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Description

Potter Glen, Preliminary Plan No. 120190120:
Application to create 5 lots for 5 single-family
detached houses, in the NE quadrant of the
intersection of Glen Road and Query Mill Road;
13.32 acres, RE-2 Zone, 2002 Potomac Subregion
Master Plan.

Recommendation — Approval with conditions
Applicant: Terrier Glen, LLC

Submittal Date: 12/18/2018
Review Basis: Chapter 50, Chapter 59, Chapter 22A

Summary

e Staff recommends Approval with conditions of the Preliminary Plan.

e The proposed lots meet the standards of development in the RE-2 zone.

e The Application is consistent with the recommendations of the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan and
1996 Rustic Roads Functional Master Plan.

e Staff supports no frontage improvements on Glen Road, Query Mill Road and Moran Court, consistent with
the recommendations of the Rustic Roads Advisory Committee.

e The Application includes a Chapter 22A variance for the impact to 10 and removal of 14 trees that are 30
inches or greater diameter at breast height.

e Staff has received correspondence in opposition to the Application, as discussed in Sections 6.

e The Planning Board granted two regulatory review extensions, valid until July 11, 2019.
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SECTION 1 - RECOMMENDATION AND CONDITIONS

Preliminary Plan No. 120190120: Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plan subject to the
following conditions:

General Approval
1. This Preliminary Plan is limited to five lots for five one-family detached dwelling units.
Adequate Public Facilities and Outside Agencies

2. The Adequate Public Facility (“APF”) review for the Preliminary Plan will remain valid for sixty-one
(61) months from the date of mailing of this Planning Board Resolution.

Outside Agencies

3. The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation (“MCDOT”) in its letter dated June 7, 2019 and incorporates them as conditions of
the Preliminary Plan approval. The Applicant must comply with each of the recommendations as
set forth in the letter, which may be amended by the MCDOT if the amendment does not conflict
with any other conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.

4. Before recording a plat for the Subject Property, the Applicant must satisfy the MCDOT’s
requirements for access and improvements.

5. The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (“MCDPS”) — Water Resources Section in its stormwater management concept
letter dated April 10, 2019 and incorporates them as conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.
The Applicant must comply with each of the recommendations as set forth in the letter, which
may be amended by the MCDPS — Water Resources Section if the amendment does not conflict
with any other conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.

6. The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services — Well and Septic Section in its letter dated June 7, 2019 and incorporates
them as conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval. The Applicant must comply with each of the
recommendations as set forth in the letter, which may be amended by the MCDPS — Well and
Septic Section if the amendment does not conflict with any other conditions of the Preliminary
Plan approval.

7. The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (“MCDPS”), Fire Department Access and Water Supply Section in its letter
dated March 21, 2019 and incorporates them as conditions of approval. The Applicant must
comply with each of the recommendations as set forth in the letter, which the MCDPS may amend
if the amendment does not conflict with other conditions of Preliminary Plan approval.



Environment and Noise

Forest Conservation

8. The Applicant must comply with the conditions of approval for the Preliminary/Final Forest
Conservation Plan (FFCP), No. 120190120, approved as part of this Preliminary Plan, including:

a. Prior to the start of any demolition, clearing, grading or construction on the Subject
Property, the Applicant must record a Category | Conservation Easement over the 3.62
acres of retained forest as specified on the approved FFCP. The Category | Conservation
Easement approved by the M-NCPPC Office of the General Counsel must be recorded in
the Montgomery County Land Records by deed and the Book/Page for the easement must
be referenced on the record plat.

b. Prior to the start of any demolition, clearing, grading or construction on the Subject
Property, the Applicant must record a Category |l Conservation Easement over the 0.50
acres of retained forest as specified on the approved FFCP. The Category Il Conservation
Easement approved by the M-NCPPC Office of the General Counsel must be recorded in
the Montgomery County Land Records by deed and the Book/Page for the easement must
be referenced on the record plat.

c. Prior to any clearing, grading or construction on the project site, the Applicant must
record an M-NCPPC approved Certificate of Compliance to use an M-NCPPC approved off-
site forest bank to satisfy the reforestation requirement for a total of 1.18 acres of
mitigation credit.

d. The Applicant must install permanent Conservation Easement signage along the
perimeter of the Category | and Category Il Conservation Easements as shown on the
approved FFCP. Signs must be installed a maximum of 100 feet apart with additional signs
installed where the easement changes direction, or at the discretion of the M-NCPPC
forest conservation inspector.

e. The Final Sediment Control Plan must be consistent with the final limits of disturbance
shown on the approved FFCP.

f. The Applicant must comply with all tree protection and tree save measures shown on the
approved FFCP. Tree save measures not specified on the FFCP may be required by the M-
NCPPC forest conservation inspector at the pre-construction meeting.

Transportation

Existing Frontage Improvements

9. The Applicant must provide the following dedications and show them on the record plat(s) for the
following existing roads:

a. Allland necessary to accommodate 35 feet of right-to-way from the centerline along the
Subject Property for Query Mill Road, as shown on the Certified Preliminary Plan.

b. All land necessary to accommodate 35 feet of right-to-way from the centerline along the
Subject Property for Glen Road, as shown on the Certified Preliminary Plan.

10. The driveways for lots 1-5 must be located at the same locations shown on the Certified
Preliminary Plan.



Record Plats

11. There shall be no clearing or grading of the site prior to recordation of plat(s).
Easements

12. The record plat must show necessary easements.
Certified Preliminary Plan

13. The Applicant must include the stormwater management concept approval letter and Preliminary
Plan Resolution on the approval or cover sheet(s).

14. The certified Preliminary Plan must contain the following note:

Unless specifically noted on this plan drawing or in the Planning Board conditions of approval, the
building footprints, building heights, on-site parking, site circulation, and sidewalks shown on the
Preliminary Plan are illustrative. The final locations of buildings, structures and hardscape will be
determined at the time of issuance of building permit(s). Please refer to the zoning data table for
development standards such as setbacks, building restriction lines, building height, and lot
coverage for each lot.

SECTION 2 - SITE LOCATION AND HISTORY

Site Location and Vicinity

The Subject Property is located on both sides of Moran Court in the NE quadrant of the intersection of
Glen Road and Query Mill Road. The Subject Property, Parcel 190 on Tax Map ER341 (Book 55699 / Page
473), consisting of 13.32 acres of land zoned RE-2 (“Property” or “Subject Property”). The Subject Property
is in the Travilah area of the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan (“Master Plan”) and has frontage on
two rustic roads identified in the 1996 Rustic Roads Functional Master Plan.

The area surrounding the Subject Property is entirely developed (or approved for development) with
single-family detached houses zoned RE-2. The most recent development approval in the area is the
Priddy Property, Preliminary Plan No. 120170160, located north of the Subject Property at 13511 Query
Mill Road (Figure 1), which is approved for 8 lots on approximately 27 acres.



Figure 1 — Vicinity Map

Site Description

The 13.32-acre (580,220 sq. ft.) Subject Property is bisected by an existing public right-of-way, Moran
Court. The area of the Subject Property north of Moran Court contains approximately 4.2 acres. The
area of the property south of Moran Court contains approximately 9.1 acres. The Subject Property has
approximately 1,300 feet of frontage along Query Mill Road and approximately 750 feet of frontage along
Glen Road.

The Subject Property also has frontage on Moran Court, a 60-foot-wide dedicated but unmaintained right-
of-way which terminates in a cul-de-sac (“paper street”). Moran Court was dedicated in 1960 when the
original two lots were created (Lot 1, Polo Club Estates, 13111 Moran Court, and Lot 2, Polo Club Estates,
13112 Moran Court), but for unknown reasons, the public road was never constructed when those two
homes were built in 1964 and 1965 (Attachment 1 - Record Plat 5815). Currently, there is a 10 to 12-foot-
wide gravel driveway that was built in the right-of-way that serves as the sole access to two existing
houses at the terminus of Moran Court. While most of the driveway is located in the public right-of-way,
approximately 2,000 square feet were constructed on the Subject Property.



The Subject Property is located within the Muddy Branch watershed, a Use I-P stream. The Subject
Property contains 11.57 acres of forest but does not contain streams or other environmentally sensitive
features.

Figure 2 — Aerial Map

SECTION 3 —PROPOSAL

Proposal
Preliminary Plan Application No. 120190120, Potter Glen (“Application” or “Preliminary Plan”) was

submitted on December 18, 2018 to create 6 lots. The Preliminary Plan was subsequently revised and
currently proposes 5 lots because one of the proposed lots did not pass percolation testing (Attachment
2).

The Applicant is dedicating a total of 0.96 acres of right-of-way for Glen Road and Query Mill Road.
Individual driveways will be constructed to access each lot; four taking access from Query Mill Road and
one taking access from Glen Road. Since Query Mill Road and Glen Road are both classified as rustic roads,
the proposed access points were reviewed by the Rustic Roads Advisory Committee (“RRAC”) in addition
to MCDOT, and M-NCPPC Staff.



Each lot will be served by an on-site private well and septic system, constructed in the location shown on
the Preliminary Plan. Stormwater management requirements will be met utilizing environmental site
design practices by using drywells on the individual lots. The Applicant is removing 7.95 acres of forest,
retaining 3.62 acres of forest in Category | Conservation Easements and requesting credit for retaining
0.30 acres of forest within Category Il Conservation easements. This results in a total reforestation
requirement of 1.18 acres. The Applicant proposes to meet the remaining 1.18-acre reforestation
requirement by purchasing the appropriate amount of forest credits in an off-site forest bank.

Forest conservation will be met on-site by providing Category | and Category Il Conservation Easements.
The Category Il Conservation Easements are located along the frontage of Query Mill Road, to help
preserve the existing vegetation, which is part of the rustic character associate with the road. Category Il
Conservation easements will also provide a vegetated buffer (screening) between the proposed houses
and the road. The Application also includes a tree variance to remove 14 and impact 10 trees that are 30
inches or greater, DBH, and considered a high priority for retention under Section 22A-12(b)(3) of the
County code.

