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IN THE MA TIER OF 
CRAIG AND KAREN KEHOE 
19520 BURKE ROAD 

7TH ELECTION DISTRICT I 
3RD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT / 

RE: SPH to approve the reconfiguration of 
density in Parcels 1,2, and 3 and a non-density 
transfer of Parcel 3 and the remainder of 
Parcel 2 to Parcel 1 

* * * * * 

BEFORE 

* BOARD OF APPEALS 

* OF 

* BALTIMORE COUNTY 

Case No. 11-061-SPH 

* 

* 

OPINION 

* 

This case came before the Board of Appeals as a de novo appeal from the decision of the 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner (now known as an Administrative Law Judge) for Baltimore Cotmty 

! 
granting special hearing relief to the Petitioners pursuant to Section 500. 7 of the Baltimore County ! 

Zoning Regulations and approving the reconfiguration of density in Pmcels 1, 2, and 3 and a non­

I density transfer of Parcel 3 and tl1e remainder of Parcel 2 to Parcel 1 with certain conditions. A 

11 timely appeal was filed by the Protestant. A hearing before this Board was scheduled for April 11, I 
I, i 
f I 2012 however same was postponed on the rncord at the Protestant's request as her attorney had just I 

withdrawn his appearance and she needed time to secure new counsel. Hearings were held before 1 

I 
the Board on May 2, 2012 and June 21, 2012. Petitioner/Legal Owners were represented by 

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esqufre, of Smith, Gildea, and Schmidt, LLC, and the Protestant/Appellant I 

I 
I 
1, 

11 was represented by G. Macy Nelson, Esquire of the Law Office of G. Macy Nelson, LLC. TI1e I 
I ! 

11 

I I 

pruties submitted b1,'iefs to the Board in lieu of final argument on August 3, 2012. A public I 
deliberation was held on August 23, 2012. 

FACTS 

Petitioners are the legal owners of three parcels of land, zoned R.C. 2., located in northern 
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I fo the Mattoc orc,·a;g '"" K,..,., Kehoo/JJ-061-SPH I 

I I Baltimore County. The property is located oo the west side of Burke Road, east of Graystone Road I 
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It 

and southwest of Old York Road, in the White Hall area of Baltimore County. Parcel 1 contains 

approximately 53 acres. Parcel 2 contains approximately 8 acres and Parcel 3 contains 

approximately 12 acres. 

Parcel 3 in an unimproved, wooded parcel and contains two potential density units. Parcel 

2 is improved and contains a large oval outdoor race track. Parcel 2 was subject to a mi.nor 
. I 

i 
subdivision in 1996 and resulted in Lot 1 which is owned by the Protestant, Lisa Arthi1r. Parcel 2 i 
bas one potential density unit remaining. Parcel 1 is the pmcel upon which the Petitioners reside. It I . l 
has a number of improvements, including the main house, a very large concrete block and frame 

barn, several outbuildings and a large paddock area for pasturing or exercising horses or other 

animals. Parcel 1 was subject to an off-conveyance in 1984. There are no remaining density units 

for Parcel l . 

ISSUES 

Petitioners are requesting a reconfiguration/non-density transfer to reconfigure the prope1ty 
I 

I 
to create a large fann lot and to allow subdivision of a smaller po1tion of the prope1ty for three I 

. '. t 
i 

residential lots. They propose that these lots will each contain slightly more than one acre. The I 
. I 

result would be that the farm lot would contain approximately 70 acres and house all of the fann I 
operations. Protestant argues that this amounts to a transfer of density, not authorized under 

Baltimore County law. She also argues that assmning argnendo that that the transfer of density is 

authorized, Petitioners do not have 1hree d_ensity units to transfer as there is a house which straddles 

Parcels 1 and 2. Petitioners asse1t that this house is a tenant house, associated with the operation of 

i 

I ,. 
the farm and does not count as a density unit. Protestant argues that the house is not a tenant house I 

! 

I 
and must count as a density unit for Parcel 2. Protestant also argues that while Parcel 3 has two I 

potential density units, it is undevelopable and therefore the density is not eligible for transfer. 
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l I 
I In the Matter of Crnig and Karen Kehoe/11-061-SPH. 

BACKROUND AND TESTIMONY 

I 

I 
Petitioners presented a Wst01y of their prope1ty through a number of deeds. TI1e first deed I 

was from 1976 and deeded the prope1ty from George and Linda Patterson to Sarah Stroud 

(Petitoners' Exhibit #1). The property was then deeded, in 1980, from Sarah Stroud Menyman to , 

Emilio Alecci and John Alecci (Petitioners' Exhibit #2). A deed in 1984 showed a subdivision of 

Parcel 1 from Emilio Alecci and John Alecci to Donald Kincaid and Cynthia Piercy (Petitioner's 
i 

Exhibit #4). A deed in 1998 shows a subdivision of Parcel 2 from Charles and Randy Reed to I 
Glenn and Lisa Arthur (Petitioners' Exhibit #5). A deed in 2003 transfeITed the remainder of the I 

i 
three parcels from Thomas and Tara Dom to Petitioners, Craig and Karen Kehoe (Petitioners' I 
Exhibit #6). 

Petitioners' first called Wesley Lippencott to testify. Mr. Lippencott works for the l 

l 
Department of Environmental Protection and Sustainability as a Natural Resomces Manager in the 

Agricultural Preservation Program. He reviews zoning proposals in the agricultural protection zone I 
! 

and deter.mines the impact on agricultural resources. He testified that since 1979 there is a right of 

subdivision for all three of the Petitioners' parcels of land (Petitioners' Exhibit #3A and #3B). 

Parcel 1 was subdivided and resulted in lots owned by the Petitioners and the Kincade frunily. 
1 

Parcel 2 was subdivided and resulted in one lot owned by the Protestant. There are currently two 

lots left on Parcel 3, the wooded parcel, and one lot left on the larger parcel. Mr. Lippencott I 

testified as to the two plans proposed by the Petitioners. Their first plan \Vas submitted at the 

I hearing below and approved by the Zoning Commissioner, is referred to as the "Racetrack Plan" j 

11 (Petitioner's Exhibit #7). Mr. Lippencott testified that he prefers the reconfiguration of the three I 

l I I 

I 
i ! 
r I 

I 

lots proposed by the Petitioners in their alternate plan (Petitioners' Exhibit #8). It preserves the [ 
I 

wooded area, it is closer to Burke Road, and there is driveway access. Clustering the houses I 

I together uses up less land. 
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11 I, In the Matter of Crnig and Karen Kehoe/11-061-SPH 

I 
Agriculture land can include crop land, horse farm, and land for harvesting timbers. Farm 

land is more narrowly defined as land for the production of crops. He also explained that the 

Agricultural Board is there to give opinions regarding the best use for land preservation. They work 

with the land owner and are involved in the development by reviewing the plans to make sure they 

are consistent with the County Code and Regulations. The intent is to preserve agricultural 

resources. I 
He testified that density does not have anything to do with whether or not the land is able to 

be developed. In the instant case, each of the Petitioners' three parcels could be subdivided one 

time so long as the subdivision is appropriate. He looks at issues such as County wetlands, access, 

and slopes to determine if it is appropriate to subdivide a parcel of land. He believes density can be 

I moved around if circumstances wa1Tant it. He would not agree to move density from an , 

I 
undevelopable property. He testified that Parcel 3 is probably developable. It has level C soil, hut I 
he did not pe1fo1111 a thorough review to deterntlne if developable. I 

Section lA-IO(d) addresses the prese1vation and protection of farmland. There is cunently ! 
I 

one density unit left on Parcel 2. If that par~el is developed as it is cu1Tently is configmed, the I 

parcel would no longer be able to be used as farmland . Moving the boundary lines and moving all 

the houses onto one parcel of land would serve to prese1ve the forestland and the fannland. 

Mr. Lippencott also testified regarding tenant houses. Tenant house do not count towards 

I density. The landowner has requested that the dwelling which straddles Parcels 1 and 2 be 

11 , , 
i I 
! i 
! i 
11 
I! 

11 
I 

I 
I 

! 
! I 

classified as tenant dwellings. If there is a question of whether the classification is conect, it should I 

be I'eferred to the Agricultural Board. The Agricultural Board will detemune whether the frum 

justifies the need for a tenant house and whether the tenant is the tenant fanner. The Agricultural I 
I 

Board then makes a recommendation to the Zoning Office. As of the time of the hearing, I 
Petitioners have not applied to have a tenant farmer. 
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In tlle Matter of Craig nnd Karen Kehoe/11-061-SPH 

! I Parcel 3 contains a forest conservation easement held by the County. 

i' 

Kenneth Wells, a registered prope1ty line surveyor next testified for the Petitioners. Mr. 

Wells was accepted by the Board as an expert witness is land surveying (his resume was accepted ! 

by the Board as Petitioners' Exhibit #9)i Mr. Wells prepared Petitioners' Exhibit Number 8, an l 

'I alternative development plan. 

Mr. Wells testified that he reviewed the deeds and title history. Pai~el I had two I 
i 

subdivisions, one to Kincade and one to Kehoe. Parcel 2 had one subdivision, to Aithur, leaving I 

one remaining right of subdivision. Parcel 3 has had no subdivisions, leaving two rights of 

subdivision. If one was to consolidate all available densities onto a single parcel you could create a i 

new, larger parcel for agricultural use. This would be consistent with the mandate to protect and 

preserve famlland. 

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations allows for dwellings arid tenant dwellings on RC2 

! 
1 

land. Tenant dwellings are identified in Section 1A01.2.9i as having accessory uses. Section 101 ! 

defines accessory use or strnctme and requir~s that a tenant dwelling be on the lot with the principle 

1 ! dwelling it serves. In the instant case, the principle dwelling is on Parcel 1, the septic field is on , 

Parcel 1, and the dwelling serves Parcel 1. Policy dictates that the tenant fanner's principle 

vocation be to work the fann. The well is on Parcel 2 but there has never been a principle dwelling J 

' . I 

on Parcel 2 to which a tenant dwelling could be access01y. The dwelling cannot be considered a I 
principle dwelling on Parcel 2 because it straddles the prope1ty line and there is no density left for it 

to be a principle dwelling on Parcel 1. 

There would be no need for a zoning variance or special exception if the Petitioners were to 

I I build on Parcels 2 and 3 as they stand now subject to the County's development plan. The 
· 1 

Petitioners' purpose here is to avoid putting two houses in the middle of the woods and one house ' 

in the middle of the racetrack. By building three new houses, the Petitioners will exhaust all 

I 
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I I In the Matter of Craig and Karen Kchoc/11-061-SPH 

11 existing density. The second plan p1~pared by Mr. Wells takes into consideration increasing tl1e 
I 

available area and enhancing the farm use by illcreasiJ.1g the size of the fann and preserves the , 
l 

' 
racetrack. Storm water management is taken into consideration and it utilizes the existing private j 

road. It uses less ill1pervious smface. i 
A lot line adjustment would be necessary to recon:figme Parcels l and 2 under Mr. Well 's 

I plan. Parcel I would lose acres because of the development but would be enlarged because of the I 
I 1 12 acres from Parcel 3 ru1d the balance of Parcel 2. ! 

