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Staff Recommendation: Approval, including the use of a reduced-width tertiary roadway with
sidewalk on only one side, and terminating as an over-length cul-de-sac; and subject to the
following conditions:

1)

2)
3)

4
3)

6)

7

8)
9
10)
11)

12)

13)
14)
15)

16)

Approval under this preliminary plan is limited to 28 lots for 17 one-family detached, and

11 one-family attached residential dwelling units, including a minimum 12.5%

moderately priced dwelling units (MPDUs).

Final approval of the number and location of dwelling units and MPDUs shall be

determined at site plan.

Final approval of on-site parking, site circulation, sidewalks, and bikepaths will occur at

site plan.

No clearing, grading or recording of plats prior to approval of the certified site plan.

The applicant must comply with all conditions of the preliminary forest conservation

plan. All conditions must be satisfied prior to recording of plat(s) or Montgomery

County Department of Permitting Services (MCDPS) issuance of sediment and erosion

control permits, as applicable. Conditions include:

a)  Applicant to construct a split rail, or better, fence at the back and/or sides of lots

1, 5,6, 7, and 10 through 16 to delineate the off-lot forest planting areas and
conservation easements.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of the MCDPS stormwater management

approval dated January 22, 2007.

The applicant must dedicate the extension of Fellowship Lane as a reduced-width tertiary

road and construct the road to reduced-width tertiary standards with at least a 4’ wide

sidewalk on one side.

The applicant must construct the proposed private street to the structural standards of a

public tertiary road with at least a 4’ wide sidewalk on one side.

The applicant must comply with conditions of the MCDPWT letter dated February 23,

2007, unless otherwise amended.

Record plat to reflect a Category I conservation easement over all environmental buffers

and forest conservation areas.

Record plat to reflect public use, common ingress/egress and utility easements over the

proposed private street.

Record plat to reference the Common Open Space Covenant recorded at Liber 28045

Folio 578 (“Covenant”). Applicant msut provide verification to Commission staff prior

to release of final building permit that Applicant’s recorded HOA Documents incorporate

by reference the Covenant.

Record Plat to reflect all areas under Homeowners Association ownership and

specifically identify stormwater management parcels.

Access and improvements as required to be approved by MCDPWT prior to recordation

of plat(s).

The Adequate Public Facility (APF) review for the preliminary plan will remain valid for

sixty-one (61) months from the date of mailing of the Planning Board opinion.

Other necessary easements must be shown on the record plat.



L SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject property consists of 12.65 acres of land located west of the cul-de-sac
terminus of existing Fellowship Lane. Fellowship Lane begins at Quince Orchard Road
approximately 1,700 feet south of the intersection of Quince Orchard Road and Darnestown
Road (MD 28) in Potomac (Attachment A). The property is an assemblage of ten parcels which
are recorded by deed, and under multiple ownership. The property is split-zoned R-200 and R-
200/TDR3 and lies within the Muddy Branch watershed which is designated as Use Class I
Surrounding land uses consist of one-family residential dwellings in the R-200/TDR3 zone on
the south, east and northeast property boundaries; one-family residential dwellings in the R-200
zone on the northwest property boundary; and a major Pepco power line right-of-way along the
western property boundary. The property is eligible for public water and sewer.

The site currently contains two occupied one-family residences (on existing Parcels 801
and 821) accessed by paved driveways originating at the Fellowship Lane cul-de-sac. A third
existing residence, on a deeded parcel which is not part of the proposed subdivision (Parcel 741),
also has driveway access from existing Fellowship Lane through the subject site. Another
unoccupied, deeded parcel which is not part of the proposed subdivision, Parcel 927, has
unimproved access through the subject site via an existing ingress/egress easement.

The site gently slopes to the east and southwest from a high point located in the rear of
the two existing homes. A perennial stream crosses existing Fellowship Lane on the eastern
property boundary and a second intermittent stream flows into this tributary from the eastern
portion of the site. Environmental buffers associated with these streams encompass 1.27 acres
on the eastern portion of the site. Total forest cover on the site consists of approximately 6.25
acres in four stands, the largest (in the southwestern portion of the site) is approximately 4.5
acres. Overall forest stand quality is fair to poor, but some large, high quality individual trees are
present within existing forest stands and scattered throughout the property.

IL. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject preliminary plan consists of a 28-lot subdivision containing 17 one-family
detached dwellings and 11 townhouses (Attachment B). The one-family detached lots are
accessed via extension of existing Fellowship Lane as a public road, built to reduced-width,
tertiary street standards; and the townhouses are accessed by a private road from the Fellowship
Lane extension. The applicant is requesting Planning Board findings to permit the reduced-
width tertiary road with a sidewalk on only one side, and to terminate the road as an over-length
cul-de-sac (Attachment C).

The development proposal applies the standards for R-200 development including
moderately priced dwelling units (MPDUs) to the entire property, rather than using the TDR
option available on the environmentally-constrained eastern portion of the site. The proposal
includes extension of public water and public sewer to serve the proposed houses.



III. PREVIOUS PLANNING BOARD REVIEW

A pre-preliminary plan for the subject property was presented to the Planning Board for
discussion on January 19, 2006. At that hearing, the applicant requested advice from the Board
regarding a proposal for a 30-lot subdivision containing 18 one-family detached dwellings and
12 townhouses. The analysis of this preliminary plan includes the issues on which the Board
shared their opinion at that time.