Figure 3 — Preliminary Plan

SECTION 4 — ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS, 50.4.2.D

1. Thelayout of the subdivision, including size, width, shape, orientation and diversity of lots, and location
and design of roads is appropriate for the subdivision given its location and the type of development
or use contemplated and the applicable requirements of Chapter 59

a. The block design is appropriate for the development or use contemplated




The block design is appropriate for the development of 5 residential lots. Considering that all of
the land surrounding the Subject Property has been subdivided or dedicated as right-of-way, and
in the process established the basic block design shown on the Preliminary Plan.

b. The lot design is appropriate for the development or use contemplated

The size, width, shape and orientation of the proposed lots are appropriate for the location of the
subdivision, taking into account the recommendations included in the 2002 Potomac Subregion
Master Plan. Based on the RE-2 zoning, the maximum density permitted is 6 dwelling units,
however, after completing percolation tests, the Preliminary Plan was revised to show only 5
dwelling units. The average lot size is 2.48 acres, ranging in size from 2.0 acres to 3.3 acres which
is generally consistent with existing development patterns in the surrounding area. Each lot has
frontage on a public road. As shown on the Preliminary Plan, each lot can adequately
accommodate the proposed one-family detached house, driveway, stormwater management
facilities, conservation easements, septic systems, and public utility easements.

There are no recreation requirements for this Application, but there are recreational
opportunities in the surrounding area. The Property is close to both Muddy Branch Stream Valley
Park and Greenbrier Local Park, providing a range of passive and active recreational amenities for
the future residents.

c. The Lot(s) and Use comply with the basic requirements of Chapter 59

The lots were reviewed for compliance with the dimensional requirements for the RE-2 zone as
specified in the Zoning Ordinance. The lots as proposed will meet all the dimensional
requirements for area, frontage, width, and setbacks in that zone. A summary of this review is
included in Table 1.

Table 1 — Development Standards in the RE-2 Zone

Standard Required/Permitted Proposed

Density 6 dwelling units total 5 dwelling units total
Minimum lot size 2 acres (87,250 SF) 2 acres (87,250 SF) or larger
Front setbacks 50 ft. min. 50 ft. or more

Side setbacks 17 ft. min., 35 ft. total 17 ft./35 ft. or more
Rear setbacks 35 ft. min. 50 ft. or more

Min Lot Width at Front 150 ft. 150 ft. or more

Max Lot Coverage 25% Not to exceed 10%
Max Building Height 50 ft max Not to exceed 50 ft.
Open Space NA NA

Site Plan Required No No

2. The Preliminary Plan substantially conforms to the Master Plan or Urban Renewal Plan

The Preliminary Plan substantially conforms to the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan. The Subject
Property is in the Travilah area of the Master Plan, which is described as follows:

“This central and southern portion of the Potomac Subregion is a low-density area that acts as a
transition from the higher densities of Potomac and North Potomac to lower densities in



Darnestown and the natural environment of the Potomac River. This community is under intense
development pressure and contains natural features of County and State significance.... Like
Darnestown, Travilah is a more rural portion of the Subregion, and the area’s dependence on septic
systems has ensured low-density residential neighborhoods...The area is dominated by low-
density, single-family detached residential development in the R-200, RE-1, RE-2, and RE-2C Zones,

(p. 80)”.
Land Use

There are no site-specific recommendations for the Subject Property. The Preliminary Plan conforms
to the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan in that it proposes single-family detached dwelling units,
utilizing well and septic. The proposed density of 5 units is below the maximum 6 units permitted
based on the size of the Property and RE-2 zoning, which is consistent with the Master Plan’s vision
of low-density development in this area.

Figure 4 — Travilah Community Area — 2002 Potomac Subregion Masterplan (pg.5)



Transportation

The Preliminary Plan also conforms to the recommendation in the 1996 Rustic Roads Functional
Master Plan. The Rustic Roads Advisory Committee has reviewed the Application for compliance
with the Rustic Roads Functional Master Plan given that the Property has frontage on two rustic
roads, Glen Road and Query Mill Road.

Inits letter dated March 11, 2019 (Attachment 3), the RRAC stated their support for the new single
driveways accessing the Rustic Roads because this option would be the least impactful on the
rustic character of the roads. As proposed, Lot 1 will access Glen Road via a new driveway. Lots 2,
3, 4, and 5 will access Query Mill road with individual driveways. The new driveways will be curved
in a way that will limit visibility of the new houses from the rustic roads. Existing forest is being
retained and protected with a Category Il Conservation Easement along the frontage of lot 1, 2
and 3 to protect the forest-lined view from the roads. In addition, the forest at the intersection of
Query Mill Road and Glen Road will be placed in a Category | Conservation Easement, preserving
the natural character of the intersection. As proposed, the Preliminary Plan is consistent with
recommendations in the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan and 1996 Rustic Road Functional
Master Plan.

3. Public Facilities will be adequate to support and service the area of the subdivision

a. Roads and Other Transportation Facilities

Transportation access is adequate to serve the proposed development by this Preliminary Plan.
The Subject Property is located in the Rural West Policy Area and has frontage on three public
roads, Query Mill Road, Glen Road and Moran Court.

Moran Court is a non-master planned 60-foot-wide tertiary road, which is dedicated but unbuilt
and unmaintained terminating in a cul-de-sac (“paper street”). Moran Court was dedicated in
1960 when the original two lots were created (Lot 1, Polo Club Estates, 13111 Moran Court, and
Lot 2, Polo Club Estates, 13112 Moran Court), but for unknown reasons, the public road was never
constructed when those two homes were built in 1964 and 1965 (Record Plat 5815). Currently,
there is a 10 to 12-foot-wide gravel driveway that was built in the right-of-way that serves as the
sole access to two existing houses at the terminus of Moran Court. While most of the driveway is
located in the public right-of-way, approximately 2,000 square feet were constructed on the
Subject Property.

The Application proposes to grant 35 feet of right-of-way from the centerline of Query Mill Road
to accommodate the Master Plan required right-of-way dedication. The Applicant is also
dedicating 35 feet of right-of-way from the centerline of Glen Road to accommodate the Master
Plan required right-of-way dedication of 70 feet.

Under Section 49-33(e)(1)(B) of the County code, “If a lot or lots front on a public road, the
permittee must install sidewalks, master-planned bikeways, ramps, curbs, and gutters, except any
sidewalk: ......(B) on any roadway classified as exceptional rustic, rustic, country arterial, or country
road”. Based on the classification of Glen Road and Query Mill Road as Rustic Roads, no sidewalk
or other frontage improvements are required. The Application will not access Moran Court and

10



there is no proposal to extend Moran Court beyond its current termination. Therefore, no
improvements are required as part of this Application. As shown on the Preliminary Plan,
transportation access is adequate to serve the proposed development by this Preliminary Plan.

Local Area Transportation Review (LATR

The Applicant submitted a transportation statement showing how the Preliminary Plan for 5
dwelling units generates 50 or fewer additional peak-hour person trips (Table 2), therefore, the
Application is exempt from review under the LATR guidelines.

Table 2: Trip Generation

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Development Units In Out Total In Out Total
Single-Family Detached | 5 2 8 10 7 3 10
Total 5 2 8 10 7 3 10

Other Public Facilities and Services

School Adequacy

The Application was reviewed under the FY2019 Annual School Test, approved by the Planning
Board on June 21, 2018, and effective July 1, 2018. Under the FY2019 Annual School Test, student
generation is calculated by multiplying the number of dwelling units by the applicable regional
student generation rate for each school level. For the purposes of this calculation, dwelling units
are categorized by structure type: single family detached, single family attached (townhouse),
low- to mid-rise multifamily unit, or high-rise multifamily unit (Table 3). The Subject Property
seeks approval for 5 single-family detached dwelling units. This Property is in the Wootton Cluster
in the southwest region of the County.

Based on this analysis, the Project is estimated to generate zero new elementary school students,
zero new middle school students, and zero new high school students (Table 4).

Table 3: Student Generation Rates Per Dwelling Unit — Southwest Region

Elementary School Middle School High School
SF Detached 0.193 0.111 0.147
SF Attached 0.191 0.094 0.124
MF Low- to Mid-Rise 0.146 0.063 0.083
MF High-Rise 0.055 0.022 0.031
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Table 4: Potter Glen — Estimated Enrollment Impact

ES ES MS MS HS HS
Unit Type | Net New | Generation | Students | Generation | Students | Generation | Students
Units Rates Generated Rates Generated Rates Generated
Single-
Family 5 0.193 0.965 0.111 0.555 0.147 0.735
Detached
Total 5 0 0 0

Cluster Adequacy Test

Student enrollment and capacity projections for the Wootton Cluster, as established in the FY2019
Annual School Test, are summarized in Table 5. As indicated in the last column of the table, the
sum of the projected future enrollment and the estimated student impact associated with the
Subject Application fall below the moratorium? thresholds at all three school levels. As a result,
staff finds that sufficient capacity exists at the elementary, middle and high school cluster levels
to accommodate the estimated number of students generated by this project.

Table 5: FY2019 Annual School Test - Thomas S. Wootton High School Cluster

Projected Cluster Totals, September 2023

Moratorium Projected
School Program Enrollment Enrollment +
Level Enrollment Capacity % Utilization Threshold Application Impact
Elementary 2,968 3,504 84.7% 4,205 2,968
Middle 1,315 1,521 86.5% 1,826 1,315
High 2,283 2,159 105.7% 2,591 2,283

Individual School Adequacy Test

The applicable elementary and middle schools for this project are Travilah Elementary School and
Robert Frost Middle School, respectively. Based on the FY2019 Annual School Test results, the
student enrollment and capacity projections for these schools are noted in Table 6.

