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RECOMMENDATION: Approval of five (5) lots pursuant to Section 50-29(b)(2) of the
Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations and subject to the following conditions:

1) Approval under this preliminary plan is limited to five (5) lots.

2)) The applicant must comply with the conditions of approval for the preliminary forest
conservation plan, including revisions to the Tree Save Plan. The applicant must
satisfy all conditions prior to recording of plat(s) or Montgomery County Department
of Permitting Services (MCDPS) issuance of sediment and erosion control permits, as
applicable.

3) The record plat must reflect common mgress/egress and utility easements over all
shared driveways.

4) The applicant must comply with the conditions of the Montgomery County
Department of Public Works and Transportation (MCDPWT) letter dated April 5,
2007, unless otherwise amended.

5)  ° The applicant must comply with the conditions of access in the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers letter dated September 18, 2007, prior to issuance of building permits.

6) The applicant must comply with the conditions of the MCDPS stormwater
management approval dated March 5, 2007.

7 Prior to recordation of plat, the applicant must provide proof that existing structures
have been properly razed with permit(s) from MCDPS.

8) Payment of the applicable School Facilities Payment prior to issuance of building
permits.

9 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 resolution.

10)  The record plat must show other necessary easements.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The 1.90-acre subject property, “Property” or “Subject Property™ is zoned R-90 and is
located on the south side of MacArthur Boulevard in the southwest corner of the intersection
with 79" Street in the Bethesda-Chevy Chase planning area (see Figure 1). The Property is
comprised of 3 existing lots identified as Lots 43, 44 and 45, Block 4, Cabin John Park on Tax
Map GN21. There are 3 existing homes on the Property; oddly, two single family structures
exist on Lot 45, one on Lot 44; Lot 43 is vacant. The site abuts MacArthur Boulevard and 79™
Street. The surroundmg uses are all residential in nature, Glen Echo is an eclectic mix of homes
representing many different architecture styles and dates of construction.

This site includes 0.81-acres of existing forest and includes 8 trees, 30 inches or greater
in diameter at breast height (dbh). Immediately adjacent .to the Property boundary and off-site
there are 5 trees, 30 inches or greater in dbh. Only 3 of the on-site trees are rated in good
condition, the remaining are in fair to poor condition. A small portion of a streamn valley buffer
(SVB) falls onto the subject site. The ofl-site stream flows directly to the Potomac River, a Use
I-P stream. (see Figure 2)
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Figure 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Attachment A)

The preliminary plan proposes a resubdivision of the three lots into five single family
residential lots. Two of the lots will front to 79" Street and two will front to MacArthur
Boulevard. The fifth lot will be a pipestem lot to the rear of the other four lots. Three of the
homes will access MacArthur Boulevard with a shared driveway and the other two will access
79" Street with a shared driveway. Lot sizes range from 11,800 square feet to 24, 700 square
feet. All public utilities are readily available to the site including, water and sewer, electric, gas,
CATV, and telephone.




The driveway for the two lots on 79™ Street has been located so as to minimize impact to
two trees, specifically the 58 inch oak and the 47 inch oak. The preliminary plan and Tree Save
Plan establish limits of disturbance to provide additional tree protection measures. The trees can
be saved during construction; however, no long term protection easements are recommended for
these trees. One is in the public right-of-way for 79™ Street; the other is in the public utility
easement established by this plan and subsequent plat. While this plan does not anticipate the
removal of these trees, there is no guarantee that the trees will survive future road improvements
or utility construction.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Master Plan Compliance

The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan does not make a specific recommendation on the
Property but does recommend a continuation of the R-90 zening for residential uses in this arca
of the Master Plan. The lots shown on this plan comply with the R-90 zone, and residential use.
is supported by the Master Plan. Therefore, the proposed subdivision complies with the
recommendations adopted in the Master Plan.

Public Facilites

Roads and Transportation Facilities

The proposed lots do not generate 30 or more vehicle trips during the morning or evening
peak-hours, Therefore, the application is not subject to Local Area Transportation Review
(LATR). The plan application was submitted after January I, 2007 and is therefore subject to the
Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR). However, since there are two existing homes that will
be replaced, the net increase in units is three. Three new units in the Bethesda-Chevy Chase
planning area do not generate enough additional vehicular trips to require either LATR or PAMR
mitigation. No dedications to the right-of-way are required of this applicant because existing
right-of-ways are in conformance with the Bethesda Chevy-Chase Master Plan roadway
recommendations.