IV.  ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
A. Conformance to the Potomac Subregion Master Plans (Past and Present)

The 1980 Potomac Subregion Master Plan recommended part of the area covered by
the subject preliminary plan as suitable for PD-3 development. An Amendment to that Plan,
adopted in 1982, allowed this area to achieve the same density, but only by utilizing TDRs.
The objective of the Plan and the Amendment was to provide, for the Darnestown Planning
Area, a suitable transition between the Rural Cluster Zone to the west (without sewer) and
the more suburban areas to the east (with sewer). The Amendment did acknowledge (page
11) that TDRs were an option, and that not all property owners would wish to utilize TDRs in
their development programs. The Amendment further stated that the Planning Board could
reduce the number of units permitted on a given site due to environmental and other
constraints and that much of the remaining area in conventional zones would not develop to
full capacity.

The 2002 Approved and Adopted Potomac Subregion Master Plan supported the
retention and reconfirmation of the existing zoning for the subject property and supported the
use of TDRs wherever increases in density were proposed (page 40). The Master Plan did
not specifically identify the property subject to the current pre-application.

The proposed preliminary plan conforms to the master plan recommendations for
residential development. The development does not utilize the TDR option, but rather
applies the option for development with moderately priced dwelling units (MPDUs). In
staff’s opinion, the proposal conforms to the recommendations of the 2002 Potomac
Subregion Master Plan.

B. CONFORMANCE TO THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND ZONING
ORDINANCE

This application has been reviewed for compliance with the Montgomery County
Code, Chapter 50, the Subdivision Regulations, and Chapter 59, the Zoning Ordinance. As
further discussed below, the application meets the applicable requirements. Access and
public facilities will be adequate to support the proposed lots and uses. The public facilities
for the development have been deemed adequate to serve the proposed units. Additionally,
the proposed lot sizes, widths, shapes and orientations are appropriate for the location of the
subdivision.



The lots were reviewed for compliance with the dimensional requirements specified
in the Zoning Ordinance for the R-200 zone utilizing the MPDU option. The lots as
proposed will meet all applicable dimensional requirements for area, frontage, width, and
setbacks in that zone. Some non-specified standards will be established as part of the future
site plan review. A summary of this review is included in attached Table 1.

1. Combining the two zoning categories

The subject property is split-zoned R-200 and R-200/TDR-3. Given the
environmental constraints associated with the R-200/TDR-3 zoned portion of the
property, TDR density cannot be achieved. Therefore, the application proposes to
develop the entire property using the development standards of Chapter 59, Section 59-C-
1.62, for R-200 development using MPDUs. Concerns were raised by citizens during the
pre-preliminary plan discussion, and again in a letter sent on the preliminary plan
(Attachment D), about combining the density from the different zoning categories.
Specifically, is it appropriate for density to be combined from both areas if such density
could not be constructed within each area because of environmental or other constraints?
Staff found, and the Board generally agreed, that density can be combined.

Applicant’s Position

Given the significant environmental constraints associated with the R-200/TDR-3
zoned portion of the property, TDR density cannot be achieved. Therefore, the applicant
proposes to develop the entire property using the development standards of Chapter 59,
Section 59-C-1.62, for R-200 development using MPDUs. The standards permit a
maximum of 2.44 dwelling units per acre which translates to a maximum of 29 dwelling
units, including a minimum of 4 MPDUs!, on the subject property. Twenty-eight
dwelling units are proposed with a combination of one-family detached and townhouse
lots.

Citizen Position

By letter dated February 23, 2007 (Attachment D), adjacent and nearby property
owners oppose combining the density from the different zones on the property. They cite
to provisions in the County Code which govern how density is calculated. They express
concern that environmentally-constrained acreage in the eastern portion of the site, and
area needed for stormwater management and road access, are included in the developer’s
density calculations.

Staff’s Position

The proposed development meets the Section 59-C-1.628(e)(3) requirements for
development in different zones and does not exceed the total number of units that would

! 4.49ac in R-200/TDR zone @ 2.44 du/ac = 10.95 or 10 units; 7.91 ac in R-200 zone @ 2.44 dw/ac =19.3 or 19
units. MPDUs at minimum 12.5% of 29 equal 4.



be permitted if the component areas of the combined tracts were developed separately.
Per Section 59-C-1.628(a), usable area on which density is calculated is determined by
deducting 100-year floodplain that encompasses an excessive part of the tract and
highway rights-of-way greater than 100 feet wide from the gross tract area. The R-
200/TDR-3 zoned portion of the subject tract does not include either of these areas and,
therefore, can be used in its entirety for density calculations. Staff also finds that density
achieved from either of the separately zoned portions of the site can appropriately be
developed anywhere within the gross tract area since, per Sections 59-C-1.331 and 1.332,
the same development standards apply in both zones®.

