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Staff Report Date: 2/10/12

Description

Location: Located on the north side of Bradley
Boulevard, 400 feet east of Redwood Avenue.

Zone: R-200

Master Plan: Bethesda/Chevy Chase

Property Size: 40,151 square feet

Preliminary Plan to resubdivide the subject property
into one lot for a one-family detached dwelling.
Applicant: Salmaan Siddiqui

Filing Date: December 22, 2010

Summary
Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions

Staff recommends approval of the preliminary plan to create one lot for a one-family detached dwelling.
Approval of the forest conservation plan and tree variance is also recommended.



RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to the following conditions:

1)

2)

10)
11)

12)
13)

14)

Approval under this preliminary plan is limited to one lot for one one-family detached
dwelling unit.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of approval for the preliminary forest
conservation 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.

The applicant must obtain approval of a final forest conservation plan prior to any clearing,
grading, or construction on the subject property. The final forest conservation plan must
include planting specifications.

The sediment and erosion control plan and stormwater management plan must be
submitted with the revised Final Forest Conservation Plan to ensure consistency with the
Limit of Disturbance (LOD) and the associated tree/forest preservation measures.

The certificate of compliance which satisfies the 0.57-acre reforestation requirement must
be submitted by the applicant and approved by staff prior to any clearing, grading, or
construction activity within the project area.

The applicant must obtain the services of a Maryland Licensed Tree Expert to perform
and/or supervise the required tree preservation measures and appropriately protect the
saved trees.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant must construct an eight-foot-wide
shared-use path along the property frontage on Bradley Boulevard, unless construction is
waived by the appropriate authority.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of the MCDPS stormwater management
approval dated December 9, 2010. These conditions may be amended by MCDPS, provided
the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the preliminary plan approval.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation (MCDOT) letter dated March 8, 2011. These conditions may be amended by
MCDOT, provided the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the preliminary
plan approval.

The applicant must satisfy provisions for access and improvements as required by the
Maryland State Highway Administration (MDSHA) prior to issuance of access permits.

Before any building permit is issued, the applicant must make school facilities payments to
MCDPS at the elementary and middle school levels.

The record plat must show necessary easements.

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. Other limitations for site development may also be included
in the conditions of the Planning Board’s approval.”

The Adequate Public Facility (APF) review for the preliminary plan will remain valid for
eighty-five (85) months from the date of mailing of the Planning Board resolution.



SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject property, shown below and in Attachment A, is a 40,151-square-foot part of a
platted lot. The property is zoned R-200 and is located on the north side of Bradley Boulevard, 400 feet
west of Redwood Avenue. The property is currently undeveloped. Surrounding properties are
developed with one-family detached dwellings in the R-200 zone. A property immediately adjacent to
the subject property contains an electrical substation.

The subject property is located within the Cabin John Creek watershed. There are no streams,

or floodplains on the site. The site is entirely forested and contains many significant and specimen-sized
trees. The forest stand is rated as high priority for retention due to the presence of the large trees.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to resubdivide the existing part of a lot into one 40,151-square foot lot.
The lot is proposed to contain one one-family detached dwelling. Access to the lot will be via a driveway

from Bradley Boulevard.

(Attachment B — proposed plan)



ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Conformance to the Master Plan

The Bethesda/Chevy Chase Master Plan does not specifically address the subject property. The
Master Plan recommends retention of existing zoning throughout the Master Plan area in the absence
of a specific recommendation for change on a particular property. Thus, in the case of the subject
property, the Master Plan calls for retention of the existing R-200 zoning. In the Land Use and Zoning
section of the plan, the property and surrounding development is identified as suitable for one-family
detached housing. The proposed subdivision complies with the recommendations adopted in the
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Master Plan in that it proposes one-family detached housing consistent with the
current density of the neighborhood and the current zoning designation. The proposed lot will be
similar to surrounding lots with respect to dimensions, orientation, and shape, and the proposed
residence will have a similar relationship to the public street and surrounding residences as do existing
residences in the area. The proposed subdivision will not alter the existing pattern of development or
land use, which is in substantial conformance with the Master Plan recommendation to maintain the
existing land use.

Public Facilities

Roads and Transportation Facilities

Access to the proposed lot is proposed via a driveway from Bradley Boulevard. Pedestrian
access will be via a proposed shared-use path along the subject property’s frontage on Bradley
Boulevard.

The proposed subdivision does 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. In
addition, the proposed subdivision does not generate more than three new vehicle trips in the morning
or evening peak hours. Therefore, the application is also not subject to Policy Area Mobility Review.

Proposed vehicle and pedestrian access for the subdivision will be safe and adequate.

Other Public Facilities and Services

Public facilities and services are available and will be adequate to serve the proposed
development. The property is proposed to be served by public water and public sewer. The application
has been reviewed by the Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service who has determined that the
property will have appropriate access for fire and rescue vehicles. Other public facilities and services,
such as police stations, firehouses, and health services are operating according to the Growth Policy
resolution currently in effect and will be adequate to serve the property. The application is within the
Bethesda Chevy Chase School cluster area, which is currently operating between 105-120% of capacity
at the elementary and middle school levels, and a school facilities payment is required. Electrical,
telecommunications, and gas services are also available to serve the Property.



Environment

There are no streams, floodplains, wetlands or other sensitive environmental features on the
subject property. However, the property is entirely forested. Many trees are of significant or specimen
size. The forest groundcover is dominated by invasive species such as English ivy and vinca, but
populations of native species such as sensitive fern, Christmas fern, bloodroot, Mayapple, jack-in-the-
pulpit, holly, ash, and spicebush have persisted. The forest stand is rated as high priority for retention
due to presence of the large trees.

The proposed limit of disturbance (LOD) indicates that the majority of the site will be cleared.
Four large trees at the rear of the property are preserved by the plan. The LOD near the retained onsite
trees is located 20 to 50 feet from the property line (refer to Figure 1 below). The onsite tree save area
is not proposed to be included within a forest conservation easement. However, the trees preserved in
the area by the LOD and the variance, along with the supplemental plantings of native evergreens, will
help maintain a buffer for the adjacent property. Since no forest conservation easement is proposed,
the entire site is considered to be cleared.

Staff does not recommend a forest conservation easement for this property due to the lack of
any overlapping environmentally sensitive features such as steep slopes, erodible soils, wetlands,
streams, or associated buffers. The reforestation planting requirement of 0.57 acres is proposed to be
met offsite by purchasing the equivalent credits at the Lorax Forest Conservation Bank. Ideally, the
selection of an available forest conservation bank occurs within the same watershed as the subject
property. Since no banks are available within the same watershed, the next preference is to select the
geographically closest bank. The Lorax Forest bank is the only bank in the down-county area. It is
located four miles from the site and currently has the necessary credits available.