The road network consists of access to 79 Street and MacArthur Boulevard. 79™ Street
is within a 50 foot right-of-way and is technically not built to county standards and has no
sidewalks. It is, however, functional and will provide adequate access to two of the proposed
lots. MacArthur Boulevard is built to arterial highway standards within a variable width right-
. of-way and has a bike path along the southern side .of the road. This road provides adequate
access for three of the proposed lots and the bike path provides adequate pedestrian access and
circulation. Staff finds that the proposed vehicle and pedestrian access for the subdivision will be
safe and adequate with the existing public improvements.



QOther Public Facilities and Services

The plan.has been reviewed for adequacy of all public facilities and services. Public
water and sewer service is adequate to serve the new lots. All utilities, including Washington
Gas, Verizon, and PEPCO, have reviewed the plans and have found that their respective utilities
are adequate to serve the proposed lots. The current Annual Growth Policy states that the
application is subject to payment of School Facilities Payment since it is in the Walt Whitman
cluster which has an elementary school capacity exceeding 105%. Other public services such as
_police stations, firehouses and health services are currently operating within the standards set by
the Growth Policy Resolution curtently in effect. The application has been reviewed by the
Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service who have determined that the Property has
appropriate access for fire and rescue vehicles. Staff finds that the proposed lots can be
adequately served by all public facilities and services.

Environment
Environmental Guidelines

A Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD) was submitted for the
Subject Property. Environmental Planning staff approved NRI/FSD 420071110 on January 10,
2007. The NRI/FSD identifies one stream approximately 105 feet off the southwest corner of the
subject site. A small portion (0.02 acres or 871 square feet) of the stream buffer carries onto the
subject site. There are no wetlands, floodplains, steep slopes, or erodible soils on the subject site.
There are no rare, threatened, or endangered species on the property. The plan meets all
applicable requirements for protection of environmentally sensitive areas.

Forest Conservation

There are 0.81-acres of existing forest on the subject site. The on-site forest is a mature,
mixed hardwood forest dominated by Red Maple (dcer rubrum) White Oak (Quercus alba) and
Mockernut Hickory (Carya tomentosa). There are 12 trees on the subject property that are 24
inches dbh or greater with 8 of those trees greater than 30 inches dbh.

The preliminary forest conservation plan indicates the removal of 0.79-acres of forest and
the preservation of 0.02-acres of forest within the stream buffer. Staff does not support the
application of a Category I conservation easement over the 0.02 acres of forested stream buffer
on the subject site. The stream buffer is small (0.02 acres or 871 square feet), does not meet the
legal definition of forest which is 10,000 square feet, nor is it next to a forest that is permanently
protected. For these reasons, staff does not recommend a conservation easement on proposed lot
74 .and that all forest on the subject site be counted as cleared in the forest conservation
worksheet. The applicant has not identified how the forest conservation planting requirements
will be satisfied but since there is no potential for planting on site the requirements will have to
be met offsite. The final forest conservation plan will determine how the requirements will be
satisfied.




The applicant has prepared and submitted a tree save plan for many of the large and
specimen trees that are to remain standing. The plan also identified at least 15 trees less than 24
inches dbh and greater than 15 inches dbh to be saved. Staff believes the tree save plan ngeds to
be expanded to identify specific tree protection measures for all trees 15 inches dbh that have
more than 30 percent of their critical root zone impacted by the proposed development.

