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'HEARING OFFICER’S OPINION & DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer for
Baltimore County for a public hearing in order to consider a Development Plan proposal
submitted in accordance with the development review and épproval process contained in Article
32, Title 4, of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), and to consider a related Petition for
Variance filed pursuant to the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations. The owner and developer
of the property, Forge Valley, LLC (the “Developer”), submitted for approval a Development
Plan prepared by Merritt Development Consultants, Inc. known as the “Tanner Property” located
on the north side of Forge Road, east of Belair Road and west of Hidden Valley Road, in thé
Perry Hall area of Baltimore County. The Developer is proposing the development of the subject
property into 16 single-family detached dwelling‘units on approximatgly 16.812 acres land, more
or less, zoned DRZH (7.4310+ acres) and D.R.3.5H (9.3810+ acres). The site is currently
predominantly open field with a stream and associated wetlands and forest buffers tra?ersing the
western boundary of the site. Details of the plan are more fully depicted on the two page
redlined Development Plan that was marked and accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibits
1A and 1B.

The Developer is also making a related request for variance re‘liefv from Section 259.9.F 4

of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) to permit a proposed public cul-de-sac
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roadway of 1,330 + feet in length in lieu of the 400 feet allowed.
The property was posted with Notice of Hearing Officer’s Hearing on December 30,
2008 for 20 working days prior to the hearing, in order to notify all interested citizens of the date
and location of the hearing. In addition, notice of the zoning hearing was timely posted on the
property on December 30, 2008 and was timely published in The Jeffersonian in accordance with
the County Code.
As to the history of the project, a concept plan of the proposed development was prepared
~ and a Concept Plaﬁ Conference (CPC) was held on April 28, 2008 at 9:00 AM in the County
Office Building. As the name suggests, the concept plan is a schematic representation of the'
proposed’ development and is initially reviewed by and between repfesentatives 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 i:osted and
scheduled during evening hours at a location near the proposed develépment to provide residents
of the area an opportunity to review and comment firsthand on the plan. In this case, the CIM
was held on June 30, 2008 at 7:00 PM at the Perry Hall Library Meeting Room located at 9440
Belair 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 ﬁpon the comments received at the CPC and the CIM, and the development plan
ié submitted for further review at a Development Plan Conference (DPC), which, again, is ’held
between the Developer’s éonsultants and County agency representatives to further review and
scrutinize the plan. The Developmeht Plan Conference occurred on January 7, 2009 at 9:00 AM.
Both the Hearing Officer’s Hearing for this proposed development and the related zoning
hearing were then held on January 30, 2009 in Room 104 of the Jefferson Building located at

105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland. Section 32-4-230 of the B.C.C. allows the




Developer to proceed with the hearings on the prdposed development and the zoning matters in
one combined Hearing Officer’s Hearing.’

It should Se noted at this juncture that the rble of each reviewing County agency in the
development review and approval process is to independently and thoroughly A review the
development plan as it pertains to their specific area of concern and expertise. These agencies
provide cormﬁents to the plan and make determinations 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 re*;/iew and approval proéess.

Appearing at the requisite public hearing in support of the Development Plan approval
and Variance requests was Timothy O’Shea, Managing Member with Forge Valley LLC, the
legal property owner. Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire appeared as legal counsel for the
Developer, as did Charles Merritt with Merritt Development Consultants, Inc., the firm that was
retained to prepare the Development Plan. The hearing was also attended by several nearby
members of the community, including John and Mary Schap of 9821 Richlyn Drive and Leonard
Butt of 4506 Forge Road and Lilymay Butt of 4512 Forge Road.

Also in attendance \’;fere representatives of the various Baltimore County reviewing
agencies, including the following individuals from the Department pf Permits and Development
Management: Darryl Putty (Project Manager), Dennis Kennedy (Development Plans Review),
Joseph Merrey (Zoning Review Ofﬁcle), and Brad Knatz (Bureau of Land Acquisition). Also
appearing on behalf of the County were David Lykens from the Department of Environmental
Protection and Reéource Management (DEPRM); Jenifer Nugent 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
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D. Foster on behalf of the Maryland State Highway Administration. These and other agency
remarks are contained within the case file.
| Pursuant to B.C.C. Sections 32-4-227 and 32-4-228, which regulates the conduct of the
Hearing Officer’s Hearing, I am required first to identify any unresolved comments or issues as
of the date of the hearing. Upon making inquiry to counsel for the Developer, Mr. Alderman, he
indicated that there were issues in need of discussion with the Office of Planning and DEPRM,
as well as several issues brought forth by members of the community on which he would
elaborate. In particular, Mr. Alderman indicated that Mr. Butt and Ms. Butt own property on
each side of the subject property where it fronts Forge Road. They inquired as to whether there
would be any widening of Forge Road in front of their properties. Mr. Alderman indicated that
there are no plans on the part of the Developer to widen the road in front of those properties, and
that the County could do so in the future only if there was an existing easement or right-of-way,
or if the County acquired the property along the road frontage by way of condemnation. Mr.
Butt also questionéd why an existing 27 inch storm drain pipe running along his property, as well
as a 6 inch connecting drain line was not reflected on this copy of the plan. Mr. Alderman then
pointed out that the redlined Development Plan included those items.
Mr. Alderman then discussed the DEPRM issues and the issues concerning proposed Lot
5. As shown on the redlined Development Plan, Lot 5 is situated in an area that is also
- encumbered by a substantial right-of-way easement belonging to the United States of America.
The easement goes through the proposed building envelope for Lot 5. Mr. Alderman explained
that in this case, the Developer has requested a forest buffer variance so the prdposed home can
be situated further back, out of the righ';-of—way. On the other hanci, the Office of Planning has
indicated it is unable to give its approval of the plan, having determined that the presence of the

right-of-way prévents compliance with the Residential Performance Standards set forth in
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"Section 260 of the B.C.Z.R. Mr. Alderman also noted that the Developer’s forest éonservation
and storm water management proposal is still pending with Glenn Shaffer at DEPRM.

Finally, Mr. Alderman indicated that the aforementioned issues with Lot 5 can be
addressed with a redline detail that was made to the plan at the outset of the hearing. He referred
to the “Special Note Applicable to Lot 5 Only” that was affixed to the plan. It states as follows:

Lot 5 as shown herein shall remain un-buildable until such time as the United |

States of America right-of-way running through it is extinguished and a building

permit is issued for a dwelling located thereon meeting applicable front averaging

- setbacks and applicable Residential Performance Standards of Baltimore County.
In the event the right-of-way is discontinued or extinguished, the proposed. dwelling on Lot 5 can
then be moved forward to meet the froﬁt averaging requirements, and the requested forest buffer
variance will no longer be necessary.! In addition, the absence of the right-of-way should also
alleviate any objections to this lot by the Planning Office.

I then inquired as to the particular County agencies and asked that they state whether
there were any outstanding issues applicable to their particular agency. Their responses are
summarized below:

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

and Parks and indicated that as originally submitted, the required local open space for the 16
units is 16,000 square feet or 0.37 + acres, with 10,400 square feet active and 5,600 square feet
passive. Mr. Gill then indicated that his office received a request from the Developér for a
waiver of Local Open Space. Pursuant to a letter dated January 5, 2009 from the Department of
Recreation and Parks to the Develoﬁer’s consultant, Mr. Merritt, the request for waiver was
granted and a fee in lieu of $85,420.80 must be paid to Baltimore County prior to recordation of

the record plat. A copy of the letter was marked and accepted into evidence as Baltimore County

! Mr. Alderman indicated on behalf of the Developer that given the redlined “Special Note Applicable to Lot 5
Only,” and its potential ramifications, the Developer will withdraw its forest buffer variance with DEPRM.
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Exhibit 2. Hence, his department recommended approval of the redlined Development Plan.
Development Plans Review (Public Works): Dennis Kennedy appeared on behalf of the
Bureau of Development Plans Review. Mr. Kennedy confirmed that the Developer’s redlined
Development Plan meets all of his department’s requirements and comments. Mr. Kennedy also
did state, however, that this site is within a moratorium area for sewer services, which doés not
necessarily affect plan approval at this stage, but affects acquisition of building permits. He also
indicated that the moratorium could be lifted in the event the Developer is willing to financially
contribute to the reclamation of the sewer system in this area. Notwithstanding the moratorium,
Mr. Kennedy indicated that his agency recommends approval of the redlined Development Plan.

Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management (DEPRM): David

Lykens appeared on Behalf of DEPRM. Mr. Lykens indicated that there were several
outstanding issues as of this date. He indicated that some changes have been made to the plan at
DEPRM’s request and other submittals were still under review. In particular, the storm water
management plan was submitted but has not yet been reviewed and approved by‘ the
Environmental Impact section. He also indicated the requested forest buffer variaﬁce for Lot 5
has not yet béen reviewed or evaluated, but was encouraged by the Developer’s decision to
withdraw that variance in light of the “Special Note Applicable to Lot 5 Only” that was affixed
to the plan, which should preclude the need for a forest buffer variance. At this juncture, Mr.
Lykens indicated his department would not oppose keeping the record of this case open for a
period of time for potential resolution of the DEPRM issues.

