Office of Planning; and Bruce Gill from the Department of 

Recreation & Parks. In addition, written comments were received from Lt. Roland Bosley, Jr. of 

the Baltimore County Fire Marshal's Office and Steven D. Foster on behalf of the Maryland 

State Highway Administration. These and other agency remarks are contained within the case 

file. These County representatives addressed their respective review of the plan as follows: 

Recreation and Parks: Bruce Gill appeared on behalf of the Department of Recreation 

and Parks and indicated that the required local open space for the development proposal is 8,000 
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square feet or 0.18 acre, more or less, of which 5,200 square feet is active and 2,800 square feet 

is passive open space. Mr. Gill also indicated that a proposed development involving 20 units or 

less should be considered for a fee in lieu of open space if requested. He confirmed that a waiver 

of local open space requirements, pursuant to Section 32-6-108(c)(3)(ii) and (d) of the B.C.C., 

was requested by the Developer to pay a fee in lieu of providing local open space. The 

Department granted that request as verified in a letter dated January 29, 2008 which was marked 

and accepted into evidence as Baltimore County Exhibit 1, and indicated that a fee of $37,440.00 

is to be paid prior to the recordation of the Record Plat. Therefore, the Department of Recreation 

and Parks recommended approval of the red lined Development Plan. 

Office of Zoning Review: Jun Fernando appeared on behalf of the Zoning Review 

Office. He indicated that all comments had been addressed and that his department 

recommended approval of the redlined development plan, contingent upon resolution of the 

issues identified in the zoning petitions. 

Land Acquisition: Ron Goodwin appeared on behalf of the Bureau of Land Acquisition. 

Mr. Goodwin indicated that his agency had no open issues and recommended approval. 

Development Plans Review (Public Works): Dennis Kennedy appeared on behalf of the 

Bureau of Development Plans Review. At the initial hearing, Mr. Kennedy identified an open 

issue related to Policy Ten as contained within the Policy Manual for the Department of Permits 

and Development Management. That Policy applies to residential projects adjacent to interstate 

highways. In this case, Policy Ten is applicable due to the property's proximity with Interstate 

695 (Baltimore Beltway). The Developer had commissioned an acoustics expert (Mike Staiano) 

to conduct a noise analysis of existing and anticipated levels of noise generated by the Baltimore 

Beltway and impacts on the proposed subdivision. Mr. Staiano's traffic noise impact study 
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fINIS) was submitted to the State Highway Administration (SHA) for review and analysis. By 

letter dated February 27, 2008, Stephen D. Foster, Chief of the Engineering Access Permits 

Division for SHA advised Mr. Kennedy that Mr. Staiano's analysis and recommendations meet 

the requirements in the County regulations. A copy of the letter was marked and accepted into 

evidence as Baltimore County Exhibit 2. It is also to be noted the SHA is currently constructing 

a sound barrier adjacent to the subject property. In fact, much of this construction has been 

completed since the hearing dates for this case. Given the report and that construction, I am 

satisfied that the redlined Development Plan meets the requirements of Policy Ten. Moreover, 

testimony offered at the hearing is that the dwellings on proposed Lots 3 and 8 would be lowered 

through grading of those lots, to further reduce noise impacts. Based upon this evidence, the 

Department of Permits and Development Management does not oppose the approval of this plan. 

There were no other outstanding issues identified by Mr. Kennedy. 

Planning Office: Curtis Murray appeared on behalf of the Office of Planning. He 

indicated that a School Impact Analysis was prepared which showed that the impacted schools 

(Woodholme Elementary, Pikesville Middle School and Pikesville High School) had adequate 

capacity under the County's adequate public facilities law. He also confirmed that a pattern 

book had been submitted and reviewed by his office, and that the project was in compliance with 

Section 260 of the B.C.Z.R. (Residential Performance Standards). Mr. Murray did request that 

any approval be contingent upon two conditions; namely that the pattern book be revised to 

include photographs of the existing dwelling and site features and that the proposed garage doors 

shown in the pattern book be revised to provide additional articulation (i.e. windows, panels, 

carriage doors, etc.). With these restrictions, the Office of Planning does not object to approval 

of the redlined Development Plan. Their comments relating to the zoning component of this case 
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will be discussed hereinafter. 

Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management: David Lykens 

appeared on behalf of DEPRM. At the time of the hearings, Mr. Lykens indicated there were 

several open issues regarding this plan. Thus he requested that the record of the case be held 

open until DEPRM had completed its review of the various plans, studies, and submissions made 

to that agency by the Developer. Subsequent to the hearing, an amended development plan 

comment was received from DEPRM stating that the stormwater management plan for the 

subject property had been reviewed and approved by Robert Wood of that agency. The level of 

detail required for a preliminary stormwater management plan (i.e. verification of suitable outfall 

and preliminary hydrology computations) has been submitted to, and reviewed and approved by 

DEPRM. 

Secondly, Mr. Lykens indicated that the Division of Environmental Impact Review had 

not yet completed its analysis of the project, specifically an alternatives analysis as it related to 

the impacts on the forest buffer and a forest buffer variance that was sought by the applicant. 

Subsequent to the hearing, a copy of a letter dated May 21, 2008, approving the alternative 

analysis to permit development of eight lots and associated impacts on the forest buffer was 

submitted to the Hearing Officer, thereby resolving that issue. Additionally, in a letter dated 

May 28, 2008 from DEPRM, a forest buffer variance was granted to allow the continued use of 

lawn area and to reduce the forest buffer easement by 425 square feet. With the receipt of these 

letters and an amended development plan comment dated June 23, 2008, DEPRM's issues have 

been resolved. 