The table below lists the trees 24 inches in greater from the NRI/FSD, their size, condition, and
whether or not they are proposed to be retained or removed.

oo e e WD —

Tree Number | Common Name Size (DBH) ' Condition ' Saved or
. | | | Removed
' Pin Oak 135 | Good | Save.
| Red Oak 47 | Good Save
| White Oak 139 | Fair | Save
. Pin Oak 125 | Poor . Save
- American Elm | 35 | Fair . Save
. Red Maple | 24 | Fair-Poor . Remove
. Red Maple | 26 | Fair . Remaove
| Red Oak | 36 | e | Save
_| White Oak | 28 | Fair-Poor | Save
| 10 | Red Oak k37 Fair | Save
|11 - Pin Oak 133 | Good ' Remove
[2 ' Box-Elder 30 | Very Poor | Remove

An arborist included as part of the tree save plan recommends the removal of tree number
4 a 25-inch dbh pin oak because of several structural defects with the tree. The NRI/FSD
identified this tree in poor condition. It should be removed. The arborist report also
recommended the removal of tree #9 a 28-inch dbh white oak because of an extreme lean and
proximity to a future house. The NRI/FSD identified this tree in fair-poor condition. It should
also be removed.

The tree save plan submitted recommends tree protecting fencing, root pruning,
mulching, pruning and cabling for the trees to be saved. For high impact trees, such as trees 1, 2,
3, and 5 the arborist report recommends additional tree protection including root aeration
matting, subsurface fertilization, supplemental watering, and seasonal integrated pest
management plan.  The arborist recommends a multi-year maintenance plan to inspect all
retained trees for soil moisture; weeds; insects and diseases; granular and liquid bio-stimulation;
and hazard pruning of dead, dying, and declining limbs.

Stormwater Managemnient

A stormwater management plan was approved by the Montgomery County Department
of Permitting Services on March 5, 2007. The stormwater management concept consists of
infiltration trenches, drywells and credit for rooftop disconnects. Quantity control will not be
required because the post development discharge levels will be less than 2.0 cubic feet per
second. The applicant has proffered to construct the infiltration trenches to exceed the MCDPS



approved infiltration capacity by 50%. This to further reduce runoff and to increase the amount
of rainwater that re-enters the groundwater system in response to citizens concerns about
downstream flooding of a nearby stream.

Compliance with the Subdivision Regulations and Zoning Ordinance

This application has been reviewed for compliance with the Montgomery County Code,
Chapter 50, the Subdivision Regulations. The application meets ail applicable sections,
including the requirements for resubdivision as discussed below., The existing neighborhood
consists of a variety of lot shapes, sizes, orientation and widths. In comparing the proposed lots
to the existing lots staff finds that the proposed lots exhibit many of the same characteristics of
the existing neighborhood with respect to lot size, width, shape and orientation and that they are
appropriate for the location of the subdivision.

The lots were reviewed for comipliance with the dimensional requirements for the R-90
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 attached Table 1. The application has been reviewed by other applicable county
agencies, all of whom have recommended approval of the plan.

Conformance with Section 50-29(b)(2)

A. Statutory Review Criteria

In order to approve an application for resubdivision, the Planning Board must find that
each of the proposed lots complies with all seven of the resubdivision criteria, set forth in
Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations, which states:

Resubdivision. Lots on a plat for the Resubdivision of any lot, tract or other
parcel of land that is part of an existing subdivision previously recorded in a
plat book shall be of the same character as to street frontage, alignment, size,
shape, width, area and suitability for residential use as other lots within the
existing block, neighborhood or subdivision.

B. Neighborhood Delineation

In administering Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations, the Planning Board
must determine the appropriate “Neighborhood™” or “defined Neighborhood™ for evaluating ‘the
application (Attachment B). In this instance, the Neighborhood selected by the applicant, and
agreed to by staff, consists of the 21 lots in the R-90 zone located within the same block as the
Subject Property and also includes those lots within the adjacent two blocks, 5 and 6, that abut
the Property to the east of 79" Street. Staff finds that this defined Neighborhood provides an
adequate representation of the overall characteristics of the lot patterns in the area. A tabular
summary of the area based on the resubdivision criteria is included in Attachment C.



C. Analysis
Comparison of the Character of Proposed Lots to Existing .

In performing the analysis, the above-noted resubdivision criteria were applied to the
defined Neighborhood. StafT finds that the proposed lots are of the same character with respect
to the resubdivision criteria as other lots within the defined Neighborhood and that the proposed
resubdivision complies with the criteria of Section 50-2(b)(2). As set forth below, the attached
tabular summary and graphical documentation support this conclusion:

Frontage: The proposed lots will be of the same character as existing lots in the
neighborhood with respect to lot frontage. Four of the proposed lots have frontages
within a range of 90 to 131 feet and they are well within the range of lot frontages (25 -
248 ft.) for the Neighborhood. Proposed lot 74 is a pipestem configuration with a
frontage of 25 feet. There are three other pipestems within the 21 lot Neighborhood.
Staff finds that pipestem lots, while not prevalent, have been established within the
Neighborhood and that proposed Lot 74 has a high correlation with the frontage
characteristic of the defined Neighborhood.