Office of Zoning Review: Joseph Merrey appeared on behalf of tﬁe Zoning Review
Office. Mr. Merrey indicated that all of his office’s comments had been addressed and that the
only outstanding issue was the Developer’s request for variance. In the event the requested
variance pertairﬁﬁg to the length of the proposéd cul-de-sac is grantéd, Mr. Merrey indicated his
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Office would recommend approval of the redlined Development Plan.

Land Acquisition: Brad Knatz appeared on behalf of the Bureau of Land Acquisition.

Mr. Knatz indicated that the all issues had been satisfied from his agency’s perspective, and
recommended approval of the redlined Development Plan, subject to the Developer’s submission
of appropriate documents from the Right-of-Way Manual, including the following: Document A
— Drainage and Utility Easement, Document K — Forest Buffer Plat, Document O — Fee Simple
Deed LOS Flood SWM, Document R — Fee Simple Deed Plat, and Document S — Revertible
Slope Easement.

Planning Office: Jenifer Nugent appeared on behalf of the Office of Planning. Ms.
Nugent indicated that initially, she was prepared to testify that the current right-of-way being
held by the United States of America that would run through the building envelope of Lot 5
precluded her agency’s approval of Lot 5 as complying with the Residential Performance
Standardé, and therefore, her agency could not recommend approval of the Development Plan.
However, upon being given a copy of the proposed redline note for Lot 5 entitled “Special Note
Applicable to Lot 5 Only,” indicating that Lot 5 could not be built on until such time as the right-
of-way was extinguished and a building permit issued for a dwelling .on that lot, Ms. Nugent
indicated that this issue would no longer preclude plan approval. She also commented that if the
right-of-way were ever extinguished, a proposed dwelling could actually be moved closer to the
road and be more consistent with the averaging for the front yard setback of the proposed homes.
Mr. Alderman, the Developer’s attorney, also commented that this is why it would no longer be
necessary for the Developer to request the forest buffer variance from DEPRM.

As to the pattern book, Ms. Nugent indicated the Developer’s submission was acceptable,
except that Lot 5’s compliance with the Residential Performance Standards of Section 260 of the

B.C.Z.R. would need to be evaluated by her Office in the future if or when the aforementioned
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right-of-way is extinguished and the Developer seeks a building permit for that lot. Ms. Nugent
also indicated the School Impact Analysis showed the projected enrollment for the elementary
and middle schools was below the percentage of State Rated Capacity (SRC) threshold of 115%,
~but that the high school was at 116%; however, Ms. Nugent pointed out that there was sufficient
capacity at adjacent high schools in the district, indicating compliance with the state’s adequate
public facilities law. A copy of the School Impact Analysis was marked and accepted into
evidence as Baltimore County Exhibit 1A. A copy of a memo explaining the spare capacity at
adjacent high schools was marked and accepted into evidence as Baltimore County Exhibit 1B.

Moving now to the more formal portion of the hearing, Mr. Alderman proffered the
testimony of Charles Merritt in presenting the redlined Development Plan. Mr. Merritt is a land
use expert with Merritt Development Consultants, Inc. He is familiar with the Baltimore County
Zoning Regulations and the development regulations contained within the County Code, as well
as the Zoning Commissvioner’s Policy Manual. Mr. Merritt was offered and accepted as an
expert in the areas of planning, zoning, land use, development, and the necessary zoning and
land use requirements in Baltimore County.

He was involved in the evaluation of the subject site and assisted in the preparation of the
Development Plén from the concept plan stage through the development review process, as well
as the related request for zoning relief. Mr. Merritt;s associate, Geoffrey A. Tizard, prepared and
sealed the redlined Development Plan that was marked and accepted into evidence as
Developer’s Exhibits 1A and 1B. As shown on the plan, the subject property is an irregular-
shaped property and consists of approximately 16.812 acres land, more or less, zoned D.R.2H
(7.4310+ acres) and D.R.3.5H (9.3810+ acres). The “H” designation represents the Honeygo
District Overlay as set forth in Section 259 of the B.C.Z.R. This section provides standards for

this overlay that are in addition to, modifications of, and exceptions from the standards required
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by the underlying zoning classification in the area.

The Developer proposes subdividing the property into 16 lots with single-family homes.
Access to the property would be from Forge Road via a proposed cul-de-sac to be known as
Forge Valley Court, located almost directly opposite of the existing Forge Crossing Court to the
south. The lots would have access to public water and sewer seﬁices. Adjacent to the subject
property to fhe west is a development within Richlyn Drive, Carlyn Road, and Medolin Road. In
particxilar, Carlyn Road runs perpendicular to the subject property and appears to terminate at or
near the property line. At one time earlier in the concept plan process, consideration was given
to possibly connecting proposed Forge Valley Court with Carlyn Road, making Carlyn Road a
through street to Forge Road; however, at the CIM, the community expressed that they did not
desire to have the roads connected. Moreover, it was determined that exteﬁding the road would
encroach into some environmental ‘features, including forest »buffers, and would necessitate a
stream crossing. As éuéh, this idea was not pursued as a potential option.

As a result, the Developer instead lengthened the proposed cul-de-sac to approximately
1,330 feet. Because of the lengthening of the cul-de-sac, the Developer has also requested
variance relief from Section 259.9.F 4 of the B.C.Z.R. As indicated above, this'section applies to
the Honeygo District and states that a cul-de-sac or court shall not exceed 400 feet unless, as
determined by. the Director of Environmental Protection and Resource Management, a longer
length is needed to prevent encroachment on protected areas. During the hearing, Mr. Alderman
elicited testimony from Mr. Lykens with DEPRM concerning the potential environmental
impacts of connecting the proposed development to Carlyn Road. Mr Lykens confirmed that the
impacts would be lessened by allowing the cul-de-sac of 1,336 feet in length versus connecting
with Carlyn Road. In addition, the zoning file contains a letter dated January 16, 2009 from the

Perry Hall Improvement Association; Inc. (PHIA). In the letter, David Marks, President of
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PHIA, and Debra Beaty, Vice President; indicate that residents of the nearby neighborhoods to
the east expressed concerns aBout the potential‘ loss of mature trees should the development be
linked through Carlyn Road. To the extent the variance avoids the destruction of these trees, as
well as access from Carlyn Road, the PHIA would not oppose the variance request.

Mr. Alderman then proffered that if called to testify, Mr. Merritt would state that, but for
the outstanding DEPRM issues, the redlined Development Plaq consisting of Page 1 and Page 2
has been presented to County agency representatives and has addressed all of those agencies’
comments and r‘esolved any and all outstanding issues. In his opinion, based on his professional
knowledge and experience and notwithstanding the aforementioned DEPRM issues, the redlined
Development Plan consisting of Page 1 and Page 2 that was marked and accepted into evidence
as Developer’s Exhibits 1A and 1B, respectively, fully complies with the development
regulations, rules and policies contained in the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.)
and the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.).

On April 9, 2009, the undersigned received an Inter-Office Correspondence from David
Lykens, Development Coordinator with DEPRM, concerning his Department’s review of the
environmental information associated with the proposed development. Page 1 of the redlined
Development Plan was altered slightly to reflect Environmental Impact Review Section changes
to the area of the forest buffer easement (which are seen on the revised redlined Development
Plan as highlighted in yellow), but is otherwise unchanged from the plan that was presented at
the hearing. Mr. Lykens also indicates that DEPRM can now recommend approval of Page 1 of
the revised redlined Development Plan, which shall be marked and accepted into evidence as
Developer’s Exhibit 1C.

As to the request for variance relief, I am inclined to grant this request to extend the

proposed cul-de-sac to approximately 1,330 feet in lieu of the maximum allowed 400 feet. In my
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view, the variance relief is driveﬁ by the nearby community’s desire, and the practical necessity
of a cul-de-sac versus linking the development by way of a connection to adjacent Carlyn Road.
It is clear that extending the length of the cul-de-sac will lessen the environmental impacts of .the
development by requiring less encroachment into environmentally sensitive areas. This was
confirmed by Mr. Lykens with DEPRM. I also note that the exisfing environmental impacts and
features of the property limit the development potential and density use to approximately 34% of
what would otherwise be permitted in the Zone.

As to the request for development plan approval, Section 32-4-229 of the B.C.C. clearly
provides that the “Hearing Officer shall grant approval of a de{zelopfnent plan that complies with
these development regulations and applicable policies, rules and regulations.” After due
consideration of the testimony and evidence presented and confirmation from the various County
agencies that the development plan proposal satisfies those agencies’ requirements, I find that
Development Plan -- consisting collectively as Page 1 of the redlined Development Plan
accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1A, Page 2 of the redlined Development Plan
accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1B,  and Page 1 of the revised redlined
Developmeﬁt Plan accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1C -- is in compliance with the
Baltimore County Code and all applicable policies, rules, and regulations.

Therefore, having identified no remaining unresolved or outstanding issues that would
prevent development plan approval, the Developer has satisfied its burden of proof and,
therefore, is entitled to approval of the Development Plan.