2. Use of a Reduced-width Tertiary Street

The preliminary plan proposes access to lots via a public road extension from the
terminus of existing Fellowship Lane. The alignment of this proposed extension follows
an existing parcel which provides ingress and egress for two parcels that are not subject
to the current application (P795 and P927). Under the terms of the existing
ingress/egress agreement, this access can’t be terminated unless all parties agree. Since
agreement to change the alignment has not been reached, the application uses the existing
parcel to create the Fellowship Lane extension. The proposed road alignment creates
both challenges and opportunities for achieving compatibility between the existing and
proposed developments. As previously discussed during the pre-preliminary plan, use of
a public roadway built to reduced-width tertiary standards with sidewalk on one side has
been determined by staff to be the best way to address both.

Per Sections 49-34(f) and 50-26(h) of the County Code, the Planning Board has
authority to determine when a tertiary street may be used and to establish the right-of-
way width. The standard right-of-way width of a tertiary street is fifty (50) feet,
however, the Board may approve a lesser width if it can be demonstrated that the lesser
width is environmentally better and either improves compatibility with adjoining
properties, or allows better use of the parcel under consideration. Per Section 50-
26(h)(2), the Board’s approval of a lesser width occurs as part of a Section 59-D-3 site
plan review. The proposed roadway will have a 26’ wide, paved surface within 27°4” of
right-of-way, with appropriate public utility and improvement easements on both sides,
and a 4’ wide concrete sidewalk on the north side.

The future site plan, as included in staff’s recommended conditions for approval
of this preliminary plan, will ultimately determine the acceptability of the proposed right-
of-way, but Subdivision staff’s analysis of the applicant’s justification (Attachment C),
indicates that the appropriate findings can be made for the proposed project. The reduced
right-of-way enables preservation of more existing trees along the adjoining Quince
Orchard Estates to the south, and provides more space to supplement the existing trees
with landscaping. It also allows the proposed lots and houses to be located closer to the

% Section 59-C-1331(a) stipulates that standard method development in TDR zones must comply with the density
limitations contained in the corresponding zones as identified in section 59-C-1.332. Section 59-C-1.332(b)
stipulates that density limitations for MPDU development applicable to the R-200 zone apply in standard method
TDR zones. Thus, the same R-200/MPDU development standards apply to the entire tract.



proposed road which results in more forest retention and planting areas adjacent to the
Mountain View subdivision to the north. The proposed forest area adjacent to Mountain
View is a 75-foot wide, off lot conservation easement that, combined with the existing
35-foot conservation easement on the Mountain View subdivision, creates a 110-foot
wide forest stand.

The use of a reduced-width tertiary road improves compatibility between the
existing and proposed subdivisions because it: a) increases the amount of tree save and
planting that can be provided where the roadway must abut the rear lot lines of existing
homes to the south; and, b) creates an opportunity for a significant forest stand buffer
between the smaller proposed and larger existing lots to the north of the property. The
reduced-width tertiary road is also better from an environmental perspective because it
provides more contiguous on-site forest planting area and greater opportunity for tree
save. Finally, staff supports the use of sidewalk on only one side of the proposed
roadway, because all proposed houses on this single-side loaded road will have sidewalk
along their front that pedestrians will be able to safely use. In addition, the total
impervious surfaces within the development will be reduced, thereby reducing the
amount of stormwater runoff generated and treated in the stormwater management
facility.

3. Over-length Cul-de-sac

Per Section 50-26(d), a cul-de-sac should not be longer than 500 feet unless the
Planning Board finds that a greater length is justified by reason of property shape, size,
topography, large lot size, or improved street alignment. Fellowship Lane currently
exists as an over-length cul-de-sac from Quince Orchard Road. Continuing it in the same
fashion can’t be avoided since the surrounding properties are fully developed as either
residential lots, or a major electric transmission right-of-way. The unusual shape of the
property also makes it infeasible to create any internally connected streets. Therefore, a
finding can be made for further extension of Fellowship Lane as an over-length cul-de-
sac. The proposed roadway configuration has been approved by Montgomery County
Fire and Rescue Service. The proposed roadways, cul-de-sacs and “T-turnaround”
provide adequate ingress and egress for fire and rescue vehicles.

4. Distribution of the unit types within the site

The location of units is influenced by the proposed configuration of the roadway
access to this site. A public roadway follows existing ingress/egress easements which
must be maintained as access for the existing parcels that are not a part of the proposed
development. A public road could also conceivably be constructed within the fifty foot
strip of land accessing the southwest corner of the site, but such a public road would be
directly behind existing homes with no buffering. The proposed plan instead utilizes a
private roadway to access this area. The private road configuration provides space for
landscaping along the property line and setback of the road pavement.



Frontage on a public road is required for one-family detached dwellings in the R-
200 zone, but townhouses may front on public or private streets’. Since the subject
application includes the use of townhouses as permitted by the R-200/MPDU
development standards, they have been located in the southwest corner of the site and
utilize the private street access. The proposed unit distribution within the site is justified
given the limitations associated with the parcels being assembled.

C. Transportation

Staff concludes that the subject preliminary plan will provide safe and adequate
access for vehicles and pedestrians. The development will not generate more than 30 peak-
hour trips and is therefore, not subject to Local Area Transportation review. As discussed
above, staff supports use of a reduced-width tertiary public street with sidewalk on one side,
and a private street accessing the townhouse area.