Table 6: FY2019 Annual School Test - Individual School Adequacy

Moratorium Enroliment
Projected School Totals, September 2023 Thresholds Projected
Enroliment +
Program % Surplus 120% Surplus/ Application
School Enrollment | Capacity | Utilization | / Deficit | Utilization Deficit Impact
Travilah ES 394 522 75.5% +128 627 632 394
Frost MS 917 1,084 84.6% +167 1,301 1,264 917

1The moratorium enrollment threshold represents 120% enrollment utilization.
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Under the individual school adequacy test, a school is deemed inadequate if the projected school
utilization rate exceeds 120% and if the school seat deficit meets or exceeds 110 seats for the
elementary school or 180 seats for the middle school. If a school’s projected enrollment exceeds
both thresholds, then the school service area is placed in a residential development moratorium.

The Moratorium Enrollment Thresholds, identified in Table 6, are the enrollments at which the
120% utilization threshold and the seat deficit threshold are exceeded. As indicated in the last
column, the projected enrollment plus the estimated impact of this application falls below both
applicable moratorium thresholds for Travilah Elementary School and Frost Middle School.
Therefore, there is sufficient anticipated school capacity to accommodate the estimated number
of students generated by the Project.

School Capacity Analysis Conclusion
Based on the FY2019 Annual School Tests at the cluster and individual school level, there is
adequate school capacity to support the proposed development.

Other public facilities and services are available and adequate to serve the proposed lots. Each lot
will be served by on-site well and septic systems. The use of individual, well water service and
septic systems is consistent with the existing W-6 and S-6 services categories designated for the
Property. The Application has been reviewed by the MCDPS — Well and Septic Section, which
determined the proposed well and septic locations are acceptable as shown on the approved well
and septic plan dated June 7, 2019 (Attachment 4).

The Application has been reviewed by the MCDPS Fire Department Access and Water Supply
Section who determined that the Property has adequate access for fire and rescue vehicles by
transmittal dated March 21, 2019 (Attachment 5).

Electric and telecommunications services are available and adequate to serve the proposed lots.
Other public facilities and services, such as police stations, firehouses and health services are
currently operating within the standards set by the 2016-2020 Subdivision Staging Policy
Resolution.

4. All Forest Conservation Law, Chapter 22A requirements are satisfied

a. Environmental Guidelines

Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation

The Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD) #420181390 for the Subject
Property was approved on February 22, 2018 (Attachment 6). The NRI/FSD identifies the
environmental features and forest resources on the Subject Property. The Subject Property is
located within the Muddy Branch watershed, a Use I-P stream. The Subject Property is 13.32
acres in size, contains 12.39 acres of forest, but does not contain streams or other
environmentally sensitive features.

b. Forest Conservation Plan

The Application meets the requirements of Chapter 22A of the Montgomery County Forest
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Conservation Law. As required by Chapter 22A, an FFCP was submitted with the project
Application (Attachment 7). The total net tract area for forest conservation purposes is 12.46
acres which includes the Subject Property of 13.32 acres, plus off-site work of 0.10 acres and a
deduction of 0.96 acres for right-of-way dedication. The Property is zoned RE-2 and is classified
as Medium Density Residential as specified in the Trees Technical Manual. The Subject Property
contains 11.57 acres (539,700 sq. ft.) of forest. The Applicant proposes to remove 7.95 acres of
forest, retain 3.62 acres of forest in Category | Conservation Easements and receive credit for
retention of forest within Category Il Conservation easements of 0.30 acres (Figures 5 and 6). This
results in a total reforestation requirement of 1.18 acres. The Applicant proposes to meet this
requirement by purchasing the appropriate amount of forest credits in an off-site forest bank.

Figure 5 — Conservation Easements, Lots 1-3
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Figure 6 — Conservation Easements, Lots 4 & 5

Forest Conservation Tree Variance

Section 22A-12(b)(3) of Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that
identify certain individual trees and other vegetation as high priority for retention and protection.
The law requires that there be no impact to: trees that measure 30 inches or greater DBH; are
part of an historic site or designated with an historic structure; are designated as a national, State,
or County champion trees; are at least 75 percent of the diameter of the current State champion
tree of that species; or trees, shrubs, or plants that are designated as Federal or State rare,
threatened, or endangered species. Any impact to high priority vegetation, including disturbance
to the critical root zone (CRZ) requires a variance. An applicant for a variance must provide certain
written information in support of the required findings in accordance with Section 22A-21 of the
County Forest Conservation Law. Development of the Property requires impact to trees identified
as high priority for retention and protection, therefore, the Applicant has submitted a variance
request for these impacts.

Variance Request

The Applicant submitted a variance request in a letter dated November 8, 2018 and updated on
April 4, 2019 (Attachment 8). As part of this variance request, there are ten (10) specimen sized
trees proposed to be impacted by construction (Table 7) and fourteen (14) specimen trees
proposed to be removed (Table 8).
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Table 7 — Variance trees to be impacted but retained

Tree Species DBH Percent Impact Status
Number P Inches to CRZ
Tulip Poplar ” 0 .
4 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 35 13% Good condition
Tulip Poplar ” 0 -
20 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 32 26% Good condition
30 Black Cherry , 31" 16% Good condition
(Prunus serotina)
Red Mapl
35 (:jer rzirim) 54" 13% Good condition
Red Mapl
37 (:jer rzzslm) 36" 26% Good condition
Red Mapl
42 (:jer rzz:;m) 42" 14% Good condition
Tulip Poplar " o .
43 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 30 19% Good condition
58 Black Cherry , 36" 24% Good condition
(Prunus serotina)
Red Mapl
61 (:jer rzzslm) 36" 20% Good condition
Tulip Poplar " 0 "
65 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 30 4% Good condition
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Table 8 — Variance trees to be removed

Tree Species DBH Percent Status
Number P Inches | Impact to CRZ

Tulip Poplar ” o Good condition. Located in

! (Liriodendron tulipifera) 31 100% primary septic field.

5 (B;i;,lzfsh:;:;/tina) 397 100% Slic;d condition. Located in graded
Black Cherry ” . .

19 . 38 100% Fair condition. Located on LOD.
(Prunus serotina)

29 (TLL;LI,-FO);:npcl,i;n wipifera 347 100% Slic;d condition. Located in graded

53 Black Cherry . 47" 100% Good condition. Located in graded
(Prunus serotina) area.

22 '(FLL;Ir;p;;:np;i;n winifera 377 100% aG,ZC;d condition. Located in graded
Tulip Poplar ” o . .

26 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 42 100% Fair condition. Located on LOD.

27 Black Cherry . 35” 100% Good condition. Located on LOD.
(Prunus serotina)

)8 '(FLL;Ir;p;;:np;i;n winifera 30" 100% aG,ZC;d condition. Located in graded

59 Black Cherry ' 48" 100% Fair For?dltlon. Located in primary
(Prunus serotina) septic field.

33 :zjelr\/lrzzlrim) 337 100% Sroec;d condition. Located in graded
Red Oak " o Good condition. Excessive impacts

38 (Quercus rubra) 40 >3% to CRZ.
Tulip Poplar ” o Good condition. Excessive impacts

44 (Liriodendron tulipifera) 37 1% to CRZ.

60 Black Cherry . 307 100% Good condition. Excessive impacts
(Prunus serotina) to CRZ.

Unwarranted Hardship Basis

Per Section 22A-21(a), an applicant may request a variance from Chapter 22A if the applicant can
demonstrate that enforcement of Chapter 22A would result in an unwarranted hardship. In this case,
the Applicant is faced with removing 14 specimen trees and impacting 10 others (Figures 7 and 8).

The Applicant has demonstrated that the denial of the variance request would cause an unwarranted
hardship. The Applicant proposes to subdivide the Subject Property into 5 Lots of roughly equal size
and to construct a single-family residence on each lot. The Subject Property is almost entirely forested
and contains 26 specimen sized trees spread throughout the Property. Given the area needed for the
construction of the homes, the installation of the septic fields, well locations and the location of the
access drives, it would be impossible to avoid impacting or removing specimen trees. Originally, the
Applicant proposed creating 6 lots, the maximum residential density based on the RE-2 zoning.
However, the Preliminary Plan was revised to show only 5 potential lots. Eliminating a potential lot
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enabled the Applicant to increase the amount of forest saved on-site. The Applicant has worked to
reduce the amount of impacts to the specimen trees as much as possible. The Applicant has shifted
the limits of disturbance for house construction on each of the lots and has saved as much of the
existing forest as possible in a sizeable coherent massing. However, even with these efforts and given
the site wide ranging locations of these specimen trees, it is impossible not to impact a majority of
these trees.

Figure 7 — Variance Trees, Lots 1-3
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Figure 8 — Variance Trees, Lots 4 & 5

As a result, Staff believes that not being able to request a variance to remove these 14 trees and
impact 10 others would constitute an unwarranted hardship on this Applicant to reasonably develop
this site. Therefore, Staff concurs that the Applicant has a sufficient unwarranted hardship to justify a
variance request.

Variance Findings - Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law sets forth the findings that
must be made by the Planning Board or Planning Director, as appropriate, in order for a variance to
be granted. Staff has made the following determination based on the required findings in the review
of the variance request and the Preliminary/Final Forest Conservation Plan:

Granting of the requested variance:

1. Will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants.
Granting the variance will not confer a special privilege on the Applicant as the removal of the 14
trees and impacting 10 others is due to the location of the trees and necessary site design

requirements imposed by governmental agencies. Therefore, Staff believes that the granting of
this variance is not a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants.
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2. Is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the applicant.

The requested variance is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of actions
by the Applicant. The requested variance is based upon the existing site conditions, requirements
of governmental agencies and necessary design requirements of this Preliminary Plan application.

Of the 14 specimen trees proposed to be removed, 10 are located within the active construction
areas of the development for the installation of the houses and primary septic fields for each
residence. The remaining 3 trees are outside of the active construction areas. However, these 3
trees are so severely impacted that their long-term health would be in jeopardy and it would be
prudent to remove them.