The issue involving the continued use of the lawn was of some concern to the Developer. 

At the hearing, the Developer, Mr. Klatsky, expressed the belief that reforesting the open areas 
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of the front of the property near Woodholme Avenue would result in the development being out 

of character with the surrounding properties and the nearby golf course. Mr. Klatsky offered to 

send photographs of the area to better illustrate his point. The undersigned received photographs 

along with a letter dated March 14, 2008 from Mr. Klatsky, which is contained within the case 

file. The photographs show the area of concern on the property and the nearby areas on 

Woodholme A venue. After reviewing these photographs, I agree it would be more attractive and 

in keeping with the golf course community to keep the grassy area open as it is, than it would be 

to plant hundreds of sapling trees in an effort to allow this picturesque landscape to grow wild. 

Hence, my recommendation with regard to this issue is that DEPRM pennit this area to remain . 

open, without reforesting. 

Turning now to the more fonnal portion of the hearing, the Developer offered the 

testimony of Richard Matz, a professional engineer with Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, Inc. He 

testified that he is familiar with the laws and regulations pertaining to residential and commercial 

development and was offered and accepted as an expert zoning and land development matters. 

Mr. Matz testified that he oversaw the preparation of the redlined Development Plan. He 

attended the Community Input Meeting, the Concept Plan Conference, the Development Plan 

Conference, and met with representatives of the County agencies. He also prepared and sealed 

the redlined Development Plan marked and accepted into evidence as Developer's Exhibits lA, 

IB and IC. Mr. Matz also oversaw preparation of the Schematic Landscape Plan that was 

marked and accepted into evidence as Developer's Exhibit 2. 

At the hearing, Mr. Matz, testified that the redlined Development Plan had been 

presented to County agency representatives for review and that but for the open comments 

identified hereinabove, had addressed and met the agencies' concerns. He also testified that 
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based upon his professional knowledge and experience, the redlined Development Plan complies 

with the development regulations and applicable provisions of the B.C.C. As noted above, the 

development plan issues that were identified as unresolved at the hearings for this matter were 

ultimately resolved and verification of that resolution was by way of the amended development 

plan comment from Mr. Lykens. 

The Baltimore County Code clearly provides that the "Hearing Officer shall gain 

approval of a development plan that complies with these development regulations and applicable 

policies, rules and regulations" (See, Section 32-4-229 of the B.C.C.). After due consideration of 

the testimony presented by Mr. Matz concerning the development plan, as well as the amended 

development plan comments from DEPRM and the testimony of the County agency 

representatives, I find that the red lined Development Plan is in compliance with the applicable 

polices, rules and regulations. Therefore having identified no remaining outstanding issues that 

would prevent plan approval, the Developer has satisfied its burden of proof and therefore is 

entitled to approval of the development plan. 

As noted above, the Hearing Officer's Hearing on the development plan for this project 

was combined with a hearing for Petitions for Variance and Special Hearing filed by the 

applicant, pursuant to Section 32-4-230 of the B.C.C. The Special Hearing requests relate 

entirely to the proposed means of vehicular access to this residential subdivision and certain of 

the Variance requests relate to existing conditions on the site. 

As more particularly shown on the plan, this subject property consists of approximately 

8.2 acres in area and is currently improved with an existing single-family detached dwelling 

known as III Woodholme Avenue. In addition to this "mansion" building, the site is also 

improved with an existing in-ground swimming pool and a freestanding garage building. Both 
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of these accessory structures serve the existing dwelling. The existing dwelling is served by a 

serpentine driveway which leads to the interior of the site from Woodholme Avenue. The 

driveway is paved with a macadam type surface and its location and configuration is largely 

driven by the unique environmental constraints associated with this property. Specifically, an 

existing stream runs along the perimeter of the property adjacent to Woodholme Avenue. 

Additionally, there is a large area of wetlands and an attractively maintained lawn area on the 

northern portion of the site. To the south, the property immediately abuts the right-of-way to the 

Baltimore Beltway; however, this area of right-of-way is screened by a row of mature trees and 

vegetation. 

Turning first to the Petition for Special Hearing request, relief is requested in the 

alternative to permit access to the subdivision through the existing driveway. There are several 

factors which necessitate this request. First, it is to be noted that Baltimore City requires that 

each lot have fee-simple access to a public road in order for there to be public utilities (i.e. water) 

to each individual lot. The Developer had originally proposed flag type lots with narrow strips 

from each of the lots extending across the property (through the sensitive environmental areas) to 

Woodholme Avenue. Although it was not anticipated that these strips would ever be used for 

access or paved, DEPRM raised concerns about the locations of these strips. That agency 

preferred the elimination of the strips where shown. Representatives from the Bureau of 

Development Plans Review (Mr. Kennedy) and the Office of Planning (Curtis Murray) also 

participated in this discussion. Each of those agencies expressed concerns about an appropriate 

means of in-fee access to each lot, while respecting the environmental sensitivity of the area and 

DEPRM's concerns. 
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Ultimately, after substantial testimony and evidence on this issue -- which is reflected in 

the record of this case -- the County agencies and the Developer agreed to a compromise which 

appears to address the requirements for access, while acknowledging the unique environmental 

limitations of this property. Specifically, as more particularly shown on the redlined 

Development Plan, each of the proposed lots will own a two foot wide strip that will be located 

along and adjacent to the existing driveway. This satisfies the technical requirement that each lot 

have fee-simple frontage to a public road (Woodholme Avenue), while assuring that there will be 

no disturbance necessary to environmentally sensitive areas to provide vehicular access to each 

of the lots; that is, but for minor improvements to the driveway, access to the subdivision will 

continue to be by way of the existing driveway which presently serves 111 Woodholme Avenue. 