D. Environment

The 12.40-acre property includes 6.46-acres of existing forest. There is a stream on
the property that crosses under existing Fellowship Lane approximately 250 feet from its
current cul-de-sac terminus. There are 1.27 acres of stream buffer on the property. The
entire property is tributary to the Quince Orchard Branch in the Muddy Branch watershed, a
Use I water.

The proposed plan meets all environmental requirements. The plan provides the
minimum necessary protection of environmentally sensitive areas and meets requirements for
forest conservation. The proposed layout provides opportunity to meet forest planting
requirements on-site, and save trees along property boundaries.

1. Environmental Buffers

A Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation was approved on
February 15, 2007. The site includes a stream and small wetland on the property. In total
there are 1.27-acres of environmental buffer, part of which is encroached upon by
existing Fellowship Lane. The proposed plan protects the remainder of the
environmental buffer except for a proposed stormwater management outfall. Staff has
determined that the existing and proposed encroachments into the environmental buffer
are unavoidable, so the plan satisfies requirements for protection of environmentally
sensitive areas.

2. Forest Conservation

There are 6.46 acres of existing forest in four distinct forest stands on the subject
site. Northern red oak trees dominate one stand, two stands are dominated by tulip trees,
and the fourth stand has no dominant species. There are numerous trees 24 inches in

3 Section 59-C-1 .628(b) of the Zoning Ordinance permits townhouse frontage on a public street, a private street or a
common open space.



diameter and greater on the subject property including 16 trees 30 inches in diameter and
greater.

The development is proposing to utilize the option for development with MPDUS,
and therefore, must comply with Section 22A-12(f) of the Montgomery County Code
(Forest Conservation Law). This section requires that a certain percentage of the net tract
area be forested, either by retaining existing forest or planting. For this particular plan,
20 percent of the net tract must be forested. The preliminary forest conservation plan
indicates the removal of 4.94 acres of forest and the preservation of 1.52 acres. This
generates a 2.92-acre forest-planting requirement, which the applicant will meet by
planting on site. All retained and planted forest will be protected in a Category I
conservation easement. The proposed preliminary forest conservation plan satisfies the
requirements of Section 22A-12(f) and all other applicable requirements of the Forest
Conservation Law.

The plan submitted indicates setbacks of 15 feet for the rear yard and 5 feet for
the side yard. The preliminary forest conservation plan does not show any house
footprints within 30 feet of the rear property line; however, the plan shows 40 x 34 foot
rectangular boxes for house footprints. Few builders construct and few homeowners
want rectangular boxes. The Planning Board establishes the building envelope and not
the building location through the subdivision process. The builder has the flexibility to
locate the building anywhere within the building envelope including at the rear building
restriction line. If the builder constructs the house, or any house feature at the rear
building restriction line, there would be 15 feet from the building to the conservation
easement. This would provide an inadequate backyard space that may encourage the
homeowner to enter the conservation easement area to create a useable backyard space.
In order to delineate the forest conservation easement and protect the trees from future
homeowner encroachment, a condition is recommended to require the applicant to
construct a split rail fence at the back of lots 1, 5, 6, 7, and 10 through 16.

V. CITIZEN ISSUES AND CONCERNS

In their letter dated February 23, 2007, and a follow-up letter dated February 24, 2007
(Attachments D & E), adjacent and nearby residents state their opposition to the proposed plan
based upon their belief that it does not satisfy Section 59-D-3.4(b) requirements for compatibility
and safety. With regard to compatibility, they cite to the proposed size of lots in relation to
existing ones nearby, the location of roads to the rear of existing lots, the location of the
proposed townhouses, and the number of proposed lots around cul-de-sacs. From a safety
perspective, they are concerned that additional traffic from the proposed development will
endanger children because existing Fellowship Lane has no sidewalks and isn’t designed to slow
traffic down.

Although the Section 59-D-3 findings cited by the citizens will be reviewed in detail as
part of the future site plan, staff from the site plan section did provide input regarding the
proposed layout of both the pre-preliminary, and this preliminary plan. The plan proposes a 75’



wide planted forest buffer between proposed units and existing houses along the northern
property boundary. Along the rear of existing houses on Quince Valley Drive adjacent to the
proposed townhouse area, the plan preserves a minimum 50° wide forest buffer, except along the
access road. Along the existing access drive where forest cannot be preserved, the applicant
proposes dense landscaping and fencing. The proposed townhouses are also configured so that
sides of units, rather than townhouse rows, face the rear of the existing houses. Finally, the
extension of Fellowship Lane is designed so that tree preservation and supplemental planting can
be provided between the road and the rear of existing homes.

The proposed preliminary plan meets the requirements and adheres to the standards for
development in the R-200 zone using the MPDU option. These standards include the options to
use smaller lot sizes and provide up to 40% of the units as townhouses. The proposed unit layout
reflects the limitations associated with the parcels being assembled. Given these limitations, the
preliminary plan layout, with the proposed buffering, is generally compatible with adjoining
development. The future site plan review will further examine this and the safety issues raised.

Another letter was received on March 2, 2007, from a neighbor living adjacent to the
southeast corner of the subject property (Attachment F). The neighbor experiences drainage
problems on his existing lot and is concerned that runoff from the proposed development may
worsen the situation. He is also concerned that ultimately, the subject property’s runoff will
discharge into his community’s stormwater pond.