Figure 1 Tree Save Area Located At Rear Of Subject Property

No disturbance is currently proposed to the two large tulip trees on the opposite side of Bradley
Boulevard. The proposed gas house connection has been located as far as possible from the respective
critical root zones of these two trees, but it is conceivable that Washington Gas may choose to install the
line elsewhere, resulting in minimal disturbance of less than 1% of the critical root zone to either tree.
No protective measures are being proposed for these two trees. The minor impact to these two
specimen trees by possible construction activities is listed in the variance section below.



Figure 2 Possible minor impacts to offsite trees on opposite side of Bradley Boulevard

Forest Conservation Variance

Section 22A-12(b)(3) of Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that
identify certain trees as high priority for retention and protection. Any impacts to these trees, including
removal of the subject tree or disturbance within the tree’s 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. Unless a variance is granted,
the law requires no impact to trees that measure 30 inches DBH or greater; are part of a historic site or
designated with a historic structure; are designated as 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. The proposed
project includes disturbance within the CRZ of trees which are subject to a variance due to their size
measuring 30 inches DBH or greater. The applicant submitted a variance request for the impacts to
subject trees (Attachment C). The applicant’s request is to remove four subject trees and to impact (and
retain) five subject trees, affecting a total of nine trees that are considered high priority for retention
under Section 22A-12(b) (3) of the County Forest Conservation Law.



On-Site Specimen Tree Data

TREE No. TYPE DBH CRZ Percent of CRZ CONDITION/
Area Impacted by LOD STATUS
a7 Tulip Tree 32.0" 7,239 sf X Good, REMOVE
48 Tulip Tree 33.0" 7,698 sf 24% Good/Fair, SAVE
49 Tulip Tree 33.5" 7,933 sf 25% Good/Fair, SAVE*
52 White Pine 34.0" 8,172 sf 16% Fair/Poor, SAVE
59 Tulip Tree 30.5" 6,576 sf X Good, REMOVE
65 Tulip Tree 34.0" 8,172 sf X Poor, REMOVE

*Appropriate pruning of the dead limbs on this tree is also proposed.

Off-Site Specimen Tree Data

TREE No. TYPE DBH CRZ Percent of CRZ CONDITION
Area Impacted by LOD
55 Tulip Tree 31" 6,793 sf X Good, REMOVE*
- Tulip Tree 37.5" 9,940 sf <1% Good, SAVE
- Tulip Tree 33.0” 7,698 sf <1% Good, SAVE

*To be removed pursuant to a permission letter from the adjacent property owner (Attachment C).
The applicant has offered the following justifications of the current variance request:

(1) Describe the special conditions peculiar to the property which would cause the unwarranted
hardship.

Applicants’ Response: The subject property is located among other developed properties of
similar size. Properties in this area have improvements and appurtenances comparable to those
proposed for this site. In order to develop the property as the homeowners intend, three existing
specimen trees located on-site will be removed, three existing on-site trees will be impacted, one offsite
specimen tree will be removed, and two additional offsite trees may or may not be impacted. Two of
the offsite trees are not proposed to be disturbed by this plan. However, it is conceivable that
Washington Gas may elect to bring gas service to the subject property at a different location than shown
on this plan. Minimal disturbance (< 1%) would occur to either tree. The fourth and final offsite
specimen tree is proposed for removal due to its proximity to the subject property. The site’s
topography combined with the placement of the proposed house, sport court, SWM structures and
associated appurtenances necessitate the removal of this tree. The three property owners with shared
interest in the tree have agreed upon its removal. Mitigation for the removal of this tree is provided
through the planting of two rows of holly trees located along the rear of the subject property.

Staff comments: Since the entire property is forested and the buildable area is interspersed
with subject trees and/or their critical root zones, development of the property would require impacts
and/or removals. Therefore staff agrees that there is an unwarranted hardship.



(2) Describe how enforcement of these rules will deprive the landowner of rights commonly
enjoyed by others in similar areas.

Applicants’ Response: Saving onsite specimen trees 65, 59, 47, as well as Tree 55 on the
adjoining property would severely limit how the property owners could develop this property. The
locations of many of these trees would limit house and accessory structure placement. Additionally,
proper grading, as well as the need to provide on-site stormwater management as required by the
County and State, would also be limited if all specimen trees were saved.

Staff Comments: The original plan submission and associated variance request included
clearing and disturbance of the entire site, which was not supported by staff. Ultimately the LOD and
associated disturbance and tree clearing was reduced to the current level which is supported by staff.
Based on the review of the application and the further refinement of the plans which occurred, staff
agrees that enforcing the rules related to preservation of all of the trees would deprive the landowner of
rights enjoyed by others in similar areas.

(3) Verify that State water quality standards will not be violated or that a measurable degradation
in water quality will not occur as a result of the granting of the variance

Applicants’ Response: A Stormwater Management (SWM) Concept Plan has been approved for
this project by the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services. The approved SWM
Concept Plan will ensure that water quality standards will be met in accordance with State and County
criteria. None of the trees located on this site are located within streams, wetlands, floodplains, or
associated buffers.

Staff Comments: Staff has reviewed the application and agrees that State water quality
standards will not be violated or that a measurable degradation in water quality will not occur.

(4) Provide any other information appropriate to support the request.

Applicants’ Response: Forest conservation requirements resulting from the redevelopment of
this site will be met through an off-site forest conservation easement from the Lorax Forest, LLC forest
conservation bank. Furthermore, disturbance to two of the three off-site specimen trees will be
minimal and will not necessitate protective measures. None of the trees proposed to be impacted or
removed is rare, threatened, or endangered, per the Maryland Nongame and Endangered Species
Conservation Act. The property is not part of an historic site nor does it contain any historic structures.

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 determinations in the review of the variance request and the proposed forest
conservation plan:

Variance Findings — Staff recommends that the Planning Board make the following findings in
support of granting the requested variance:

1. Approval of the variance will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied
to other applicants.



The impacts to the trees on the opposite side of Bradley Boulevard are associated with utility
tie-ins within the right-of-way where such impacts are anticipated. The impacts and removals towards
the center of the site are within the buildable area established by the setbacks. Therefore, the variance
request would be granted to any applicant in a similar situation.

2. Approval of the variance is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the
actions by the applicant.

The requested variance is based on proposed development allowed under the existing zoning
and the need to achieve adequate stormwater management. The variance can be granted under this
condition if the impacts are avoided or minimized and that any necessary mitigation is provided. Design
changes were incorporated to reduce tree disturbance and removals and mitigation is provided for the
resources disturbed.

3. Approval of the variance 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 proposed site design and layout on the subject property
and not as a result of land or building use on a neighboring property.