Alignment: The proposed lots are of the same character as existing lots with respect
to the alignment criterion. Four of the proposed lots align in a perpendicular fashion to
the street including Lot 70 which is a corner lot as do the majority of the existing lots in
the Neighborhood. The proposed pipestem lot (Lot 74) aligns in a similar way as the
other pipestem (panhandle) lots in the Neighborhood although existing Lot 62, Block 4,
.exhibits an unconventional panhandle configuration.. All proposed lots are similar in
alignment to the lots in the Neighborhood.

Size: The proposed lot sizes are in character with the size of existing lots in the
neighborhood. The range of lot sizes for the proposed lots is from 11,800 square feet to
24,700 square feet. The range of lots sizes in the existing Neighborhood range from
8,767 square feet to 26,896 square feet. The proposed lots fall well within the range of
the lot sizes for the Neighborhood.

Shape: The shapes of the proposed lots will be in character with shapes of the
existing lots, There are a wide variety of lot shapes within this Neighborhood; the
proposed lot shapes, rectangular and irregular, can be found in numerous instances within
the defined Neighborhood

Width: The proposed lots will be in character with existing lots in the neighborhood
with respect to width. The range of widths for the existing lots is from 75 feet to 163
feet. The proposed lots will range in width from 90 feet to 170 feet. Proposed Lot 74,
the pipestem lot, is not within the range of lot widths for the Neighborhood. It has the
widest width because of the way that width is measured for the pipestem. In actuality,
given the likely orientation of the house, the lot has a very similar width and will not be
out of character. The lot is shown to be five feet wider than the next widest lot. Staff
finds that it is of the same character as the other lots in the Neighborhood.



Area: The proposed lots will be of the same character as other lots in the
neighbprhood with respect to buildable area. The range.of proposed lot buildable
areas (4,185 square feet to 9,715 square feet) is well within the range of lot areas for the
defined Neighborhood which is 2100 square feet to 15,600 square feet.

Suitability for Residential Use: The existing and the proposed lots are zoned
residential and the land is suitable for residential use.

Citizen Correspondence and Issut;,s (Attachment D)

This application was submitted prior to the requirement for applicants to hold pre-
submission meetings with interested citizens. At the time of submission, the plan was mailed out
to all adjacent and confronting property owners and local Civic Associations in compliance with
the applicable Rules of Procedure. The plan was also correctly noticed for public hearing.

This plan has generated quite a bit of citizen concern and citizen involvement. Both the
Applicant and staff have responded to numerous phone calls and have attended meetings with
local citizens to hear their concerns and attempt to address them through plan revisions to the
extent possible. The Cabin John Citizens Association expressed their concerns in a letter dated
March 6, 2007 (attached). To summarize, their letter cited the following six concerns:

1) Opposition to homes with rears facing MacArthur Blvd;

2) support for only four homes, or five, if the “Shaw” house was retained;

3) preservation of two trees on 79" Street;

4) groundwater and flooding issues;

5) opposition to trash collection on 79" Street;

6) the “enclave” of homes was not consistent with the open community
characteristics.

The proposed plan has addressed the majority of these concerns. The two homes that
front on MacArthur will now face the road. Permission to use the existing driveway to
MacArthur Blvd. has been granted by the Army Corps of Engineers. Three homes will share a
driveway out to MacArthur, thereby, reducing the number of homes using 79™ Street to twoj this
had also been expressed as a concern by citizens. Issue #2 concerns the number of homes. The
Applicant considered rehabilitating one of the homes on the site, the Shaw house. This home is
not historic and the Applicant decided that it was not feasible to renovate the house.