Based on review of the pictures submitted by the neighbor, it does appear that his lot
receives a considerable amount of storm drainage. The source of the water, however, appears to
be overland runoff from the rear yards of other existing lots on Quince Valley Drive, not the
subject property. In fact, if there is any runoff from the subject property that reaches his yard, it
should be drastically reduced when the future development is in place since water from most of
the site will be directed into the planned storm drain system.

A proposed outfall from the subject property will discharge into an existing swale located
adjacent to the neighbor’s property, but the swale ties in with the outfall from the adjacent pond,
so water from the subject property will not discharge into the pond. Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services (DPS) has determined that the proposed outfall will safely
convey runoff from the proposed development at a non-erosive rate, and that the downstream
storm drain system should have sufficient capacity to handle the water. Based on the neighbor’s
concern, DPS is conducting further analysis to determine if additional measures are needed as
part of the final stormwater management approval that will be done with the site plan.

VI. CONCLUSION

Staff’s review of Preliminary Plan #120070350, Hallman Grove, indicates that the plan
complies with Chapters 50 and 59 of the Montgomery County Code. The plan conforms to the
recommendations for residential development included in the Potomac Subregion Master Plan.
Public facilities will be adequate to support and service the area of the proposed subdivision, and
the size, width, shape, and orientation of the proposed lots are appropriate for the location of the
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subdivision. The proposed reduced-width tertiary roadway improves compatibility between the
subdivision and adjacent development, and is environmentally better. The provision of sidewalk
on only one side of the proposed public and private roads is justified because the roads are
single-side loaded and all houses will have sidewalk along their front that pedestrians will be
able to safely use. The use of an over-length cul-de-sac is justified by the shape of the existing
property and the nature of surrounding development. The application has also been reviewed by
other applicable county agencies, all of whom have recommended approval of the plan.
Therefore, approval of the application is recommended with the conditions specified above.

Attachments

Attachment A — Site Vicinity Map

Attachment B — Preliminary Plan

Attachment C — Applicant’s Statement of Justification
Attachment D — February 23, 2007 Citizen Letter
Attachment E — February 24, 2007 Citizen Letter
Attachment F — March 2, 2007 Citizen Letter
Attachment G — Referenced Agency Correspondence
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Table 1. Preliminary Plan Data and Checklist

Plan Name: Hallman Grove

Plan Number: 120070350

Zoning: R-200 and R-200/TDR (Plan uses standards for R-200 using MPDUs)

# of Lots: 28

# of Outlots: 0

Dev. Type: Residential

PLAN DATA Zoning Ordinance Proposed for Verified Date
Development Approval on the
Standard Preliminary Plan
6,200 s.f. for sfd
6,000 s.f. for sfd 1,500 s.f. for sfa S
Lot Area 1,500 s.f. for sfa’ is minimum C’ﬁ& 3/5/07
proposed N
Lot Width Est. by site plan [ A'd 3/5/07
Lot Frontage 25 ft. Min Must meet minimum {2 3/5/07
Setbacks
25ft. Min. from street
Front 30ft. Min. from tract Must meet minimum 3/5/07
boundary CI{,
Side Est. by site plan CBEC 3/5/07
Rear Est. by site plan Must meet minimum e 3/5/07
Green Area 2,000 s';'f;w&':,'itf oreach | pust meet minimum CK 3/5/07
. May not exceed '
Height 40 ft. Max. Y oL e CA 3/5/07
Max Resid’l d.u. or 2.44 du/ac or 29 . .
Comm’l s.f. per Zoning dwelling units 28 dwelling units CA(——- 3/s/07
MPDUs 12.5% 12.5% Ch 3/5/07
TDRs N/A
Site Plan Req'd? Yes CIAC 3/5/07
FINDINGS
SUBDIVISION
Lot frontage on Public ; .
Street Public and Private frontage CAC 3/5/07
Road dedication and Construction and dedication of internal public
frontage improvements and private roads Agency letter 2123007
Environmental
Guidelines Yes Staff memo 2/28/07
Forest Conservation Yes Staff memo 2/28/07
Master Plan
Compliance Yes %ﬁ—- 3/5/07
ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES
Stormwater
Management Yes Agency letter 1/22/07
Water and Sewer Agency
SSC) Yes comment 12/11/06
10-yr Water and Sewer Agency
Plan Compliance Yes comment 12/11/06
Well and Septic N/A
Local Area Traffic
Review N/A Staff comment 12/11/06
Fire and Rescue Yes Agency memo 2/8/07
Historic Preservation N/A

" Requires approval of a 59-D-3 site plan with provision of green are above the minimum.
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completely accurate or up to date. All map features are approximately within five feet of their true location. This map may not be the

same as a map of the same area plotted at an earlier time as the data is continuously updated. Use of this map, other than for

general planning purposes is not recommended. - Copyright 1998 0 Research & Technology Center
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20410 Observation Drive, Suite 205
Germantown, Maryland 20876-4000
301-540-7990 « FAX: 301-540-7991

HALLMAN GROVE
PRELIMINARY PLAN OF SUBDIVISION

WAIVER JUSTIFICATIONS

1 OVERLENGTH CUL-DE-SAC

The justification for extending the Fellowship Lane cul-de-sac beyond the standard
length is that there is no alternative to such length. All of the properties surrounding
the subject site are fully developed and there is no other way to provide access to the

_property. There are no streets stubbed into this site from adjoining properties. There
is no practical alternative way to provide access to this infill property other than.
extending Fellowship Lane beyond its current terminus.