4. Approval of the variance will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable
degradation in water quality.

The Department of Permitting Services (DPS) staff approved the stormwater management
(SWM) concept for the project on December 9, 2010. The DPS review and ultimate approval of the
sediment and erosion control and storm water management plans will ensure that appropriate
standards are met. The property is not directly associated with any steams, wetlands or related buffers.
Therefore, the project will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in
water quality.

County Arborist’'s Recommendations

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 for a recommendation prior to acting on the request. The
applicant’s request was forwarded to the County Arborist on December 9, 2011. The County Arborist
issued a response to the variance request on December 16, 2011, and recommended that the variance
be approved with the condition that mitigation is provided. Additionally, the County Arborist provided
general recommendations which include reduction of the amount of permanent impacts to critical root
zones (CRZs) by implementing temporary protective matting (Attachment D).

Mitigation for Trees Subject to the Variance Provisions

Most of the subject trees removed by the plan are contained within the forest boundary. Since
the forest clearing which includes the subject trees is to be mitigated by the reforestation requirements,
no additional mitigation for these trees is requested. However, the proposed removal of offsite tree #55
is not accounted for under the reforestation requirements. Therefore, mitigation for its removal is
required in addition to the reforestation requirements. Generally, staff recommends that replacement



plantings for variance purposes occur at a ratio of approximately 1-inch DBH for every 4-inch DBH
removed, using tree plantings that are a minimum of 3-inch caliper. This means that for the 31 diameter
inches of tree removed (offsite), the applicant will provide at a minimum 8 inches of caliper
replacements. For this particular site, the proposed nine native holly trees are deemed to be acceptable
mitigation®. Staff does not recommend larger size plantings at the proposed locations due to the
increased impacts to the roots of existing saved trees which would occur during the installation of larger
plant material. No mitigation is recommended for trees impacted but retained. Initially the seven-foot
tall evergreen plantings will have a limited effect; however, they will provide some immediate benefits
such as screening.

Staff Recommendation on the Variance

As a result of the above findings, staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the
applicant’s request for a variance from Forest Conservation Law to impact (but retain) five subject trees
and remove four subject trees (affecting a total of nine subject trees) associated with the project. The

variance approval is assumed into the Planning Board’s approval of the Forest Conservation Plan.

Stormwater Management

The MCDPS Stormwater Management Section approved the stormwater management concept
on December 9, 2010. The stormwater management concept consists of environmental site design
through the use of drywells and non-rooftop disconnect.

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 all applicable sections, including the
requirements for resubdivision as discussed below. The proposed lot size, width, shape and orientation
are appropriate for the location of the subdivision.

The lot was reviewed for compliance with the dimensional requirements for the R-200 zone as
specified in the Zoning Ordinance. The lot 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:

! Sizes of evergreen landscape stock is classified by height, not by caliper. Staff estimates that the 7-foot height
specified would correspond to at least 1 inch of caliper (per tree).



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” for evaluating the application. In this instance, the
neighborhood selected by the applicant, and agreed to by staff, consists of 14 lots (Attachment E). The
neighborhood includes platted lots in the R-200 zone on Bradley Boulevard. All the lots share two points
of access into the neighborhood via Bradley Boulevard. The designated neighborhood provides an
adequate sample of the lot and development pattern of the area. A tabular summary of the area based
on the resubdivision criteria is included in Attachment F.

C. Analysis

Comparison of the Character of Proposed Lots to Existing

In performing the analysis, the above-noted resubdivision criteria were applied to the
delineated neighborhood. The proposed lots are of the same character with respect to the
resubdivision criteria as other lots within the defined neighborhood. Therefore, the proposed
resubdivision complies with the criteria of Section 50-29(b)(2). As set forth below, the attached tabular
summary and graphical documentation support this conclusion:

Frontage:

In a neighborhood of 14 lots, lot frontages range from 0 feet (no frontage) to 234 feet. Three of
the lots have no frontage, nine lots have frontages between 100 and 200 feet, and the
remaining two lots have frontages of more than 200 feet. The proposed lot has a frontage of
115 feet. The proposed lot will be of the same character as existing lots in the neighborhood
with respect to lot frontage.

Alignment:
All of the 14 existing lots in the neighborhood are perpendicular in alignment. The proposed lot

is perpendicular in alignment. The proposed lot is of the same character as existing lots with
respect to the alignment criterion.

Size:

The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 21,249 square feet to 65,675 square feet.
Six of the lots are smaller than 30,000 square feet, six are between 30,000 and 50,000 square
feet, and two are between 50,000 and 66,000 square feet. The Proposed Lot will be 40,151
square feet in size. The proposed lot size is in character with the size of existing lots in the
neighborhood.



Shape:
Twelve of the existing lots in the neighborhood are rectangular, and the remaining two are

irregular. The proposed lot is rectangular. The shape of the proposed lot will be in character
with shapes of the existing lots.

Width:

The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 114 feet to 246 feet in width. Ten of the
lots have widths of less than 150 feet, three lots have widths between 150 and 200 feet, and the
one remaining lot has a width of more than 200 feet. The proposed lot has a width of 115 feet.
Two lots have a smaller width measurement, at 114 feet. The proposed lot will be in character
with existing lots in the neighborhood with respect to width.

Area:

The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 9,734 square feet to 29,992 square feet in
buildable area. One of the lots has a buildable area less than 10,000 square feet, ten are
between 10,000 and 20,000 square feet, and three are between 20,000 and 30,000 square feet.
The proposed lot has a buildable area of 25,221 square feet. Three lots have buildable areas
larger than the proposed lot. The proposed lot will be of the same character as other lots in
the neighborhood with respect to buildable area.

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

Citizen Correspondence and Issues

The applicant conducted a pre-submission community meeting on September 17, 2010. No
issues were raised at the meeting. In addition, written notice of the plan submittal and the public
hearing dates was given by the applicant and staff. As of the date of this report, one citizen letter has
been received (Attachment G). In their letter, adjacent residents at 7200 Armat Drive expressed
concerns regarding the proposed clearing and disturbance adjacent to their property. However, the
letter is based on an earlier version of the application, which showed clearing of the entire site. The
current clearing amount has been reduced from the extent shown on the original submission. The plan
also includes the supplemental planting of evergreen species. The current plan substantially satisfies
the concerns raised in the letter. Most notably, the direct construction impacts to the adjacent property
owner’s tree roots have been reduced. Furthermore, the preservation of four large trees and
installation of supplemental plantings will help address screening and wind issues.