The configuration of these strips is more particularly shown on the redlined Development Plan 

and is acceptable to DEPRM, the Department of Public Works, and the Office of Planning. 

In order to approve this layout, Special Hearing relief will be granted pursuant to Section 

32-4-107(a) of the B.C.C. to permit panhandle strips less than 12 feet in width as required by 

Section 32-4-409(b)(2)(iv). The other two prongs of requested relief in the Petition for Special 

Hearing (i.e. to permit access to a collector street through an existing right-of-way and to find 

that the development plan meets the requirement of Section 32-4-409(g) of the B.C.C.) shall be 

dismissed, as moot. The grant of Special Hearing relief pursuant to these Sections is not 

necessary. 

Turning to the Petition for Variance, as noted above, a series of variances are requested. 

Two such variances are for existing improvements associated with the mansion building and its 

accessory structures. As more particularly shown on the plan, variance relief is requested to 

legitimize the location of those structures in the front/side yard of proposed Lot 4, pursuant to 
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Section 400.1 of the B.C.Z.R. Secondly, the existing garage structure is approximately 20 feet in 

height. Variance relief is thereby requested from the 15 foot maximum height limitation under 

Section 400.1. Both of these variances shall be granted. They are requested to legitimize an 

exiting condition. To require the removal or relocation of exiting access structures would be 

unduly burdensome and inappropriate. 

The third request for variance relates to proposed Lots 5 and 6 and was largely generated 

from a previous development plan comment from the Office of Planning. In order to provide 

adequate screening for the proposed subdivision from the noise associated with the Baltimore 

Beltway, the Office of Planning suggested a slight reconfiguration of the site layout. That 

modification resulted in rear yard setbacks that are slightly narrower than required. In particular, 

as noted on the plan, the rear yard setbacks from lots 5 and 6 are 25 feet in dimension -- slightly 

smaller than the 30 feet required under Section IB01.2.C.l.b of the B.C.Z.R. This variance is 

also justified. The subject properties are easily found to be unique give then unusual 

configuration of the tract and more particularly the significant environmental constraints 

associated with this property. In effect, the development is clustered to avoid areas of significant 

slope, wetlands and stream buffers. Additionally, the location of the property immediately 

adjacent to the Baltimore Beltway drives the need for variance. I easily find that the 

DeveloperlPetitioner would suffer a practical difficulty if relief were not granted and believe that 

the layout as proposed is appropriate. 

The final two variances relate to the panhandle driveways and the proposed means of 

access. First, variance relief is requested to permit an existing panhandle driveway with the 

length of 1,160 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted 500 feet in the D.R. zone. Secondly, 

variance relief is requested pursuant to Section 500.7 of the B.C.Z.R. and Section 32-4-409(f) of 
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the B.C.C., to permit a single panhandle driveway to serve eight lots in lieu of the maximum 

permitted five lots. As indicated above, the means of proposed access was a result of extensive 

negotiation and input from not only the developer's engineer, but also County agencies including 

DEPRM, the Office of Planning, and the Department of Public Works. Ultimately, it was agreed 

by these parties that the retention of the existing driveway was most practical and appropriate. In 

fact, that driveway is presently 1,160 feet long as it extends from Woodholme Avenue to the 

exiting mansion building. The driveway is not being lengthened as a result of this proposal. 

Additionally, it is appropriate that that driveway be utilized as the sole means of access for all 

. eight lots proposed. The subject property is within the density permitted under the zoning 

regulations and thus the property is not overdeveloped. Additionally, all lots are sized 

appropriately and no variance relief is requested to permit undersized lots. As shown on the 

redlined Development Plan, a large area of the property will be dedicated as a Homeowners 

Association parcel, including a vast area which features steep slopes, wetlands and stream 

buffers. 

In sum, I am persuaded that the variances should be granted for the factors enumerated 

above. I find that the DeveloperlPetitioner has met the requirements of Section 307 of the 

B.C.Z.R. for variance relief. 

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and public hearing held thereon, 

the requirements of which are contained in Article 32, Title 4, of the Baltimore County Code, the 

redlined "Woodholme Green" Development Plan, introduced as Developer's Exhibits lA, lB 

and I C, shall be approved consistent with the comments contained herein. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by this Hearing OfficerlDeputy Zoning Commissioner 

for Baltimore County, this ~ day of July, 2008, that the redlined "WOODHOLME 
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GREEN" Development Plan, entered into evidence as "Developer's Exhibits lA, lB and 1 C," 

be and is hereby APPROVED; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner's request for Special Hearing filed in 

accordance with Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) and 

pursuant to Section 32-4-107(a) of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), to permit panhandle 

strips less than 12 feet in width, as required by Section 32-4-409(b )(2)(iv) of the B.C.c., be in is 

hereby GRANTED; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner's request for Special Hearing filed in 

accordance with Section 500.7 of the B.C.Z.R. pursuant to Section 32-4-1 07(a) of the B.C.C., to 

permit access to the local street or collector street through the existing right-of-way instead of an 

in-fee strip, as permitted by Sections 32-4-409(b)(1), (c) and 32-4-101(ee) of the B.C.C.; and if 

necessary; to find the attached Development Plan meets the requirements of Section 32-4-409( d) 

of the B.C.C. be and are hereby DISMISSED AS MOOT; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner's request for Variances as follows: 