11 Karen Kehoe testified next. She and her husband have lived on the property fm· I 

I 
approximately 8 and l/2 years. They purchased it as three separate parcels. It is used as a horse 

fmm with boarding operations. Parcel 2 is used for riding, it contains a racetrack, and they use both 

the racetrack and the fields for riding. They use the fields and the woods on Parcel 3 for steeple t 

! 
chase training. TI1ey also use the woods for trail riding. There are no buildings or imprnvements i . . I 
on Parcel 3. She testified that the tenants who live on the property work the farm. They receive 

two tax bills, one for Parcels 1 and 2 and one for Parcel 3 (Petitioners' Exhibit #10 and Protestant's 

Exhibit # 1 ). Parcel 3 's tax bill uses the address Graystone Road. 
I 

James Patton testified first for the Protestant. He is an engiJ.1eer and land planner. He was I 
accepted by the Board as an expe1t in panhandle driveways (his resume was accepted as. 

Protestant's Exhibit #2). Mr. Patterson reviewed the minor subdivision plat, the deeds, and 

subsequent plats. Earlier in the week of the hearing he rode around the property at midday. 

Parcel 3 is a Jooded,. 12 acre, lot. Access to Parcel 3 could only be through the use of a 

panhandle driveway because there is no right of way. If Parcel 3 were to be developed, to gain 

access to the two density units one would have to use the existing driveway and create an extension. 

There would have to be two panhandle driveways totaling 1,250 feet (Protestru1t's Exllibit #3). Mr. 

Patton testified that he came up with this distance using a measuring wheel and scale drawings. 
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In the Mntter of Cl'nig Hnd Karen Kchoc/11-061-SPH 

The maximum length for a panhandle driveway is 1,000 feet but the Petitioners could apply for ai 

variance. The Petitioners could also build a panhandle driveway using the existing 1,300 foot 

driveway (Protestant's Exhibit #4). TI1e first driveway would be 950 feet for access onto the first 

. possible lot in Parcel 3 and a second driveway would extend an additional 120 feet for access outo a 

proposed second lot. TI1e Petitioners would still need to apply for a variance. 

There is a question of whether there is a right of access to Parcel 3 from Burke Road. Mr. 

I· Patton testified that you should not be allowed to transfer density that cannot be reached. The 

I access to Parcel 3 from Burke Road is questionable. There is no reference in the deeds he reviewed I 
to a right of way to Burke Road. However there is a deed from 1948 which is a deed of easement 

! . from Parcel 3 to GraystoneRoad (Petitioners' Exhibit #11) . 
! : 
j 

I 

Section 32-4-409e addresses the length of panhandle driveways. Any proposed driveway 

over 1,000 feet requires a variance. Section 260.2 addresses site planning. A panhandle driveway 

is not a matter of right (Protestant's Exhibit #5). 

Mr. Patton testified that he reviewed the minor subdivision plan (Protestant's Exhibit #6). 

In 1996, sale of pm1 of Parcel 2 was permitted. The minor subdivision plan shows the horserace · 

track, and the rancher house on Parcel 2. TI1e parcel line goes through the rancher house. The well 

for the house is on Parcel 2 and the septic is on Parcel 1. Mr. Patton testified that the rancher house ' 

is a density unit for Parcel 2; therefore there are no density units left on that parcel. There is a note, 

number 19, on the minor subdivision plan which says that if the parcels of land are 'to be sold t 

I separately, the prope1ty line must be adjusted. I 
, t • I 
! I I 

11 · Mr. Patton did not review the 1976 deed, he glauced at the 1980 deed, be reviewed the t 

1 I 1984, 1998, and 2003 deeds. He testified that he had been retained three weeks prior to the hearing I 

to review the conditions and impact of develo~ment. The Zoning Regulations applicable here, I 
. I 

RC2, went into effect in November, 1979. Parcel 1 had 60 acres and, with the one conveyance to j 
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In the Matter of Craig and K11ren Keboefll-061-SPH I 

I 
! I the Kincade family, had one remaining density unit wltlch was used by the Petitioners for their 
i 

residence. Parcel 2 had a conveyance to the Protestant and the existence of a remaining density unit 

is questionable due to the existence of the rancher house. Parcel 3 has 12 acres and there are two 

1 1 remaining rights of subdivision, or density mtlts, for that prope1ty. There is nothing in the Code or 
I ' 

Zmtlng Regulations which would allow for the lot line adjustment the Petitioners are seeking. 

Section 32-4-1 alludes to lot line adj11stments. TI1e concept of lot line adjustment is permitted. 

Access to Parcel 3 is questionable: There must also be a showing that the parcel is 

developable. Agricultural preservation aspects must be considered. Development is not the same I 
l 

as zo1tlng. They are different processes. This case is cmTently in the zoning stage but it must be I 
I 

considered and treated together with development policy. The combination allows for a major I 
development plan. You can combine the development plan with the public hearing under Section 

I I 52-4-230. 

In this case, the issues have not been combined. No development plan has been submitted . 

Planning for a panhandle driveway is pait of the development plan. The issues here are lot line 
I 

I adjustments, not development issues. There has been no resubdivision because there has been no 

I' development plan. Parcel 3 may not have access, ,~quiring a panhandle driveway, but the 2003 , 

· I deed references a 1942 deed which created an easement. There is a question as to whether that 

I 
11 

easement has been extinguished. Section 32-4-409 states that the right of way must be established 

before submission of a development plan. The easement can provide access to Parcel 3 instead of a 

panhandle driveway. The measurements taken by Mr. Patton for the panhandle driveway were 

! ' j I from B11rke Road. He did not measure from .the private road, Cummings Road, which leads into 

the property. 

I 
Is the rancher house really a tenant house? Mr. Patton questioned when the dwelling was 

l I constructed. Note 19 addresses what would happen if Parcels 1 and 2 were to be sold separately. It 

11 8 I 
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i 



I I • 1. 
· I I I I In tl!e Mntter or Craig and Karen Kehoe/11-061-SPH 

is open to interpretation as to what parcel would include the house. The lot lines would have to be! 

adjusted so that the house, well, and septic were all on the same property. I 
Testifying next for the Protestant was Paul Solomon. Mr, Solomon is a regional planner. 

He worked for DEPRM (now DEPS) from 1970-1985 and :from 1985-1992. He was involved in I 
. I 

the acultural preservation program and helped develop the RC zones. Since 1968 he has ovmed and 

managed seven fanns. He is fa111iliar with residential units with.in acultural zones. He was offered I 
to the Board as an expe1i in land planning and regional planning, RC2 zone purpose and issues I 
related thereto and the issues related to the best way to manage a fa1m. The Board accepted Mr. I 

Solomon ~s an expe1i in land platming and regional planning only. I 
, For every parcel of land zoned RC2, between 2 acres and 100 acres, there are two potential (,I 

, , ' 
density units. In the instant case, Parcel 1 has zero remaining density units as a result of the main I· 

, I 
l f 

house and the conveyance. Parcel 2 lost one density as a result of a conveyance. The dwelling on 

the property line goes with Parcel 2 and therefore Parcel 2 has zero remaining density units. Parcel I 
3 has two density units. Given the nature of the frum, in Mr. Solomon's opinion, it would be better 

for the farm to keep the density units on Parcel 3. When looking to transfer density, one must 

consider what is the least disruptive to the property. The pasture is more imp01tant to the horse 
. I . 

i 

I farm than the wood land. However, density cannot be transferred in the instant case per the RC 
I 

I 

Zoning Regulations. A lot line adjustment is not applicable because the land here is tlu·ee parcels 

not three lots and therefore they cannot be reconfigured. 

Ii I Zoning Regulations deal with the used of land. Development applies the uses to the land. 

f In the instant case, it is better to rnn a panhandle driveway to Pru·cel 3 than try and move the I 
I 

11! density. There would then be suitable access to the lots and it would cause minimal dismption to I 

I ' - I 
! the fann. l 

foucth I 

I 

Next to testify for the Protestant was Wayne McGinnis. Mr. McGinnis is a 

9 

I 



, ) 

I 
I 
I 

In the Mntter of Craig and Knreu Kehoe/11-061-SPH 

I 
I 

generation farmer. He raises cattle, sheep, calves and horses. He works for the County Farm 

I Bureau. He sits on the County and State Agricultural Land Prese1vation Boards. He sits on the 

i 
County Planning Board. He helped write the RC regulations in the emly l 970's. He has reviewed 

· .. the agricultural regulations in RC zones. Fanns must be examined to figure out what is most . 
i 
i 

jmportant to it. He also sits on various government committees on agricultural and land use issues. 

Mr. McGinnis testified that the transfer of density from Parcel 3 would not be good for the 

continued use of the fann. The forest land is the least productive and therefore the least valuabJe to 

the frum. The most important thing to consider is the protection a11d preservation of farmland. The 

soils and topography suggest the most productive use of land in the racetrack area. You must look I 
i 

at and consider soil conse1vation maps. It would also be better for the fanners and the fa1m to keep 

I i houses away from the fann activity to prevent conflict. 

l i 
, I Lester Brown, who lives at 19416 Burke Road testified next. His home, which he I 

purchased from his grandfather, is 17 acres and adjoins Parcel 3. He has done tree work on his lot [ 

which is also wooded. He testified that in 2008 timber work was done on Parcel 3. He has seen I 
I 

horses on the back lot a11d ru·ound the outskirts of the field, but he has never seen horses on Pru·cel 

Through this witness, Protestant introduced an aerial photograph of Petitioners' property t 

I 
(Protestant's Exhibit #7). 

Protestant's last witness was Delllls Williams, who lives at 1218 Kenwood Road. His I 
r I I I family owns seven acres of land near the Petitioners' property. He testified regarding the private 

I, 

11 

I 
road a11d its intersection with Burke Road. He is familiar with this because he walked the property 

lines with his grandfather, who showed him the markers. Approximately 30-50 feet of the private 

road crosses onto his family's property. The Petitioners' were aware of the problem with the 

private road as evidenced by ru.1 email to Petitioned attorney from Kenneth Wells (Protestant's 

Exhibit #8). 

10 
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In the Matter of Craig and Karen Keboe/11-061-SPH 

BOARD'S DECISION 

Petitioners introduced two different site plans into evidence, the first had been presented at 

I . the hearing before the Zoning Commissioner and the second, a revised plan, sought to address some 

t I 
of the concerns raised by the Protestant. The fa.ct that Petitioners inh-oduced a new site plan at the 

hearing before the Board which was not introduced at the hearing below does not divest the Boa.rd 

of its jurisdiction to hear and decide this case. The hearing before the Board is de novo. Either 

party can introduce evidence which was not introduced below. Petitioner ,vas not asking for new or ! 

different relief than that which was requested at the original heating. Protestant had reasonable 

notice as to the requested relief sought by the Petitioners. 

The reliefrequested by the Petitio~ers was a reconfiguration of density in Parcels 1, 2, and 31 

and a non-density transfer of Parcel 3 and th<:; remainder of Parcel 2 to Parcel 1. They proposed that 

this is to be accomplished by a lot-line adjustment which would reconfigure the prope1ty to create a 
i 

large lot which would incorporate, and maintain the entire horse faim, while allowing a smaller 

! 
po1tion to be subdivided into smaller, residential Jots. Once the Jots are configured, the density 

would no longer be transfened across parcel. lines. Lot line adjustments are allowed under the 

- ounty Code so long as the lots have common ownership and the adjustment does not result in an 

i 

increase or decrease in the number of lots or density, BCC 32-4-106 (a) (viii). The Board has 1, · 

considered this matter ve1y carefully. BCC § 32-4-106(a) (viii) does not give any definition of a lot I 

line adjustment. There is no definition of lot line adjustment within the Baltimore County Code. I 
The reconfiguration proposed by the Petitioners in both of their site plans creates new f 

I 

parcels; the overall acreage of the area remains the same; and no parcels were eliminated. There is I 
no guidance for the Board or anyone else in the Baltimore County Code with respect to lot line I 
adjustments. The only limitation on a lot line adjustment is that it be in a residential zone and that it I 

I 

not be pait of an approved development plan or zoning plan. 