CONCLUSION

Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations specifies seven criteria with which
resbudivided 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 proposed lot is of the same character as the existing lots in the defined neighborhood with respect
to each of the resubdivision criteria, and therefore, complies with Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision
Regulations. The proposed lot meets all requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations and
the Zoning Ordinance and substantially conforms to the recommendations of the Bethesda/Chevy Chase
Master Plan. Access and public facilities will be adequate to serve the proposed lot, 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 — Vicinity Development Map

Attachment B — Proposed Preliminary Plan and Forest Conservation Plan
Attachment C — Forest Conservation Variance Request

Attachment D — County Arborist’s Variance Letter

Attachment E — Resubdivision Neighborhood Map

Attachment F — Resubdivision Data Table

Attachment G — Citizen Correspondence

Attachment H — Agency Correspondence Referenced in Conditions



Table 1: Preliminary Plan Data Table and Checklist

Plan Name: Kefauver Tract Bradley Hills

Plan Number: 120110100

Zoning: R-200

# of Lots: 1

# of Outlots: N/a

Dev. Type: Residential

PLAN DATA Zoning Ordinance Proposed for Verified Date
Development Approval by the
Standard Preliminary Plan
Minimum Lot Area 20,000 sq. ft. 40’1.5.1 5q. ft. NB 2/10112
minimum
Lot Width 100 ft. 115 ft. minimum NB 2/10/12
Lot Frontage 25 ft. 115 ft. minimum NB 2/10/12
Setbacks
Front 40 ft. Min. Must meet minimum® NB 2/10/12
Side | 12 ft. Min./25 ft. total | Must meet minimum®* NB 2/10/12
Rear 30 ft. Min. Must meet minimum® NB 2/10/12
Height 50 ft. Max. May no_t exc?ed NB 2/10/12
maximum
Max Resid’l d.u. per > 1 NB 2/10/12
Zoning
MPDUs N/a
TDRs N/a
Site Plan Req'd? No
FINDINGS
SUBDIVISION
Lot frontage on Public Street Yes NB 2/10/12
Road dedication and frontage improvements Yes Agency letter 3/8/11
Environmental Guidelines N/a Staff memo 1/27/12
Forest Conservation Yes Staff memo 1/27/12
Master Plan Compliance Yes Staff memo 2/7/11
ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES
Stormwater Management Yes Agency letter 12/9/10
Water and Sewer (WSSC) Yes Agency 21711
comments
10-yr Water and Sewer Plan Compliance Yes Agency 21711
comments
Well and Septic N/a Agency letter 2/7/11
Local Area Traffic Review N/a Staff memo 2/7/11
Policy Area Mobility Review N/a Staff memo 2/7/11
Transportation Management Agreement No Staff memo 2/7/11
School Cluster in Moratorium? No NB 2/10/12
School Facilities Payment Yes NB 2/10/12
Fire and Rescue Yes Agency letter 4/19/11

! As determined by MCDPS at the time of building permit.




Attachment A


Neil.Braunstein
Polygon

Neil.Braunstein
Text Box
Attachment A


GENERAL NOTES

SOILS

NOTE:

Attachment B

1) WATER CATEGORY - | SEWER CATEGORT - | ?B GLEN SILT LOATY, 3 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES (HYDRIC) THE BUILDING FOOTPRINTS SHOWN ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MAY, 20I10. MODERATELY PERMEABLE. AVAILABLE WATER CAPACITY 1S HIGH. PRODUCTIVITY *
IS HIGH. EROSION HAZARD 1S SLIGHT. POTENTIAL FOR FROST ACTION IS DETERMINED DURING THE BUILDING PERMIT PROCESS. PLEASE
3) TWO-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY MODERATE. CAPABILITY SUBCLASS 1S lle. REFER TO THE ZONING DATA TABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MAY, 2010. STANDARDS SUCH AS SETBACKS, BUILDING RESTRICTION LINES
4) TOTAL LOT AREA: PARTS OF LOT Il = 40,151.09 SQ. FT. (0.921 ACRES) AND LOT COVERAGE FOR EACH LOT. OTHER LIMITATIONS FOR
SITE DEVELOPMENT MAY ALSO BE INCLUDED IN THE CONDITIONS
5) F’ROF’ERTYHSHONN ON TAX MAP GP34l, BLOCK |, KEFAUVER TRACT, OF THE PLANNING BOARD'S APPROVAL
BRADLEY HILLS. .
6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 21l NW 07.
EX. ASPHALT
7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 23. —+— DRINY EPRON
SOIL TYPE(S): 2B. D (WITH I ATE) I
8) FLOOD ZONE "X" PER F.E.M.A. FIRM MAPS, COMMUNITY PANEL M | |
NUMBER 24031C0345D. A=< AREA OF RECENT
<[ =9 __— CONSTRUCTION —_ _— ¥
a) SITE IS LOCATED IN THE CABIN JOHN CREEK WATERSHED. > AN ACTIVITY .
T ?
10) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE: —Z O O
WATER ¢ SEWER - W.5.5.C. ELECTRIC - PEPCO hl <=2 7
TELEPHONE - VERIZON GAS - WASHINGTON GAS O 1 TREE #71 1S DEAD A0
_l Znp = EX. S.H.A. NO VARIANCE REQUIRED )
< |~—— SLOPE EASEMENT
ZON I NG DATA D = \ (PER SRC PLAT 248l1) CEKN OFFSI.T;IEE
L ~ Lun (APOPPRox' ) ADC MAP 5284, GRID G-9
£ = ' \ SCALE: 1" = 2000'
1)  ZONING: R-200 o L Om \
MIN. LOT AREA = 20,000 SQ FT FRONT B.R.L. = 40.0 FT m 52 <
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 26 FT REAR B.R.L. = 30 FT = Z ‘
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. = 100 FT SIDE B.R.L. = 12 FT MIN. EACH SIDE N |
25 FT MIN. TOTAL )_ Eu 14 a | |
T |
2) VERIFY LOT COVERAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 5A-C-1.328 OF ZONING u_l < (8 |
ORDINANCE. LOT AREA EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN 16,000 SQUARE FEET. 1-5 ‘E \ .
u ~
LOT COVERAGE INCLUDES THE MAIN BUILDING, ANY ACCESSORY BUILDING, AND ANY WEATHERPROOFED —l < N\ Y. #76
FLOOR AREA ABOVE A PORCH, BUT NOT INCLUDING ANY BAY WINDOW, CHIMNEY, PORCH, OR UP TO Q c) & 0‘ IMIT O ISTU ANC @ *
240 SQUARE FEET OF A DETACHED GARAGE, IF THE GARAGE IS LESS THAN 350 SQUARE FEET OF - o II: puy oF ODBI ) ARCB o E \ o 078 #7a #80
FLOOR AREA AND LESS THAN 20 FEET IN HEIGHT. < rym b ~— @ @ "ol @
% . o ; : T N~ N S
ALLOWABLE LOT COVERAGE 25% OF TOTAL LOT AREA M on Z N_42°39'00" E _ 240.00' @ - — Jed, ——~ N 42°39'00 108.4
PART OF LOT Il + PART OF LOT Il = 40,i151.09 SQ. FT. LOD—SSF “— LOD-SSF LOD—SSF =t} OO}~ TP—RP—SSF+ LOD-SSF -y LOD-SSF LOD-SSF x LOD=SSF LOD-SSF - — ™~
40,151.09 * 0.25 = 10,037.8 SQ. FT. M _ #65% —48
5
e
PROPOSED AREA TO BE COVERED BY BUILDINGS - ><
(INCL. ACCESSORY BUILDINGS) = 3,200 SQ. FT.t — 5 SDE DAL Y ;)
285" WHITE 27" WHITE
ROP. u T T 1=} r PINE + PINE +
i - UNDER
CONTRACTOR T0 REPAIR A T X *
I
CHANNEL FOR DRIVEWAY 7N 1156 \\~
CULVERT INSTALLATION b
e 2 , \K FOREST PROPOSED 7 FOOT TALL HOLLY TREES
— #63 N — N [N
(D & L o STAND 'A FOR SCREENING AND MITIGATION FOR
€3 / — 1 > . | 0.921 ACRES REMOVAL OF TREE #55 (POPLAR)
b {Z} / X = SR ——_ SERIoRITY _ (R APPROVED EQUIVALENT)
POPLAR " s / K PROP. TRENCHJDRAIN \\I#BB ) X
33 s % v P S ened 4 THIS SITE 1S Hm
POPLAR P o weh E@ LOCATED IN | = |l ~
. #15/ = i X THE CABIN JOHN o | —
- N > 1~ CREEK WATERSHED o D
L —242 AMPLE o9 = < - (USE 1-P) T K o
~ OINT "B" S 111 - 2 L8 - > |18 N
~ / / — — 7 \/\254 #:- 7 #45 ~ = Z
) = — 9 NIEN 181.2 N F% —
- = QQ PROP. ~ | @ A
s Ao 1 1<% ~ v I
NO OTHER TREES OF 0 PROP. 30" CMP ) PROP. HOUSE / \F’R XA spéR‘?ro R e < || Y
SIGNIFICANT SIZE (24" OR | oK CULVERT @ 4.0%+ 7 BRADLEY BLVD Y IS o oP. 7% PN - COURT @
0 GREATER) ARE LOCATED — ) g FF: 57.56 10 wl| < ) POOL m ~ N A
37.5 WITHIN 100 ‘FEET OF THE - 01 L LL: 475 i O 10 S N SAMPLE ™ 482 @ C
POPLAR PROPOSED GAS CONNECTION 09 A0 (0) [ ~ OINT "A <«
SHOWN HEREON. B 1 = | PROP < ) I 274" TULIP a) VA
.y — — | PATIO ) ) I POPLAR @)
é off ~ o TR 657 | / \ A ~ I
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER i : - SR L PROP 1o
CERTIFICATION Q | 2 LOT 24 b
OO - G\ X | . b 5400 N o
— b=
| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED | 244 =8 ) -(DS) . ~ ) ~
BY ME, AND THAT | AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER UNDER ad aon 00—} 007 il / e o = ! I e = S \\\_l #50 —
THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND, LICENSE NO. 19568, EXPIRATION |_ i S - PROP. Ct =] 12" SIDE-B.R.L. \ | ——— s ST T sy O
DATE 3/8/2012, AND THAT THIS PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED -00 Lop Lob LoD LoD 7 LOD-TP-/?P—.— LOD-TF‘-RP,Ll— LOD=TP=RP ——{S}——— T, #38 TN S TOD=TP=RP=——{S}— COD=TP=RP {S}=too==rP ——— oz T/ — — | A 1
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS | ] / y / ~P s, PSP, SEw 56 T ~_ 14
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND. , , 1 S, ~— i o JHIp— PROP. WALK LOD—TP—RP———S|——— ~_ 7 g0
Cost A S =1 / S ST S A0 perggy 2000 o RO N 50
| #93 —— — —258— - R o — .
01/06/2012 : 0 S ¥ / / Y 7 REMOVED % " %% e 3 e ~ e EXISTING OFFSITE o
ANAN] — o o / / / y #06 #a4 ~ 65 FOREST AREA 95 A 4q
DATE CURT A. SCHREFFLER, PE —244— — _ _ j \\ </‘€ L O o , P /@ _BY PEPCO" 55
MD REGISTRATION No. 19568 \ : | / o p 40 4 * *
9 o 2% J/
\ ‘ \ / / @ v il i v QO w
/ / % N
\ / % P #a7 fff) m
s ¢ / | @
UTILITY INFORMATION \ e o | i )
7 nl
EXISTING UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. THEY ARE BASED | \ #89 3 i |
UPON AVAILABLE RECORDS AND ARE SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR | ?E'OF?E'HEAA'SEMENT @ D
ABILITY. ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS MUST BE FIELD VERIFIED. LR EASETENT o) <
UTILITY REQUEST DATE | BY INFO REC'D PLAN REVISED BY \ VA
ATET 05/05/2010 ML 00/00/2010 NO FACILITIES JMo |
COMCAST 05/05/2010 MsL PENDING - - \ 5 I TE / ZON I NG. D AT A M
VERIZON/MCI | 05/05/2010 MSL 05./24/2010 NO FACILITIES JMo \
PEPCO 05/05/2010 MSL 06/11/2010 10/23/2010 DCL GROSS SITE AREA: ... 40,151.09 SQ. FT. = (PER BOUNDARY SURVEY)
SEPTIC 10/25/2010 cAS PENDING - - PROPQOSED DEDICATION: ......coovvieeeeeeeeeeereen 0 S.F.
VERIZON 05/05/2010 MSL 05/05/2010 AERIAL JMo OFF-SITE TOPOGRAPHY NET TRACT AREA: ..o, 40,151.09 SQ. FT. £
WASH. GAS 05/05/2010 MsL ON FILE 06/30/2010 JMO £ AND IMPROVEMENTS FROM |
l;;l;lélé — 10/25/2010 CAS ;ﬁtl:ill;lG ;6/03/2010 JMO S M-NCP¢PC DIGITAL FILES | ZONING: R—200 REQU|RED PROVIDED
WSSC WATER | - - ONLINE 06/03/2010 JMo Lf | PROP. LOT 29
@x , e
= | MINIMUM LOT AREA 20,000 S.F 1015109 SF
— A . g
%]
L
SEQU ENCE/_DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM E MINIMUM LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. 100° 115.14
=z
1) INSTALL DRIVEWAY CULVERT AS SHOWN HEREON. GRADE AS NECESSARY FOR PIPE COVER AND o
FUTURE DRIVEWAY GRADE. INSTALL STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE AT THIS TIME. : TR E E _DATA MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE 20% ** 8.0% +
<
2) CLEAR AND GRADE FOR INSTALLATION OF SEDIMENT CONTROL DEVICES. x
3) INSTALL BASE COURSES FOR DRIVEWAY, SPORT COURT, POOL AND CONSTRUCT HOUSE, ETC. TREE D.B.H.| C.R.Z. TREE B.H.| CRZ. SETBACK FROM STREET R/W 40.0’ (ESTABLISHED) * ;
/ ! ’ ' NO. | COMMON NAME | SPECIES NAME (N) | (FT) | CONDITION| COMMENTS NO. | COMMON NAME | SPECIES NAME ?m) (FT) | CONDITION| COMMENTS (PER EST. BLDG. LINE SURVEY)* ( ) 156