• 	 To permit existing accessory structures (garage/shed, swimming pool), for Lot 4, to be 

located in the front/side yard rather than the rear yard, pursuant to Section 400.1 of the 

B.C.Z.R.; and 

• 	 To allow an existing accessory structure (garage), for Lot 4, with a height of20 feet (+/-) 

in lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to Section 400.1 of the B.C.Z.R.; and 

• 	 Pursuant to Section 32-4-409(e)(3) of the B.C.C., from the requirements of Section 32-4­

409(e)(1) of the B.C.C., to allow a panhandle driveway as depicted on the redlined 

Development Plan with a length of 1,160 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted 500 feet 

in a D.R. zone; and 
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• 	 To pennit rear yard setbacks of 25 feet (for proposed Lots 5 and 6) in lieu of the required 

30 feet by Section 1B01.2.c.1.(b) of the B.C.Z.R.; and 

• 	 Pursuant to Section 500.7 of the B.C.Z.R. and Section 32-4-101(v) of the B.C.C., to 

penn it a single panhandle driveway to serve eight lots in lieu of the maximum pennitted 

five lots, 

be and are hereby GRANTED, subject to the following: Any appeal of this decision must be 

taken in accordance with Section 32-4-281 of the Baltimore County Code and the applicable 

provisions of law. 

N~ 
CHtOMASH.-BOSTWIGK =:; 
Hearing OfficerlDeputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 

THB:pz 
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July 8, 2008 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR. 
THOMAS H. BOSTWICK County Executive 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner 

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT, ESQUIRE 

GILDEA & SCHMIDT, LLC 

600 WASHINGTON AVENUE, SUITE 200 

TOWSON, MD 21204 


Re: Development Plan Order 
Case No. III-483 and Case No. 08-358-SPHA 
Project: WOODHOLME GREEN, FIKJA 111 

WOODHOLME AVENUE 

Dear Mr. Schmidt: 

Enclosed please find the decision rendered in the above-captioned case. 

In the event the decision rendered is unfavorabre 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 Penn its and Development Management. If you require additional infonnation 
concerning filing an appeal, please feel free to contact our appeals clerk at 410-887-3391. 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 

THB:pz 

Enclosure 

c: 	 Richard E. Matz, Colbert, Matz & Rosenfelt, 2835 Smith Avenue Suite G, Baltimore, MD 21209 
Alan Klatsky, Prestige Development, 5 Spring Forest Court, Owings Mills MD 211 17 

Jefferson Building /105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 /Towson, Maryland 212041 Phone 4J0-887-38681 Fax 410-887-3468 
www.baltimorecountymd.gov 

http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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Petition for Special Hearing 

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County 

for the property located at III Woodholme Avenue 

which is presently zoned D.R. I 

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

interested person(s) of the property situated in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat 

attached hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition(s) for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the 

Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve 


SEE ATTACHED 

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

I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Special Hearing, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the 

zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County. 


l!We do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of 
perjury, that I/we are the interested person(s) of the property 
which is the subject of this Petition. 

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: Interested Person(s): 

Edward M. Miller 

N~;;;;;tl/Afj~~ 
Signature ........ ~ ~ -~------- ~ 


Diane L. Miller 
Address Telephone No. Nam.ee - p _ I. /J/}~-~ or Print 

Owings Mills MD 21117 f7='~~H~ 
City State Zip Code Signature 

Attornev For Petitioner: III Woodholme Avenue 
Address Telephone No. 

Baltimore MD 21208 
City State Zip Code 

Representative to be Contacted: 

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Gildea & Schmidt, LLC 
Name 

600 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 (410) 821-0070 600 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 (410) 821-0070 
Address Telephone No. Address Telephone No. 

Towson MD 21204 Towson MD 21204 
City State Zip Code City State Zip Code 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING _________ 

Case No. 0 8' - -3 5' 8 - :s P 1+ A UNAVAnABLE FOR HEARING _________________ 

;;l.. - t I - O~Reviewed By '::;-'F- Date 
REV 9115198 

(410) 356-4700 

Company 

.,. 'l ·~O~ 
$ ..... 

to 
,~~- -------. 



· . 


("BCC") 107(a), to permit access to the 
an as 

Ifu,",,",,,,",,,,,, 	 12 

3. 	 to meets 

For as deemed by 



• e 
Colbert Matz Rosenfelt, Inc. 
Civil Engineers • Surveyors • Planners I I~ 

ZONING DESCRIPTION 

111 WOODHOLME AVENUE 


Beginning at a pOint on the south side of Woodholme Avenue, which is of 

variable width, at a point 700 feet, more or less, east of Woodholme Village 

Court, which is 50 feet wide, thence the following courses and distances: 


North 65°11 '19" East 371.80 feet; 

South 51 °11 '41" East 507.10 feet; 

South 11 °56'41" East 52.29 feet; 

South 60°15'06" West 69.81 feet; 

South 63°01 '13" West 497.93 feet; 

South 69°52'24" West 252.38 feet; 

South 63°21 '09" West 149.17 feet; 

Thence by a curve to right with a length of 181.12 feet and radius of 874.47 feet; 

North 74°57'17" West 18.46 feet; thence 

North 14°32'19" East 454.39 feet to the place of beginning. 