11 
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!I l In the Matter ofCrnig and KHren Kehoe/11-061-SPH 

I l 
The reconfigured Parcels would maintain the Petitioners' existing horse farm. Protestant's ! 

I 
witnesses did not testify that the Petitioners could not maintain the existing horse farm on the i 

reconfigured lots. T11e argument put forth by the Protestant is that the way the parcels are presently 

. i 

I 
configured is better for the faim. Protestant's witnesses were of the opinion that it wmtld be better l 

I I for the farm to keep the density on Parcel 3 and try and develop that parcel as the wooded lot is less I 

I I 
impo1tant to the farm than the race track and pasture area. They did not testify that the Petitioners I 

! I 
wmtld be unable to maintain tl1e home farm if the parcels were reconfigured. TI1ere bas been no I 

11 evidence presented that the relief requested by the Petitioners would be detrimental to the health, r 

I safety, or general welfare of the sun'Ounding community, the granting of the requested relief is I 
I witllin the spirit and intent of the Zoning Regulations and is in keeping with tl1e existing land use I 
11 

pattern in the area. Accordingly, the Board is believes that a lot line adjustment is appropriate in I 

r I 

I 
l I 

the instant case. 

TI1e Board is not persuaded by Protestant's arguments that Pru·cels I and 2 have no I 
i 

remaining density units due to the existence of a house which straddles the line between Parcels 1 I 
I 

and 2. Tilis is not an appropriate issue for the Board to decide and it is not relevant to the issues I 
i 

before us. If the·Protestant believes that the accessory dwellings, purpmted by the Petitioners to be I 
11 tenant dwellings, are not tenant dwellings, that issue should be brought to the attention of the \ 

I I appropriate County agency to investigate. It is not the Board's job, as Protestant suggests, to refer I 
I the matter to the Agricultural Land Preservation Board, or other Cotmty agency, to investigate. I 
! I 

Nor is the Board persuaded that Parc;el 3, while having two density units, is undevelopable I 

or, at best, has one developable lot. Protestant's argue that the Petitioners could not develop Parcel I 
i I 3 due to tlte fact tliat there is no access to a public road and tl1ey would have to build a panhandle I 

I 
l 

driveway, which would require a variance due to its length. There has been no evidence presented I 
l 

to support the argument that the Petitioners could not build on Parcel 3. They could request a 1 

I 
I 
I! 
11 . I 

12 



In the Matter of Craig rmd Knren Kehoc/11-061-SPH 
I 

I variance for a panhandle d1iveway; they could also seek to use the private road which serves tl,el 

I I fann. I 
The Board, after reviewing all of the evidence presented in this case believes that the relie~ 

requested in the Petitioner's request for a Special Hearing is appropriate. I 

IT IS THEREFORE THIS day of --=~--=-~Vu'-=-----, 2012, ' 

1,, i by the Board of Appeals of Baltimore County 

ORDERED that the request for lot line adjustment is hereby GRANTED pursuant to 

I 

I 
I 
I 
i 

Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations to approve the reconfiguration ofl 

density in Parcels 1, 2, and 3 and a non-density transfer of Parcel 3 and the remainder of Parcel 2 to 

Parcel 1 subject to the conditions set fo1th in the Deputy Zoning Commissioner's Findings of Fact ! 

and Conclusions of Law dated December 14, 2010. I 
I 

Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be made in accordance with Rule 7-

I 201 through Rule 7-210 of the Ma,yland Rules. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 

Wendell H. Grier, Panel Chairman 
i 

13 

I 
~t 

-i,:,,."'1L-"¥-'"'-=~"--.!........l'---=--=---A=---->---=i~+:- I 
I 

I 



' 
IN RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING * 

W side of Burke Road; 2,700 feet SW 
of the ell of Old York Road * 
ih Election District 
3rd Councilmanic District * 
(19520 Burke Road) 

BEFORE THE 

DEPUTY ZONING 

COMMISSIONER 

* FOR BAL TIM ORE COUNTY 
Craig J. and Karen M. Kehoe 

Petitioners * CASE NO. 2011-0061-SPH 

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

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

This matter comes before this Deputy Zoning Commissioner for consideration of a Petition 

for Special Hearing filed by the legal property owners, Craig and Karen Kehoe. Petitioners 

request Special Hearing relief pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning 

Regulations ("B.C.Z.R.") to approve the reconfiguration of density in Parcels 1, 2 and 3 and a 

non-density transfer of Parcel 3, and of the remainder of Parcel 2, to Parcel 1. The subject 

property and requested relief are more fully described on the site plan that was marked and 

accepted into evidence as Petitioners' Exhibit 1. 

Appearing at the requisite public hearing in support of the requested special hearing relief 

were Petitioners Craig and Karen Kehoe. Also appearing in support of the relief was Roy Snyder 

with A.L. Snyder Surveyor, Inc., the registered property line surveyor who prepared the site plan. 

Also appearing as concerned citizens were Lisa Arthur and Bill Sellers of 19500 Burke Road. 

Testimony and evidence was presented at the hearing, and additional evidence was adduced 

via written submissions from Petitioners, Mr. Snyder, and Ms Arthur, as well as photographs of 

the subject property. The testimony, evidence, and written submissions revealed that Petitioners' 

property is irregularly shaped and contains approximately 73.1419 acres overall, zoned R.C.2. 

The property is located on the west side of Burke Road, east of Graystone Road and southwest of 

Old York Road, in the White Hall area of Baltimore County. The majority of Petitioners' property 
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consists of Parcel 1 (as outlined on the site plan in orange) containing approximately 52.8460 

acres. Petitioners reside on that parcel and it has a number of improvements, including a two-

story dwelling, a very large concrete block and frame barn, several outbuildings, as well as a 

number of large paddock areas for pasturing or exercising horses or other animals. Parcel 2 

(outlined on the site plan in pink) contains approximately 8.2939 acres. This parcel is improved 

with a large oval outdoor horse track. Parcel 3 ( outlined on the site plan in blue) is triangular 

shaped and contains approximately 12.0080 acres and is an unimproved, wooded parcel. 

According to Mr. Snyder, Petitioners' land use and zoning consultant, Parcel 2 is the 

8.2939 acre remainder of the original Parcel 2 following a minor subdivision in 1996. Lot 1, 

which is a 3.09 acre lot that was created as part of the minor subdivision, is located just south of 

the now-existing Parcel 2 and is owned by Ms. Arthur, one of the interested citizens in attendance 

at the hearing. Parcel 2 has one potential density unit. Parcel 3 is the unimproved parcel and has 

two potential density units. Because of the somewhat landlocked nature of Parcel 3 and in order 

to cluster further development toward the public road and away from agricultural and rural lands, 

Petitioners desire to transfer the two density units from Parcel 3 to a portion of Parcel 2 (with its 

one density unit), as shown on the site plan and outlined in yellow. On Parcel 2, this would result 

in the creation of Lots 1, 2, and 3, each ranging in size from 1.2 to 1.3 acres. With no more 

density available for Parcel 3, Petitioners propose the non-density transfer of Parcel 3 to Parcel 1. 

In addition, Petitioners propose the non-density transfer of the remainder of Parcel 2 (with no 

further density) also to Parcel 1. 

Testifying in opposition and providing written evidence concerning the case was Lisa 

Arthur. As indicated above, Ms. Arthur owns the 3 .09 acre lot that was created following the 

minor subdivision of Parcel 2 in 1996, located just south of the outdoor horse track. Ms. Arthur 

questions whether the parcels in question possess the available density indicated by Petitioners and 
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Mr. Snyder. Following the hearing, she submitted a letter dated November 10, 2010 with 

accompanying Deeds and photographs, discussing the history of Parcels 1 and 2. She also stated a 

number of reasons why she believes the requested transfers of density from Parcel 3 to Parcel 2 

and the non-density transfers should not be granted. Specifically, Ms. Arthur indicated that Burke 

Road is a single lane wide, small dead end road with a 25 mph speed limit. It is a very rural road 

with extreme curves. She does not believe further development along this road would be 

beneficial to the community. Ms. Arthur also indicated that most of the homes along Burke Road 

have significant visual buffering with mature vegetation and trees that help create privacy from 

other properties. A new development on Petitioners' property would not have such natural 

screening. Finally, Ms. Arthur points out that development of three additional homes would likely 

increase property taxes for those already there, and also states the current housing market does not 

support additional home building in the area. 

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments were received and are contained within 

the case file. Comments were received from the Office of Planning dated September 16, 2010 

which states that Petitioners seek to reconfigure density from Parcel 3 (12 acre parcel - 2 density 

rights) and place it on Parcel 2 (8.2 acres - 1 existing density right, 3 proposed). Parcel 1 is 52.84 

acres and contains the existing horse farm, one dwelling and one tenant house and has a total of 2 

density rights which will remain. Petitioners' surveyor, Albert Snyder, indicates that the 

Petitioners seek to place the farm parcel, Parcel 1, in the MALPF easement program. The 

Planning Office supports the requested relief as it is in keeping with the existing land use pattern 

in the area, which has the majority of the farm in the MALPF program. The Planning Office 

reserved comment on the proposed lot layout, house siting and panhandle driveway location and 

will make such comment as part of the minor subdivision process. Comments were also received 

from the Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management ("DEPRM") dated 
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November 4, 2010 indicating that the Development Coordination Section has no objection to the 

accumulation of density into in one parcel. However, in order to develop the property, all of the 

parcels from which the density came should be included in any proposed subdivision. In addition, 

Wallace A. Lippincott, Jr. with DEPRM's Land Preservation Section stated that development of 

this property must comply with the Prime and Productive Soil Policies and be consistent with the 

protection of agricultural resources in accordance with R.C.2 Zoning Regulations. He also states 

that: 

The accumulation of density can be supported in this case if the landowner agrees 
to certain conditions that protect and foster the protection of agricultural lands and 
resources. The conditions are: (1) place parcel 3 into a Forest Conservation 
Easement with DEPRM (or a similar conservation easement), (2) place the 
remaining 8.23 acres of parcel 2 under a permanent conservation easement, and (3) 
place a restriction in the land records that any further subdivision of parcels 1, 2, 
and 3 will be limited to a two acre lot. Lastly, it is recommended that the 
landowner investigate placing the remaining farmland in a land preservation 

. program. 

Dan Esser of the Groundwater Management Section states that if new lots are created by 

Zoning Petition, then any new building permits will not be approved by Groundwater 

Management until approved (and passing) perc tests are conducted and new well(s) are 

drilled for each lot. 

Turning now to the instant matter, after considering the testimony and evidence, I am 

persuaded to grant the special hearing relief. The evidence indicates that Parcel 3 has two density 

units and the remainder of Parcel 2 has one density unit for a total of three density units. Rather 

than attempting to develop the wooded, unimproved Parcel 3, which would involve creating 

accessibility to this largely landlocked parcel, as well as significant tree clearing, Petitioners 

instead wish to utilize the density from Parcel 3 and use it to further develop Parcel 2. There are 

already existing homes along Burke Road and Petitioners desire to create lots where the existing 
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unused horse track is located. There would be no further density associated with Parcel 3 or the 

remainder of Parcel 2. Although I can appreciate the sentiments of Ms. Arthur and the opposition 

of other neighbors in the community, in my judgment, the requested relief will not be detrimental 

to the health, safety, or general welfare of the area, and the granting of the relief is within the spirit 

and intent of the Zoning Regulations. As indicated by the Planning Office, the special hearing 

relief is in keeping with the existing land use pattern in the area. In addition, Section lAOl.3.B.2 

of the B.C.Z.R. states that "[a] lot having an area less than one acre may not be created in an R.C.2 

Zone." In the instant matter, as shown on the site plan, Petitioners propose to create lots on Parcel 

2 that will be between 1.2 and 1.3 acres in area. 