4) INSTALL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FEATURES. 1 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 17.5 26.25 % 36 | TULIP POPLAR Lirlodendron  tulipifera 38 57 POOR TWIN, V—CROTCH, SEAM, HAZARD
5) PAVE DRIVEWAY, SPORTS COURT AND INSTALL POOL. 2 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 17.5 26.25 37 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron  tulipifera 17 25.5 SETBACK FROM SIDES: 12" EACH/25" TOTAL 13.6'/36.8
3 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 18 27 38 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD OTHER LOT LINES* ; ;
ABOVE SEQUENCE |S FOR OVERALL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES ONLY. SEE SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION 4 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 12 18 39 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 15.5 23.25 REAR: 30 181.2
ON SEDIMENT CONTROL CONCEPT PLAN FOR FURTHER DETAILS. 5 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 14.5 21.75 40 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 14 21 SINGLE FAMILY
6 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 25 37.5 GOOD 41 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 19 28.5 PROPOSED USE AND QUANTITY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
M I ss UTI L- I TY 7 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD 42 | TULIP POPLAR Lirlodendron tulipifera 24 36 FAIR/POOR TWIN, POOR FORM, HOLLOW, DECAY MAX. 2 LOTS 1 LOT
8 AMERICAN BEECH Faqus grandifolia 135 20.25 OFFSITE 43 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 28 42 GOOD
- - 9 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 19 28.5 OFFSITE 44 WHITE ASH Fraxinus americana 12 18 NOTE: SITE / ZONING DATA SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE DESIGNS
FOR LOCATION OF UTILITIES, CALL "MISS UTILITY" AT 1-800-257-7777, OR LOG ON TO 10 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 12 18 OFFSITE 45 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 29 43.5 GOOD * FRONT SETBACK IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 59—A—5.33 OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE.
MW TISSUTILITTNET/ITIC 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF ANY WORK IN THIS VICINITY. THE | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 18 2 46 | WHITE ASH Fraxinus_americana 13 225 *+ LOT COVERAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 59—C—1.328 OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
Frﬁ%AXéggR OII:IUPSRT O];\lggllj']:)\r E?(lél;&\\f AI\JTBIléII\? XJIIDLIJZVEOPI-TSS'\EEE A?IIE':JFIE;IDEJRCEEEOI;J NBDY F'I,’A‘l-ICéLIJ:II’IIELSI Tlﬁl’\l 12 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 22 33 * 47 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 32 48 GOOD ' '
COMPANIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING EXCAVATION. THE EXCAVATOR 15 RESPONSIBLE FOR 13 | TULP POPLAR Lirilodendron tullpifera 24 36 GOOD % 48 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 33 49.5 GOOD /FAIR CO-DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK
COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER ééA OF THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY CODE. 14 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26.5 39.75 GOOD * 49 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 33.5 50.25 GOOD/FAIR CO—DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK
15 | TUUP POPLAR Liriodendron_tulipifera 26 39 GOOD 50 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 27 40.5 GOOD/FAR CO—DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK
16 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD 51 WHITE ASH Fraxinus americana 17 25.5 _OWN_ER$/APPLM
L—E G' END 17 | TUUP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 27 40.5 GOOD % 52 | WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 34 51 FAIR/POOR DECAY, HOLLOWING SALMAAN T. SIDDIQUI AND =0 0 10 =0 40
o b N e | N 18 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD POOR FORM 53 | WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 16 24 FAIZAH K. SIDDIQUI |V AV AV AW AV/ /J|
19 WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 18 27 54 | AMERICAN SYCAMORE | Platanus occidentalis 24 36 POOR SIGNIFICANT CANOPY DIEBACK wl Aq'_l;_H Esl\?'-I'REET NORTH
20 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 17.5 26.25 % 55 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 31 465 GOOD OFFSITE PARTM #1802 GRAPHIC SCALE
EXISTING FEATURES PROPOSED FEATURES 21 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron_tulipifera 18 27 56 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron_tulipifera 24 36 GOOD él‘_afl—g‘igr?‘l: VA 22209 L INCH — 20 FEET
o can L ree | RO W TRn vremiouet cawection || || s e e e e 23 S (I N . Kt g
— - — . - Irilodenaron tulipitera Iriodenaron tulipirera . .
EX. SEWER LINE WITH CLEANOUT EX. WIRE FENCE —PROP. GHC——  PROP. GAS-HOUSE CONNECTION 24 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD/FAR TWIN, V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK | % 59 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron  tulipifera 305 45.75 GOOD
EX. SEWER MANHOLE AND INVERT EX. WOOD FENCE —PROIZ.2 EHC——  PROP. ELECTRIC-HOUSE CONNECTION | e e Lnosensron tiprers | 17| 295 50| NORWAY SPRUGE__| Picea cbies LR B R A D LE Y B O U I_E v A R D
PROP. CONTOUR WITH ELEVATION iriodendron_tulipifera icea abies : :
EX. WATER LINE WITH VALVE N~~~V ~"N\  EX. TREE CANOPY 00 PROP. SPOT ELEVATION 27 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 12.5 18.75 62 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD
EX. GAS LINE WITH VALVE y " 05 PR OP: DOWNSPOUT 28 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 17 25.5 63 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 28 42 FAIR/POOR TWIN, V—CROTCH, SEAM D
108 EXISTING SPECIME 29 | TULP POPLAR Lirlodendron tulipifera | 27 405 GOOD POOR FORM, SLIGHT DEADWOOD 64 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 17 25.5
EX. OVERHEAD UTILITY WITH POLE TREE (30" OR 75% PROP. 4" PVC PIPE - - — . )
OF CHAMPION SIZE) 30 NORWAY SPRUCE Picea abies 16 24 GOOD OFFSITE % 65 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 34 51 GOOD
EX. TELE. MANHOLE AND CONDUIT PROP. RAINTANK DRYWELL 31 | TUUP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 24 36 GOOD 66 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 19 285 < E F A U VE R TR A C T B R A D I_E Y H | I_I_S
EX. UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINE 32 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 25 37.5 GOOD 67 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 19.5 29.25 )
% @107 ?g"‘..s.ll.ih‘gslg':{g -Q;EE PROP. DRAINAGE DIVIDE 33 | TULP POPLAR Lirlodendron tulipifera 235 35.25 GOOD 68 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 15.5 23.25
EX. TWO- AND TEN-FOOT CONTOURS PROP. FLOWPATH 34 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 26.5 39.75 GOOD 69 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 18 27 D) R E I_l M | N A R Y P I_ A N
EX. SPOT ELEVATION EXISTING TREE U@O" A 35 RED CEDAR Juniperus virginiana 13 19.5 70 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 16 24 OFFSITE
(12" THRU 23.9" DBH) %‘\SCE STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION * 71 WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 47 70.5 OFFSITE
777777 AN = ENTRANCE
- B Sstelos M—NCP&PC FILE NO. 120110100
[l | EX. SHA SLOPE EASEMENT IB = INCLUDED BARK VC= V-CROTCH SIGNIFICANT TREES ARE INDICATED WITH BOLD TYPE SPECIMEN TREES ARE INDICATED WITH SHADING, BOLD TYPE, AND AN "% * 4
SSF SSF SUPER SILT FENCE
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INITIAL SUBMITTAL TO MNCPPC
FULL SUBMITTAL TO MNCPPC