3. Is not based on a condition relating to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming,
on a neighboring property.

The requested variance is a result of the existing conditions and not as a result of land or building
use on a neighboring property.

4. Will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water quality.

The variance will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in
water quality. The specimen trees being removed are not located within a stream buffer.

Mitigation for Trees Subject to the Variance Provision

As shown on the FFCP, there are 14 specimen trees proposed for removal in this variance request
resulting in a total of 503 inches of DBH being removed. These trees being removed are located
within an existing forest stand on the Subject Property. It has been M-NCPPC policy not to require
mitigation for specimen trees removed within forest stands since the removal of the forest stand
is compensated for through the Forest Conservation Worksheet. Additionally, no mitigation is
required for trees that are impacted, but retained.

County Arborist’s Recommendation on the Variance

In accordance with Montgomery County Code Section 22A-21(c), the Planning Department is
required to refer a copy of the variance request to the County Arborist in the Montgomery County
Department of Environmental Protection prior to acting on the request. The tree variance request
was forwarded to the County Arborist on January 7, 2019. On March 28, 2019 the County Arborist
recommended approval.

Variance Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the variance request.

The Application meets all applicable requirements of Chapter 22A of the County Code.
Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the Applicant’s request for a
variance from Chapter 22A and the PFCP/FFCP with the conditions cited in this Staff Report.

5. All stormwater management, water quality plan, and floodplain requirements of Chapter 19 are
satisfied
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The Preliminary Plan Application meets the stormwater management requirements of Chapter 19 of
the County Code. The Applicant received a stormwater concept approval from the MCDPS Water
Resources Section on April 24, 2019 (Attachment 9). The Application will meet stormwater
management goals by capturing and treating runoff in individual drywells on each of the five lots.

SECTION 6 — CITIZEN CORRESPONDENCE AND ISSUES

The Applicant has met all proper signage, noticing and pre-submission meeting requirements for the
submitted Applications. A pre-submission meeting for the Preliminary Plan was held on December 3, 2018
at the Quince Orchard Library.

Early in the review process, prior to the Development Review Committee (DRC) meeting, Staff received
an email (Attachment 10) from the abutting property owners (Mr. and Mrs. Miller — 13111 Moran Court
& Mr. Singh — 13112 Moran court) regarding their existing gravel driveway. As described in Section 2, this
is a 10 to 12-foot-wide gravel driveway that was mostly built in the Moran Court public right-of-way to
provide access to their two homes. Approximately 2,000 square feet of the driveway was constructed on
the Subject Property. The email expressed concerns over the long-term maintenance of the driveway and
retaining access to their properties. The email also stated that Moran Court should be improved and
maintained by the County.

At the DRC meeting on January 22, 2019, which the Miller’s attended, Staff commented that the Applicant
would need to rectify the situation in a way that is amicable to all parties by providing an access easement
over the portion of the existing driveway that is on the proposed lot, relocating the gravel driveway, or
providing a reasonable alternative.

Staff met with the Applicant, and the Miller’s after DRC to discuss the review process and determine what,
if anything, would be required of the Applicant regarding improvements to Moran Court. The Miller’s
insisted that the Applicant be required to complete Moran Court as a public road and that the road be
maintained by County.
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Figure 9 — Moran Court Driveway

The existing driveway conflict is technically a private matter between property owners, outside the scope
of the Preliminary Plan review. However, Staff has coordinated with the MCDOT, MCDPS, RRAC, the
Miller’s and the Applicant throughout the Preliminary Plan review process in an effort to find a resolution.
Throughout the review, Staff received additional correspondence from the Millers (Attachment 11)
reiterating their concerns about Moran Court.

Hypothetically, if any new lots are going to access Moran Court (not currently proposed), they will require
a new access permit, the construction of a tertiary road with 20 feet of pavement, curb and gutter (limited
right-of-way width), stormwater management, a proper termination, streetlights, and street trees.

Theoretically the existing ROW could accommodate a Tertiary road. However, public streets require a
proper turnaround (cul-de-sac) to accommodate maintenance and emergency vehicles. The only logical
location for a cul-de-sac is where the platted cul-de-sac was recorded, past the applicant’s frontage on
Moran Court. Given the size of the proposed subdivision (5 lots), requiring the applicant to provide an off-
site improvement for the benefit of the two existing houses does not seem proportionally reasonable. In
general, construction of a tertiary public road for the two existing houses on Moran Court is excessive,
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however, MCDOT agrees that a paved driveway exclusively for the two existing homes is feasible.
Additionally, the Rustic Roads Advisory Committee recommended against improving Moran Court as a
tertiary road, terminating in a cul-de-sac and preferred single driveways out to Query Mill Road and Glen

Staff has also been working with MCDOT, MCDPS and Fire & Rescue staff, since their regulations ultimately
dictate how and if improvements in the right-of-way can be constructed (e.g. pavement width). At this
time, both agencies have agreed to work with the Applicant and the Miller’s to allow the construction of
a 10 to 12-foot-wide private asphalt driveway in the Moran Court right-of-way to access the two existing
houses only. The Applicant has stated the they are willing to construct the aforementioned driveway
(realigned in the right-of-way) to the end of the Property frontage on Moran Court. In this scenario the
existing “curbcut” (driveway entrance) would be maintained, but paved, and the driveway will be shifted
south into the existing right-of-way.

Staff supports the proposed private driveway, because it is consistent with what the Rustic Roads Advisory
Committee recommended and would continue to provide access to the two existing homes. The
Preliminary Plan does not reflect the new driveway because it will be constructed by permit, in the right-
of-way in accordance with a private agreement between the property owners. However, the FFCP does
account for the removal of the section of driveway that is on the Subject Property.

Staff also met with two members of the West Montgomery Civic Association to discuss the Application,
specifically regarding the proposed access on the rustic roads, forest conservation and the Miller’s
driveway.

Shortly before posting this Staff Report, Mr. Singh contacted Staff to discuss the status of the Preliminary
Plan and improvements to Moran Court. Mr. Singh stated that he met with MCDOT staff previously to
discuss the process of improving Moran Court as a publicly maintained road. Staff explained why Moran
Court is not being improved as a public road as part of the Preliminary Plan and discussed the specific
obstacles and constrains associated with constructing a public road in the existing right-of-way to current
design standards. Because of the constraints discussed in this Staff Report, MCDOT does not support
completing Moran Court as a public road at this time.
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SECTION 7— CONCLUSION

The proposed lots meet all of the requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations and the Zoning
Ordinance and conform to the recommendations of the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan. Access to
the lots is adequate and all public facilities and utilities have been deemed adequate to serve this
Application. The Application was reviewed by other applicable County agencies, all of whom have
recommended approval of the plans. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the Application, with the
conditions as specified.

Attachments

Attachment 1 — Record Plat 5815

Attachment 2 — Preliminary Plan

Attachment 3 — Rustic Roads Advisory Committee letter
Attachment 4 — Well & Septic letter

Attachment 5 — Fire and Rescue letter

Attachment 6 — NRI/FSD

Attachment 7 — Forest Conservation Plan
Attachment 8 — Tree Variance Request

Attachment 9 — DPS Water Resources Section letter
Attachment 10 — Correspondence (Miller & Singh)
Attachments 11 — Correspondence (Miller)
Attachment 12 — MCDOT Approval Letter
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RUSTIC ROAD ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Attachment 3
March 11, 2019
Craig C. Kazanjian
Kaz Brothers, L.C.
14660 Rothgeb Drive, Suite 201
Rockville, MD 20850
Re: Potter Glen Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 120190120

Dear Mr. Kazanjian:

Thank you for coming before the Rustic Roads Advisory Committee on Jan. 22 and Feb. 26, 2019 to discuss the pending
development application on Query Mill and Glen Roads (both rustic).

The Committee’s review of this project centered around its potential to cause negative impacts to the visual character of
Query Mill and Glen Roads, both of which are currently forested along this property. The 2002 Potomac Subregion Master
Plan notes that both rustic roads have outstanding natural features along them. In this case, the Committee was presented

with several possible options for 6 (later 5) lots, as well as for an existing gravel driveway, Moran Court, which serves two
residences built in the 1960s. Moran Court relocation or expansion was under consideration due to right of way concerns
as well as access issues.

Because of the various design proposals under discussion, the Committee voted to establish principles that should be
observed when proceeding in this review process:

e The Committee recommends that the applicant be allowed to propose up to 6 driveways entering onto Query Mill
and Glen Roads, including the existing driveway at Moran Court.

o The Committee recommends there be no new tertiary road on or near the existing Moran Court, specifically
because MCDOT rules may require excessive tree clearing (up to 94-feet in width), curb and gutter extending to
rustic Query Mill Road, street lights, and a large circle turnaround. (Per Committee discussion: If it is possible to
have some driveway access from Moran Court without excessive widening and putting in curbing or lighting, the
Committee may support that proposal.)

e The Committee recommends narrow (10-foot wide) rather than wide (20-foot wide) driveways in all instances.

e The Committee recommends the use of Category 2 forest conservation easements along the roadsides and
extending toward the home sites where allowable. (Per Committee discussion: The Committee would like to see
preservation of the mature trees along the road when driveways are placed, and the Committee would like to see
preservation of mature trees on the lots between the road and the home site. We look to the Planning
Department for expertise on this.)

e The Committee recommends that access to the two existing residences be maintained with the existing driveway
or a new driveway in a way that has minimal visual impact on Query Mill Road.
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The Committee would like to review the revisions to this project that are likely to result in impacts to the affected roads,
including revisions to the limits of disturbance and forest conservation easements. Please submit revisions to the Rustic
Roads staff coordinator, Atig Panjshiri by email at Atig.Panjshiri@montgomerycountymd.gov, and we will review them at
our next scheduled meeting.