As recorded in Deed Liber 5383, folio 770 and containing 8.4228 acres, more or 

less. Also known as 111 Woodholme Avenue and located in the 3rd Election 

District, 2nd Councilmanic District. 


Fft6- f/2#"r 
'!J[;'6 

~ 

2835 Smith Avenue, Suite G Baltimore, Maryland 21209 
Telephone: (410) 653-38381 Facsimi le: (410) 653-7953 



MImCE OF ZONINO HEARING 

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County. by au­
thority of the Zoning Act and Reoulatlons 01 Baltimore 
County will hold apublic hearing III Towson. Maryland on 
the property IdantfRed heraln as follows: 

Ca••: fG8-aee-IPHA 
111 Woodholme Avenue 
South ~Ide of Woodholme Avenue at apoint 700 feet +/­
east of Woodholme Village Court. 
3rd Election Dlatrlct- 2nd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owner(s): Edward M. and Diane L. Miller 

Spacial Helrlng: If necessary. pursuant to BalUmore 
County Code ('BCC') Section 32-4-107(a). to permit ac­
cess to the local streat or collector street through the ex­
Ikllng right-of-way Instead of an In-fee strip. as permitted 
by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(1). (c) and Section 32-4­
101(ee); and If necessary. pursuant to BCC Section 32-4­
107(a). to permit panhandle strips less than 12 feet In 
width. as required by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(2)(lv); 
and II necessary. to find the attached Development Plan 
meets the reqUirements of BCC Section 32-4-409(d); and 
for sUch other.and further relief as may be deemed neces­
sary by the ZQn-lng Commissioner. 

Vl rlanoe : To permit existing accessory structures 
(garage/shed, swimming pool). for lot 4. to be located In 
the front/side yard rathar than the rear yard. pursuant to 
Section 400.1 of the BCZR; and to allow an existing ac­
cessory structure (garage). for Lot 4. with a height of 20 
feet (+/-) In lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feel pur­
suant to BCZR SecUon 400.1; and pursuant to Baltimore 
County Code ('BCC') Section 32-4-409(e)(3). from Ihe re­
qUirements 01 BCC Section 32-4-409(e)(1). to allow a 
panhandle drlveway as depicted on the Development
Plan. attached hereto as Exhibit 1. wt1h a leng1h greater 
than the maximum permitted 500 feet In a DR zone; and 
to permit rear yard setbacks of 25 feet (for proposed lots 
5 and 6) In lieu of the required 30 feet by BCZR Section 
1B01.2.c.1.(b); and pursuant to Section 500.7 (BCZR) 
and BCC Section 32-4-101(VI ' to permit aslngle panhan­
dle driveway to serve eight ots In lieu of the maximum 
permitted five lots; and for such other and further relief as 
may be deemed necessary by the zoning Commissioner. 
He.rlng: Thullday. Februlry 28. 2008 at 11:00 a.m. In 
Room 108. Baltimore County OffIce BuildIng. 111 W. 

, Chlllpe.kI Annua. TORen 21204. 

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN. III 

ZoningCommissioner for BaHlmore County 


NOTES: (1) Hearings are Handicapped Accessible; for 
special accommodations Please Contact the Zoning Com, 
mlssloner's OffIce at (410) 887-4386. . 

(2) For InlormaUon concerning the File andlor Hearing. 
Contact the Zoning Review Office at (410) 887-3391. 
2132.5J1b.14 _ 164066 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBliCATION 

J" 114 I .20.tf3. 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the annexed advertisement was published 

in the following weekly newspaper published in Baltimore County. Md., 

once in each of successive weeks, the first publication appearing 

on d-11(+i ,20~ 

\(l The Jeffersonian 

o Arbutus Times 

o Catonsville Times 

o Towson Times 

o Owings Mills Times 

o NE Booster jReporter 

o North County News 

5.!VtlLtu 
. 

fh--­

http:2132.5J1b.14
http:Chlllpe.kI


BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE No. 7 
MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPT 

Sub Rev 
Fund Agey Orgn Orgn Source 
"ll'i I r ., t"_ t:-/~ 

Sub Rept 
Rev Catg 

Total: 

Rec 
5 ... '. ",.~{-f-From: r- , I =-! 'l"~~ 

For: ,,~L L , , t; -~~ -I ",1_- • q_,-­
/ /I f I ' - Jl_~ . I, ...., / 1...­ ,'" • ""i 

DISTRIBUTION 

WHITE - CASHIER­ PINK - AGENCY 

Date: t ­ i - """­

BS 
Acct Amount 

,-,.,. - 1"' • ,.,t"'!.­

~(" . ,.. ,..\ 

~"" -,( \/'- , - 1 <:: """'!:" 

YELLOW - CUSTOMER 

l'flt 

CASHIER'S 

VALIDATION 
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 


~:CueNo.Q 8·· ,J 58· 3?/i1l
,,' 

. I'edtIoDerlDeveloper: /iUf) 

J~LI1/8kY---- ,--~r--

Date of Beario';CIofIi!ig: 2 " L 8 ~0 8 
Baltimore COIIDty DeparbaeRt of 

PenaitB aad DewIopI8ellt Management 

County Ot'fke BalldiDg, ~m 111 

111 West Cbesapeake Avenue 

Towson, Marylaad 21204 


A'ITN: Kritten Matthews {(410) 887-3394} 

c> 


Ladles and GentIemeJI: ~ 'ii1to 


This letter i. to certify ODder tile peuaIdeI of pe.rjury tbat tile necessary ~(8) required by law were 
posted coDlpituoU8iy OR the property located at: , -;;. 