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and public hearing on this Petition 

held, and after considering the testimony and evidence offered by the parties, I find that 

Petitioners' request for special hearing should be granted with conditions. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore 

County, this /1'1:lu day of December, 2010 that Petitioners' request for Special Hearing 

relief pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations ("B.C.Z.R.") to 

approve the reconfiguration of density in Parcels 1, 2 and 3 and a non-density transfer of Parcel 3, 

and of the remainder of Parcel 2, to Parcel 1, be and is hereby GRANTED subject to the 

following conditions: 

1. Petitioners may apply for permits and be granted same upon receipt of this Order; 
however, Petitioners are hereby made aware that proceeding at this time is at their own 
risk until such time as the 30-day appellate process from this Order has expired. If, for 
whatever reason, this Order is reversed, Petitioners would be required to return, and be 
responsible for returning, said property to its original condition. 

2. In order to develop the property, all of the parcels from which the density came should 
be included in any proposed subdivision. 
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3. Any new building permits will not be approved by the Groundwater Management 
Section of DEPRM until approved (and passing) perc tests are conducted and new 
well(s) are drilled for each lot. 

4. Development of this property must comply with the Prime and Productive Soil Policies 
and be consistent with the protection of agricultural resources in accordance with R.C.2 
Zoning Regulations. 

5. Petitioners shall acknowledge and agree to the following conditions set forth by 
Wallace A. Lippincott, Jr., Program Manager for Agricultural and Rural Land 
Preservation, which will protect and foster the protection of agricultural lands and 
resources: 

a) Place Parcel 3 into a Forest Conservation Easement with DEPRM (or a similar 
conservation easement); 

b) Place the remaining 8.23 acres of Parcel 2 under a permanent conservation 
easement; and 

c) Place a restriction in the land records that any further subdivision of Parcels 1, 
2, and 3 will be limited to a two acre lot. 

d) Lastly, it is recommended that the landowner investigate placing the remaining 
farmland in a land preservation program. 

Any appeal of this decision must be made within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. 

Jf;i~ OMASH.BOST 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

JAMES T. SMITH , JR. 
Coun ty Executive 

CRAIG J. AND KAREN M. KEHOE 
19520 BURKE ROAD 
WHITE HALL, MD 21161 

MARYLAND 

December 14, 2010 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing 
Case No. 2011-0061-SPH 
Property: 19520 Burke Road 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kehoe: 

THOMAS H. BOSTWICK 
Deputy Zo ning Commissioner 

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

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

Very truly yours, i 

4--f/.~ 
a~~~SH.~;~ 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 

Enclosure 

c: Roy Snyder, A.L. Snyder Surveyor, Inc., 1911 Hanover Pike, Hampstead MD 21074 
Lisa Arthur and Bill Sellers, 19500 Burke Road, White Hall, MD 21161 

Jefferson Bui lding\ I 05 'west Chesapeake Avenue. Sui te I 03 \ Towson, Maryland 21204 I Phone 4 10-887-3868 I Fax 410-887-3468 
www.bultimorecountymd.gov 



Petition for Special Hearing 
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County 

for the property located at \ '3 5 2-0 ~ f-¥-G ·~ . 
which is presently zoned ~ c · '2-

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal 
owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto and 
made a part hereof, hereby petition 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 _ 

O F O ~ L1 <;.. \ T't:' 

C> ~ PA-12. <L:n.. ~ 

(\i\L! (ct::Cv1\.\~16u f'2...bT ~~ 

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. 

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: 

Name - Type or Print 

Signature 

Address Telephone No. 

City State Zip Code 

Attorney Far Petitioner: 

Name - Type or Print NG 
CE:'''ED t=OR r\L\ 

Signature oROE.R Re ··, , ~ 

Compa,y ===--1P ------oate . . 
Address 'B'/ ~ · Telephone No. 

City State Zip Code 

Case No. 2. 0/1- 00 fo {- SPf/. 

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

Legal Owner(sJ: 

1gn ure 

4\0 · Bl?· G,\S,\ 
Telephone No. 

'2.J I uj- :JI 4, 
State Zip Code 

Representative to be Contacted: 

Name 

I BI I HA~ ovG.I<-- f'I k.G' 410 · '2."?';) • T144 
Address Telephone No. 

City 
1-\AHfSTl=AD MD. 2.10,4 

State Zip Code 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING -----

UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING-------

Reviewed By ..Jcrn.. /tiill!R Date 8 · ( (, f c:l 
J ieE!P 9/f5/9i 



c;lf-. 1!. ~nydE't 
.:Suweyo,. !lnc. 

19 1 1 cdf anoCJE.'l. (J:)ik£ 

cJtampj.tE.ad, dl!l..a'l.yf!and 2 1074 

(410)239-7744 {410) 374-9695 pho,z,c/ fax 

Zoning Description 

Kehoe Property 

19520 Burke Road 

July 15, 2010 

Beginning on the west side of Burke Road, 2700 feet, more or 
less, southwest of the centerline of Old York Road, Maryland 
Route 439; thence, 

1.) s 24° 53' 28" w 207.61 feet, 

2.) s 31° 54' 01" w 380.00 feet, 

3.) N 63° 21' 40" w 554.76 feet, 

4.) s 61° 50' 02" w 1186.31 feet, 

5.) N 04° 48' 08" E 1050.58 feet, 

6.) N 63° 03' 16" w 330.25 feet, 

7.) N 7 6° 40' 13" w 594.41 feet, 

8.) N 48° 23' 44" E 334.78 feet, 

9.) N 49° 20' 29" E 660.00 feet, 

10.) N 35° 52' 37" w 99.00 feet, 

11.) N 57° 09' 46" E 412.50 feet, 

12.) N 68° 10' 42" E 445.15 feet, 

13.) s 54° 12' 14" E 598.63 feet, 

14.) s 39° 22' 44" w 216.96 feet, 

15.) s 42° 37' 16" E 510.88 feet, 

16.) s 44° 20' 01" E 185.13 feet, 



17.) S 41° 19' 26" E 182.29 feet, 

18.) s 37° 41' 30" W 82.30 feet, 

19.) S 33° 33' 52" E 485.90 feet to the place of beginning. 

Containing 73.1419 acres of land, more or less. 

Being all of that land described in the deed to Craig J. Kehoe 
and Karen M. Kehoe dated August 20, 2003, and recorded among the 
Land Records of Baltimore County, Maryland in Liber S.M. 18878 
folio 156 and known as No. 19520 Burke Road, Seventh Election 
District, Third Councilmanic District of Baltimore County, 
Maryland. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 
ZONING REVIEW 

ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR ZONING HEARINGS 

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

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

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

. For Newspaper Advertising: 

·item Number or Case Number: 2 o t l- 0 0 Go I -S PH 
.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Petitioner: C:p..A t ~ .J . KL= t< o ~ T.!l l(A et: >:-\ M . l< g ~ oLE 

Address or Location: 1c.>.;20 Bu12.Kt.:: ~'O. WHtr~ IJ.h(;t.. f'l1t:I . :2,l\l,\-4:)\Lf~ 

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO: 

Name: c tlA, 6 J .. K LE t.l c t.::: 

Address: \ 9 .;-z.,c:> 'Qut2.KLS t2..0. 

\J\/ IH Tl:' µ ,0 u... ,..,..-, \7 . 2 l I <.o 1 4 9 ( 4 9 

Revised 7 /11 /05 - SCJ 



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE · 
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT 

Rev 
Source/ 

Sub 
Rev/ 

._.,.., 1-
No. fo O 

Date: ' I I· IO 

Fund Unit Sub l.Jnit Ob' Sub Ob" De t Ob' BS Acct 

0 ( 

Rec 
From: 

For: 

DISTRIBUTION 

c ·~ b . I-~ 

II-, Obi 

WHITE - CASHIER PINK - AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER 

PLEASE PRESS HARD!!!! 

Total: 

GOLD - ACCOUNTING 

CASHIER'S 
VALIDATION 



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND G'~ . OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE No. 
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT 

Date: 
Rev Sub 

Source/ Rev/ 
Fund Dept Unit Sub Unit Obj Sub Obj Dept Obj BS Acct Amount 

Total 

Rec 
From: ~ -

For: 

. 

DISTRIBUTION 

WHITE - CASHIER PINK - AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER GOLD - ACCOUNTING 

PLEASE PRESS HARDIIII 

CASHIER'S 
VALIDATION 



NOnCE OF ZONING 
HIAIIING 

lhe zon1111 commtss1oner 
of lllltlmor9 Cculty, by 8U­
th0r1ty of the Zonq Act 
and Regulations of Balti­
more County will hold a 
public hearing In Towson, 
Maryland on the property 
Identified herein as follows: 

C&M: # 2011-«!061 ·SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
W/slde of Burke Road, 
2, 700 feet +/- s/West of 
centerline of Old York Road 
7th Election District 
3rd Councllrnanlc District 
Legal owners: Craig & Ka­
ren Kehoe · 
Special Hearing: for the 
configuration of density In 
parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non­
density transfer of parcel 3 
and of the rematnder of 
parcel 2 to parcel 1. 
Hearing: Monday, Octo­
ber 18, 2010 at 11:00 
a.m. In Room 104, Jeffer­
son Building. 1 os West 
Chesapeake Avenue, 
Towson 21204. 

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN, Ill 
zoning commissioner for 
Baltimore county 

NOTES: (1) Hearings are 
Handicapped Accessible; 
for special accommoda­
tions Please Contact the 
zoning commissioner's Of. 
flee at (410) 887-4386. 

(2) For Information con­
cerning the Fiie and/or 
Hearing. contact the Zoning 
Review Office at (41 O) 887. 
3391 . 
9/471 sept 30 255877 

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 

___ q-++/ ____ 3 ~=----· 2o__fil_ 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published 

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

once in each of S1:1eeessive wee¥, the first publication appearing 

on q bo ,20J]__,_ 

~e Jeffersonian 

O Arbutus Times 

O Catonsville Times 

O Towson Times 

O Owings Mills Times 

O NE Booster /Reporter 

O North County News 

LEGAL ADVERTISING 



NOTICE OF ZONING 
, HEARING 

f 
The zoning Commissioner 

' of Baltimore County, iJy au-
' thority of the Zoning Act 

and Regulations of BaltJ, . 
more County will hold a 

, public . hearing In Towson, 
Maryland on the property 
Identified herein as follows: ' ' 

case: I 2011-()j)61-SPH 
· 19520 Burke Road i 

W/slde of Burke Road, 
2.700 feet +/- stwest of 
centerline of Old York Road 
7th Election District 

. 3rd Councllmanic District 
Legal OWner(s): <;:raig & 

Karen Kehoe 

=~::~~~e:rty ~~ 
parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non-

. density transfer of parcel 3 
and of. the remainder of 
parcel 2 to parcel ~. · · 
tiearfng: Thursday. No­
vember -4, 2010 at 11:00 
a.m. In Room 106 county 
Office Building. 111 West 
Ct,esapeake Avenue, 
Towson•21204. 