Respectfully,
The Rustic Roads Advisory Committee

Robert J. Tworkowski, Chair

Committee Members: Sarah Navid (Vice Chair), Jane Thompson, Todd Greenstone, Laura Van Etten, Dan Seamans,
Lonnie Luther, Leslie Saville

cc: Leroy Miller & Irmgard Classen-Miller, 13111 Moran Court
Casey Anderson, Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board
Jonathan Casey, M-NCPPC
Chris Van Alstyne, M-NCPPC
Leslie Saville, M-NCPPC



Attachment 4

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES

Marc Elrich Hadi Mansouri
Connty Execntive Acting Director

MEMORANDUM

June 7t, 2019

TO: Neil Braunstein
Development Review
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission

FROM: Heidi Benham, Manager
Well and Septic Section
Department of Permitting Services
SUBJECT: Status of Preliminary Plan:  Potter Glen
120190120

This is to notify you that the Well & Septic Section of MCDPS approved the plan received
in this office on June 7t, 2019.

Approved with the following reservations:

1. The record plat must be at the same scale as the preliminary plan, or submit an
enlargement of the plat to match the preliminary plan.

2. The record plat must show the wells and septic reserve areas as they are shown on
this plan.

If you have any questions, please contact Heidi Benham at (240) 777-6318.
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> 017 AC. ll :' 4* H. Conservation Threshold ... 25% xF= 3.12
— Cat. [I"'Easement (7,300 sqft) m
/ 0.20AC. Y et l \, F REST CLEAR EXISTING FOREST COVER:
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\ \ i q J. Area of forest above afforestation threshold ............= 9.08
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t | . M. Clearing permitted without mitigation ..................... = 6.76
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3 [\ O. Total area of forest to be retained ........................... = 3.62
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t bEST CLEAR "A” K P. Reforestation for clearing above conservation threshold ....= 1.99
. o A 578 AC 8*_ *37 35 Q. Reforestation for clearing below conservation threshold ....= 0.00
Ik (229 800 Sd ﬂ ) * 16,9 15 R. Credit for retention above conservation threshold ............ = 0.51
- ! N @ S. Total reforestation required ... = 1.48
/ . )
N T. Total afforestation required ... = 0.00
/ FOREST OUTSIDE FUTURE R/W 362,000 QFT (83]. AC) X @ . { g @ U. Credit for landscaping (may not exceed 20% of "S") ....... = 0.00
> > 53 @ 3 V. Total reforestation and afforestation required ................. = 1.48
36 22
- 2 \ worksheet updated 8/5/2002
FOREST SAVE ||A||/ @5 S o 2 \ | - ***Total Tract Area, Above includes 0ff-Site L.0.D. Area of 0.10 Ac.
3,03 AC. \ % > /LQ*A | *
7 _ L (3200 soft % > FOREST 'SAVE 'B" FOREST CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE
X7 A \
- A . v 0.59'AC. 1. Total Reforestation Required per Worksheet: 1.48 Ac. (64,469 sq.Tt.)
| (25,700 sq.ft.) ) )
2. Proposed Credit for Category II Conservation Easement Areas
(20% max. of above requirement): 0.296 Ac. (12,893 sq.ft.);
_ \ 14* Note: A total Category II area of 0.50 Ac. (21,590 sq.ft.) is proposed.
> 3. Net Off-Site Forest Bank Credit Required: 1.18 Ac. (51,576 sq.ft.)
4, 0ff-Site credit to be acquired in an approved forest bank.
, : *
\ 18
) ®
{ .)0 S~
\ \ \:é)« & ; \/
\ \ 8PS *65
\ [
\ \\1?;. b
(o)
\ NS \
/ \ \ \v“ ')& *
\ \“\'\){x 57© g b4
\ A )(—./i’e l
AN
Part of FOREST GLEAR A ; | Ky .
- ¥ \
b2 1. Gross Tract Area: 13.32 Acres (580,220 sq.ft.) - Per Boundary Survey
61 @ 2 2. Area of Proposed R/W's and Easements: 0.96 Ac.
* 3. Area of Off-Site L.0.D.:  0.10 Ac.
60 3. Net Tract Area: 12.46 Acres
4, Zoning: RE-2
59@ 5. Planning Area: Potomac Subregion (M-NCPPC Area 3)
6. Area of Existing Forest Cover per NRI/FSD: 12.39 Ac. (539,700 sq.ft.)
5 7. Forest Cover Within Net Tract: 11.57 Ac. (503,900 sq.ft.)
b ,/’ 7. Watershed: Muddy Branch (State Water Use I, I-P)
/ —1Cat. Il\Easement s 8. This property is not located within a Special Protection Area
(5%-53 écﬁ) \\ 9. There is no evidence of non-tidal wetlands on the subject property.
. kil ‘\ There are no hydric soils, evidence of wetland plants or wetland hydrology.
\ \ A 10 There is no 100-Year floodplain on or adjacent to the subject property
/ \ \ according to FEMA Map #24031C0310D, this property is in Zone X, outside
/ \ \ the 100-Year floodplain. The subject property is also well outside any
\\ \\ mapped 100-Year floodplain areas shown on M-NCPPC floodplain maps.
A
DEVELOPER’S CERTIFICATE
The Undersigned agrees to execute all the features of the Approved Final Forest
Conservation Plan No. 120190120 including financial bonding,
forest planting, maintenance, and all other applicable agreements.
Developer's Name Terrier Glen Road LLC
Printed Company Name
GENERAL NOTES Contact Person or Owner: . 3
1. Boundary data is per a boundary survey prepared by Kim Engineering, Printg;aﬁa}:z:mlan
Beltsville, Md. Date of survey, 2018
2. Topographic data is from M-NCPPC digital files - // Address: 14660 Rothgeb Drive, Suite 201, Rockville, MD. 20850
WSSC Tile # 217NW13
Phone and Email: (301) 438-2211 craig@kazbrothers.com
Signature:
C.P.P. SHEET 4 of 56
SITE SOLUTIONS, INC. OWNER: Preliminary / Final Forest Conservation Plan DR "
Signature & Seal of Qualified Preparer DESIGN
19508 Amaranih Drive Suite A Terrier Glen Road, LLC POTTER GLEN sou
Germantown, Maryland 20874-1211 Dorald Wi, Rofmbaugh. TR 14660 Rothgeb Drive / Suite 201 Parcel 1901 Tax Map ER341 JSL 1 o 2
(3 01 ) 540-7990 Fax (3 01 ) 540-7991 2 Lot numbers revised per Preliminary Plan eplans comments 5/1/19 ROCkVI”G, MD 20850 PROPOSED LOTS 1_6 CHECKED SHEET
Planning - Landscape Architecture - Engineering - Surveying e L { Roviso per MNGPPC Staf comments AL DARNESTOWN ELEGTION DISTRICT No. 6 /2 2114
NO REVISION DATE MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND PLOT DATE PROL Mo, E-