/ / / ·lAJoOblt.ot-n?S dVe 
... 

Z "'/3 -.,0 8 - " 

The sign(s) were posted 00 (Month, Day, Year) 

Sincerely, 

z ,;{C{ :..08 
(D1Ie) • . 

, 

~OlJIJ~ 

" \' 1 1,1 II Pf -HUNI ';11' tl r I I I [ ') 


IllI 111"'1~ t PHi" )!I;~' /( 

'~ ' 1I\\'!lfj Lfll 


SSG Robert Bluk 


(Print Name) 


1508 laUe Road 


(Address) 


Dundalk. Maryland 21222 


(City, State, Zip Code) 


(41B) 282-7940 


(Tekphoae Number) 


• 
, , . " 



DEPARTM& OF PERMITS AND rlvELOPME'NT 

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 willi 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: 

Item Number or Case Number: 08 - 3 58- ;S'P~A 
Petitioner: ~ pvv4VCv G VV]! rf* VL -+- 21 f} vvt L tI0 I fI t vi-
Add ress or Location: J I I W 0 Q 0 Vi 0 { t!II1£ IIVf . 

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BIL~ TO: _! _ 
Name: L/fw ~~ t:. S::: I/{ (A/l I.Y I 

Address: bOb VL/l S Ii INJ lb N II ue 
5L-'IT~ 200 

\0 l.A-S C> IV I l!1I\ j) 2- ) 2.. 0 ~/
/

Telephone Number: '--j [ 0 ~ l? 2 I - 0 (:::) ~ 0 



ZONI. COMMISSIONER'S HEARl. SCHEDULE 

Updated and Distributed February 26, 2008 


CASE NUMBER: 8-358-SPHA 
111 Woodholme Avenue 
Location: S side of Woodholme Avenue, 700 feet +/- E of Woodholme Village Court. 
3rd Election District, 2nd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owner: Edward M. and Diane L. Miller 
Contract Purchaser: Alan Klatsky, Prestige Development 

SPECIAL HEARING If necessary, pursuant to Baltimore County Code ("BCC") Section 32-4­
1 07(a), to permit access to the local street or collector street through the eXisting right-of-way 
instead of an in-fee strip, as permitted by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(1), (c) and Section 32-4­
101 (ee); and if necessary, pursuant to BCC Section 32-4-1 07(a), to permit panhandle strips less 
than 12 feet in width, as required by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(2)(iv); and if necessary, to find 
the attached Development Plan meets the requirements of BCC Section 32-4-409(d); and for 
such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary by the Zoning Commissioner. 
VARIANCE To permit existing accessory structures (garage/shed, swimming pool), for Lot 4, to 
be located in the fronVside yard rather than the rear yard, pursuant to Section 400.1 of the 
BCZR; and to allow an existing accessory structure (garage), for Lot 4, with a height of 20 feet 
(+/-) in lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to BCZR Section 400.1; and pursuant to 
Baltimore County Code ("BCC") Section 32-4-409(e)(3), from the requirements of BCC Section 
32-4-409(e)(1), to allow a panhandle driveway as depicted on the Development Plan, attached 
hereto as Exhibit 1, with a length of 1160 in lieu of the maximum permitted 500 feet in a DR 
zone; and to permit rear yard setbacks of 25 feet (for proposed lots 5 and 6) in lieu of the 
required 30 feet by BCZR Section 1 B01.2.c.1 .(b); and pursuant to Section 500.7 (BCZR) and 
BCC Section 32-4-101 (v), to permit a single panhandle driveway to serve eight lots in lieu of the 
maximum permitted five lots; and for such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary 
by the zoning Commissioner. 

Hearing: Thursday, 2/28/2008 at 9:00:00 AM, County Office Building, 111 West Chesapeake 
Avenue, -Room 106, Towson 21204 

Page 1 of 1 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

February 11, 2008 
JAMES T. SMITH, JR. TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO, Director
County Executive NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING Department oj Permits and 

Development Management 

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: 08-358-SPHA 
111 Woodholme Avenue 

South side of Woodholme Avenue at a point 700 feet +/- east of Woodholme Village Court. 