The driveway and limits of disturbance to the two homes on 79" Street have been
designed to minimize impact to the two trees discussed in the environmental section of this
report. The plan does not provide for the long term protection of these trees since one is in the
public right-of-way and the other is close to the public right-of-way in a public utility easement
(PUE). Staff has advised the citizens that the trees will be protected to the extent possible during
construction but future road improvements or the future burial of public utilities within the PUE
could result in disturbance to those trees..
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The issues of downstream flooding were discussed. The Applicant suggests that the soil
types on this property have a propensity to sheet flow water off the site due to a surface clay
layer. The applicant has an approval for an infiltration trench on the down slope edge of the
property to capture water and return it to the ground. MCDPS has verified that subsurface
conditions support infiltration. To provide additional measures to capture more water than the
County requires, the Applicant has proffered to increase the infiltration capacity of the trench by
50%. This is shown on the approved stormwater management concept approved by MCDPS.

The citizens objected to trash collection for the new homes taking place on 79™ Street and
asked that it be done at a location interior to the site. There is no legal prohibition against trash
collection at the curb for the new residents. The Applicant has discussed providing an aesthetic
trash collection screen on 79™ Street to hide trash bins. '

The citizens expressed opposition to the initial versions of this plan which had the rears
of homes facing the'local streets. In those earlier versions, the homes fronted to a central
driveway circle and this gencrated concerns about a “panhandle” subdivision. The though was
that the layout of this subdivision was not inconsistent with that which is found in the defined
Neighborhood. The proposed plan has addressed this concern by fronting the homes to the
streets. The resulting lot pattern correlates well with the patterns found to the west and east of the
Subject Property where lots interior to the lots fronting on the local street network have been
established.

Staff finds that the community concerns have been adequately addressed by this
preliminary plan and the explanations provided in this staff report.

CONCLUSION

Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations specifies seven criteria with which
resubdivided lots must comply. They are street frontage, alignment, size, shape, width, area and
suitability for residential use within the existing block, neighborhood or subdivision. As set forth
above, the five proposed lots are of the same character as the existing lots in the defined
neighborhood with respect to cach of the resubdivision criteria, and therefore, comply with
Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations. The proposed lots meet all other
requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations and the Zoning Ordinance and comply
with the recommendations of the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan. Access and public
facilities will be adequate to serve the proposed lots, and the application has been reviewed by
other applicable county agencies, all of whom have recommended approval of the plan.
Therefore, approval of the application with the conditions specified above is recommended.

Attachments

Attachment A - Preliminary Plan Attachment C — Resubdivision Table
Attachment B — Neighborhood Delineation Attachment D — Correspondence
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Table 1: Preliminary Plan Data Table an'd Checklist

Plan Name: Cabin John Park
Plan Number: 120070540
Zoning: R-90

# of Lots: 5

# of Outiots: 0

Dev. Type: Single Family Detached

PLAN DATA Zoning Ordinance Proposed for Verified
Development Approval by the
_ | Standard ~ Preliminary Plan |
- 11,800sq. ft. >
Minimum Lot Area 9,000sq. ft. | = A P 2L
Lot Width | 75 ft. 90 ft. minimum (S5
Lot Frontage ! 25 ft. 251t minimum "
| Setbacks |
Front | 30 ft. Min. ' Must meet minimum’ it
Side 8ft. Min./ 25 . total = Must rpa_r_st__minirnum: E SAg
Rear 25 ft. Min, . Must meet minimum' | -’I_-’l_,_;
. | May not exceed e
. Height _ 35 ft. Max. - s . ’_Q\_
Max Resid’l d.u. or =
Comm'l s.f. per 9 5 ‘Q\_LJ
Zoning _ ‘
| MPDUs _ N/A .
| TDRs i N/A _ |
| Site Plan Req'd? No I
| FINDINGS
SUBDIVISION
| Lot frontage on Public Street . Yes | L/
: Road dedication and frontage improvements | Yes | Agency letter
| Environmental Guidelines | Yes | Staff memo
| Forest Conservation | Yes | Staff memo
Master Plan Compliance Yes Y/

Other (i.e., parks, historic preservation}
ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES

Stormwater Management ' Yes ~ Agency lefter
Water and Sewer (WsSSC) Yes Agency
comments

10-yr Water and Sewer Plan Compliance Yes cénq\?:gts
Well and Septic | N/A
Local Area Traffic Review | N/A