In conclusion, 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, and after considering the testimony and evidence offered at the hearing, the

variance requeét shall be granted and the Development Plan shall be approved.
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by this Deputy Zoning Corhmissioner/Héaring Officer
fof Baltimore County, this é '/ ‘?O day of April, 2009 that the request for Variance from
Section 259.9.F .4 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) to permit a proposed
public cul-de-sac roadway of 1,330+ feet in length in lieu of the 400 feet allowed be and is
hereby GRANTED; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that‘the Development Plan consisting collectively as Page 1
of the redlined Development Plan accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1A, Page 2 of
the redlined Development Plan accepted into evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1B, and Page 1 of
the revised redlined Development Plan accepted iﬁto evidence as Developer’s Exhibit 1C, for the
property known as the “Tanner Property,” be and is herebyv APPROVED, subject to the
following:

1. Ifin the future the United States of America right-of-way running through proposed Lot 5
becomes extinguished and the Developer seeks a building permit for Lot 5 consistent
with the “Special Note Applicable to Lot 5 Only” shown on Developer’s Exhibit 1A, the
Office of Planning shall evaluate and make a determination as to Lot 5’s compliance with

the Residential Performance Standards of Section 260 of the B.C.Z.R. prior to the
issuance of any building permit for Lot 5.

Any appeal of this decision must be taken in accordance with Section 32-4-281 of the

Baltimore County Code.
v
HOMAS H. BOSTWICK/
Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Ofﬁcer
for Baltimore County
THB:pz
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" BALTIMORE COUNTY

MARYLANTD

JAMES T. SMITH, JR.

County Executive

' THOMAS H. BOSTWICK

Deputy Zoning Commissioner

‘April 21, 2009

HOWARD ALDERMAN JR., ESQUIRE
LEVIN & GANN

502 WASHINGTON AVENUE, SUITE 800
TOWSON, MD 21204

RE: Development Plan Hearing
(Tanner Property)
Forge Valley, LLC - Developers
Case No. X1-989 and 2009-0136-A

Dear Mr. Alderman:

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the above-captioned matter. The
development plan has been approved, in accordance with the attached Order.

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

Very truly yours,

THOMAS H. BOS K
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County

Enclosure -

¢: Charles Merritt, Merritt Development Consultants Inc., 2416 East Joppa Road, Baltimore MD 21234
Timothy O’Shea, Managing Member, Forge Valley LLC, 10117 Egerton Farm Court, Baltimore MD
21234
David Marks, President, Perry Hall Improvement Association, PO Box 63, Perry Hall MD 21128-0063
John and Mary Schap, 9821 Richlyn Drive, Perry Hall MD 21128
Leonard Butt, 4506 Forge Road, Perry Hall MD 21128
Lilymay Butt, 4512 Forge Road, Perry Hall MD 21128

Jefferson Building | 105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 { Towson, Maryland 21204 | Phone 410-887-3868 | Fax 410-887-3468
-www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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Petition for Variance
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County for the property
Jocated at Forge Road -- 3200' East of Belair Road

which is presently zoned PR 2H & DR 3.5H
Deed Reference: 22855 /598  Tax Account # 1102086150

This Petition shall be flled with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The unders»gned legal
owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and piat attached hereto
and made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s)

SEE ATTACHED

of the zoning regulations of Baitimore County, to the zoning law of Baitimore County, for the following reasons: (indicate
hardship or practical difficulty.)

SEE ATTACHED

Property is 1o be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations.
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance, advertising, posting, elc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the zoning
regu!atxons and restrictions of Baitimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning taw for Baltimore County.

WVe do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of
perjury, that lAve are the legal owner(s) of the property which
1s the subject of this Petition.

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: Legal Owner(s):
NONE A . FORGE VALLEY, LLC
Name - Type or Print Name

- | g8 5 Cn_
Signatura %gnature [/}

Address Telephone No. Name - Type or Print

City State Zip Code Signature

Attorney For Petitioner: : - 10117 Egerton Farm Court 410-977-1172
A Address Telephone No.

Howard L Alderman, Jr., Esq Baltimore MD 21234

Name - Type or Print City - State Zip Code
M Representative to be Contacted:

Signature
Levin & Gann, PA, Nottingham Centre, 8th Floor Charles Merritt Merritt Development Consultants
{Company ] Name
502 Washington Avenue  410-321-0600 2418 E. Joppa Rd 410-663-5525
Address Telephone No. " Address : Telephone No.
Towson MD 21204 Baltimore ' - MD 21234
City . State Zip Gode City State Zip Code
. . : =u 0
CaseNo. 0O~ OIDp-f Cffe e Sl
Estimated Length of Hearing

: Unavailable For Hearing ,

REV 82007 I SR, Reviewedby D T. Datc__J_L.IQ.'lD_g




ATTACHMENT
PETITION FOR VARIANCE
CASENO: _2009- _ -A

* Legal Owner: Forge Valley, LLC
Addresses of Property: Forge Road, 3200' East of Belair Road

Tax Account No. of Property:  11-02-086150

Variance Relief Requested: P
A Variance from [1] BCZR § 259.9F 4 to permit.a proposed public, cul-de-sac
roadway of 1330 = feet in length in lieu of the 400 feet allowed; and [2] together
with such additional relief as the nature of this case as presented at the time of the
hearing on this Petition may require, within the spirit and intent of the BCZR to
permit the proposed uses.

Justification:

. irregular shape and length of existing property;

. ‘disproportionate impact of environmental features; and

] such further justification as will be presented at the time of the hearing on this Petition.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THIS PETITION, PLEASE CONTACT:
e

Howard L. Alderman, Jr., Esquire
Levin & Gann, P.A. )
8" Floor, Nottingham Centre
502 Washington Avenue .
. Towson, Maryland 21204