2 REDUCED WIDTH TERTIARY STREET

Existing Fellowship Lane is constructed within a 50-foot right of way. This request is
to allow the extension of Fellowship Lane from its current terminus to be constructed
within a 27.33-foot (27°4”) right of way. With a 10-foot Public Utility Easement on
either side and with a 4-foot sidewalk situated in a Public Improvement Easement, on -
one side, the practical width of the roadway will be 47.33 feet. However, because of
the constraints of the subject property, the reduced width right-of-way will allow the
proposed development to provide enhanced environmental benefits for the current

and future residents of the neighborhood.

The reduced width tertiary will enable more existing trees to be saved abutting the
Quince Orchard Estates subdivision to the south. Not only can more existing trees be
retained, but the existing landscape screening can be supplemented with additional
landscaping outside the right of way. (Private landscaping cannot be planted within a
public right of way).

In addition, the reduced width right of way will enable a wider forest conservation
easement area. It is proposed that an approximately 75° wide forest conservation

PLANNING < ENGINEERING « LANDSCAFPE ARCHITECTURE A O



SITE SOLUTIONS INCORPORATED

easement be created abutting the Mountain View Estates subdivision, about 25° wider
than the 50° minimum forest conservation area width. The reduced width right of
way will also permit creation of a wider separation between the sides of homes
abutting those conservation easements. Specifically, by reducing the right of way
width, lots and homes can be “shifted” towards the right of way to create a wider
area, away from the “shift” for forest conservation and wider side yards for the lots
closest to the forest conservation area. This will provide ample side yard widths and
thereby reduce the temptation of homeowners to encroach into the adjacent
conservation easement areas for personal use. The conservation area will not be
placed within private lots, but instead will be conveyed to a community homeowners
association as a separate HOA parcel to assure its long-term viability. '

Beyond these site-specific issues, the reduced width right of way will ultimately
reduce the amount of imperviousness on the site and create less impact on the runoff
and downstream areas. It will help to create a more environmentally sensitive
development and a neighborhood that is more environmentally compatible with the

natural environment.
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February 23, 2007

Mr. Royce Hansen, Chairman L
Montgomery County Planning Board DEVELOP™.ENT REVIEW DiviSIon
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760

Re: Hallman Grove Subdivision
Site plan #120070350
North Potomac, MD

Dear Mr. Hansen,

We are writing in opposition to the proposed Hallman Grove Subdivision as currently presented. The developer
is proposing an MPDU development with twenty eight dwelling units on a 12.65 acre parcel. Eleven of the
proposed dwelling units are proposed as townhouses. The current zoning on this property is a combination of R-
200 and R-200 TDR-3. The development provisions of section 59-C-1.62 allow an MPDU density of 2.44 dwelling
units per acre or a total of 30 dwelling units for the 12.65 acres provided specific provisions are complied with.
Our interpretation of the conditional provisions prescribed in the zoning ordinance will not permit the

development as currently proposed.

* Section 59-C-1.628 (e) contains specific MPDU development provisions for development in different zones.
All of these provisions must be complied with. Paragraph 59-C-1.628 (e) (3) states the following:

The total number of dwelling units in the combined development does not exceed the total number that
would be permitted if the component areas of the combined tracts were developed separately.

The portion of the parcel located in the R-200 TDR-3 zone is 4.86 acres (Sketch SK-1). Using the tabular
density from 59-C-1.62, the developer has proposed a density contribution of 11 dwelling units for this
component area of the combined tract. Using the MPDU development criteria of Section 59-C-1.6, 11
dwelling units can not be developed on this component area of the combined tract due to significant

restrictions imposed by the following:

- The 100 year flood plain and its associated buffers

- The presence of an existing stream and it's associated buffers

- The presence of an existing access easement.

- The requirement for storm water control on this portion of the site.
- The lot size and setback requirements prescribed in 59-C-1.62

Allowing the developer to utilize the tabular density on the TDR-3 portion of this site has resulted in a solution
which is incompatible with the surrounding communities. The following are the most significant aspects of the

proposed solution’s incompatibility:

¢ The proposed development plan has significantly smaller lot sizes than any of the surrounding communities.
Existing lot sizes on Fellowship Lane are over 20,000 SF and the immediate neighbors that are not part of the
proposed development have lot sizes that exceed 40,000 SF.
* The public road extension and private drive that provide access to the houses in the development have been
located behind the rear lot line of the adjacent community of Quince Orchard Estates with a narrow
@



landscape and fence buffer. Sound planning would encourage a development plan with backyards abutting
backyards whenever possible. ‘ _

e Eighthouses are located on each of the proposed cul-de-sacs. Where six houses are located around cul-de-
sacs in Quince Orchard Estates driveway access is tight and parking problems exist.