PREL. PLAN (BASE SHEET) TO CLIENT
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REVISED PER CHANGES TO FINAL FCP
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Mount Airy, Maryland 21771

301-607-8031 office

301-607-8045 fax
WWww.casengineering.com
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Attachment B


GENERAL NOTES

1)  WATER CATEGORY - | SEWER CATEGORY - |

2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MAY, 20I0.

3) TWO-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY
CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MAY, 2010.

4) EXISTING MANMADE AND NATURAL FEATURES (INCLUDING 5-FT
CONTOURS) BEYOND THE LIMIT OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY ARE
APPROXIMATE AND SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR ABILITY. THESE
FEATURES ARE BASED UPON VISUAL INSPECTION OR BY AVAILABLE
AERIAL IMAGERY PROVIDED BY M-NCP¢PC.

5) TOTAL LOT AREA: PARTS OF LOT Il = 40,151.09 SQ. FT. (0.92I ACRES)

6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP GP34l, BLOCK |, KEFAUVER TRACT,
BRADLEY HILLS.

7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 21l NW 0O7.

8) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 23.
SOIL TYPE(S): 2B.

9) FLOOD ZONE "X" PER F.E.M.A. FIRM MAPS, COMMUNITY PANEL
NUMBER 24031C0345D.

10) SITE 1S LOCATED IN THE CABIN JOHN CREEK WATERSHED (USE I-P).

1) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE:
WATER ¢ SEWER - W.5.5.C.
ELECTRIC - PEPCO
TELEPHONE - VERIZON
GAS - WASHINGTON GAS

12) THIS SITE 1S NOT LOCATED WITHIN A SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA (SPA)

NOR WITHIN A PRIORITY MANAGEMENT AREA (PMA).

13) THE SITE 1S IN THE R-200 ZONE.

SOILS

2B GLEN SILT LOAM, 3 TO & PERCENT SLOPES (HYDRIC)

THIS MODERATELY FINE-TEXTURED SOIL 1S VERY DEEP, WELL DRAINED AND
MODERATELY PERMEABLE. AVAILABLE WATER CAPACITY IS HIGH. PRODUCTIVITY
IS HIGH. EROSION HAZARD IS SLIGHT. POTENTIAL FOR FROST ACTION IS

MODERATE. CAPABILITY SUBCLASS IS lle.

[ — —
T -
( 25"
/ POPLAR 33!
/ \ POPLAR
/ e\
®e 37.5" WITHIN 100 FEET OF THE
POPLAR

|

TREE DATA

SEE TABLE, SHEET 2.

NRI NOTES

1) NO CULTURAL AND/OR HISTORICAL FEATURES EXIST ONSITE BASED ON OUR

NO OTHER TREES OF
SIGNIFICANT SIZE (24" OR
GREATER) ARE LOCATED

PROPOSED GAS CONNECTION
SHOWN HEREON.

AN

RESEARCH OF AVAILABLE RECORDS AND ONSITE OBSERVATION.

2) THERE ARE NO STATE AND/OR COUNTY CHAMPION TREES OR TREES
2> 75% OF THE CURRENT STATE AND/OR COUNTY CHAMPION LOCATED ON THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY. THERE MAY, HOWEVER BE A TREE (#71) MEASURING > 75%

OF THE CURRENT COUNTY CHAMPION LOCATED ON PART OF LOT 12 TO THE

NORTH.

3) NO RARE, THREATENED, OR ENDANGERED (RTE) SPECIES WERE OBSERVED
DURING OUR SITE ANALYSIS. THIS ASSESSMENT 1S SUPPORTED BY A LETTER
RECEIVED FROM THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, DATED

JUNE 16, 2010.

4) THE FOREST STAND RANKING OF FOREST STAND "A" IS HIGH (1) AS

DETERMINED PER THE "TREES,

5) THERE ARE NO WETLANDS, STREAMS, STREAM BUFFERS, FLOODPLAINS, OR

OTHER HYDROLOGIC FEATURES

6) THE NRI FIELD ANALYSIS FOR THIS PROJECT WAS CONDUCTED MAY 10, 2010

APPROVED TECHNICAL MANUAL."

LOCATED ONSITE.

AND FEBRUARY 25, 20l BY JAMES WITMER, EAP CONSULTANTS, LLC.

7) OFFSITE LOCATIONS AND SIZES OF TREES, STRUCTURES, AND OTHER

IMPROVEMENTS ARE APPROXIMATE AND SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR ABILITIES.

&) ON-SITE TREE DIAMETER MEASUREMENTS WERE OBTAINED
UTILIZING A TREE DIAMETER TAPE.

9) SAMPLE POINTS WERE TAKEN USING A 1/20 ACRE (PRISM) FIXED PLAT

SAMPLING SYSTEM. DATA SHEETS FOR SAMPLE POINTS "A" AND "B" CAN BE

FOUND IN THE NRI/FSD REPORT.

UTILITY INFORMATION

EXISTING UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. THEY ARE BASED
UPON AVAILABLE RECORDS AND ARE SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR
ABILITY. ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS MUST BE FIELD VERIFIED.