.I 

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN;'III 
zoning Commissioner for · 
Baltlmore County • 

NOTES: (1) Hearings are 
Handicapped Accessible; · 
for special accommoda­
tions Please Contact the .'.(; 
zoning Commissioner's Of- . 
flee at (410) 887-4386. 

(2) For Information con­
cerning the Fiie and/or . ' 
Hearing. Contact the zoning 
Review Office at (41 O) 887-

. 3391. 
JT 1 Ofl31l Oct. 19 , 258355 · I 

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 

1oj;;i ii , 20 Io 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published 

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

once in each of I successive weeks, the first publication appearing 

on IQ/ 1 li [ ,20.!Q_, 

lX.I' The Jeffersonian 

O Arbutus Times 

O Catonsville Times 

O Towson Times 

O Owings Mills Times 

O NE Booster /Reporter 

O North County News 

' 

v /AJlf 1-£K<iih,--'-->· 
LEGAL ADVERTISING 



CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

Date: 10 - 17- Io 

RE: Case Number: ~el(- ool.:.( - spt--\ 

Petitioner/Developer: -~~~--K~~--------- ---- ., 

Date of Hearing/Closing: --'-I_,_( -___.4_---'-'( t>"---_~1 _I ~A:~H~-----

This is to certify under the penalties of perjury that the necessary sign(s) required 
by law were posted conspicuously on the property located at 11 S ').,. O E> ~..J2... R.J.... 

The signs(s) were posted on ____ ,_·o_- _\ l~-~\~D~-----~----
(Month, Day, Year) 

' 

ION ING NOTICE 

ign Poster) 

of Sign Poster) 



TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 Issue - Jeffersonian 

Please forward billing to: 
Craig Kehoe 
19520 Burke Road 
White Hall , MD 21161 

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

410-931-6151 

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: 2011-0061-SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
W/side of Burke Road , 2,700 feet+/- s/west of centerline of Old York Road 
?1h Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Special Hearing for the configuration of density in parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non-density transfer of 
parcel 3 and of the remainder of parcel % to parcel 1. 

Hearing: Monday, October 18, 2010 at 11 :00 a.m. in Room 104, Jefferson Building, 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 

I AN Ill 
ZONING COMMIS IONER 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 . 



JAMES T. SMITH. JR. 
County Executive 

BALTIMORE COUNTI 
MARYLAND 

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO. Director 
Department of Permits and 

Septem,l'pei;,-2 t1,a2Qa~nt 

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: 2011-0061 -SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
W/side of Burke Road , 2,700 feet+/- s/west of centerline of Old York Road 
?1h Election District - 3 rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Special Hearing for the configuration of density in parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non-density transfer of 
parcel 3 and of the remainder of parcel ~ o parcel 1. 

Hearing : Monday, October 18, 2010 at 11 :00 a.m. in Room 104, Jefferson Building , 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue , Towson 21204 

"-AY-4 ito~ 
Timothy Kotroco 
Director 

TK:kl 

C: Mr. & Mrs. Kehoe, 19520 Burke Road, White Hall 21161 
A.L. Snyder, 1911 Hanover Pike, Hampstead 21074 

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN 
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY SATURDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2010 

(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 . 

Zoning Review I County Office l3uilding 
I I I West Chesapeake Avenue. Room I I I I Towson, Mary land 2 I 204 I Phone 4 I 0-887-339 I I Fax 4 I 0-887-3048 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 



Kirsten Lewis 
PDM Zoning 
111 West Chesapeake Ave. 
Towson, MD 21204 

Craig and Karen Kehoe 
19520 Burke Road 

White Hall, MD 21161 
410-357-9154 

9/27/2010 

Re: Zoning Hearing Case Number 2011-0061-SPH 

Dear Ms. Lewis, 

We are in receipt of a letter scheduling a zoning hearing for the above referenced Case Number. 
Unfortunately both My wife and myself will be not be available Monday October 18 to attend this 
meeting. Mr. Snyder suggested we write you this letter with our availability in the event your office 
decides they require one of us to attend this meeting. Karen Kehoe will be unavailable for a meeting 
October 11 thru 22. Craig Kehoe will be unavailable for a meeting October 18 thru 22. I apologize for 
any inconvience this may have caused your office. Please let us know if you need to reschedule this 
meeting. Should you prefer my email address is craig.kehoe@verizon.net. 

cc: Mr. Snyder 



TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY 
Tuesday, October 19, 2010 Issue - Jeffersonian 

Please forward billing to: 
Craig Kehoe 
19520 Burke Road 
White Hall , MD 21161 

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

410-931-6151 

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: 2011-0061-SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
W/side of Burke Road , 2,700 feet+/- s/west of centerline of Old York Road 
?1h Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Special Hearing for the configuration of density in parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non-density transfer of 
parcel 3 and of the remainder of parcel 2 to parcel 1. 

Hearing: Thursday, November 4, 2010 at 11 :00 a.m. in Room 106, County Office Building , 

/• 
/ 

f 

111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 

WILLIAM J . WISEMAN Ill 
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 . 



JAMES T. SM ITH, JR . 
County Executive 

( 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 
MARYLAND 

T IMOTH Y M. KOTROCO. Director 
Departmen, of Perm its and 
Deve lopment Management 

September 27, 201 O 

CORRECTED 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: 2011-0061-SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
W/side of Burke Road, 2,700 feet+/- s/west of centerline of Old York Road 
yth Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Special Hearing for the configuration of density in parcels 1, 2 & 3 and a non-density transfer of 
parcel 3 and of the remainder of parcel 2 to parcel 1. 

Hearing: Thursday, November 4, 2010 at 11 :00 a.m. in Room 106, County Office Building , 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 

~- IJ I/ I 
Kvf..roU.) 

Timothy Kotroco 
Director 

TK:kl 

C: Mr. & Mrs. Kehoe, 19520 Burke Road, White Hall 21161 
A.L. Snyder, 1911 Hanover Pike , Hampstead 21074 

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN 
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2010 

(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 . 

Zoning Review I County Office Bui lding 
11 1 West Chesapeake Avenue. Room 111 I Towson. Maryland 2 1204 1 Phone 4 10-887-339 1 I Fax 4 10-887-3048 

www. balti morecountymd .gov 
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JAM ES T. SMI TH, JR . 
Co unty Executive 

Craig & Karen Kehoe 
19520 Burke Rd. 
White Hall, MD 21161 

I 

Dear: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 
MARYLAND 

T IM OTHY M. KOTROCO. Director 
Department of Permits and 
Deve lopment Management 

October 14, 2010 

RE: Case Number 2011-0061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd. 

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing ONLY by the Bureau of Zoning 
Review, Depa1tment of Pennits and Development Management (PDM) on August 11, 2010. 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. 

WCR:lnw 

Enclosures 

c: People's Counsel 

W. Carl Richards, Jr. 
Supervisor, Zoning Review 

A.L. Snyder; 1911 Hanover Pike; Hampstead, MD 21074 

Zoning Review I County Office Building 
II I West Che~apeakeAvenue. Room 111 I Towson. Maryland 21204 1 Phone 410-887-3391 1 Fax 410-887-3048 

www.baltimorecountymd .gov 



( ( 

BALTIMORE COUNTY 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR. 
County Executive 

MARYLAND 

County Office Building, Room 111 
Mail Stop #1105 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

ATTENTION: Zoning Review 

Distribution Meeting of: August 23, 2010 

Item No.: 

JOHN J. HOHMAN, Chief 

Fire Department 

August 25, 2010 

Administrative Variance: 2011-0039A, 0059A, 0062A- 0064A, 0067A, 0069A, 0070A, 0072A 

Variance: 2011-0037A, 0038A, 0040A, 0041A, 0046A, OOSSXA, 0059A, 0065A, 0066A, 0068A, 0071A 

Special Exception: 2011-00SSXA 

Special Hearing: 2011-0061SPH 

Pursuant to your request, the referenced plans have been reviewed by the Baltimore . . 

County Fire Marshal's Office and the comment below is applicable for the above 
listed properties. 

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

Don W. Muddiman, Acting Lieutenant 
Baltimore County Fire Marshal's Office 
700 E. Joppa Road, 3RDFloor 
Towson, Maryland 21286 
410-887-4880 
Mail Stop 1102 

cc: File 

700 East Joppa Road I Towson, Maryland 21286-5500 I Phone 410-887-4500 

www.baltirnorecountymd.gov 



08/25/2010 15:24 

MMtfn O'Malley, Goverrit1r 
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor 

ENG ACCESS 9ERMITS 
( 

SMA 
e U Neil J . F"edcrsen, Admin ist r;;itor Stat H~")i~ I 6everlcy K. Swaim-Staley, Secret.,iry 

Admlnlstra1ion t 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. Kristen Matthews 
Baltimore County Office Of 
Permits and Development Management 
County Office Building, Room 109 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

Date:kuc,~s, z..5 "ZD\ 0 
l 

RE: 

PAGE 12/21 

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 a.ny State Highway Administration projects. Therefore, bas'cd upon ava.ilable information this 
office has no objection to Baltimore County Zoning Advisory Committee approval of Item No. 't..O \ l- . 
00!9\- ,5\) ~. . 

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

Very truly yours, 

~-,c;,.,t,~......,.. 
,c t1. Steven D. Foster, Chi 
,r1IJ-, Engineering Access Permits 

Division 

SDF/mb 

My telephone number/toll-free number Is----- . 
Maryland Relay Service for lmp.'llred Hearing or Speech 1.B00.735.2258 statewide Toll Free 

Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202 • Pl1onc 410.545.0300 • wwwsha.maryland.gov 



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director 
Department of Permits & 
Development Management 

FROM: Dennis A. KenR,\ Supervisor 
Bureau of Development Plans 
Review 

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting 
For September 6, 2010 
Item Nos. 2011- 037, 038, 039, 040, 
041, 046, 059, 060, 061, 062, 063, 
064, 066, 067, 069, 070 and 071 

DATE: August 26, 2010 

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

DAK:CEN:cab 
cc: File 
G:\DevPlanRev\ZAC -No Comments\ZAC-09062010 -NO COMMENTS.doc 



( ( 

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Timothy M. Kotroco, Director 
Department of Permits and 
Development Management 

Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, III 
Director, Office of Planning 

19520 Burke Road 

INFORMATION: 

Item Number: 

Petitioner: 

Zoning: 

11-061 

Craig and Karen Kehoe 

RC2 

Requested Action: Special Hearing 

DATE: September 16, 2010 

The Kehoes own several parcels zoned RC2 that were formerly owned by Charles Reed and were held 
intact since 197 4 until a 3-acre lot was subdivided from Parcel 2. 

Petitioners seek to reconfigure density from Parcel 3 (12 acre parcel- 2 density rights) and place it on 
Parcel 2 (8.2 acres 1 existing density right, 3 proposed.) Parcel 1 is 52.84 acres and contains the existing 
horse fann, one dwelling and one tenant house and has a total of 2 density rights, which will remain. 
Petitioner's surveyor, Albert Snyder indicates that the petitioner seeks to place the farm parcel, Parcel l in 
the MALPF easement program. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Office of Planning supports the requested relief as it is in keeping with the existing land uses pattern 
in the area, which has the majority of the farms in the MALPF program. It is the understanding of this 

I 
office that Wallace Lippincott, Manager of the Agricultural Preservation Program, DEPRM is supportive 
of the lot layout as shown on the site plan accompanying the petition. 