INSPECTIONS . . . . . .
. . . photographs) may be{required by the Forest Conservation Inspector, and will be g. Clean up of retention areas) including trash removal
. ' _ Sequen(e_\, of Events for Propertles Requn'ec.l tf’ Comply With . determined at the prelconstruction meefing.
All field inspections must be requested by the applicant. Forest Conservation Plans, Exemptions from Submitting Forest Conservation 10. After the final inspection and completion jof all corrective measures the Forest
. . Plans, and Tree Save Plans 4. Temporary tree protection dlevices must be installed per the approved Forest Conservation Inspector will request all temporary tree and forest protection devices be
Fielq Inspections must be conducted as follows: Conservation Plan, Exempfion Plan, or Tree Save Plan and prior to any land disturbance. removed from the site. Removal of tree protection devices that also operate for erosion
s s . The property owner |s responsible for ensuring all tree pI'OtECﬁOD measures are performed in - The Forest Conservation Inspect()r, in coordination with the DPS Sediment Control and sediment control must be coorflinated with both DPS and the Forest Conservation
Plans without Planting Requirements accordance with the ppproved final forest conservation plan or tree save plan, and as modified in Inspector, may make|field adjustments to increase the survivability of trees and forest Inspector and cannot be removed without|permission of the Forest Conservation
imi i : the field by a Planning Department Forest Conservation Inspector. The measures must meet or shown as saved on thie apprioved plan. Inspector. No additional grading, spdding] or burial may take place after the tree
I [\fteir the lnr_\ its of disturbance have been staked and flagged, but before any clearing or exceed the most recdnt standards published by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI protection fencing is removed.
| @rading begins. - . _ A300). 5. Tree protection fencing musst be installed and maintained by the property owner for the
3. After necessary stress reduction measures have been completed and protection measures duration of construct{on prject and must not be altered without prior approval from the 11. Long-term protection measures, influding permanent signage, must be installed per the
have been installed, but before any clearing and grading begin and before release of the Pre-Construction Forest Conservation [nspector. All construction activity within protected tree and forest approved plan. Installation will oceur at the appropriate time during the construction
) building permit. ' o ‘ e areas is prohibited. This inkludes the following activities: project. Refer to the approved plan| drawing for the long-term protection measures to be
T Afte~r completion Qf all consjtructlon actl_vmes, b_u tbefore rgmoval of tree protection 1. An on-site prie-construction meeting is required after the limits of disturbance have been a. Parking or drjving qf equipment, machinery or vehicles of any type. installed.
fencing, to determine the level of compliance with the provision of the forest staked and flhgged and before any land disturbance. b. Storage of an} consfruction materials, equipment, stockpiling, fill, debris, etc.
conservation. ¢. Dumping of gny ch¢micals (i.e., paint thinner), mortar or concrete remainder,
. . - . . 2. The propertyowner must arrange for the meeting and following people shewé must trash, garbagg, or dgbris of any kind.
Additional Requirements for Plans with Planting Requirements panigipgte ayt the pre-construction meeting: the property owner or their representative, d. Felling of tregs into|a protected area.
. . - . construction fsuperintendent, International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified e. Trenching or prading for utilities, irrigation, drainage, etc.
ﬂ' Before the start of any requl.red reforestation zfmd afforgstahon planting, . arborist/Maryland Licensed Tree Expert (representing owner) that will implement the tree ll
Y After the reqt'ure(.i reforestation and gfforestanon planting _has been completed to verify protection masures, The Planning Department Forest Conservation Inspector, and 6. Forest and tree protedtion signs must be installed as required by the Forest Conservation
that the planting is a(_:ccptable and_pnor to the sFart the maintenance penod. . Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) Sediment Control Inspector. The signs[must be waterproof and wording provided in both English and
4. At th.e.end of the maintenance perloc} to deterrmne the level of compliance with the Inspector. The purpose of this meeting is verify the limits of disturbance and discuss Spanish.
provisions of the planting plan, and if appropriate, release of the performance bond. specific tree [protection and tree care measures shown on the approved plan. No land
disturbance ghall begin before tree protection and stress-reduction measures have been During Construction
implemented and approved by the Planning Department’s Forest Conservation Inspector.
a. Typi¢al tree protection devices include: 7. Periodic inspections Will bg made by the Forest Conservation Inspector. Corrections and
ii Chain link fence (four feet high) repairs to tree protection devices must be completed within the timeframe given by the
il Super silt fence with wire strung between the support poles (minimum 4 Inspector.
feet high) with high visibility flagging.
il 14 gauge, 2 inch x 4 inch welded wire fencing supported by steel T-bar 8. The property owner rust inmediately notify the Forest Conservation Inspector of any
posts (minimum 4 feet high) with high visibility flagging. damage to trees, forejts, uniderstory, ground cover, and any other undisturbed areas
b. Typital stress reduction measures may include, but are not limited to: shown on the approved plap. Remedial actions, and the relative timeframes to restore
FO R EST CO N S E RV ATI O N D ATA T A B LE | Root pruning with a root cutter or vibratory plow designed for that these areas, will be dgtermihed by the Forest Conservation Inspector.
purpose. Trenchers are not allowed, unless approved by the Forest
Conservation Inspector Post-Construction
ACREAGE OF TRACT (GY‘OSS) 13.32 il. Crown Reduction or pruning
. ii]. Watering 9. After construction is pompleted, but before tree protection devices have been removed,
S P EC | IV| E N & S I G N I FI CA N T T R E E ACT | O N KEY ACREAGE OF TRACT ( Incl. Off-site LOD) 13.42 i. Fertilizing the property owner mjust reuest a final inspection with the Forest Conservation
ACREAGE OF TRACT REMAINING IN AG. USE 0 . Vertical mulching Inspector. At the fingl inspection, the Forest Conservation Inspector may require
Number Botanical Name Common Name DBH Condition CRZ Area % CRZ Saved Save / Remove CRZ Impacted Remarks vi. Root aeration systems . ) ) additional corrective measyres, which may include:
ACREAGE OF ROAD & UTILITY R/W'S THAT Measures ngt specified on the Forest Conservation Plan may be required as detemll)me.:d a. Removal, and possiple replacement, of dead, dying, or hazardous trees
by the Forest Conservation Inspector in coordination with the property owner’s arborist. b. Pruning of depd or dleclining limbs
1+ Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 31" Good 6,793 s.f. 0 R In initial septic field WILL NOT BE IMPROVED AS PART OF THE ‘ c. Soil aeration
F 104 : " .f. 3. A Maryland Licensed Tree expert must perform, or directly supervise, the ) _ d. Fertilization
2 L1_ r'! odendron tul 1 p'! fera Tul '!p Poplar 28" Good 5542 5.f % > DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 0.96 implementafion of all stress reduction measures. Documentation of the process (including e. Watering
3 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 28 Good 5,542 s.f. 0 R On L.0.D. ACREAGE OF STREAM VALLEY BUFFER 0 f. Wound repait
4 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 35" (Double trunk Good 8,659 s.f. 87 S YES
e P Top ( ) ACREAGE OF TOTAL EXIST. FOREST (In net tract) 11.57 Page 1 of 3 February 2017 Page 2 of 3 February 2017 Page 3 of 3 February 2017
5 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 32" Good 7,238 s.f. 0 R In graded area
6 Pinus strobus White Pine 33" Good 7,698 s.f. 100 S Off-site NET TRACT AREA: 12.46
7 Pinus strobus White Pine 27" Good 5,153 s.f. 100 S ACREAGE OF FOREST RETENTION (In net tract) 3.62
8 Pinus strobus White Pine 27" Good 5,153 s.f. 100 S ACREAGE OF TOTAL FOREST CLEARED (In net tract) 7.95
9 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 25" Fair 4,418 s.f. 100 S LAND USE CATEGORY MEDIUM-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
10 Prunus serotina Black Cherr 30" Poor 6,362 s.f. 100 S
. y . CONSERVATION THRESHOLD (25%) 3.12 ACRES
11 Quercus alba White Qak 27" Good 5,153 s.f. 100 S 0ff-site .
12 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 35" (Multi trunk) Good 8,659 s.f. 100 S AFFORESTATION THRESHOLD (20%) 2.49 ACRES
13 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 31" (Multi trunk) Fair 6,793 s.f. 100 S WETLAND FOREST:
14 Quercus alba White Oak 32" Good 7,238 s.f. 100 S 0ff-site RETAINED 0
15 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 26" Good 4,778 s.f. 66 S CLEARED 0
16 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 26" Good 4,778 s.f. 79 S PLANTED 0
17 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar ao" Good 6,362 s.f. 100 S
18 Pinus strobus White Pine 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S 0ff-site 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN FOREST:
19 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 38" (Multi trunk) Good 10,207 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. RETAINED 0
21 Quercus rubra Red Oak 33" Good 7,698 s.f. 100 S PLANTED 0 Not tb scale
22 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar u" Good 8,171 s.f. 0 R In graded area STREAM BUFFER FOREST:
23 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 42" Good 12,469 s.fT. 0 R In graded area ) TREE PROTECTION FENCE TO
iri iDi ; RETAINED 0 BE ERECTED IN LINE WITH ROOT
24 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar " Good 6,793 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. PRUNING TRENCH. FENCE,
25 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 29" Good 5,945 s.f 81 S CLEARED TRENCH, AND LOD ARE THE 14716 G, GALVANIZED VIRE
1riodendron tutipiter ulip ropiar : -t SAME LINE. SEE SEPARATE 2% PENING & MIN METAL T FENCE POSTS
26 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 42" (Double trunk) Fair 12,469 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. PLANTED 0 DETAIL FOR FENCE R | GROLND
27 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 35" Good 8,659 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. on 2 sides PRIORITY AREA FOREST:
28 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 30" Good 6,362 s.f. 0 R In graded area RETAINED 0 o ;\ [;7 || @l 3 i ’4 T e
29 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 48" (Multi trunk) Fair 16,286 s.f. 0 R Within initial septic field i
30 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 3" Good 6,793 s.f. 84 S YES Adjacent to init. septic field CLEARED 0
31 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 25" Good 4,418 s.f. 87 S PLANTED 0
32 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S LINEAR FEET OF STREAM BUFFERS 0 ft.
33 * Acer rubrum Red Maple X b Good 7,698 s.f. 0 R In graded area AVERAGE WIDTH OF STREAM BUFFERS 0 ft ) —f — f\ ( \L\Q - TTTTr T 'U"s
34 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 28 Fair 5,542 s.f. 90 S ROOT PRUNING TRENGH __/ l
35 * Acer rubrum Red Maple 54" (Multi trunk) Good 20,612 s.f. 91 S YES | 6 MAX WIDTH
36 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 26" Paor 4,778 s.f. 100 ) TREE SAVE AREA ECURE FENCING TO METAL POSTS
37 * Acer rubrum Red Maple 36" (Multi trunk) Good 9,161 s.f. 64 S YES I
38 * Quercus rubra Red Oak 4Q" Good 11,310 s.f. 47 R Excessive CRZ 1loss
39 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S —TPP—T—
40 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S — \ - NOTES:
41 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 0 R On L.0.D. PERMAN ENT_FQ_REST CAPPED POST OR BEVELED 1. RETENTION AREAS WILL BE SET|AS PART OF THE REVIEW PROCESS AND PRECONSTRUCTION
42 * Acer rubrum Red Maple 42" Good 12,469 s.f. 88 3 YES ) | EDGE. MEETING. NOTES
43 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 30" Good  6.362 s.f. 81 S YES CONSERVA TION 5 1/2"X8" METAL FOREST CONSERVATION 2. BOUNDARIES OF RETENTION AREAS MUST BE STAKED AT THE PRECONSTRUCTION MEETING 1. Practice may be combingd with sediment control
, . = fencing.
a4 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 37" Good 9,677 s.f. 29 R Excessive CRZ loss @ driveway EA§EM ENT SIGNAGE Pl “ﬁf/s'GNS (AS SPECIFIED BY M-NCPPC) AND FLAGGED PRIOR TO TRENCHING. 2 Lovation and limits of fecing|should be
45 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar ogh Fair 5,542 s.f. 84 S A 3. EXACT LOCATION OF TRENCH SHALL BE DETERMINED IN THE FIELD IN COORDINATION WITH coordinated in field with farbotist.
— — ; " - I THE FOREST CONSERVATION (FC) INPECTOR. 3. Boundaries of protection area| should be staked
46 Liviodendron tulipifera TuTip Poplar 25" Fair 4,778 s.1. 68 S 6x6x8 PRESSURE TREATED WOODEN POST B i DiAT)ELY S ACKEILLED WITH EXCAVATED SOIL OR OTHER ORGANC prior to installing protectjve dlvice.
47 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 27 Fair 5,153 s.f. 81 S / 4, TRENCH SHOUL 4. Root damage should be gvoided.
48 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 28" Good 5,542 s.f. 100 S SOIL AS SPECIFIED PER PLAN OR BY THE FC INSPECTOR. 5. Protection signage is required,
49 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 29" Good 5,945 s.f. 0 R In graded area 5 COMPACT SOIL TO ARAACENT UNDISTURBED 5, ROOTS SHALL BE CLEANLY CUT USING VIBRATORY KNIFE OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE 6.  Fencing shall be maintained throughout
50 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 25" Good 4,418 s.f 0 R At L.0.D SOIL DENSITY. AD[YQUICK CRETE TO SOIL EQUIPMENT construction.
s -T. -Vl MIXTURE AS NECESSARY TO CREATE FIRM '
51 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 97 S FOUNDATION, 8LOPE TOP OF FOOTING FOR 6. ALL PRUNING MUST BE EXECUTED WITH LOD SHOWN ON PLANS OR AS AUTHORIZED IN
52 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S WRITING BY THE FC INSPECJTOR.
53 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S
54 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 27" Gaod 5,153 s.f. 0 R In graded area ROOT PRUNING DETAIL Montgomery County Planning Department = *§ M-NCPPC
55 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 27" Good 5,153 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. NOTES NTS MontgbmeryPlanning.org
56 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 28" Good 5,542 s.f. 80 S POST TjO BE INSTALLED IN A VERTICALLY
57 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 27" Good 5,153 s.f. 0 R In graded area PLUMB P@ON'
58 * Prunius serotina Black Cherry 36" (Multi trunk) Good 9,161 s.f. 81 S YES T
5% Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 25" Good 4,418 s.f . 0 R In graded avea ¢ | | 0 - 0 T [or e e e s v
60 * Prunus serotina Black Cherry 30" (Multi trunk) Good 6,362 s.f. 0 R At L.0.D. ALL FASTENERS SHALL BE STAINLESS
61 * Acer rubrum Red Maple 36" (Multi trunk) Good 9,161 s.f. 75 S yes by |l STEEL {-" IN LENGTH. ; —INSTALL GRAVEL SUMP PRIOR TO POST
62 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 25" Fair 4,418 s.f. 100 S
63 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 48" (Multi trunk) Good 16,286 s.f. 100 S 1 (;—3 1) -495_4540 = FORES] CONSERVATIQN EASEMENT LINE T
64 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 30" Good 6,362 s.f. 100 S AS SPECIFIED(PER APRROVED FINAL
q
65 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 30" Good 6,362 s.f. 95 S YES iﬂ?gg[gggig?:;ggﬁg&N OR
66 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 26" Fair 4,778 s.f. 100 S INSTRUCTIONS.
67 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 29" Good 5,945 s.f. 79 S MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPT. 12/23/2008
68 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 2" Good 7,238 s.f. 100 S
69 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S J
70 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar " Good 8,171 s.f. 100 S
71 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 26" Good 4,778 s.f. 100 S
72 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 26" Good 4,778 s.f. 100 S Marker Post Sign to be as follows:
73 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 24" Good 4,072 s.f. 100 S Suopl The T ¢
74 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 48" Good 12,286 s.f. 100 S HppiTer: ZUeN. rﬁgauﬂgﬁi"xve . 0 'S C C
75 * Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Poplar 30" Good 6,362 s.f. 100 S $at°§351éé8’5ggé 21228 DEVELOPER ERTIFICATE
F: 410-788-9466 The Undersigned agrees to execute all the features of the Approved Final Forest
* = Trees subject of Specimen Tree Variance: 14 trees to be removed; 10 trees with impacted CRZ's www. thetreecompany . com Conservation Plan No. 120190120 including financial bonding,
Sign Style: Style 61 (M-NCPPC Approved) forest planting, maintenance, and all other applicable agreements.
Description: Nominal size 6X8
-032g aluminum Developer's Name Terrier Glen Road LLC
Printed Company Name
Contact Person or Owner:
Craig Kazanjian
Printed Name
Address: 14660 Rothgeb Drive, Suite 201, Rockville, MD. 20850
Phone and Email: (301) 438-2211  craig@kazbrothers.com
Signature:
C.P.P. SHEET 5 of 6
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. . . . . Date SEAL 1 Revise per Sheet 1 of 2 changes 3/6/19 DARNESTOWN ELECTION DISTRICT No. 6 4/4/2019
Planning - Landscape Architeciure - Engineering - Surveying MONTGOMERY COUNTY. MARYLAND 2 E-
NO REVISION DATE ) PLOT DATE PROJ. No.
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SITE SOLUTIONS, INC.