_Policy Area Mobility Review [ N/A §
Transportation Management Agreement _ No gl e
School Cluster in Moratorium? { Yes |

| School Facilities Payment | Yes A

' Fire and Rescue _ Yes ~ Agency letter

| Other (i.e.. schools)

' As determined by MCDPS at the time of building permit.
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Date

2/29/08

2129/08
2/29/08
2/29/08
2/29/08
2/29/08
2/29/08
2125/08

2/29/08
2/29/08

2/29/08
2/29/08

-2/29/08 -

4/5/07
2127108
2/27/08
2/29/08

3/6/07
3/26/08

3/26/08

2/29/08
2/29/08
2/29/08
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Resubdivizion Fable Cabin Jahn Park, Lots 70 - 74

Subdivigion

Block

Scen Addreny

Sina(s.£)

Aligamons

Fromsge Wiith &z BRL Bultdabie Area (1.F)
Calin Jobn Pack, Jection & | 4 a 16 MacAnhar Bivd. | 3767 sugled v pirest Ireegalar 2y o 110041
Cabin John Park, Sactlon4 | 4 47 424 75hStreet 20,000 perpendicular Rectangyle 100 Wo 10873 st
Catin Jobn Park, Sestiond | 4 g 20 790 Bwoct 20,000 pespondicular Rectecguler lop 100 10,678 3.4
Cahin John Park, Sactlsnd | 4 % G415 Diur* Streel 12208 mgled w/ sirect Terogulur 10y ne 53978
Cabin Joks 'k, Section 4 | 4 o 6417 BLot” Srvaat TR,/ panhanly Ineguiar 2 o 85854 F
Cabin Jobn Park, Socticm 4 | 4 6l §419 81" Strent 1,216 panhienilc Irregular uy “ 134ef
Cabin John Pask, Gastion 4 | 4 a 5409 1ct” Stram 26.2% yependiouiar Rectmguler w " LETTY ]
Cabin John Pack, Srcrivad | 4 <] 6407 §16¢* Stroot 20,58 pankmndis Irragular 1) 170 BABSLE
Cabin Jokn Park ‘ “ 409 8101° Sireat 12448 prrpandioular kropulee 95 o8 33008 f
Cabla Joha Park 4 (] 6412 T5b'Strem 13,000 come lowguler 20/ 20 12r 323l
Cablz Juhn Parke 4 “ W25 Riverskde Ave 43,800 panhaudle Irregitas €@ 165 13,400 o1,
Cabln Jobn Park 4 68 014 MasArthurBivd | 5,040 pahandie Teregular & w 248831
Cabin Jobn Park 4 @ 1012 MwArituz Blvd | 24,657 wngled wi siraet Ircogular 25 ” 4840 0.2
Cabin Inhn Park 3 G0 06 MecAshurBivd | 18229 perpendindar Irreguler lor log! 10,583 5.t
Cabin Inhn Pk s 61 M00 MwArtwr Biwd | 20,063 angled w sireet Teeogular o [ 11,210 o £
Cabia Jobs Park [} a 7816 Mmardur Riwd | 70,086 aigled v sireet Irroguler By 120 10,908 o2
Cabin Jahn Park [ o 7905 Woodrow Mlace | 17.500 perpenticular Rectanglay e 0 2,000 4.1,
Cabin Jobm Park ] L] 613 9 Siren 20,000 porpevalicular Rectangzlsr o 100’ 10,875 5.
Cabin Johs Perk ¢ n 5423 ToniBirert 10,000 comer Reotanguler 100/ 100y 100°7 100 20K
Cabin John Park 6 n 910 Woodtow Placs | 10,000 . Perpendiculer Roctanguler 100 roo 3AT5af
Cabin Yobs Purk ) 0 5415 TohSurmat AT Perpaidipuler Ravuaugules 7w ¥ 300t
Sazmnary 17456 6.0 avy Py 101'avg 743119 wy
min= 3,167 L win ~ 20 mia 7§ mig= 2, 100 et




e

W T

aean gachdIa

FeD £ Uo Yo.0od

Block Lot# Sine (3.£) Alignmen{ Shape Frontags Widih st HRL Buildsble Arsa (of)
Cabin Jahn Park 4 n 11,000 comer Rectanguler ar 12z 4460 o £,
Cabint John Park 4 7 11,800 perpendicular Rectangular s 1y [NELEY A
Cabin Jotu Park 4 n 15,700 Papendiculer Recranguler o S 1400 F,
Cubin Joho Park, 4 73 17,600 porpendicula Rootmnguler 110! He B82S sl
Cubin Jobn Pk 4 7 .70 pachandle rrepalar 1) 1y LRJLEY A