(410) 321-0600
Fax: (410) 296-2801

@oo@ -0l 2, -A



MERRITT DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS, INC

~~~~~ ~~Engineering~~~~-~~~~~~Land Planning~~~-~~~ Surveying~~
— . ]
2418 E Joppa Road
Baltimore, MD 21234
Phone: 410-663-5525
Fax: 410-6634315
merrittdc@comcast.net
TANNER PROPERTY
MAP 63 GRID 23 PARCEL 5

'ZONING DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point in the centerline of Forge Road (20 paving), 410 feet south
east of the intersection of Forge Road and Richlyn Drive (50 nght—of-way)
Thence running 12 courses and dlstances

N 24°-00'-12" E  287.10 feet
N 81°-22'-40"W  75.00 feet
- N81°-10°-46"W  50.65 feet
N 43°-02-40" E 1705.94 feet -
S50°-48-37" E  443.81 feet
S 43°-34°-23" W 1463.11 feet
N 45°-47°-02" W 137.29 feet
S$43°-44'-46" E 314.50 feet
S 08°-01'-51" W 66.38 feet
10. S81°-22°-40" E 121.57 feet
11. S43°-33°-23" W 18.47 feet, thence -
12. NB81°-22°-40"W  277.62 feet
to the place of beginning as Recorded in Deed Liber 22855 folio 598.

R N
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" NOTICEOFZONING - '
" HEARIN '

The Zening Commissianer mi
Baltimare County; by authority)
of the-Zoning' Act and Regula-}
tlons of Baltimore County will,
hold a public hearing.in Tow-|
son, Maryland on' the property‘
identmed ‘hereln as follows: ;

cass #2009 0136-A

Forge Road-

.N/side of" Forge "Road 3200
feqt east of Belair Road . :

| 11th Election District ;.
-5th Gouncilmanic Distriet ~
 Lagal Owner(s): Forge Valley, LLC
Varlance: to permit a pro-
posed public. cul-de-sac road-’
way-of 1330 +/- fest in length
in lieu of the 400 feet aliowed,
and together with such addi
tional relief as the nature of this
case as presented at the time
of the hearing on this petition

“may. require, within the spirit :
.and intent of the BCZR fo per- |

“mit the proposed uses.-

iHearing: Friday, January 3ﬁ |

:2009 at-8:00 a.m. In Room
-104; Jefferson Bullding, 105
Imst chasapeaka Avanus,
Towson 21204,

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN, 111
QZonlng Gommissioner for
{Baltimore County *

NOTES: (1) Hearlngs ‘are
‘Handicapped Accessible; for

‘special accommodations
‘Please Contact the Zoning
Cummlss|oners Oﬁlce at
{410) 887-4386, - o
I (2) For lnformatlon concern-
lng ‘the File- and/or. Hearing,
Contact the Zoning Review Of-
fice at (410) B87-3381.

| /202 dan. 15~ 192157 7

e —— ——

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

[ { f 5{ ,2009
THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published
in the following weekly newspaper published in Baltimore County, Md.,

once in each of sg,p:c,'éssive weeks, the first publication appearing
on__| {) 5_{ 2009

M The Jeffersonian

[ Arbutus Times

[ Catonsville Times

(J Towson Times

(J Owings Mills Times
Q) NE Booster/Reporter
(1 North County News

S fiittongy

LEGAL ADVERTISING



MERRITT DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS INC.
2418 EAST JOPPA ROAD, BALTIMORE MD, 21234
PHONE:410-663-5525 FAX:410-663-4315
MERRITTDC@COMCAST.NET

TRANSMITTAL FORM
1O, _ZOmin &, DATE: 1| Zo| ¢

PROJECT NAME:_ 1 AW Froe

OUR PROJECT NO.:

ATTN: _ K2 isTEND
WE ARE SUBMITTING THE FOLLOWING:

FOR APPROVAL FORYOURUSE/FILE X FOR REVIEW
QUANTITY ' DESCRIPTION

i Nagianes,  Fosnnds

RECEIVED

JAN 2 2 2003

DEPT. OF PERMITS AND

UEVELCOPMENT WIANAGEMENT

COMMENTS:

SINCERELY,

Thaa

CHARLES MERRITT
 PRESIDENT


mailto:MERRITfDC@COMCAST.NET

9 L2
CERﬂFICATE OF POSTING

- Date: l-/i’»é/c‘!
I {

% CaseNerr Zoo - 0136 -A

Pet:{:xoncr/ Ueveiopcr__mﬁgas«_,_ \ﬁ—\-uc:r( [

Closing; i130103 |

 This is 4o certify under the perdties of perpru that the necessary smq( s) required bq iaw were postea’ c:msplamslq
- o the property located at r\\f D [OCE. ReaD Zooe €asr oF [\%c\_,/;‘ﬁ_, R

| %sﬁqrﬁa)‘weéepoétcdon <J?:l3é‘0& '
\ ( Month, Day, Year)

/M/%‘//M

:'Waur’ oT i Foslers

Charles E. Merrtts ‘

98| Madledt Road

Batimore, MD 21254
4O-665-5562






BALTIMORE COUNTY

MARYLAND

o : December 5 2008
JAMES T. SMITH, JR. TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO, Director .
County Executive : . ) Department of Permits and

NOT’CE OF ZON’NG . HEARING Development Management, -

The Zoning Corﬁm‘ssioner of Baltimore County, by auth'ority of the Zoning Act and Regulations
of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing in Towson Mary!and on the property |dent|f|ed
herein as follows: _

CASE NUMBER: 2009-0136-A

Forge Road

N/side of Forge Road, 3200 feet east of Belair Road
11" Election District — 5™ Councilmanic District
Legal Owners: Forge Valley, LLC

- Variance to permit a proposed public cul-de-sac roadway of 1330 +/- feet in length in lieu of the
400 feet allowed, and together with such additional relief as the nature of this case as
presented at the time of the hearing on this petition may require, within the spmt and intent of
the BCZR to permit the proposed uses. :

Hearing: Friday, January 30, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 104, Jefferson Building,
105 West Chesapeake A\{enue Towson 21204

Director

TK:klm

C: Howard Alderman, Jr., Levin & Gann, 502 Washington Avenue, 8" FI., Towson 21204
Forge Valley, LLC, 10117 Egerton Farm Court, Baltimore 21234 ,
Charles Merritt, Merritt Development, 2418 E. Joppa Road, Baltimore 21234

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN -
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY THURSDAY, JANUARY 15, 2009.
(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.

s Zoning Review | County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 111 | Towson, Maryland 21204 | Phone 410-887- 339| | Fax 410-887-3048
v Lowww, balnmorecountymd gov .


http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov

> o

TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Thursday, January 15, 2009 Issue - Jeffersonian

Please forward billing to: ‘ . :
- Forge Valley, LLC : 410-977-1172
10117 Egerton Farm Court
Baltimore, MD 21234

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: 2009- 0136-A

Forge Road

N/side of Forge Road, 3200 feet east of Belair Road
11" Election District — 5™ Councilmanic District
Legal Owners: Forge Valley, LLC

Variance to permit a proposed public cul-de-sac roadway of 1330 +/- feet in length in lieu of the
400 feet allowed, and together with such additional relief as the nature of this case as
presented at the time of the hearing on this petition may require, within the spirit and intent of
the BCZR to permit the proposed uses.

Hearing: Frlday, January 30, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 104, Jefferson Building,
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 |

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN Hli ‘ ,
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

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



\' ‘

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
ZONING REVIEW

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 rs

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: 009 - 012 -4
Petitioner: __Eag 5= NALEY Ll
Address or Location: Foge-te.  Roog

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILLTO:

Name: _ Foresc, Neuw e~ Lic ’

Address: _ o1V EGCERTON  Fag™ CoueT
_Beurn ™Mo zwz34

Telephone Number: Ao _CGR- 1570

Revised 2/20/98 - SCJ



BALTIMORE COUNTY

MARYLANGD

3

" JAMES T, SMI.TH, JR. ‘ ' R TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO, Direcror
 County Executive _ Department of Permits and
. Development Management

January 23, 2009
Howard L. Alderman
502 Washington Ave.
Towson, MD 21204

Dear: Howard L. Alderman
RE: Case Number 2009-0136-A, Forge Road

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing ONLY by the Bureau of Zoning
Review, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on November 13, 2008. This
letter is not an approval, but only a NOTIFICATION. ‘

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.
0.
'W. Carl Richards, Jr.

Very truly yours,
Supervisor, Zoning Review