Attachment 8























































































Attachment 9

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES

Mare Elrich Diane R. Schwartz Jones
County Executive Director

April 24, 2019
Mr. Jeffrey Lewis, P.E.
Site Solutions, Inc.
19508 Amaranth Drive, Suite A
Germantown, Maryland 20874
Re: COMBINED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
CONCEPT/SITE DEVELOPMENT
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN for
Potter Glen
Preliminary Plan #: 120190120
SM File #: 284366
Tract Size/Zone: 13.3 Ac./ RE-2
Total Concept Area: 13.3 Ac.
Lots/Block: 5 Lots Proposed
Parcel(s): P190
Watershed: Muddy Branch
Dear Mr. Lewis:

Based on a review by the Department of Permitting Services Review Staff, the stormwater
management concept for the above-mentioned site is acceptable. The stormwater management concept
proposes to meet required stormwater management goals via 4 drywells for each proposed lot.

The following items will need to be addressed during the detailed sediment control/stormwater
management plan stage:

1. A detailed review of the stormwater management computations will occur at the time of detailed
plan review.

2. An engineered sediment control plan must be submitted for this development.

3. Al filtration media for manufactured best management practices, whether for new development or
redevelopment, must consist of MDE approved material.

This list may not be all-inclusive and may change based on available information at the time.

This letter must appear on the sediment control/stormwater management plan at its initial
submittal. The concept approval is based on all stormwater management structures being located
outside of the Public Utility Easement, the Public Improvement Easement, and the Public Right of Way
unless specifically approved on the concept plan. Any divergence from the information provided to this
office; or additional information received during the development process; or a change in an applicable
Executive Regulation may constitute grounds to rescind or amend any approval actions taken, and to
reevaluate the site for additional or amended stormwater management requirements. If there are
subsequent additions or modifications to the development, a separate concept request shall be required.

@DPS 255 Rockville Pike, 2™ Floor, Rockville, Maryland 20850 | 240-777-0311
www.montgomerycountymd. gov/permittingservices

Momgcnnery I Department of
Permitting Services




Mpr. Jeffrey Lewis, P.E.
April 24, 2019
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions regarding these actions, please feel free to contact Mike Geier at 240-
777-6342.

Sincerely,

e

Mark C. Etheridge, Manager
Water Resources Section
Division of Land Development Services

MCE: CN284366 Potter Glen.mjg

cC: N. Braunstein
SM File # 284366

ESD: Required/Provided 3,350 cf/ 3,374 cf
PE: Target/Achieved: 1.0"/1.0”
STRUCTURAL: 0 cf

WAIVED: 0 ac.



Attachment 10

To: Lead Reviewer, Development Application and Regulatory Coordination Division
{DARC)

Phillip Estes Montgomery County-Planning Departrment - Zoning Amendments,.
Jonathan Casey Montgomery County Planning Department Senior Planner | Area 3,
Rich Weaver Montgomery County Planning Department Area 3 Chief,
Development Application and Regulatory Coordination Division (DARC)

M-NCPPC, 8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

Craig Kazanjian Kaz Brothers, Developer

Copies to: County Executive Marc Elrich and Councilmember Andrew Friedson
December 30, 2018

Case Number: 120190120/ Potter Glen/ Preliminary

As the owners of 13111 Moran Court and 13112 Moran Court, North Potomac MD
20878 which accounts for 100% of the residents of-Moran Court we are responding to
the proposed development of Potter Glen (# 120190120). Moran Coutit is situated in the
middie of the proposed development.

We are in agreement that Moran Court should be improved and maintained by the:
county with full 60 feet of public right of way as it was dedicated to public use by
Richard P. Moran and Susan Moran on October 19,-1959. (see attached). As Glen
Road and Query Mill Road are rustic roads we would like for Moran Court to blend into
the surrounding environment.

Unfortunately, the proposed development plan that was sent to us does not reflect the
Moran Court development accurately as it displaces all utilities, which includes electric,
Verizon FIOS underground service and more.

The proposed development shows that the road as it is today will disappear and that
there is no plan for replacement or improvement of Moran Court by the developer or the
county.

Addltlona!ly, the current plan shows that the cul-de-sac shows an opening through our
properties to our neighbor, where as we have hot authorized building on our pnvate
property.

We want to maintain access to our houses with full public of right away and to keep our
curtent addresses of 13111 Moran Court and 13112 Moran Court.

For over 25 years we have maintained access to our houses on a gravel road with 30
feet of grass on each side of the road. We have installed gardens and Moran Court
house address signs exiending 30 feet to each side of the road at the intersection with

12

Doc ID; d7875517175aff01 1023dd36709ec70bbe54293



Query Mill Road. We have spent approximately $5000 each year to supply materials,
equipment and labor for the gravel road including pot hole repair, gravel, plowing snow,
mowing adjacent grass areas and cutting back brush on 30 feet to each side of the
road.

After our recent conversations with Montgomery County, including Department of
Transportatlon we were advised the developer must submit an Architectural plan which.
is approved by both owners, and build the Moran Court with asphalt coat following
Montgomery County. DOT Requirements and then turn over the road to DOT. A bond
must be placed until this is completed. DOT will take over the road and manage going
forward including snow removal.

Continuing to maintain a road with anticipated added expenses and obstacles would
create hardship for us financially and physically. The road being in the middie of the
Potter Glen development it could conceivably be used as side entrances by the

adjacent Potter Glen houses for fransporting brush and equipment and parking cars.