The Office of Planning will reserve comment on the proposed lot layout, house sitting and panhandle 
driveway location and will make such comment as part of the minor subdivision process. 

For further information concerning the matters stated here in, please contact Diana Itter at 410-887-3480. 

W:\DEVREV\ZAC\ZACs 20 11 \11-061.doc 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Inter-Office Correspondence 

Timothy M. Kotroco 

Dave Lykens, DEPRM - Development Coordination ::nJL 
,JoutM~ 1./, 2.o/u 

E>ctebet 15, 2 0 10 

Zoning Item 
Address 

# 11-061-SPH 
19520 Burke Road 
(Kehoe Property) 

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of August 23, 2010 

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

1. The Development Coordination section has no objection to the accumulation of 
density into one parcel. However, in order to develop the property all of the parcels from 
which the density came should be included in any proposed subdivision. - Dave Lykens; 
Development Coordination 

2. Development of this property must comply with the Prime and Productive Soil 
Policies and be consistent with the protection of agricultural resources in 
accordance with RC 2 Zoning Regulations: 

The accumulation of density can be supported in this case if the landowner 
agrees to certain conditions that protect and foster the protection of 
agricultural lands and resources. The conditions are: (1) place parcel 3 into 
a Forest Conservation Easement with DEPRM (or a similar conservation 
easement), (2) place the remaining 8.23 acres of parcel 2 under a 
permanent conservation easement, and (3) place a restriction in the land 
records that any further subdivision of parcels 1,2, and 3 will be limited to 
a two acre lot. Lastly, it is recommended that the landowner investigate 
placing the remaining farmland in a land preservation program. 

Wallace S. Lippincott, Jr.- Land Preservation 

S: \Devcoord\ I ZAC-Zoning Petitions\ZAC 2011 \ZAC 11-061-SPH 19520 Burke Road.doc 
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3. If new lots are created by Zoning Petition, then any new building permits will not be 
approved by Groundwater Mgmt. until approved ( and passing) perc tests are conducted 
and new well(s) are drilled for each lot. - Dan Esser,· Groundwater Management 

4. EIR has no comments on the above-referenced zoning item. - Thomas Panzarella,· 
Environmental Impact Review 

S:\Devcoord\ l ZAC-Zoning Petitions\ZAC 2011\ZAC 11-061-SPH 19520 Burke Road.doc 
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RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING 
19520 Burke Road; W /S of Burke Road, 
2,700' SW of c/line Old York Road 

* 

7th Election & 3rd Councilmanic Districts 
Legal Owner(s): Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Petitioner( s) 

* * * * * * 

* BEFORE THE 

* ZONING COMMISSIONER 

* FOR 

* BALTIMORE COUNTY 

* 2011-061-SPH 

* * * * * * 
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

Pursuant to Baltimore County Charter § 524.1, please enter the appearance of People's 

Counsel for Baltimore County as an interested party 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 correspondence sent 

and all documentation filed in the case. 

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

C~.f. 5,' i)·,~f.() 
CAROLE S. DEMILIO 
Deputy People's Counsel 
Jefferson Building, Room 204 
105 West Chesapeake A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 
(410) 887-2188 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 227th day of August, 2010, a copy of the foregoing 

Entry of Appearance was mailed to A.L. Synder, 1911 Hanover Pike, Hampstead, MD 21074, 

Representative for Petitioner(s). 

F 

RECEIVED 

AUG 2 7 LlJlLl 

••••.•...........• 

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 



KEV IN KAMENET Z 
Co 1111ty Executive 

ARNOLD JABLON 
Deputy Adminis trative Officer 

Directo1;Department of Permits, 
Approvals & Inspections 

March 10, 2011 

Craig & Karen Kehoe 
19520 Burke Road 
White Hall, MD 21161 

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Kehoe: 

RE: Case: 2011-0061-SPH, 19520 Burke Road 

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was filed in this 
office on January 11, 2011 by Lisa Arthur. All materials relative to the case have been 
forwarded to the Baltimore County Board of Appeals (Board). 

If you are the person or party taking the appeal, you should notify other similarly 
interested parties or persons known to you of the appeal . If you are an attorney of 
record, it is your responsibility to notify your client. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to call the 
Board at 410-887-3180. 

AJ:kl 

Arnold Ja 
Director 

c: Administrative Hearings Office 
People's Counsel 
Roy Snyder, 1911 Hanover Pike, Hampstead 21074 
Lisa Arthur & Bill Sellers, 19500 Burke Road, White Hall 21161 
J. Carroll Holzer, 508 Fairmount Avenue, Towson 21286 

Zoning Review I County Office Building 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 11 1 I Towson, Maryland 2 12041 Phone 4 10-887-339 1 I Fax 4 10-887-3048 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 



APPEAL 

Petition for Special Hearing 
19520 Burke Road 

Wis Burke Rd. , 2,700' ft . SW of the c/line of Old York Rd. 
7th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 

Legal Owners: Craig & Karen Kehoe 

Case No.: 2011-0061 -SPH 

Petition for Special Hearing (August 11 , 201 O) 

Zoning Description of Property 

Notice of Zoning Hearing (September 27, 201 O) 

Certification of Publication (The Jeffersonian - October 19, 201 O) 

Certificate of Posting (October 17, 2010) by Lawrence Pilson 

Entry of Appearance by People's Counsel (August 27, 2010) 

Petitioner(s) Sign-In Sheet - One Sheet 

Protestant(s) Sign-In Sheet - None 

Citizen(s) Sign-In Sheet - One Sheet 

Zoning Advisory Committee Comments 

Petitioners' Exhibit - Site Plan 

Protestants' Exhibits - None 

Miscellaneous (Not Marked as Exhibit) 
1. Email correspondence dated November 11 , 2010 from Ms. Arthur to Mr. Bostwick 
2. Email correspondence dated November 16, 2010 from Ms. Arthur to Mr. Bostwick 
3. Email correspondence dated November 19, 2010 from Mr. Bostwick to Ms. Arthur 
4. Correspondence dated November 30, 2010 from A.L. Snyder on behalf of Petitioners 
5. Email correspondence dated December 13, 2010 from Mr. Bostwick to parties 
6. Letter dated November 21 , 2010 from Karen Kehoe to Mr. Bostwick 
7. 9 Photographs 
8. CD-R 

Zoning Commissioner's Order (GRANTED - December 14, 2010) 

Notice of Appeal received on January 11 , 2011 from Lisa Arthur 

c: People's Counsel of Baltimore County, MS #2010 
Administrative Hearings Office 
Arnold Jablon, Director of PAI 
See attached cover letter 

date sent March 11, 2011, kl 



January 11, 2011 

Baltimore County 

Lisa Arthur 
19500 Burke Road 

White Hall, Maryland 21161 
443-695-3522 

Lisaarthur19500@hotmail.com 

Director of Permits and Development 
Mr. Timothy Kotroco 
111 W. Chesapeake Ave. 
Towson Maryland 21204 

Re: Appeal of decision 
Decision date: December 14, 2010 
Petition for Special Hearing 
Case No. 2011-0061-SPH 
Property: 19520 Burke Road 

Dear Mr. Kotroco, 

RECEIVED 

JAN 1 1 2011 
DEPI OF PEF!MITS ANO 

DEVELOPMENT MANAG MENT 

I hereby appeal the decision for Case Number 2011-0061-SPH dated December 14, 
2010 to the County Board of Appeals. A full copy of the December 14, 201 O Order is 
attached. 

Lisa M. Arthur 

c: Mr. J. Carroll Holzer PA, 508 Fairmount Avenue Towson, MD 21286 



SDA T: Real Property Search 

Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation 
Real Propt>rty Dllta Search ( rn 2.J l 
BALTIMOIU, cot:vn 

Account Identifier: 

Qwner Name: 

Mailing Address: 

Premises Address 
19520 BURKE RD 

District - 07 Account Number - 0716000640 

Owner Information 

KEHOE CRAIG J .Use: 
KEHOE KAREN M Principal Residence: 

AG RI CULTURAL 
YES 

19520 BURKE RD Deed Reference: 1) /18878/ 156 
2) WHITE HALL MD 21161-9149 

Location & Structure Information 

Legal Description 
60.7053 AC 
19520 BURKE RD 
2400FT SE OLD YORK RD 

Page 1 of 1 

Map 
13 

Grid 
14 

Parcel 
20 

Sub District Subdivision Section Block Lot Assessment Ar~ 
2 

Special Tax Areas 
Io)V!l 

Ad Valorcm 
Tax Class 

Primary Stnu:tu_re 13uiJt 
1952 

Enclosed Area 
4,621 SF 

fi.qp_erty Land Area 
60.71 AC 

Coui 
05 

Stor ies Basement Typ_e E~erior 
2 YES STANDARD UNIT FRAME 

Base Value Value 
As Of 
01 /01 /2008 

Land 275,870 275,870 

Improvements: 953 ,710 953 ,710 

Total: 1,229,580 1,229,580 
Preferential Land: 15,870 15,870 

Seller: DORN THOMAS S 
Iy_pe_: MUL T ACCTS ARMS-LENGTH 

Sgller: REED CHARLES J 
Type: NOT ARMS-LENGTH 

Seller: ENGELMEYER JODI 

J)pc: NOT ARMS-LENGTH 

Value Information 

Phase-in Assessments 
As Of As Of 
07/01 /2010 07/01/2011 

PREFERENTIAL LAND 
INCLUDED IN LAND V. 

1,229,580 
15,870 

NOT AVAIL 
NOT AVAIL 

Transfer Information 

10/01 /2003 
/ 18878/ 156 

11/18/1999 
/ 14160/ 235 

Date: 02/24/1993 

Deed I: I 9620/ 545 

~ 
Deed 2: 

Price: 

Deed 2: 

Price: 

Deed2: 

Exemption Information 

Partial Exempt Assessments 
County 

State 
Municipal 

Tax Exempt: NO 
Exempt C lass: 

Class 
000 
000 

000 

07101 /20IO07/01 /2011 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Special Tax Recapture: 
AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAX 

http://sdatcert3.resiusa.org/rp _rewrite/details.aspx?County=04&SearchType=STREET &.. . 10/29/2010 



Page 1 of 1 

Thomas Bostwick - Zoning item 11-061-SPH (Transfer of density to19520 Burke 
Rd) 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Lisa Arthur <lisaarthur19500@hotmail.com> 
<tbostwick@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
11/11/10 9:28 PM 
Zoning item 11-061-SPH (Transfer of density to19520 Burke Rd) 

Dear Mr Bostwick, 

Thank you for allowing me to review the file for zoning item 11-061-SPH (Transfer of density to 19520 Burke Rd) 
on Tuesday November 9, 2010. I also appreciate you holding the record open so that the Burke Rd community 
and I have an opportunity to respond to this zoning item. I will forward our response by Tuesday November 16, 
2010. 

Respectfully, 

Lisa Arthur 
19500 Burke Rd 
White Hall, MD 21161 
443-695-3522 

file://C:\Documents and Settings\tbostwick\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4CDC5FF5NC... 11/12/10 



Page 1 of 1 

Thomas Bostwick - Fwd: Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
CC: 

Attachments: 

Thomas Bostwick 

alssurveyor@verizon.net; craig. kehoe@verizon.net; kmkehoe@verizon.net 

11/19/10 9:30 AM 

Fwd: Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 

larth u r66@gma ii .com 

Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 

Mr. and Mrs. Kehoe and Mr. Snyder, 

As you recall from the hearing regarding the above-referenced matter on November 4th, at the conclusion of 
the hearing, the record in this case was left open. You were going to explore the conditions recommended by 
DEPRM and Mr. Lippincott in their Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments and provide my with your 
response. 