WCR:nw .

Enclosures

c Peeple’s Counsel
Forge Valley, LL.C; 10117 Egerton Farm Ct.; Baltimore, MD 21234
Charles Merritt; 2418 E Joppa Rd.; Baltimore, MD 21234

Zoning Review | County Office Building
. 111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 111 | Towson, Maryland 21204 | Phone 410-887-3391 | Fax 410-887-3048
www.baltimorecountymd.gov


http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director . DATE: November 28, 2008
' Department of Permits & Development
Management
FROM: Dennis A. Kegl“gdy, Supervisor

Bureau of Development Plans Review

SUBJECT:  Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting
. For December 1, 2008
Item No.: 2009-134, 136, 139,141,
143, 144 and 145 '

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

- DAK:CEN:cab
cc: File

ZAC-12012008-NO COMMENTS



il P N

John D. Porcari, Secretary
Neil ). Pedersen, Administrator

Martin O'Malley, Governor Smte 9
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor y -
, . Administration

Maryiand Department of Transportation

, Date:'Dr-c,A‘zosﬁ
Ms. Kristen Matthews o RE: Baltimore County
Baltimore County Office of - Item No 2009-6136-':&.
Permits and Development Management V Fowvde RD
County Office Building, Room 109 Fo RGE\/A.L.LE‘( \,\_C ?za_—;g_zﬂ(

Towson, Maryland 21204 ‘ _ VAV.lA.w CE

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. 2009~ O126-A .

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

Very truly yours,

- e

4Steven D. Foster, Chief
Engmeermg Access Permits-
Division

SDF/MB

My telephone number/toll-free number is :
Maryland Relay Sewec‘efor Impaired Hearing or Speech: 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21202 - Phone: 410.545. 0300 WWW, maryiandroads com



http:www.marylandroads.com
mailto:mbailey@sha.state.md.us

.‘

" RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE ok OBEFORE THE -~

" Forge Road; NfS Forge Road; 3,200" E
of Belair Road o ZONING COMMISSIONER
11" Election & 5% Counc1lmamc Districts
Legal Owner(s): Forge Valley, LLC * FOR'
' Petitioner(s)"

*  BALTIMORE COUNTY

* 09-136-A
* * * % * * Lok * * * % *
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

* Please enter the appeéféncé 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 péssage of any
preliminary or final Order. All parties should copy People’s Counsel on all correspondence sent

and all documentation filed in the case.

ﬁ,z;,‘/’(ak meﬂ“"”

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN '
People’s Counsel for Baltimore County

(ot S omts

- CAROLE S. DEMILIO

REC ENED Deputy People’s Counsel
‘ Jefferson Building, Room 204
DEC ng 2008 105 West Chesapeake Avenue
. . Towson, MD 21204 -
.................. ‘ ~ (410) 887-2188

'CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CE‘RTIFY that-on this 9th day of Decgmber, 2008, a ;;)py of the foregoing
Entry of Appearance was mailed to Charles Merritt, Merritt Deve]opment Consultants, Inc; 241 8
East Joppa Road, Baltimore, MD 21234 and Howard L. Alderman, Jr. Esquire, Levin & Gann,
P.Aj., 502 Washington Avenue, 8th Fléor, Towsqn, MD 21204, Attoméy for Petitioner(s).

gﬁ«lb{“’ ZMW"’M

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
People’s Counsel for Baltimore County
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IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC.

" P.O. Box 63, Perry Hall, Maryland 21128-0063 mail@perryhallmaryland.org
www.perryhallmaryland.org

January 16, 2009

Mr. Daryl Putty, Baltimore County Department of Perm1ts and Development
Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105

Towson, Maryland, 21204 -

Ms. Kristen Matthews, Baltimore County Department of Permits and Development
Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105

Towson, Maryland, 21204

Dear Mr. Putty and Ms. Matthews:
The Board of Directors for the Perry Hall Improvement Association (PHIA) has closely

monitored issues relating to the development proposed by Forge Valley, LLC, and under
consideration on Friday, January 30{(Case Number #2009-0136-A and PDM #11-989).

At the Community Input Meeting for this project, one of the principal concerns was the
impact of this development on neighborhoods to the east. Residents were specifically concerned
about the loss of mature trees should the development be linked through Carlyn Road. To the |
extent that a variance avoids the destruction of these trees, as well as access from Carlyn Road,
the PHIA would not oppose the variance request.

We hope that these comments may be considered at the upcoming hearings.

‘ Sincerely: L
David Marks " Debra Beaty

President PHIA Vice President and Chair,
Perry Hall Improvement Association Planning and Zoning Committee

cc: Forge Valley, LLC
Mr. Donnell Zeigler, Office of Planning


http:neighborhoods.to
http:www.perryhallmaryland.org
mailto:mail@perryhallmaryland.org
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KRISTEN: |

' PLEASE SCHEDULE THIS HEARING

A"VWTHTHEHOHFORTHETANNER

PROPERTY.

' THANKS,

DONNA

<1009 -012 A
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SITE DATA \
20" MIN
EXISTING ZONING AND MAXIMUM DENSITY PERMITTED SUM OF SIDE
YARDS
UNITS | ONITS
ZONE ACRES |\ | OWED| PROPOSED
DR 2H 74310 | 14.86 5
DR 356H| 938l0 | 32.83 m

ql

18!

I
i
1
i
|
{
1
i
f
1

TOTAL 16.8121 47.69 16

SITE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

PROPOSED| PARKING | PARKING DEVELOPMENT
DWELLING TYPE|' "NiTs | REQUIRED|PROPOSED|PHASE| ™ scHEDULE

SINGLE FAMILY 16 32 32 ©/09

50!
MIN.

X o m
19€
1@l

Y

NOT TO SCALE

I. ALL DRIVEWAYS WILL COMPLY WITH SECTION 409.4 (BCZR).

N 2. ALL PARKING AND MANEUVERING AREAS WILL BE PAVED
(MACADAM OR CONCRETE).

3. DRIVEWAYS WILL BE PAVED BY THE BUILDER DURING HOUSE

i CONSTRUCTION.

A

TOTAL 16 32 32

M

OPEN SPACE PROPOSAL !
OPEN SPACE TYPE ACRES .
LOCAL OPEN SPACE WAIVER 8 MIN. J

BALTIMORE COUNTY GREENWAY/EASEMENT N/7A GAR. RECESS
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 1.25 AC.% 18" MiN.
TOTAL PROVIDED .26 AC.% - - /_-.. 4 -l -

PROP. R/W —
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION J A PROP. PAVING
ANTICIPATED ACTIONS: ‘

VARIANCES/HONEYGO
SPECIAL VARIANCES

VARIANCES FROM THE BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS (BCZR) AS FOLLOWS:

ENT R 1AR
‘ NOT TO SCALE
*SIDE BUILDING FACE TO SIDE BUILDING FACE (DR 2H)

i) FROM 259.9F.4 TO PERMIT A CUL-DE-SAC WITH A LENGTH OF 1330+ FEET IN LIEU *SIDE BUILDING FACE TO SIDE BUILDING FACE (DR 3.5H) -_-_ 20

OF THE 400 FOOT MAXIMUM. ENVELOPES OR TYPICAL DWELLINGS AS SHOWN DICTATE A SF’:ECIF!C LOCATION AND -/ s
ORIENTATION WHICH IS INTENDED TO ALLOW COMPLIANCE WITH THE BALTIMORE COUNTY -

HONEYGO SPECIAL VARIANCES FROM BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS (BDZR), ZONING REGULATIONS, THE CMDP,| AND ZONING POLICIES. SHOULD THE FINAL LOCATION P /ﬁ

T 1 T IO 200 AP (021 S oo ) JF 20,7 T THE=aoLD AND ORIENTATION OF THE PROPGSED DiELLINGS CONFLICTS WTH THE REGULATIONS o Y

CONSTRUCTION OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES AS SHOWN ON THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN ENTITLED POLICIES, THE LOCATION AND ORIENTATION MUST BE CHANGED TO ALLEVIATE THE CONFLICT. / / /

TANNER PROPERTY AND ANY AND ALL AMENDMENTS THERETO APPROVED OR PROPOSED;
ii) FROM 259.,75.1 TO PERMIT THE SEWERAGE SYSTEM FOR THE PROPOSED LOTS TO BE

CONNECTED TO A SEWERAGE INTERCEPTOR OUTSIDE OF THE HONEYGO AREA AND iii) FOR
SUCH FURTHER RELIEF AS THE NATURE OF THIS CASE AND DEVELOPMENT MAY REQUIRE.

|
WAIVERS OPEN SPACE WAIVER REQUESTED {
!

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS NONE
OTHER NONE

CONSISTENCY WITH DESIGN MANUALS YES

e r——

LOT NO. ACRES
LOT | | 0.3365
LOT 2 0.3820
LOT 3 0.4684
LOT 4 0.4710
LOT 5 0.4730
LOT o 0.4911

LOT 7 0.6317
LOT & 0.7387
LOT 9 | 0.7468

£
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NV MO GEOFFREY A._TIZARD CERTIFY UNDER OATH THAT To THE BEST " e

OF MY KNOWLEDGE, THERE ARE NO DELINQUENT ACCOUNTS FOR ANY