Owners of 13111 Moran Court Owner of 13112 Moran Court
Leray Miller Mandeep Singh

Dr. Leroy L Miller Mandeep Singh

Date: 12/30/2018 Date:  12/30/2018

Gurtrud T elassen-Miller
Gertrud I. Classen-Miller
Date:  12/30/2018

2/2
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Attachment 11

THE LAW OFFICE OF BUILDméGTaGOIORII\;?F}}.ggD

5 R
ANTHONY G. GORSKILLC ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401
ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR AT LAW (443) 837-3504 - TELEPHONE

(410)267-5901 — FACSIMILE
AGG@AGGORSKI.COM

April 12,2019

Via email craig@kazbrothers.com & Certified Mail,
Postage Prepaid, Return Receipt Requested

Craig C. Kazanjian

Kaz Brothers, L.C.

Terrier Glen, LLC

14660 Rothgeb Drive, Suite 201
Rockville, MD 20850

Re:  Potter Glen/Moran Court
Dear Mr. Kazanjian:

This law firm represents Leroy Miller and Irmgard Classen-Miller in regards to issues
presented by the pending Potter Glen subdivision. [ have reviewed the email correspondence
and spoken with my clients on the matter. The focus at this point is the unknown impacts the
subdivision will have on Moran Court, which provides the sole means of ingress and egress to
their residence at 13111 Moran Court. Their residence was constructed in or before 1965. All
information I have seen indicates that Moran Court has existed in its current location since that
time. Since purchasing the property in 1993, the Millers have invested substantial time and
money in the upkeep and improvements to Moran Court and the adjacent land areas, including
portions of the proposed Lot 5 along the southern and western boundaries. These facts provide
them certain usage, possessory and, potentially, ownership rights to Moran Court in its current
location and those portions of the proposed Lot 5.

I think it is fair to say that Mr. & Mrs. Miller have been patient and amicable in raising
their questions and pointing out their concerns. 1 know that they would prefer to have that
demeanor continue. They asked that I contact you now because the subdivision appears to be
moving along through the County review process, with a potential Planning Board hearing in
June, but definitive plans for Moran Court are still lacking. The most recent subdivision
drawings submitted to Montgomery County, dated April 4, 2019, provide proposed locations for
paved driveways on the lots but not for a relocated Moran Court, even though the plans clearly
indicate partial removal.

I understand that you plan to send a proposal to Mr. Miller regarding relocating Moran
Court. The connection to Query Mill Road raises particular concerns. As you know, there isa



Craig C. Kazanjian
April 12,2019
Page 2

utility pole located almost at the center line of the area actually dedicated for Moran Court.
While it appears Moran Court can be relocated without moving the utility pole, it may not result
in a perpendicular approach to enter onto Query Mill Road. Please be sure to take into
consideration that the angle of approach may make it difficult to see approaching vehicles
traveling on Query Mill Road. Also, please confirm, as part of that proposal, that you will pave
the relocated Moran Court as you have indicated to Mr. & Mrs. Miller.

The remaining concerns have to do with upcoming construction activity. Moran Court
currently is a gravel drive, not constructed to withstand heavy equipment. During recent site
work, vehicles and equipment entered the subdivision property via Moran Court and traversed it
when traveling from one area of the property to another. The ruts created by these activities
make it impossible to mow the sides of Moran Court, a necessary task to control the weeds and
vegetative growth along the road as well as to maintain the entrance to their home as they have
worked so hard to do over the years. The Millers need to have some understanding as to the
extent of this activity, its impact on their use, as well as a commitment that they will not face any
time periods where the conditions caused by construction activity make Moran Court impassable
by ordinary vehicles. Likewise, emergency vehicles must always be able to reach both
residences on Moran Court. Fire equipment, in particular, is not able to cross extensive ruts or
uneven surfaces because of its low ground clearance.

My clients have not lodged opposition to the Potter Glen subdivision, and that is not their
intention. However, as you are well aware, their ability to informally exert influence on your
plans for Moran Court and obtain a binding commitment on these matters is at its peak during
the subdivision review and approval process. Once completed, there is no informal way to
address these problems. In fact, if completed without a satisfactory resolution to the changes and
other issues associated with Moran Court, their only option to protect their interests will be to
assert their above-referenced usage, possessory and potential ownership rights in court - an
expensive and lengthy process that should be unnecessary. Please let me know when we can
expect to see definitive plans for the Moran Court relocation and also provide a copy to my
office. I look forward to amicably putting these issues to rest for my clients in the very near
future.

Sincerely, /‘

i. Gorski

cc:  Irmgard Classen-Miller
Leroy Miller
Gwen Wright, Planning Director (Montgomery County Planning Department)
" Jonathan Casey, Senior Planner, Area 3 (Montgomery County Planning Department)
Rich Weaver, Area 3 Chief (Montgomery County Planning Department)



Attachment 12

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Mark Elrich Al R. Roshdieh
County Executive Director

June 7, 2019

Mr. Jonathan Casey, Senior Planner
Area 3 Planning Division
The Maryland-National Capital
Park & Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

RE:  REVISED
Preliminary Plan No. 120190120
Potter Glen

Dear Mr. Casey:

We have completed our review of the revised preliminary plan uploaded to eplans on June
4, 2019. A previous version of this plan was reviewed by the Development Review Committee
(DRC) at its meeting on January 22, 2019. We recommend approval of the plan subject to the
following comments:

All Planning Board Opinions relating to this plan or any subsequent revision, project
plans or site plans should be submitted to the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services in the package for record plats, storm drain, grading or paving plans,
or application for access permit. This letter and all other correspondence from this
department should be included in the package.

Significant Plan Review Comments

1. The storm drain report was reviewed and deemed acceptable by MCDOT. The existing
18" CMP under Glen Road, approximately 100’ east of the intersection with Query Mill
Road, is undersized. Since the existing pipe is undersized in both existing and
developed conditions and the proposed development only increases the discharge from
10.4 cfs to 10.6 cfs, we will not require the applicant to replace the pipe. However, the
applicant may need to provide on-site stormwater management quantity controls to
reduce the discharge to existing conditions. The Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) will evaluate this issue at the permit stage.

Office of the Director
101 Monroe Street 10" Floor - Rockville Maryland 20850 - 240-777-7170 - 240-777-7178 FAX

www.montgomerycountymd.gov
Located one block west of the Rockville Metro Station




Mr. Jonathan Casey
Preliminary Plan No. 120190120
June 7, 2019

Page 2

2. The Applicant must provide the following dedications and show them on the record plat(s)
for the following existing roads:

A. All land necessary to accommodate 35 feet of right-to-way from the centerline
along the Subject Property for Query Mill Road, as shown on the Certified
Preliminary Plan.

B. All land necessary to accommodate 35 feet of right-to-way from the centerline
along the Subject Property for Glen Road, as shown on the Certified Preliminary
Plan.

3. The applicant must provide an ingress, egress easement to benefit Lots 1 and 2 (Polo
Club Estates - Record Plat 5815) over the portion of the existing gravel driveway located
on proposed Lot 4, unless the Applicant relocates the aforementioned section of
driveway into the existing Moran Court right-of-way. The record plat must reflect this
easement if the existing driveway is not relocated.

Standard Plan Review Comments

4. Grant necessary slope and drainage easements. Slope easements are to be determined
by study or set at the building restriction line.

5. Well and septic systems cannot be located in the right-of-way or the slope and drainage
easements.

6. No PUE is required on any Rustic Road, unless required by MNCPPC as part of DRC and
removal of Rustic Road designation.

7. Prior to approval of the record plat by DPS, submit a completed, executed and
sealed MCDOT Sight Distances Evaluation certification form for the proposed driveways
for DPS review and approval. Since access will be from roadways included on the Rustic
Roads Program, stake and pavement mark the proposed driveway locations for DPS
evaluation of the impact on the Rustic Road features.

8. Permit and bond will be required as a prerequisite to DPS approval of the record plat.
The permit may include, but not necessarily be limited to the following improvements:

A. Permanent monuments and property line markers, as required by Section 50-
24(e) of the Subdivision Regulations.

B. Erosion and sediment control measures as required by Section 50-35(j) and on-
site stormwater management where applicable shall be provided by the
Developer (at no cost to the County) at such locations deemed necessary by the
Department of Permitting Services (DPS) and will comply with their



Mr. Jonathan Casey
Preliminary Plan No. 120190120
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specifications. Erosion and sediment control measures are to be built prior to
construction of streets, houses and/or site grading and are to remain in
operation (including maintenance) as long as deemed necessary by the DPS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this preliminary plan. If you have any
questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact the area Engineer, Mr. William
Whelan at william.whelan@montgomerycountymd.gov or (240) 777-2173.

Sincerely,

Robecea Jorma

Rebecca Torma, Manager
Development Review Team
Office of Transportation Policy

Sharepoint/DOT/Development Review/WhelanW/120190120 Potter Glen — REVISED MCDOT Review Letter 060719.docx

cc: FY19 letters notebook

cc-e: Craig Kazanjian Terrier Glen, LLC
Donald Rohrbaugh  Site Solutions, Inc.
Jeff Lewis Site Solutions, Inc.
Mark Etheridge MCDPS WRS
Atig Panjshiri MCDPS RWPR
Sam Farhadi MCDPS RWPR
Marie LaBaw MCFRS

Vince Subramaniam MCDOT DTEO



	Attachments.pdf
	1_Moran Ct Plat
	2_PREL-120190120-002
	3_RRAC_Potter Property Approval Letter
	4_Well and Septic Memo_Potter Glen
	5_ 1 of 2_ FDA-120190120
	5_ 2 of 2_032119 MCFRS Approval Letter
	6_NRI-420181390
	7_1 of 2-FCP-120190120-001
	7_2 of 2_FCP-120190120-002
	8_Letter VAR-120190120
	9_CN284366.Potter Glen.mjg
	10
	11_ Miller 4_12_2019
	12_ MCDOT 120190120 potter glen revised