3rd Election District - 2nd Councilmanic District 

Legal Owners: Edward M. and Diane L. Miller 


Special Hearing: If necessary, pursuant to Baltimore County Code ("BCC") Section 32-4­
1 07(a), to permit access to the local street or collector street through the existing right-of-way 
instead of an in-fee strip, as permitted by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(1), (c) and Section 32-4­
101 (ee); and if necessary, pursuant to BCC Section 32-4-107(a), to permit panhandle strips less 
than 12 feet in width, as required by BCC Section 32-4-409(b)(2)(iv); and if necessary, to find 
the attached Development Plan meets the requirements of BCC Section 32-4-409(d); and for 
such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary by the Zoning Commissioner. 
Variance: To permit existing accessory structures (garage/shed, swimming pool), for Lot 4, to 
be located in the front/side yard rather than the rear yard, pursuant to Section 400.1 of the 
BCZR; and to allow an existing accessory structure (garage), for Lot 4, with a height of 20 feet 

. (+/-) in lieu of the maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to BCZR Section 400.1; and pursuant to 
Baltimore County Code ("BCC") Section 32-4-409(e)(3), from the requirements of BCC Section 
32-4-409(e)(1'), to allow a panhandle driveway as depicted on the Development Plan, attached 
hereto as Exhibit 1, with a length of 1160 feet in lieu of the maximum permitted 500 feet in a DR 
zone; and to permit rear yard setbacks of 25 feet (for proposed lots 5 and 6) in lieu of the 
required 30 feet by BCZR Section 1 B01.2.c.1.(b); and pursuant to Section 500.7 (BCZR) and 
BCC Section 32-4-101 (v), to permit a single panhandle driveway to serve eight lots in lieu of the 
maximum permitted five lots; and for such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary 
by the zoning Commissioner. 

Hearing : Thursday, February 28,2008 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 106, Baltimore County Office 

Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 


~v4 ~tou) 
Timothy Kotroco, Director 

TK:amf 


Zoning Review ICounty Office Building 

) I) West Chesapeake Avenue, Room I)) ITowson, Maryland 2) 204 I Phone 410-887-3391 I Fax 410-887-3048 


www.baltimorecountymd.gov 


http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov


21204 

• 	 ~ 

C: Edward M. and Diane L. Miller 111 Woodholme Avenue Baltimore 21208 

Lawrence E. Schmidt Gildea & Schmidt , LLC 600 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 Towson 

Alan Klatsky, Prestige Development 5 Spring Forest Court Owings Mills 21117 

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN 
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY FEBRUARY 13, 2008. 

(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 . 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR. 
TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO, Director 

County Executive Department of Permits and 
Development Management 

February 21, 2008 

Lawrence E. Schmidt 
Gildea & Schmidt, LLC 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 
Towson, MD 21204 

RE: Case Number: 08-358-SPHA, III Woodholrne Avenue 

Dear Mr. Schmidt: 

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing by the Bureau of Zoning Review, Department of 
Permits and Development Management (PDM) on February 11 , 2008. 

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representatives from several approval agencies, 
has reviewed the plans that were submitted with your petition. As of this date, we have not received any comments 
from any of these agencies. You may verify any possible comments by contacting the agency directly at the 
numbers listed below: 

Development Plans Review (Traffic) 410-887-3751 
Fire Department 410-887-4880 
State Highway Administration 410-545-5600 
Office of Planning 410-887-3480 
Department of Environmental Protection 

and Resource Management (DEPRM) 410-887-5859 
Recreation and PaJiks 410-887-3824 
Maryland Office of Planning - Chesapeake 

Bay Critical Area (CBCA) 410-767-4489 
Department of Natural Resources - Floodplain 410-631-3914 

If you need further information or have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Zoning Review at 
410-887-3391. 

u.. 
W. Carl Richards, Jr. 
Supervisor, Zoning Review 

WCR: amf 

C: 	 People's Counsel 
Alan Klatsky, Prestige Development 5 Spring Forest Court Owings Mills 21117 
Edward M. Miller Diane L. Miller III Woodholme Avenue Baltimore 21208 

Zoning Review I County Office Building 

III West Chesapeake Avenue, Room III ITowson, Maryland 21204 I Phone 410-887-3391 I Fax 410-887-3048 


www.baltimorecountymd.gov 


http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR. 
COl/nty Execl/tive 

JOHN J. HOHMAN, Chief 

Fire Department 

county Office Building, Room 111 February 25, 2008 
, 2007 
Mail Stop #1105 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

ATTENTION: Zoning Review Planners 

Distribution Meeting Of: February 18, 2008 

Item Number, 341~ 
Pursuant to your request, the referenced plan (s) have been reviewed by 

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

3. The site shall be made to comply with all applicable parts of the Baltimore County Fire 
Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation. 

Lieutenant Roland P Bosley Jr. 
Fire Marshalls Office 

410-887-4880 (C)443-829-2946 
MS-1102F 

cc: File 

700 East .Ioppa Road ITowson, Maryland 21286-5500 I Phone 410-887-4500 

www.balti morecountym d .gol' 

www.balti
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Martin O·Malley. GOI'ernol' John D Porcari. S ec /'(?IWT 

Anthony G. Broll'n , Lt GOI'erno l' StateH10n\VE1V Neil J Pedersen . ,.jdmj"islrolO l' 

AdmiOiSlr:i~ tf 

Marylancl Department of Transportation 


Date: 2./-:2 ( / l co e: 

Ms. Kristen Matthews 	 RE: Baltimore County 
Baltimore County Office Of Item No. '0--.::)s8 ·SrlAA. 
Permits and Development Management l (( W C~' Dt~cU/\c. ,p..\~.NU~ 
County Office Building, Room 109 M \ LL ~_R7.t2.,Vt"·1;..i2..T '\ 

Towson, Maryland 21204 	 ::5v'+"::...C, k L.- ~_I""W'_I ~(,
VD, Q\ A- ,..su;. 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your referral request on the subject of the above 
captioned. We have determined that the subject property does not access a State roadway and is not 
affected by any State Highway Administration projects . Therefore, based upon available information this 
office has no objection to Baltimore County Zoning Advisory Committee approval of Item No. ::"- 3Sf SPPA 

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Michael Bailey at 410-545­
2803 or 1-800-876-4742 extension 5593. Also, you may E-mail himat(mbailey@s ha .state .md .us) . 