OTHER DEVELOPMENT WITH RESPECT TO ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: THE
APPLICANT, A PERSON WITH A FINANCIAL INTEREST IN THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT, OR A PERSON WHO WiLL. PERFORM CONTRACTUAL
SERVICES ON BEHALF OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT,

2416 EAST JOPPA ROAD BALTIMORE , MARYLAND 21234
PHONE: 410-663-56525 FAX: 4106634315
MERRITTDC@COMCAST.NET

L= -
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JAMES F_#JACQUELINE G MACRI 7 /7
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< DEED: 113437 184 V2R Pl
7 TAX ACCT? 2200025225 & <
Z
P }
e -7 /// T~
s -~ s 7 ~ -
s d N ——
— // Y, S T~ Q)
s /! (\@
7 /L (S
~ ! A P )
AV
e ////
/// /// ST ——
[ Jfr— A
//’ﬁf/‘// (ﬂ'
e
\”’"L’ ’ = ! !/ —— /"“”"# Q'
4 / \ iy ~ O‘(\
— 7 AN \ /\//
A, P.\307 - — L
P 4514/ FOR \
7 DONALD F

ONNERS
FORGE WVALLEY, L.L.C.
24l E. JOPPA ROAD
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21234
PHONE: 410-977-1172
TAX ACCT. NO.: 1102086150
MAP:63 PARCEL:S
DEED REF: 11434/161

DEVELOPERS

FORGE VALLEY, L.L.C.

2416 E. JOPPA ROAD
BALTIMORE ™MD 21234
PHONE: 410-977-1172

%
Z

USRS el
s s

EXISTING ZONING: DR 3.5H ¢ DR 2H, 200 SCALE MAP 063C3
EXISTING USE: vaCANT .
PROPOSED USE: (6 SINGLE FAMILY DIWELLINGS
DENSITY CALCULATIONS:
UNITS ALLOWED: 74310 AC.£ (DR 2H)= 14.86 UNITS
» a.3810 AC.2 (DR 3.5H) = 32.83 UNITS
TOGTAL UNITS PERMITTED: 47.69%
TOTAL UNITS PROPOSEL: l6
OWNER: FORGE VALLEY, LLC
24ie £, JOPPA ROAD

: (2
== M ««:f,—’& \O’b BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21234

T R - —~ BO-9TT 1172
NI i\\\\\\” ~T \"%Q' TAX ACCOUNT NUMBER: 1102086150
\ | SIVW Y J 4, TAX MAP NO. 63 GRID 23 PARCEL 5
|7 NN Sl DEED 22855/598
L SN CENSUS TRACT: 411304 REGIONAL PLANNING DISTRICT: 317
V1) gy, SCHOOL DISTRICT: GUNPOWDER ELEMENTARY
RN PERRY HALL MIDDLE

PERRY HALL HIGH
PARKING REQUIRED: 2 P.S/LOT % 16 LOTS= 32 P.S.
PARKING PROPOSED: 32 P.S. (4' x 1&')
WATER ¢ SEWER DESIGNATIONS: W-5,5-3
WATERSHED EASTERN THIRD ZONE SUBSEWERSHED 24
LOWER GUNPOWDER FALLS WATERSHED

GENERAL NOTES

——

CONSULTANTS, INC.

. THIS PROPERTYT HAS NO KNOWN PRIOR ZONING CASES,

SURVEY MAP NO. 31

|. TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN IS BASED ON BALTIMORE COUNTY GIS THIL.E 063C3.
2. BOUNDARY SHOWN 1S BASED ON A SURVEY AS PERFORMED BY MERRITT DEVELOPMENT

3. THERE ARE NO KNOWN CRITICAL AREAS, HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES, ENDANGERED
SPECIES HABITATS, ARCHEOLOGICAL OR HISTORICAL SITES ON THIS PROPERTY.
4. THIS PROPERTY HAS BEEN HELD INTACT SINCE PRIOR TO NOVEMBER 22, 1921. THE DEVELOPER'S
ENGINEER HAS CONFIRMED THAT NO PART OF THE GROSS AREA OF THIS PROPERTY
AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN HAS EVER BEEN UTILIZED, RECORDED OR REPRESENTED A%
DENSITY OR AREA TO SUPPORT ANY OFF-SITE DWELLINGS.

5
&. THERE ARE NO KNOWN UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON SITE.

7. THE SOIL TYPES FOR THIS SITE WERE TAKEN FROM BALTIMORE COUNTY SOIL
&

q

. THE GRID SYSTEM SHOWN 1S BASED ON THE MARYLAND COORDINATE SYSTEM.

. THE PROPOSED DWELLING WiLL BE EITHER ONE OR TWO STORIES IN HEIGHT,

WITH A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 50 FEET.
10. ALL LOTS FOR SALE.
1

. THE AREAS BETWEEN THE SIGHT LINE AND THE CURB LINE MUST BE CLEARED,

GRADED, AND KEPT FREE OF ANY OBSTRUCTIONS.

12. NO PORTION OF THIS SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN A 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN.

13. ALL LOTS WilLL HAVE GRAVITY SEWER TO THE LOWER LEVEL. '

14, THE DEVELOPER MUST PROVIDE NECESSARY DRAINAGE FACILITIES (TEMPORARY
OR PERMANENT) TO PREVENT CREATING ANY NUISANCES OR DAMAGES TO ADJACENT
PROPERTIES, ESPECIALLY BY THE CONCENTRATION OF SURFACE WATERS. CORRECTION
OF ANY PROBLEM WHICH MAY RESULT, DUE TO IMPROPER GRADING OR IMPROPER
INSTALLATION OF DRAINAGE FACILITIES, WOULD BE THE FULL RESPONSIBILITY

15. PRIVATE DRIVEWAY ENTRANCES SHALL CONFORM WITH BALTIMORE COUNTY
S5TANDARD DETAIL PLATE R-15, FOR TYPICAL DRIVEWAY ENTRANCE FROM ROAD

WITHOUT CURB AND GUTTER.

16. THIS SITE IS WITHIN THE RICHLYN MANOR SEWER DEFICIENT OR SPECIAL CONCERN

AREA PER THE BALTIMORE COUNTY GIS SYSTEM.

17. THIS SITE 1S NOT WITHIN ANY OTHER FAILED BASIC SERVICES MAP AREA OR AN AREA
OTHERWISE RESTRICTED FOR DEVELOPMENT BY THE STATE OR BALTIMORE COUNTY.

1&. FORGE ROAD HAS A COLLECTOR ROAD STATUS.

1%, ALL FENCING SHALL BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE HONETGO OVERLAY DISTRICT DESIGN
GUIDELINES, AND ANY FENCE MORE THAN THREE FET HIGH SHALL ALSCG BE SETBACK AT
LEAST FIVE FEET FROM ANY PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY OTHER THAN AN ALLEY. LANDSCAPING
SHALL BE PROVIDED ON THE STREET SIDE OF THE FENCE. ,

20. THE LANDSCAPING PLAN WILL BE APPROVED PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION.

21. ALL ACCESSCORY STRUCTURES ON-SITE SHALL BE RAZED BY THE DEVELCPER PRIOR

TO GRADING OF THE SITE.

22. BUREAU OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING HAS CONFIRMED THAT
THE SUBJECT SITE 1S NOT WITHIN A TRAFFIC DEFICIENT AREA, , ,

23, SITE SIGNAGE, IF ANY, WILL COMPLY WITH SECTION 450 OF THE BCZR AND ALL ZONING
SIGNAGE POLICIES. ANY SIGNAGE 15 ALSO SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH SECTIONS

TIME.

1025 AND 259.9D, BCZR. NO SIGNS ARE PROPOSED FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT AT THIS

24. PARKING 1S SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 289.9F, BCIR,

25. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IS WITHIN THE HONEYGO RUN SUBAREA AND THUS
SUBJECT TO THE STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS OF SECTION 259.7.E.2.

26. OPEN SPACE REQUIRED FOR 16 UNITS IS 16,000 S.F. OPEN SPACE REQUIRED, 10,400 S F.
ACTIVE AND 5,600 S.F. PASSIVE OR A COMBINATION THEREOF AS SPECIFIED IN SECTION
I1.D.3. OPEN SPACE PROVIDED © S.F., WAIVER REQUESTED AND FEE N LIEU TO BE PAID.

307.54'

FOREST BUFFER 27. THERE SHALL BE NO CLEARING,GRADING,CONSTRUCTION OR DISTURBANCE OF
EASEMENT VEGETATION IN THE FOREST BUFFER EASEMENT,OR FOREST CONSERVATION EASEMENT
_ EXCEPT AS PERMITTED BY THE BALTIMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
LINE [LENGTH| BEARING PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. _

FBI | 105.44' | N50'44'37"\W 2B, ANY FOREST BUFFER EASEMENT,OR FOREST CONSERVATION EASEMENT SHOWN HEREON
FB2 6.81' | N76°35'59" W 1S SUBJECT TO PROTECTIVE COVENANTS WHICH MAY BE FOUND IN THE LAND RECORDS
“FB3 | 48.04 | 5810634 OF BALTIMORE COUNTY AND WHICH RESTRICT DISTURBANCE AND USE OF THESE AREAS.

FB4 | 44.70' | S70'1540"W
FBS | 39.09 | s55°28'27"W
_FBe | 3499 | 56'42'07"W

FB7 | 26.0t | s52°31'57"W
_FB8 3.49 | 546°40'43"W

FBA | 4849 | 589'37'53"W
FBIO 8.44' | N76'00'27"A

FBI | 25.00' | N71°02'37"IW
FBI2 | 7533 | 578'50'24"\W
FBI3 | 28.17' | S41"51'38"W
FBI4 | 44.94' | N78°26'02"E
FBIS | 30.32' | 56908'04" W
FBlo— 2236915430240
FBI7 | 183.00' | 543°02'40"A
FB20 | 15.02' | 560°0!'33"A
FB2l | 17.74' | 550'57'52"IA :

FB22 21.14" | 567°34'32"W
FB23 | 58.43' | s42°4'31"W
FB24 |  31.40' | 549°00'05" A
FB25 | 48.28' | 54943'50"A
FB26 | 10.67" | Nea'30'36" A
FB27 | 12,62 | 583°42'46"IA ‘
FB28 | 458.95' | 543°02'40"W ;
FB30 | 71.50' | N29°42'42'E |
FB3l | 3222 Ni*31'57" W
FB32 | 52.32' | NI7°20'29'E |
FB33 | 2901 | N34%31'49'E ;
FB34 | 4875 | 539°38'86'E
FB34A| 22.16' | S50°66'13"E
FB34B| 36.25' | N43°44'50'E
FB34C| 35.53' | N49'45'07'E
FB35 | 38.57' | N5553'%65"E |
FB36 | 46.64' | N4AZ'06'32'E '
FB37 | 72.35' | SBI'05R2'E !
FB28 | 57.00' | N3a'l9io2'E L
FB39 | 66.92' | N5&'56'04"'E "
FB40 | 101.00' | N5Q°39'49"'E a
FB4l| al.4l' | N42*34'26"E |
FB42 | 34.5(' | N28*3336"'E
FB43 | 85.24' | Nog*25'28"IA
FB44 | 112.84' | N57°28'0I'E
FB45 | 93.97 | N24'21'20'E f
FB46 | 5567 Nel'llN4"E -
FB47 | 30.64' | N43°1B'B2'E
FB48 | 78.48' | 58q°5422'E .
i o I 1] (— } 4 /, .
oo | oot BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE RESTRICTION
FBBI| 41.03' | 575'353" J | F\/F "