In the interim, during the pendency of this matter -- while the record is still open -- one of the nearby property 
owners who attended the hearing, Ms. Lisa Arthur, has submitted a letter and documentation concerning the 
property and the Special Hearing requests. 

Attached to this email below is the email and attachments I received from Ms. Arthur. You are certainly 
welcome to respond to the letter and documentation if you so choose. In any event, I would like to hear back 
from you regarding the DEPRM ZAC comments (and Ms. Arthur's submission if you choose) no later than Friday, 
December 3rd. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Thomas H. Bostwick 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (410) 887-3868 
Fax: (410) 887-3468 

file: / IC: \Documents and Settings\ tbostwick\Local Settings\ Temp \XPgrpwise\4CE64 3 B 7N C... 11 /19 / 10 



Thomas Bostwick - Case No. 2011-0061-SPH 19520 Burke Road 

From: 
To: 
Date: 

Thomas Bostwick 

KAREN KEHOE; alssurveyor@verizon.net; larthur66@gmail.com 

12/13/10 3:41 PM 

Subject: Case No. 2011-0061-SPH 19520 Burke Road 

Dear Parties, 

Page 1 of 1 

This is to advise that the record of the above-referenced case has been closed as of November 30, 2010, which 
is the date of Mr. Snyder's response letter. I am in receipt of all the submissions by the parties in this case and 
have been reviewing them. I anticipate issuing a decision and Order this week. 

I know the past month has made things seem like this is a long process, so I thank you all for your courtesy and 
patience in this matter. 

Thomas H. Bostwick 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (410) 887-3868 
Fax: (410) 887-3468 

file://C:\Documents and Settings\tbostwick\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4D063E9ANC. .. 12/13/10 



November 21, 2010 

Mr. Thomas H. Bostwick 

Karen Kehoe 
GoldenRay Farm 

19520 Burke Road, White Hall, MD 21161 
443.807.6929 kmkehoe@verizon .net 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County 
Jefferson Building 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing 
Case No. 2011-0061-SPH 
Property: 19520 Burke Road 

Dear Mr. Bostwick, 

( 

i 
/ 

RECEIVED 

DEC O 9 2010 

ZONING COMMISSIONER 

Craig and I are in receipt of your letter dated November 19, 2010 as well as the correspondence from 
Lisa Arthur, on behalf of some of "the Burke Road Community". 

Regarding the DEPRM ZAC comments dated October 15, 2010 (handwritten changed to November 4, 
2010) TO: Timothy M. Kotroco FROM: Dave Lykens, we are in agreement. 

The letter/information sent by Lisa Arthur further demonstrates and supports our quest for rural 
conservation/preservation. There is an error on the attached pictures as follows: 
Picture: 19500 Burke Road, view from 2°d floor looking at the track. Rt 439-0ld York Rd (This is actually 

Graystone Road) can be seen in the far distance: 

Kind regards, 

Karen Kehoe 



Thomas Bostwick- Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Lisa Arthur <larthur66@gmail.com> 
<tbostwick@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
11/16/10 2:04 PM 
Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 
ltr and deeds.pdf 

--------

Dear Mr. Bostwick, 

Page 1 of 1 

Please find my letter attached. This letter has additional information with supporting documentation for 
your consideration. 
I will be sending a second email with another attachment that consists of a signed petition and some 
pictures of Burke Rd. 
Since I do not have the Kehoe ' s email address, please feel free to forward them a copy of my emails. I 
will also mail a hard copy to you and the Kehoe' s today. 
Thank you, 
Lisa Arthur 
19500 Burke Rd 
White Hall, MD 21661 
443-695-3522 

file://C:\Documents and Settings\tbostwick\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4CE28F8ANC... 11 /19/10 



Mr. Bostwick 
Baltimore County Zoning 
111 W. Chesapeake Ave 
Suite 105 
Towson, MD 21204 

Lisa Arthur 
On behalf of the Burke Rd Community 

19500 Burke Road 
White Hall , Maryland 21161 

Lisaarthur19500@hotmail.com 

Re: Zoning Item Number 11-061-SPH, 19520 Burke Rd 

Dear Mr. Bostwick, 

November 11 , 2010 

Thank you for leaving the record open for Zoning Item Number 11-061 -SPH and 
allowing the community of Burke Rd White Hall Maryland 21161 to be heard on this 
matter. 

After reviewing the zoning file, I noticed some inaccurate information. Baltimore County 
interoffice correspondence dated September 16, 2010 from Mr. Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, Ill 
states how the petitioners seek to reconfigure their existing density rights. 

While the Kehoe's do own several parcels of property at 19520 Burke Road, the parcels 
have not been left in tact since 197 4 and Parcel 1 has an additional tenant house that 
was not mentioned. 

Enclosed are the deeds that indicate the property has been subdivided several times 
since 197 4. Therefore, we do not believe the property has the density to transfer. 

Parcel 1 - 2 Densities are already used 
• In 1996, 3.003 acres were subdivided, see deed dated February 29, 1980; 

Changing total parcel size from about 56 acres to 52.84 acres 
• Has one additional tenant house then mentioned by the petitioners in the request 

for a special hearing 
• Both tenant houses were build after 1979 

Parcel 2 - 2 Densities are already used 
• In 1974, 2.493 acres were subdivided, see deed dated April 10, 1974 
• In 1998, 3.0862 acres were subdivided, see deed dated September 3, 1998 
• Ultimately changing the parcel size from 13.3 to 8.2939 acres 

In addition to the information that we discovered in the previous property deeds we feel it 
important to describe our community and it's surrounding area. 
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Burke Road is a single lane wide, small dead end road with a speed limit of 25mph. The 
beginning of the road has 4 homes that were built as part of a major subdivision know as 
Walnut Springs. This includes another nine house that are on Limb Court, which is off 
Burke Road. From Limb Court down, the rest of Burke Road is very rural and the road 
narrows quickly. It has extreme curves combined with various ground elevations which 
presents sight distance issues for all local drivers as well as others that make deliveries 
and provide services such as utilities, sanitation, mail and school transportation. Many of 
our residents including their children and pets utilize the road for recreation activities 
such as walking, running, and bike riding . 

There are twenty-three homes on Burke Road, almost all have well over one acre of 
land. Many of the residents have lived on the road all their lives. Some are retired and 
have fixed incomes and many of us are struggling with hard economic times and simply 
cannot afford any increase in property taxes. 

All of the homes on Burke Road have significant visual buffering in that there is mature 
vegetation including trees that help to create privacy and protection from other properties 
and weather such as severe winds. During the 2010 snow events, the opening of Burke 
Road had twelve-foot tall snowdrifts that did not allow the residents or emergency and 
maintenance vehicles to enter or exit the road, essentially paralyzing the community for 
a short time. Ultimately, our community joined forces and utilized their own personal 
equipment to clear the way through the snowdrifts and reestablish the free flow of traffic. 

Zillow.com reported that Baltimore County, White Hall MD 21161 had eleven homes that 
sold over the last year and another twelve currently remain for sale. All of these homes 
are on well over one acre of land. 

In 2009, Phillips Development LLC of Monkton MD purchased 19735 Graystone Rd. 
This property has over 50 acres of undeveloped rural farmland and is intended to be 
subdivided into a major subdivision in the near future. 

19520 Burke Road boarders the Phillips Development LLC property and has an 
easement to enter and exit the property by way of Graystone Rd . 

Graystone Road is two lanes wide with a speed limit of 40mph and allows for large 
volumes of bi directional traffic. The road connects to other roadways that lead to 
Interstate 183. Some of the homes located on Graystone Road meet the minimum lot 
size standard of one acre but many more exceed that size. 

While researching zoning standards we discovered the Baltimore County 201 O Master 
Plan. This plan supports policies and regulations that help maintain rural character. 
Listed below are several relevant points from Part 5 - The Rural County. 
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• The horse industry is the largest economic agricultural industry with estimated 
annual gross revenues of $350 million. Nationally, the thoroughbred horse 
industry is very strong, with sales and breeding fees up. These strong increases 
are typically linked to the quality of the track facilities, promotion, and 
wagering handles (purses). Maryland's thoroughbred industry is at a crossroads. 
The county should support state efforts to improve racing facilities, 
promotion, and the overall health of the thoroughbred industry. 

• The best strategy to address nuisance issues is to prevent the development of 
subdivisions in prime agricultural areas. 

• Maintain the rural character of the existing road network. 

• In areas that cannot access the water and sewer service area, problems with 
private water and sewage disposal in small communities are hard to 
correct. Many rural areas, including the rural commercial centers of Hereford 
and Jacksonville, have limitations such as marginal soil conditions. small 
property sizes, area requirements for stormwater management, and zoning 
issues that impede improvements of sanitary facilities. 

• Unless carefully controlled, demand for new development in the rural areas 
will overburden Baltimore County's ability to provide services and 
facilities, harm the agricultural industry, and significantly deplete 
environmental and aesthetic resources. 

• Agricultural preservation areas were created to protect the county's 
agricultural industry, as well as its natural resources, and areas of scenic and 
historical significance. Designated areas include: 

Caves - Greenspring - Parkton - Upperco/Worthington/Sparks -
Patapsco/Granite - Freeland/Maryland Line - Monkton/Whitehall - Long Green -
Bird River 

• In general, resource preservation areas are intended to support a limited amount 
of residential development while still protecting the county's ground and surface 
water quality, forest resources, and significant plant and wildlife habitats. Zoning 
conversions that would increase the development potential of land within 
this management area are inappropriate. 

• It is especially important to avoid setting precedents that could lead to future up 
zoning by producing a change in the area's rural character. 

• Consider adapting cluster principles to maintain adjacent forests and open 
space, which help retain rural character. 

• Provide effective buffers between development projects as required to 
maintain rural character. 
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• The present RC 5 and RC 4 cluster residential development zones were 
improvements over the pre-1976 ( one house per acre) rural zoning; however, 
even this type of development is not in keeping with the rural character. 

• Conserve visually-integrated rural historic landscapes so that viewers 
can appreciate the enticing qualities of continuing rural uses, or of a 
bygone agricultural era, while still allowing reasonable use of privately 
owned land. 

We feel as though zoning is the first step in the process to develop land therefore, it is 
important to address issues early on. It is equally important to carefully consider these 
issues and whenever possible, help mitigate incurred costs associated with continued 
community opposition. 

Our community concerns are as follows: 

• 19520 Burke Road has been subdivided several times over the years and if 
allowed to continue to subdivide, this property will have in essence created a 
major subdivision without developing the infrastructure to support it 

• Lots that meet minimum acreage requirements could set a precedent for future 
subdivisions in our area and do not conform to the established property size 
standards of Burke road 

• Increased vehicular traffic on the road would interfere with recreation activities 
such as walking, running, and bike riding and increase public safety issues for 
our residents, their children and pets 

• Loss of open space would negatively impact resale value and diminish the rural 
character of our community 

• Our quality of life would suffer from nuisance issues such as unwanted light and 
noise from the concentration of homes, vehicles, and recreational activities 

• Development of three homes will increase our property taxes 

• The current housing market does not support additional home building in our 
area 

We rely on zoning officials to allow building that occurs at a pace and in a manner 
conducive to the atmosphere desired by local residents. Zoning Item 11-061-SPH does 
not align itself with the desires of the Burke Road community. We respectfully ask you 
to consider our concerns and deny the request to transfer density. 

s:, 
~.~ 

Lisa Arthur 
(On behalf of the Burke Rd Community) 
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November 30 , 2010 

Mr . Thomas H. Bostwick 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County 
Je f ferson Building 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson , Maryland 21204 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing 
Case No. 2011 - 0061-SPH 
Property : 19520 Burke Road 

Dear Mr . Bostwick , 

I am in rece i pt of your letter dated November 19 , 2010 and the 
correspondence from Ms . Lisa Arthur regarding density rights for the 
Ke hoe Property . 