 The townhouse portion of the proposed plan (housing the MPDU’s) is segregated from the rest of the
development and placed adjacent to an existing one acre undeveloped lot.

* No sidewalks exist on Fellowship Lane. Children walking to the bus stops must walk in the street and the
additional density proposed by this plan will endanger their safety.

o There is an existing down hill stretch of road without houses coming from the cul-de-sac that encourages
delivery truck and visiting car traffic to speed towards Quince Orchard Road. The proposed development
extends the down hill length of the public road without houses. The proposed roundabout at the existing cul-
de-sac will help slow traffic at the end of the current street but with the significant increase in density; the
problem with speeding will increase and endanger children riding bicycles and anyone walking along
Fellowship Lane. ' : ’

We understand that the developer has indicated to staff that no other options are available that would create a
more compatible solution on this site due to their inability to negotiate an alternate access easement and
reconfiguration of the existing lot P927 (belonging to Vernon Green). An alternate approach that would achieve
compatibility is possible. The attached conceptual sketch has been reviewed with the surrounding property
owners and there is consensus that it could be used as a platform for creating a development solution on this site
that would be compatible with and endorsed by the surrounding communities. In this concept lot sizes are
larger, back yards face back yards and the resulting density is consistent with the existing communities.

We know the property owners have a right to develop the land, and ask that the planning board ensure the
compatibility of the proposed development with the surrounding communities.

The community is very interested in participating in the development discussions for this parcel. Please keep us
informed of the earliest opportunity to express our concerns directly with your staff. Thank you in advance for
the opportunity to participate in the development process.

Sincerely,

ooy

Rita M. Green (Lot P795)

Mﬂﬂ%%, Ummq%M

Gerard A. Green Jr. (Lot P795 Vernon S. Green (Lot P927)
12410 Fellowship Lane 15715 Quince Orchard Road
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 Gaithersburg, MD 20878

cc: Cathy Conlon
C:\CMM Data\Hallman Grove\ Hansen ltr Hallman Grove North Potomac 022307.doc



Parcel with limited »
development potential —
due to flood plain, easements,
stream buffers and setbacks

oSK-1

Hallman Grove Subdivision
Existing Zoning Diagram

February 22, 2007



Property

Rita ¢ Gerard D¢
Green Property - g
] v
Existing Houses f -
oK-2 / Fellowship Lane

Hallman Grove Subdivision L

Compatible Devlopment Diagram
February 22, 2007

Vernon Green "
L ’-_-\-—-

C——




AHachment &

February 24,2007 =
24207 DECEIVE
Mr. Royce Hansen, Chairman f nﬁ i } i
Montgomery County Planning Board E; Ls MAR -5 Lo 1 /
8787 Georgia Avenue g j
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760 B
- | DTVILOPLERT REVIZW DIVISION
Re: Hallman Grove Subdivision R e e
Site plan #120070350 ;

North Potomac, MD

Dear Mr. Hansen,

We are ‘writing in opposition to the proposed Hallman Grove Subdivision as currently presented. The proposed
plan does not meet the compatibility and safety standards defined by the zoning ordinance. Section 59-D-3.4,
paragraph (b) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance states that:

“The Planning Board shall not approve the site plan if it finds that the development would not achieve a
maximum of compatibility, safety, efficiency and attractiveness; and the fact that a site plan complies with all of
the stated general regulations, development standards or other specific requirements of the zone shall not, by
itself, be deemed to create a presumption that the proposed site plan is, in fact, compatible with surrounding land
uses and, in itself, shall not be sufficient to require approval of the plan.”

The following are our most significant concerns with the proposed solution’s incompatibility with the
surrounding communities and the safety hazards it will present:

* The proposed development plan has significantly smaller lot sizes than any of the surrounding communities.
Existing lot sizes on Fellowship Lane are over 20,000 SF and the immediate neighbors that are not part of the

proposed development have lot sizes that exceed 40,000 SF.
* The public road extension and private drive that provide access to the houses in the development have been

located behind the rear lot line of the adjacent community of Quince Orchard Estates with a narrow
landscape and fence buffer. Sound planning would encourage a development plan with backyards abutting

backyards whenever possible. _
* Eight houses are located on each of the proposed cul-de-sacs. Where six houses are located around cul-de-

sacs in Quince Orchard Estates driveway access is tight and parking problems exist.

* The townhouse portion of the proposed plan (housing the MPDU's) is segregated from the rest of the
development and placed adjacent to an existing one acre undeveloped lot. '

¢ No sidewalks exist on Fellowship Lane. Children walking to the bus stops must walk in the street and the
additional density proposed by this plan will endanger their safety.

* Thereis an existing down hill stretch of road without houses coming from the cul-de-sac that encourages
delivery truck and visiting car traffic to speed towards Quince Orchard Road. The proposed development
extends the down hill length of the public road without houses. The proposed roundabout at the existing cul-
de-sac will help slow traffic at the end of the current street but with the significant increase in density; the
problem with speeding will increase and endanger children riding bicycles and anyone walking along

Fellowship Lane.

We know the property owners have a right to develop the land, and ask that the planning board ensure the
compatibility of the proposed development with the surrounding communities.