AN TR FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT:
FBS53 | 31.00' | Neg17's9'E .
S Ama A AS OF THE APPROVAL DATE ON THIS PLAN,
5 N43°34'23'E

THE OFFICIAL AUTHORIZATION APPROVAL
(PERMISSION TO APPLY FOR BUILDING PERMITS)
LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS
AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT HAS NOT

BEEN ISSUED! NO BUILDING PERMIT

APPLICATIONS

MAY BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW UNTIL AN
AMENDED FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN IS
APPROVED THAT INCLUDES A VERBATIM COPY
OF THE OFFICIAL AUTHORIZATION APPROVAL

LETTER. ONLY THEN MAY BUILDING

PERMIT

APPLICATIONS BE SUBMITTED AND ACCEPTED

FOR REVIEW.

PLUAN VO ACcCoMMPANY
VARI\ANCE AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

TANNER PROPERTY | ™=mumgrmon
DISTRICT 1CB BALTIMORE COUNTY,MD
SCALE: "=60' JUNE 12, 2008
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NOTE:

COMPLIANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS MUST BE CERTIFIED ON BUILDING
PERMIT APPLICATIONS AND PLANS

SECTION 259.9 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR H AND H1 OVERLAY DISTRICTS. [BILL NO.
176-1994]

THESE STANDARDS ARE INTENDED TO BE ADDITIONS TO, MODIFICATIONS OF AND EXCEPTIONS
FROM THE STANDARDS REQUIRED BY THE UNDERLYING ZONING CLASSIFICATION ON THE LAND IN
THE AREA. ALL CONFLICTS ARE TO BE RESOLVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUBSECTION G (SEE
SECTIONS 259.9.G.1 THROUGH 259.9.G.4 BELOW) OF THIS SECTION.

SECTION 259.9.A.4 [BILL NO. 73-1999]

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SOLAR PANELS, ANTENNAS, SATELUTE
DISHES, TRASH PADS AND STORAGE SHEDS ARE NOT PERMITTED IN THE FRONT YARD OF ANY
PRINCIPAL USE.

SECTION 259.9.B.3 [BILL NOS. 40-1997; 73-1999]

EXCEPT FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PRINCIPAL BUILDINGS OR USES, AND THEIR ACCESSORY PARKING,
THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 1BO1.1.B.1 (RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA) OF THESE
REGULATIONS DO NOT APPLY.

SECTION 259.9.B.3 [BILL NOS. 40-1997; 73-1999]

EXCEPT FOR PROPERTIES WITH APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS OR CRG PLANS, THE
MINIMUM WIDTH FOR ANY SINGLE~FAMILY DETACHED LOT IS 85 FEET AS MEASURED ALONG
BOTH THE FRONT WALL AND REAR WALL OF THE DWELLING UNIT.

SECTION 259.9.B.4 [BiLL NOS. 40—1997; 73-1999]

EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN THIS SECTION, THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 1B01.2.C APPLY TO

DEVELOPMENT IN THE OVERLAY DISTRICTS. IN THE DISTRICTS, THE MINIMUM RESIDENTIAL

DWELLING SETBACKS ARE:

TEN FEET FROM THE RIGHT—OF—WAY OF A COLLECTOR STREET, NEIGHBORHOOD STREET,

ALLEY OR COURT AS DEFINED IN THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES;

FORTY FEET FROM THE RIGHT—OF-WAY OF A MAJOR OR MINOR ARTERIAL OR COLLECTOR

ROAD, AS DEFINED IN THESE REGULATIONS;

NOT APPLIED TO PORCHES OR STOOPS IN FRONT YARDS; AND

SIX FEET FROM A SIDE YARD LOT LINE THAT IS NOT ADJACENT OR THE SAME AS A

PUBLIC RIGHT—-OF—WAY IF THE DWELLING UNIT IS DESIGNED TO HAVE A SIDE OR REAR

ENTRY GARAGE. HOWEVER, THE SUM OF ALL SIDE YARD WIDTHS MAY NOT BE LESS

THAN 20 FEET.

E. EXCEPT FOR PROPERTIES WITH APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS OR CRG PLANS, 50
FEET FROM THE REAR PROPERTY LINE EXCEPT FOR:

w

Lo

EXTERIOR OF THE FRONT FACADE AND FRONT
ENTRY GARAGE SHALL CONSIST OF AT LEAST
70% APPROVED MATERIAL (BRICK OR STONE).

D

3 BV
) w2
e |

0og

00
oo

FRONT ELEVATION

NOT TO SCALE

COMBINED HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT-SINGLE FAMILY
DETACHED DWELLING SETBACKS AND LOT WIDTHS CHART

{1) UNROOFED ADDITIONS, INCLUDING PATIOS AND DECKS; AND

(2) ROOFED ADDITIONS WHICH DO NOT EXCEED IN WIDTH 50% OF THE DWELLING
UNIT, AND WHICH DO NOT EXTEND MORE THAN 10 FEET INTO THE REAR YARD
SETBACK AREA.

SECTION 259.9.C.3 [BILL NO. 73-1999]

A. EXCEPT FOR PROPERTIES WITH APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLANS OR CRG PLANS
(VESTED PRIOR TO SEPTEMBER 13, 1999 IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 103.1),
WHICH SHALL BE ALLOWED FRONT ENTRY GARAGES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

REGULATIONS IN EFFECT PRIOR TO JANUARY 14, 1995 (SEE 1992 CMDP), A FRONT
ENTRY GARAGE SHALL BE RECESSED AT LEAST EIGHT FEET BEHIND THE FRONT FACADE
OF THE DWELLING. A TWO—CAR GARAGE FACING THE STREET SHALL HAVE TWO
INDIVIDUAL DOORS SEPARATED BY A DIVIDER. THE FRONT FACADE OF ALL GARAGES,
INCLUDING THE DIVIDER AND NOT INCLUDING THE GARAGE DOORS, SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED OF THE SAME APPROVED MATERIALS AS THE FRONT FACADE OF THE

BUILDING.

B. THE EXTERIOR SURFACE OF THE SIDE~ENTRY GARAGE, NOT INCLUDING THE GARAGE
DOORS, WHICH FACES THE FRONT OF THE DWELLING, SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF THE
SAME APPROVED MATERIALS AS THE FRONT FACADE OF THE BUILDING.

SECTION 259.9.C.4 [BILL NOS. 40-1997; 73-1999]
THE EXTERIOR SURFACE ON THE FRONT FACADE OF ALL RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS, NOT INCLUDING
THE GARAGE DOORS, SHALL CONSIST OF AT LEAST 70% OF APPROVED MATERIALS.

SECTION 259.9.C.5

BUILDING EXTERIORS SHALL BE OF FINISHED QUALITY AND SIMILAR ARCHITECTURAL TREATMENT,
AS DEFINED IN THE HONEYGO DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES, TO GRADE OR, WHERE THAT IS
NOT FEASIBLE, SHALL BE FINISHED TO WITHIN 12 INCHES OF GRADE ON ALL SIDES OF THE
BUILDING.

(EXCEPT FOR UNROOFED ADDITIONS, INCLUDING PATIOS AND
DECKS; AND ROOFED ADDITIONS WHICH DO NOT EXCEED IN

SECTION 259.9.C.6 o AREA)
ALL FENCING SHALL BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT DESIGN

(37.5" FOR UNROOFED
ADDITIONS; 40' FOR ROOFED

D.R. 3.5H,
D.R. 1H & D.R. 5.5H,
D.R. 2H D.R. 10.5H &
DESCRIPTION ZONES D.R. 16H
ZONES
(IN FEET)
(IN FEET)
FROM BUILDING FACE (FRONT, SIDE OR REAR) TO:
RICGHT—-OF—WAY OF A COLLECTOR STREET, NEIGHBORHOOD
STREET, ALLEY OR COURT 10 10
(NOT APPLIED TO PORCHES OR STOOPS IN FRONT YARD)
FROM BUILDING FACE (FRONT, SIDE OR REAR) TO:
RIGHT—OF—WAY OF A MAJOR OR MINOR ARTERIAL OR
COLLECTOR ROAD 40’ 40’
(NOT APPLIED TO PORCHES OR STOOPS IN FRONT YARD)
FROM FRONT BUILDING FACE TO: 05 25’
PROPERTY LINE (NOT A STREET LINE)
FROM BUILDING FACE (FRONT, SIDE OR REAR) TO:
REAR PROPERTY LINE (NOT A STREET LINE) 50 50

(37.5" FOR UNROOFED
ADDITIONS; 40" FOR ROQFED

GUIDELINES, AND ANY FENCE MORE THAN THREE FEET HIGH SHALL ALSO BE SETBACK AT
LEAST FIVE FEET FROM ANY PUBLIC RIGHT—OF—-WAY OTHER THAN AN ALLEY.

SIDE YARD LOT LINE THAT IS NO ADJACENT TO A PUBUC
RIGHT—OF—-WAY OR THE SAME AS A PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY IF
THE DWELLING UNIT IS DESIGNATED TO HAVE A SIDE OR REAR
ENTRY GARAGE.

SECTION 252.9.C.7
ROOFS SHALL BE PITCHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT DESIGN
GUIDELINES.

(SUM OF ALL SIDE YARD
WIDTHS MAY NOT BE LESS

THAN 20 FEET)

WIDTH 50% OF THE DWELLING UNIT, AND WHICH DO NOT TION
EXTEND MORE THAN 10 FEET INTO THE REAR YARD SETBACK ADDITIONS) ADDITIONS)
FROM BUILDING FACE (FRONT, SIDE OR REAR) TO: 6 &’

(SUM OF ALL SIDE YARD
WIDTHS MAY NOT BE LESS

THAN 20 FEET)

SECTION 259.9.C.8
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT POND SLOPES, WHERE MANAGEMENT IS NOT PROVIDED
THROUGH A REGIONAL FACILITY, SHALL NOT EXCEED A RATIO OF 3:1.

FRONT ENTRY GARAGE SHALL BE RECESSED BEHIND THE FRONT

FACADE OF THE DWELLING
(A TWO CAR GARAGE FACING THE STREET SHALL HAVE TWO
INDIVIDUAL DOORS SEPARATED BY A DIVIDER. THE FRONT
FACADE OF ALL GARAGES, INCLUDING THE DIVIDER AND NOT
INCLUDING THE GARAGE DOORS, SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF
THE SAME MATERIALS AS THE FRONT FACADE OF THE
BUILDING)

SECTION 259.9.C.9
ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT SHALL BE SCREENED SO IT IS NOT VISIBLE- FROM THE GROUND LEVEL OF

ADJACENT BUILDINGS.
SECTION 259.9.G.1

B' MINIMUM

8" MINIMUM

THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION (SECTION 259.9, BCZR) SHALL GOVERN IN ANY SITUATION
WHERE THERE IS A CONFLICT BETWEEN THIS SECTION (SECTION 259.9, BCZR) AND OTHER
REGULATIONS.

FROM SIDE BUILDING FACE TO:
SIDE BUILDING FACE

SECTION 259.9.G.2
WHERE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION (SECTION 259.8, BCZR) ARE SILENT, THE
PROVISIONS OF THESE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE UNDERLYING ZONE SHALL APPLY.

30" SEPARATION

16’ SEPARATION (FOR
BLDGS.<20" HEIGHT)

20" SEPARATION (FOR
BLDGS.>20" HEIGHT)

SECTION 259.9.G.3 [BILL NO. 40—1997] FROM SIDE BUILDING FACE TO:

IN ADDITION TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SECTION, RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL

DEVELOPMENT IN THE AREA SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICTS DESIGN
GUIDELINES.

SECTION 259.9.G.4
NOTWITHSTANDING THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 26-216 OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE,
1988 EDITION, AS REVISED, THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION (SECTION 259.9, BCZR) DO

NOT APPLY TO ANY PROPERTY WITH AN UNEXPIRED CRG PLAN THAT WAS APPROVED PRIOR TO WALL OF THE DWELLING UNIT.

PAVING OF A PRIVATE ROAD 30’ 25’
FROM SIDE BUILDING FACE TO: 05 5
TRACT BOUNDARY
MINIMUM WIDTH FOR ANY SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED LOT AS
MEASURED ALONG BOTH THE FRONT WALL AND REAR 85" 85’

MAY 18, 1992.

THIS TABLE LISTS MINIMUM SETBACK REQUIREMENTS FOR URBAN RESIDENTIAL USE IN THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT. FOR A FULLER
EXPLANATION OF THESE AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS, CONSULT THE COMPREHENSIVE MANUAL OF DEVELOPMENT. POLICY (CMDP) AND
SECTION 259.9.B AND 259.9.C OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS (BCZR)

MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS DETAIL (DR _2H)

NOT TO SCALE

BUILDINGS MUST BE MET.

MERRITT DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS INC.
2416 EAST JOPPA ROAD BALTIMORE , MARYLAND 21234

*SIDE BUILDING FACE TO SIDE BUILDING FACE (DR 2H) =

*SIDE BUILDING FACE TO SIDE BUILDING FACE (DR 3.5H) = 20'
AS SIDE YARD SETBACKS ARE DETERMINED BY A BUILDING TO
BUILDING RELATIONSHIP, NO MINIMUM DIMENSION EXISTS.
EXTRAORDINARILY SMALL SETBACKS ON ONE LOT MAY THEREFORE
RESULT IN UNUSUALLY LARGE SIDE SETBACKS BEING REQUIRED ON
ADJOINING LOTS. IN ANY CASE THE REQUIRED SEPARATION BETWEEN

OPTIONAL
DORMERS AT
M

THWO INDIVIDUAL GARAGE DOORS SEPARATED
/" BY A DIVIDER THAT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED
OF APPROVED MATERIALS (BRICK OR STONE).

T P ey

OPTIONAL WINDOW
AT HOME OFFICE SIDE

OPTIONAL
BRICK FRONT

OPTIONAL SERVICE
DOOR AT GARAGE

RIGHT SlDE ELEVATION
NOT TO SCALE

BUILDING ENVELOPE NOTE

ENVELOPES OR TYPICAL HOUSE LOCATIONS ON SINGLE FAMILY LOTS MAY DICTATE
A SPECIFIC BUILDING ORIENTATION. THE SETBACKS REQUIRED BY THE

BALTIMORE

COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS MUST BE MET.

ENVELOPES OR TYPICAL DWELLINGS AS SHOWN DICTATE A SPECIFIC LOCATION AND
ORIENTATION WHICH 1S INTENDED TO ALLOW COMPLIANCE WITH THE BALTIMORE COUNTY

ZONING REG!
AND ORIENT.
REGULATION
ALLEVIATE

LATIONS, THE CMDP, AND ZONING POLICIES. SHOULD THE FINAL LOCATION
TION OF THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS CREATE CONFLICTS WITH THE

OR POLICIES, THE LOCTION AND ORIENTATION MUST BE CHANGED TO
HE CONFLICT.

. ANY PART OR PARCEL OF THIS TRACT THAT HAS BEEN UTILIZED

FOR DENSITY TO SUPPORT DWELLINGS SHOWN THEREON SHALL NOT BE FURTHER

DIVIDED, sSuUl

BDIVIDED OR DEVELOPED FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLINGS OR ANY

PURPOSE OTHER THAN THAT INDICATED PRESENTLY ON SAID PLAN. UTILIZATION
WILL HAVE QCCURRED WHEN A DWELLING IS CONSTRUCTED AND TRANSFERRED.

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE NOTE

BUILDING EN

VELOPES SHOWN HEREON ARE FOR THE LOCATION OF ALL PRINCIPAL

BUILDINGS ONLY. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES, FENCES AND PROJECTIONS INTO

TARDS MAY

BE CONSTRUCTED OUTSIDE THE ENVELOPE, BUT MUST COMPLY WITH

SECTIONS 400 AND 301 OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS.
(SUBJECT TO CONVENANTS AND APPLICABLE BUILDING PERMITS.)

ACCESSORY
LOCATED IN

BUILDINGS/STRUCTURES ON PROPOSED LOT | (CORNER LOT) MUST BE
THE HALF OF THE REAR YARD FURTHEST REMOVED FROM THE SIDE

STREET. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES ARE ALSO SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH
SECTION 259.9A3, BCZR;OPEN PROJECTIONS (INCLUDING PORCHES OR STEPS IN
FRONT YARDS) BY SECTION 25Q.9B4C, 259.9B4E(1), AND 259.9B4E(2), BCZR; AND
FENCES BY SECTION 259.9C¢, BCIR.

WNALKIWA

T AND ACCESS EASEMENTS (WHERE APPLICABLE)

IF DRAINAGE, UTILITY AND WALKWAY ACCESS EASEMENTS ARE FENCED, THEN AT
LEAST 5 FEET MUST REMAIN OPEN FOR PEDESTRIAN ACCESS.

NOTE:

409 AND SECTION 504}
AND DEVELOPMENT WI|

THE PROPOSED DWELLINGS AND DEVELOPMENT ARE
LOCATED WITHIN THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT H
AND ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE BELAIR ROAD SUBAREA
AND THE UNDISTRICTED PORTION. THE DWELLINGS AND
DEVELOPMENT ARE SUBJECT
NITH) THE APPLICABLE HONEYGO DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS,
THE HONEYGO OVERLAY DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES
MANUAL, THE RESIDENTIAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS,

THE CMDP THE COUNTY LANDSCAPE MANUAL, AS NELL AS
OTHER BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS AND
POLICIES, PURSUANT TO SECTION 259, 259.9G.3, 260,

BCZR. THE PROPOSED DNELLINGS

LL COMPLY WITH ALL OF THE
AFOREMENTIONED STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES.

PORTION
OF

OPTIONAL
BRICK
FRONT
SHOWN

R !

L

N v 4
LW Az
—~ w4

5 £

OPTIONAL HINDOWS \/ Zi— OPTIONAL BAY WINDCH
AT FAMILY ROOM SIDE AT LIVING ROOM SIDE

W====

%
ji

LEFT SIDE ELEVATION
TO SCALE

RESIDENTIAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

260.6 BUILDRINGS
A DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL SHALL:

. PROVIDE A VARIETY IN HOUSING TYPE OR DESIGN, WHILE MAINTAINING CONTINUITY IN SCALE,

RHYTHM, PROPORTION AND DETAIL.

ORIENT THE FRONT OF THE DWELLING TOWARD THE STREET AND INCORPORATE PROMINENT ENTRIES

AND PORCHES OR STOOPS INTO FRONT BUILDING FACADES.

. ADHERE TO A CONSISTENT FRONT BUILDING SETBACK FOR ALL DWELLINGS ON THE SAME STREET

OR SQUARE, 50 THAT THE FRONTS OF DWELLINGS DEFINE A UNIFORM STREET EDGE.

. DESIGN DECKS, BALCONIES, AND PORCHES AS COMPONENTS OF THE BUILDING, FOLLOWING DOMINANT

BUILDING LINES, PROPORTIONS AND STYLE, AND IN A SCALE APPROPRIATE TO THE AVAILABLE

SPACE ON THE SITE.

DECKS SHALL BE SCREENED TO MINIMIZE VISIBILITY FROM A PUBLIC STREET.

DESIGN ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AT A SCALE APPROPRIATE TO THE DWELLING AND DESIGN STORAGE

g}{#éowe AND GARAGE WITH THE SAME ARCHITECTURAL THEME AS THE PRINCIPAL BUILDING ON THE

7. EXTEND THE FINISH MATERIAL OF THE EXTERIORS OF BUILDINGS TO GRADE OR, IF THIS IS NOT
POSSIBLE, TO WITHIN 12 INCHES OF GRADE, ON ALL SIDES OF THE BUILDING EXCLUDING FOUNDATION
WALLS WHICH SHALL USE A FINISHED QUALITY MATERIAL SUCH AS DECORATIVE CONCRETE BLOCK,
‘:Sﬁﬁgiﬁ?cmg WITH A BRICK PATTERN, OR STUCCO, AND PROVIDE LANDSCAPING ALONG THE

8. USE SIMILAR MATERIALS AND DESIGN ELEMENTS ON ALL BUILDING FACADES AND ARTICULATE ALL
BUILDING FACZADES USING COORDINATED ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES SUCH AS PORCHES WINDOWS
DOORS, CHIMNEYS, GABLES AND DORMERS. !

9. GARAGES MAY NOT BECOME THE DOMINANT STREET FEATURE. GARAGE DOORS SHALL USE ITEMS SUCH
’ngﬁ"ﬁ%wgﬁ-@?%ﬂvs PATTERNS, AND COLOR TO RELIEVE THE VISUAL IMPACT OF THE HOUSE

AW ON

so

TO (AND MUST BE CONSISTENT

PLANM To ACCOMPANYTT
VA RIVANCE AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING
Approved by :

TANNER PROPERTY

DISTRICT HICb BALTIMORE COUNTY,MD
SCALE: AS SHOWN JUNE 12, 2008
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