Parce l 1 : 52 . 8460 acres (+/-) has no further subdivision possible . 

Parcel 2 : the 8 . 2939 acre parcel is the remainder of Parcel 2 which 
was creat ed by Minor Subdivision , approved on July 2 , 1996 and 
November 21, 1B96 and recorded in the Book of Minor Subdivisions and 
Greenways at S . M. 1 folio 144 on December 4 , 1996 . Lot No . 1 , as 
shown on that plan , is the Arthur Property recorded in Liber S . M. 
13757 folio 25 1 etc ., dated September 3 , 1998 . 

Parce l 3: 12 . 0020 acres (+/-) - two density units . 

The de nsity units on Parcel 3 are to be transferred to Parcel 2 and 
grouped with a part of the remaining 8.2939 acres of Parcel 2 , in 
order to establish and c l uster three lots each containing 
approximately 1.2 to 1 . 3 acres . 

Property deeds for 19520 Burke Road mentioned in the Lisa Arthur 
correspondence : 

1 .) April 197 4 - A 2 . 493 acre parce l conveyed April 10 , 1974 from 
Parcel 2 of t h e Patterson Property (now Kehoe) . The cut-off date 
for s ubdivision in the RC-2 Zone is November 21 , 1979 ; any 
conveyance prior to that date does not affect current density . 



2 . ) February 1980 The current Kehoe Property was conveyed to 
Ernillo Alecci and John Alecci - three parcels: Parcel 1 - 56 acres 
14 perches; Parcel 2 - 13.2 acres , saving and excepting 2 . 493 acres ; 
Parcel 3 - 12 acres. 

3 .) June 1996 - 3 . 003 acre parcel from Parcel 1 of the Alecci Farm. 

4 .) September 1998 - 3 . 08 62 acres - Glenn J . Arthur and Lisa M. 
Arthur , Lot 1 of the approved 1996 Minor Subdivision . 

Sincerely yours , 

Albert LeRoy Snyder 

Enclosures 

ALS/bs 

2 



PROPERTY DEEDS FOR 
19520 BURKE ROAD 

• April 1974 
• February 1980 
• June 1996 
• September 1998 
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tho•• kiCa of lftlWld utuate la the Seventh Election District of 
w~~:~1\,:f: Maryland, 

IIGDliiDG. rar. m FIIS'r ac a stone in tbe South 41-1/2 degrees 
wH 57 pucbea ·11:A of tti. whole tncc alao in the line of L. M. 
M:ndnsh•' • J.uad theace t:umdng south 41·1/Z desreu WHt l3. 7 perchu 
to a atone uu a Spcnµh Oak Tru soueh 41 degr... eut 53. pucu• to 
a ·~ aouth 40 dq'reu Weat 56 pe:chu to a atone not.'1:h 62 degrees 
wut: 14.6 puchu to a place where fcmu:,:ly stood a Balck Oak Nortl:l 75 
~ ,,..,: 36 percha• to a stone o.o,rth SO degreH eu1: 60 perches to 
a CMff1 Tru noi1:h 33 <1e&reu n•t 5.6 ;,.rchH to a ,cone DO'l'th 59·1/2 
dqn ..... e .is ~ co a a1:one o.oreh 9·3/4 degrua VH1: 32 perchH 
to a •COJt• ~ 58-1/2 deS%NI VHt IS.4 perchu to a etcma 110rtb 44-1/2 
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edg.-e ct ~ road, ffld dle!:mt N 33 deg!ff!S 33' 52" W 159.05 foet ,:Oon, tile end of the 
~CC10d Uno cl "Oek Vcl!ey", thenco !emng the rc!lC! ~ runn!ng wtth and binding 



SIGNED PETITION OF RESIDENTS OPPOSING 
THE TRANSFER OF DENSITY 



Residents that Oppose the Transfer of Density at 19520 Burke Road 

Home Owner 
Name Address Acreage Sign~ure / Date 
Herzog 19300 Burke Rd 3 Pt,(_ jMt,/ 4:ic/l-°J7U. - ~ '>~6 )'-lCJ'l l)cRS.O~.,,~ ,co• II lt>f 1u 

' 
v I f I 

Ensor 19310 Burke Rd 6.533 ~~~~ OehS~O e n·Z<Jn. ne... t II /3//o 
~{,/': ~ /1 - /3 --/ ll 

\z;lu [ '/ /)Jr ( ~~ 
~ 

~ 1.\~ r,wf)~ , - ~ J . Cummings 19320 Burke Rd 8.087 .,,. _(~ 1,-11., llt.- j 0 ,..,_ u I J - x 
Heaps 19329 Burke Rd 10.917 C1 

/""\ 

K. Cumminings 19401 Burke Rd 4.86 !.G. ,\ '/ ·~' / . ( .AP: n 112..h n 
I/ l).J I I 

,,... 

W . Cummings 19405 Burke Rd 1 1/aA hA . A, ( ~~ - ' ~ L/1 c? - 3 5'7 - ~ 7Lft.t- 1/-/3-16 
l.A~ A~ [

1
1/~A{AAA ; t:~J 

R. Cummings 19407 Burke Rd 7.217 R;~~ - } •.,1(' -~ ll-l"':riO ... ' ' /) ' ..._!sC1J I i__;:,..V\__ rY\.. U 

' u j?b C.v,~ ,v,.qSC) \JeJe,J2al' ...... et-- .... 

D. Sutton 19419 Burke Rd 4.7006 AJt1 .4 .A.ut..-:r::t-~ 11/1.3/,0 -
Brown 19420 Burke Rd 22.45 /,..s/~,- 1'?-.. 1 , ,.,J ~ A · ~KJ $" , IZr,, , i.J ,,_ 'II(/~.:~ 1!11:Sh?l 

- .IJ \?,.) "-· n :p·g,.. .t-... -~ fl/'ls-/10 
a. Sutton 19421 Burke Rd 1.34 t ( .. :. /1 ,, /1:: ii. lf· l r, 

•v -v 

Blizzard 19422 Burke Rd 2.363 /Ju~ f ../?~A,./1_./// fA "/Jo ,.J.f1··--/?!),!(, -~~Jlunr,,,_Q.;~;1.J'/·t; 11/;J/t·6 
- I / 

A /1 J • 

Arthur 19500 Burke Rd 3.0862 ~ - ,</_~ t/~J~tt.r-- ;l~;i.;i- llfi///6 
/ ' 

Kehoe 19520 Burke Rd 60.7053 • 

.n /1 4A / ,, IJ 

William 19610 Burke Rd 2.8 f{/h"-d!!,:/MJb. o 1._ij!J 1 ~"" Ve ~..-....i (>-.H(t .. c <((0-:<11-?S"o1' I/ -l '-j-rD 
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Residents that Oppose the Transfer of Density at 19520 Burke Road 

Home Owner 
Name Address Acreage Signature Date 

Dean 19611 Burke Rd 26.88 ( Lives /.Iv '!IV ) 

Dill 19614 Burke Rd 3.5 

Witman 19617 Burke Rd 2.77 

Vitek 19618 Burke Rd 8.044 -f\e4..u,.C .1Jit;b {~r~.~~'7-8-bl~ '}) . ..CL fl 4-ICl~w_c:,n .c:.~ 11\ lt..l ,t . \ 
- -..;;;] \ I 

McGee 19619 Burke Rd 1.45 c ~llGl.L- 44~41~ ~ 01 '2- \ on&Jlh'\ [Iv\~ ~(it.t1d. ( 11\tll ll I \~\ Lb 
J -:) 

Lange 19623 Burke Rd 1.117 f Ill/ /J1F!}/r. Jll·i,, ;:::./4£/ ?-//.V) 
' -

A 

Boyce 19625 Burke Rd 1.57 ~"'1~ ~ff--, ~.-N'7A; W/J.- '.·,1,.,-///~J51 'l.f'"'1~ J,":j~ "/ It /13 j Id 
, 

J 6 
Palm 19627 Burke Rd 1.64 ~'Nl '{, /jl;t,,v~ fh~ l.fto 3'f'.!:, OSi cf J. ~ - fk~rJ Arr. /V q_r lv-(., =5 ..... 1..0 

Gesell 19629 Burke Rd 1.41 ,{).,,/.,,, {) () J(bA,,/)/) /111r;/.'J,:,11-A'7~j/.. 'fi.o,~,,,,, ,O/j;;)/:JA·, ;.. ,l) ,r,;no. j JI I, -:;/ /I ) 

(/ < " n ~ a () l I 

CHILCOAT 3 LIMB CT 2.97 & / ( 'I',:---- 4l0-3S,-S073 t\ "~ l 10 
I \.. -

....... 

KU LACKI 4 LIMB CT 2.9 / U ! j '.J ,J V~ L 11!/¥~0 I -~ ,'7/ ---·· ·, I 

HALL 6 LIMB CT 2.79 u/../J ti~ 1/ i /11 /;/) .... ., 
;----·· · I I 

.. 
' 

WHITE 7 LIMB CT 2.99 f,t1t 1 ~/}. ~,t,. t./to ~ 357-tjJ:"{,o cwA:fr"f-A e,r,~-c~f-· Nd,, /I /tJt?"i) 

Page 2 of3 



Residents that Oppose the Transfer of Density at 19520 Burke Road 

Home uwner 
Name Address Acreage Si.Qn~dure / Date 
MANANKIUBRADY 8 LIMB CT 2.91 · :f ~ /,r- · . J _ ,.(;!"',, / tft tJ - ~ 6"1- 9-z '5t £. /YI tY/ A AJ 14 £J !USN. &1n. 1r/12..f ID 

I v ,, I 

,? I . . I 

HOLBROOK 9 LIMB CT 4.85 ~ /t-- r;~-,i~;___ '110 - 3~H- ~J.-u~ 11 
/ 1 lf Ji m 
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PICTURES OF BURKE ROAD 



Progressing towards 19520 Burke Rd picture date 11/8/2010 



19520 Burke Rd, Driveway on left picture date 11/8/2010 

View from road of 19520 Burke Rd (Track) picture date 11/8/2010 



View from road of 19520 Burke Rd ain property before reaching the driveway 
picture date 11/8/2010 

Progressing from 19520 to 19500 Burke Rd, Track on left 



View towards 19520 from 19500 Burke Rd picture date 11/8/2010 



19500 Burke Rd picture date 11/8/2010 



. -·-, ,. 

View from 19500 Burke Rd of Track and tenan house. 



19500 Burke Rd, looking at the white fence that encloses the track. 

19500 Burke Rd, view from 2 floor looking at the track and nant house. 



iiiimll!IJ!~. " 
19500 Burke Rd, view from 2 floor looking at the track. RT 39 - Old York Rd can be 
seen in the far distance. 

This picture is of 19520 Burke Rd Track area but taken in the summer time by another 
resident. This is how we are used to seeing the property used. 



This picture is of 19520 Burke Rd main property area but taken in the summer time by 
ano~er resident. This is another example of how we are used to seeing the property used. 
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