Very truly you rs , 

iGo(JJ?~D41
r.; A Steven D . Foster, Chi(Jf 
,'; ,1/ Engineering Access Permits 

Division 

SDF/MB 

My telephone numberltoll-free number is ____________ _ 


MOIylal1d ReIn), Service /01' impaired Hearing or Speech ' 1.800 .735 .2258 Statewide Toll Free 


.)/1'('('/ Address .' 707 North Calvert Street Baltimore, Maryland 21202 . Phone : 410 .545 .0300 . www.mary landroads .com 


http:www.marylandroads.com
mailto:himat(mbailey@sha.state.md.us
http:Vt"�1;..i2
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 


INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 


TO: 	 Timothy M. KOiroco, Director DATE: February 21,2008 
Department of Permits & Development 
Management 

FROM: 	 Dennis A. Ke~~y, Supervisor 
Bureau of Development Plans Review 

SUBJECT: 	 Zoning AdvIsory Committee Meeting 
For February 25, 2008 {3
Item Nos. 08-337,341,348,355,35 6 58 

359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 365, and 373 


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

DAK:CEN:c1w 
cc: File 
ZAC-NO COMMENTS-0221200S.doc 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 


Inter-Office Correspondence 


rIDrE:©)EJ1W~"' 

lnl I hi 2 !) IUll8 J 
BY: ___________ ________ _ 


TO: Timothy M. Kotroco 

FROM: Dave Lykens, DEPRM - Development Coordination j'i<JL 

DATE: February 21, 2008 

SUBJECT: Zoning Item 
Address 

# 08-358-SPH 
III Woodholme Avenue 
(Woodholme Green) 

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of February 18,2008 

The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management has no 
comments on the above-referenced zoning item. 

--.L The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management offers 
the following comments on the above-referenced zoning item: 

X 	 Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the 
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains (Sections 
33-3-101 through 33-3-120 of the Baltimore County Code). 

_X_ 	Development of this property must comply with the Forest 
Conservation Regulations (Sections 33-6-10 I through 33-6-122 of the 
Baltimore County Code). 

Additional Comments: 

1. 	 In addition to needing an approved Forest Conservation Plan, development of this 
site will require a forest buffer variance request and alternatives analysis to be 
approved and mitigation addressed. - John Russo; Environmental Impact Review 

2. 	 Existing well and septic system must both be properly abandoned prior to approval 
of the subdivision. - M Epps; Groundwater Management 

S:\Devcoord\l ZAC-Zoning Petitions\ZAC 200S\ZAC OS-35S-SPH.doc 
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RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING BEFORE THE * 

AND VARIANCE 
111 Woodholme Avenue; SIS Woodholme * ZONING COMMISSIONER 
Avenue, 700' E Woodholme Village Court 
3rd Election & 2nd Councilmanic Districts * FOR 
Legal Owner(s): Edward & Diane Miller 
Contract Purchasers: Alan Klatsky, Prestige Dev.* BALTIMORE COUNTY 

Petitioner(s) 
* 08-358-SPHA 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

Please enter the appearance of People's Counsel in the above-captioned matter. Notice 

should be sent of any hearing dates or other proceedings in this matter and the passage of any 

preliminary or final Order. All parties should copy People's Counsel on all conespondence senti 

documentation filed in the case. 

~. VY'ol Q \ 1hmeJZvrf)rt 
PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

COJ\ 0 \.Q C; l:~xY\Ji 0 
CAROLE S. DEMILIO 
Deputy People's Counsel 
Jefferson Building, Room 204 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 
(410) 887-2188 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 21 sl day of February, 2008, a copy of the foregoing 

Entry of Appearance was mailed to Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire, Gildea & Schmidt LLC, 600 

Washington Avenue, Suite 200, Towson, MD 21204, Attorney for Petitioner(s). 

RECEIVED ~'Z VY1a:¥ JtmVY\e~ 

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 

FEll 2 1 taOS People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

Per ............ . 




COLBERT MATZ ROSENFEANC. [L~UU. @[? u~~·~[K(i]Du1F&[L
2835 Smith Avenue S~G 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21209 


(410) 653·3838 
FAX (410) 653·7953 

TO~~~~ ~ 
(J#OO ~~<-t/~ ~_ 
~~JLI

f ~ 

~zo~ 

WE ARE SENDING YOU [5C: Attached o Under separate cover via the following items: 
> 

o Shop drawings o Prints o Plans o Samples o Specifications 

o Copy of letter o Change order o 

COPIES DATE NO. DESCRIPTION 

THESE ARE TRANSMITIED as checked below: 

o For approval o Approved as submitted o Resubmit copies for approval 

~or your use o Approved as noted o Submit copies for distribution 

o As requested o Returned for corrections o Return corrected prints 
> 

0 _________________________________________________o For review and comment 

o FOR BIDS DUE ______________________________ _ U PRINTS RETURNED AFTER LOAN TO US 

REMARKS tL i uP ~ r 1 u~.o Il&f'(f ' 4+~ 7 ­

capna ~ ~ d-~ 
SIGNED: . 

If enclosures are not as noted, kindly notify£arOnCe. 
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