®



The community is very interested in partlapatmg in the development discussions for this parcel. Please keep us
informed of the earliest opportunity to express our concerns directly with your st:a\ff Thank you in advance for

the opportunity to participate in the development process.

Sincerely,

Name: _(CRAG %SiAeeN f\/\CSKOw\TZ
Address: 1'2%4— PBU/L\‘%IAJ? LANE-

Q&I&@Q@@@Mc &

Name: (erard 3 Rifa Green
Address: _)2410 Fellow ship kn
Go Nhere are MDD 20878

Name: 14'“57 #/"‘W
Address: _i23 €& Qu, wba \filey DJZ‘
GameesRoks ™D IK7(

Name: B'Yh{ CW‘I)”/; thLﬂL’.(’d
Address: 33923 Qu:ipce \al Lzul O
N Dtpvwr D 557

Name: Aﬂl)ﬂé T szkl—( . '
Address: (234§ duince Ualley Dawe
Noarrt_Lhaame sf) > “2u6F

Name: k"(é"‘-m D’(’
Address: _(23¢4 (. htsee \/JZ‘«’V D/“
M. Pete thie /VID 26

Name: I €3¢ Ioah Fogen
Address: _29¢0_Gvinee ValleyHr-
W [otmaz B

Name: 0},2_&%'34 %c/L!JPlL
Address: ( z 5@2 2;;“;@ (/4{:27 y

cc: Cathy Conlon

C:\CMM Data\Hallman Grove\Hansen compatability ltr Hallman 022307.doc
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The community is very interested in participating in the development discussions for this parcel. Please keep us
informed of the earliest opportunity to express our concerns directly with your staff. Thank you in advance for

the opportunity to participate in the development process.

Sincerely,

i
. :
Name: tﬁ‘{ ho i
Address: __ |ty ¢ sl 0\1
N AV XD

>

Name: ?M . \//’m oS H 1
Address: 220y Pushrogn
' o, Po1r Mo 2.7 .

Name:‘ \B‘P\‘l\b /(!D(:RN%\(Z
)

© Address: [ Py %]%Mh_&_
N b k'lvx‘.’l{?L ,) M

Name: '205 pad-e,‘
Address: 12202 @issaro Iur.
N . Poh> 2

Joe @ TR0
Z3 30 CEVONSIP L
N. PSTOMAC, mD 2 637D

Name:
Address:

Name:
Address:

Name:
Address:

Name:
Address:

cc: Cathy Conlon
C:\CMM Data\Hallman Grove\Hansen compatability ltr Hallman 022307.doc
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Conlon, Catherine

From: Rene @ Comcast [rsorra@comecast.net]

Sent:  Friday, March 02, 2007 9:38 AM

To:  Conlon, Catherine -

Subject: Plan No . 120070350, Hallmah.Grove Storm Water Management

Dear Catherine:

We spoke on the phone at the end of 2006 regarding procedures that community members follow to
raise concerns during the planning review of a proposed development. You had indicated that emails
with attached pictures are acceptable methods of bringing matters to your attention. On February 22,
2007, the Hallman Grove Citizen Meeting was held at the Quince Orchard Library to present the
proposed plan of Hallman Grove Development for submittal to the county’s review board. The meeting
was led by Mr. Kelly Chapman with the support of Mr. Al Blumberg of Site Solutions. As a community
member and resident of 12332 Quince Valley Drive (Lot No. 32 outlined in Figure 1), I attended the
pre-submission meeting.

I voiced my objection with the storm water system design as proposed in the drawings of Preliminary
Plan No. 120070350 due to potential undesirable erosion and excessive ponding that will occur should
the system be constructed as proposed. The edge of my property is at the lowest elevation in the
neighborhood (contour line 350 ft), which is below the water level of the adjacent pond.

Please review the following files attached to this email:

Figure 1. Hallman Grove Site
Photo 1. Erosion Path

Photo 2. Uprooted Trees 1
Photo 3. Uprooted Trees 2
Photo 4. Low Point

Photo 5. Ponding

Photo 6. Backyard Catch Basin
Photo 7. Moderate Rain

The Hallman Grove Site is illustrated with circled numbers representing various areas seen in the
corresponding photos of existing site conditions. The path of erosion is evident in Photo 1, causing
continuous uprooting of trees (see Photos 2 and 3). I have personally removed at least five fallen mature
trees along the erosion path since I purchased the property in 2000. Photos 4 and 5 show the low area
causing localized ponding and maintains a water-saturated area year round. This area creates a perfect
breeding ground for mosquitoes. For this reason, I had my fence installed up to 10 feet inside my
property line. During the summer months, we treat this area with mosquito-killing compounds and
surround my back yard with repellants to reduce the amount of mosquitoes that breed in the standing
water.

A remedied erosion problem in the nearby area of my back yard is exhibited in Photos 6 and 7. Being at
the low end of the neighborhood, the runoff had eroded my back yard and prevented the middle of my
yard from growing healthy grass due to the amount of standing water that was present. When grass
would grow, it could not be mowed since the ground remained saturated with water most of the time. I
backfilled the area with two truckloads of soil and built catch basins at the low point of my neighbor’s

®
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yard and routed rainwater underground to a constructed runoff system. I went through this expense to
remedy the problem so that we could maintain a dry area.
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