CABIN JOHN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
P.0. Box 31, Cabin John, MD 20818

Organized 1919
Charter Member Montgomery County Civic Federation

|1| Brsce Wikmarih - Tresimrer
|

Burr Gray - President

Larry Heflin - Vice President I-— \ Gary Barnhand - Secretary
|

BY FAX ' !
DEVELGP™..ENT REVIE'Y DIVISION

March 6, 2007

Development Review Division

Montgomery County Department of Park & Planning
8787 Georgia Ave.

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Comments on File Number 120070540; Preliminary Plan for Development of
5 Lots in Cabin John Park

To Whom It May Concern,

On behalf of the Cabin John Citizens Association (CJCA), please find below CICA’s
comments on File Number 120070540: proposed five lot development in Cabin John Park at the
intersection of 79" St and MacArthur Blvd. These comments are the result of 1.5 hrs of discussion
among over 50 residents at the CICA monthly meeting of January 23, 2007, following a
presentation by Dean Packard of P.G. Associates (civil engineers for the developer Hemmingway

Homes).

1. The residents were almost unanimous in their concern that the proposed plan will result
in two homes that have back yards facing MacArthur Blvd. It seems likely that the future
homecowners will be inclined to build backyard fences for privacy. These two houses are quite
centrully located in what is the heant of Cabin John, If fences are erected, it will detract from the
nice open feel of the area and present & more limited feel to those people coming through Cabin
Jahn and traveling along MacArthur Blvd. Until now, those areas have been open. There was
support for using the existing driveway onlo Mac Arthur if it resulted in having the two homes face
MacArihir, Our understanding is that the County has not supported use of this existing driveway.

2. The community did not support five homes con the parcel unless one of those homes was
the Shaw house (ornamental concrete structure at intersection of 79™ and MacArthur Blvd). The
community would not object to four homes total, provided that our other comments are addressed.




3. As always, tree preservation is a major concern. Mr. Packard stated that Hemingway
Homes would protect the two large trees adjacent to 79" St. We expect the County to enforce all

tree protection standards.

4. The community was concerned about possible groundwater and flooding issues affecting
houses downhill from the development. We expect the development to meet state stormmwater
management requirements. Mr. Packard stated that the common collector basin for all of the
homes would be deliberately overdesigned in order to alleviate community concerns, We ask that

the County check the proposal to see if this is the case.

5. Concern was expressed over the additional traffic and trash collection that would be
centered at the entry of the cul de sac onto 79" St. We would like an indication from the County as
to whether trash pickup would occur within the cul-de-sac, or whether the new homeowners would

be expected to bring their materials out to 79" St.

6. There was a concern that the plan is contrary to CICA’s consistent opposition to .

e the whole proposal appears to be sort of a giant pipestem lot. It is true that the
proposal creates a small association of five homes that will be sort of a private enclave. While it is
the case that there are a couple of other associations in the midst of Cabin John (Cabin John
Gardens for one), the general feeling was that a small enclave like the one proposed is not entirely

consistent with our open community.

pipestem lots sin¢

Ever since 1919, the Cabin John Citizens Association has worked to further the interests of
the Cabin John community (bordered by the Potomac River, the Beltway, and the Cabin John
Parkway), and has served as a forum for discussion of problems and concems. All residents of
Cabin John and people who own property there are by definition members of the Association.
There are approximately 650 households in Cabin John. '

We hope that the County will take the community’s concerns into consideration as you
review the proposal. We sincerely hope that the County will not support a scenario that will likely
result in more privacy fences facing MacArthur Blvd and the center of Cabin John. Please call me

(703-607-2740 (w)) if you have any questions. M

Burton Gray
CICA - President