UTILITY REQUEST DATE | BY INFO REC'D PLAN REVISED BY
ATET 05/05/2010 MSL 00/00/2010 NO FACILITIES Jro
COMCAST 05/05/2010 MSL PENDING - -
VERIZON/MCI | 05/05/2010 MSL 05/24/2010 NO FACILITIES Jro
PEPCO 05/05/2010 MSL 06/11/2010 10/23/2010 DCL
SEPTIC 10/25/2010 CAS PENDING - -
VERIZON 05/05/2010 MSL 05/05/2010 AERIAL Jro
WASH. GAS 05/05/2010 MSL ON FILE 06/30/2010 Jro
WELL 10/25/2010 CAS PENDING - -
WSSC SEWER | - - ONLINE 06/03/2010 JMo
WSSC WATER | - - ONLINE 06/03/2010 N

MISS UTILITY

FOR LOCATION OF UTILITIES, CALL "MISS UTILITY" AT 1-800-257-7777, OR
LOG ON TO WWW.MISSUTILITY.NET/ITIC 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF ANY
WORK IN THIS VICINITY. THE EXCAVATOR MUST NOTIFY ALL PUBLIC UTILITY
COMPANIES WITH UNDER GROUND FACILITIES IN THE AREA OF PROPOSED
EXCAVATION AND HAVE THOSE FACILITIES LOCATED BY THE UTILITY
COMPANIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING EXCAVATION. THE EXCAVATOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 36A OF
THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY CODE.

|

ENGINEERING
APPROVAL
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ENVIRONMENTAL

DATA TABLE

EX. S.H.A.
SLOPE EASEMENT
(PER SRC PLAT 248l1)

/

/

% OFFSITE TREES 19, 88 AND 92 ARE T0

BE PROTECTED BY LIMITING ROOT
ZONE DISTURBANCE TO 30% OR LESS
AND WITH ROOT PRUNING AND TREE
PROTECTION FENCE. NO ADDITIONAL
MEASURES ARE NECESSARY.

g

FEATURE EXISTING 20 0 10 20 40

% Z % Z Y %
AREA OF STEEP SLOPES 0 AC. [ % 7 Y Z |
FORESTED FLOODPLAIN AREA 0 AC. GRAPHIC SCALE
ENVIRONMENTAL BUFFER AREA 0 AC. 1 INCH = 20 FEET
TOTAL FORESTED AREA 0.92 AC.
FORESTED ENVIRONMENTAL BUFFER 0 AC.
I00-YEAR FLOODPLAIN 0 AC. ONN ERS/APPLJCANTS
WETLANDS 0 AC. SALMAAN T. AND FAIZAH K. SIDDIQUI

1M 19TH STREET NORTH
FORESTED WETLANDS 0 AcC. APARTMENT #1802
AVERAGE WIDTH OF ENVIRONMENTAL BUFFER o FT. éﬁ,&g‘ig[?gav'b‘ 22209
LINEAR EXTENT OF STREAM o FT. salmaan@gmail.com

LEGEND

EXISTING FEATURES

EX. STORM DRAIN WITH MANHOLE
EX. SEWER LINE WITH CLEANOUT

EX. SEWER MANHOLE AND INVERT
EX. WATER LINE WITH VALVE

EX. GAS LINE WITH VALVE

EX. OVERHEAD UTILITY WITH POLE
EX. TWO- AND TEN-FOOT CONTOURS
EX. SPOT ELEVATION

EX. SHA SLOPE EASEMENT

EX. STEEP SLOPES

EX. CHAIN LINK FENCE
EX. WIRE FENCE

EX. WOOD FENCE

LIMIT OF TOPO. SURVEY

N~~~V ~"\  EX. TREE CANOPY

108 EXISTING SPECIMEN
TREE (30" OR 75%

OF CHAMPION SIZE)

EX. SIGNIFICANT TREE
24" THRU 29.9" DBH

EXISTING TREE
12" THRU 23.9" DBH

PROPOSED FEATURES

——PROP. WHC——

——PROP. SHC——

——PROP. GHC——

——PROP. EHC ——
62

PROP. WATER-HOUSE CONNECTION LOD
PROP. SEWER-HOUSE CONNECTION
PROP. GAS-HOUSE CONNECTION LOD—SSF

PROP. ELECTRIC-HOUSE CONNECTION
PROP. CONTOUR WITH ELEVATION

PROP. SPOT ELEVATION

LOD-TP-RP

LOD—-TP—-RP—-SSF

PROP. DOWNSPOUT .
PROP. 4" PVC PIPE /

—— X'—CRZ
PROP. RAINTANK DRYWELL \ /

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION
ENTRANCE

SUPER SILT FENCE

5,

XKHX KR

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
AND SUPER SILT FENCE

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE,
TREE FENCE, ROOT PRUNING

LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE,
TREE FENCE, ROOT PRUNING
¢ SUPER SILT FENCE

CRITICAL ROOT ZONE

TREES TO BE REMOVED

LOCATION OF PROP. FOREST
RETENTION AREA SIGN, SEE
DETAIL SHEET 2.

/N\N

REMOVED

OFF-SITE TOPOGRAPHY
AND IMPROVEMENTS FROM
M-NCP¢PC DIGITAL FILES

- BY PEPCO - N
M OFFSITE TREES 93 AND 94 ARE TO
BE PROTECTED BY LIMITING ROOT — |

ZONE DISTURBANCE TO 30% OR LESS
AND WITH ROOT PRUNING AND TREE
PROTECTION FENCE. NO ADDITIONAL |
MEASURES ARE NECESSARY.

PLANTING/TRIMMING NOTES

N

1) LOWER LIMBS ON TREE #52 (34" WHITE PINE) MAY REQUIRE PRUNING DUE TO DIE
OFF. APPROVAL TO CONDUCT THIS ACTIVIY IS INCLUDED IN THE VARIANCE REQUEST.

2) AS MITIGATION FOR THE REMOVAL OF TREE #55, TWO STAGGERED ROWS OF 7 FOOT
TALL HOLLY TREES (OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT) WILL BE PLANTED OUTSIDE THE
NOTED LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE. TREES SHOULD BE PLANTED BY HAND UNDER THE
DIRECTION OF AN ARBORIST TO PROTECT OFFSITE TREES. TREE LOCATIONS MAY BE
ADJUSTED AS NECESSARY TO AVOID MAJOR ROOTS OF ADJACENT TREES. THE
TREES ARE TO BE PLANTED IN A MANNER THAT PROVIDES SCREENING FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTIES. FINAL LOCATIONS TO BE ADJUSTED WITH THE APPROVAL OF

M-NCP¢PC STAFF.

3) TREE PLANTING TECHNIQUES DETAIL PROVIDED ON SHEET 2.

FOREST CONSERVATION TABLE

ACREAGE OF TRACT 0.97 ACRES
ACREAGE OF TRACT REMAINING IN AGRICULTURAL USE 0.0 ACRES
ACREAGE OF ROAD AND UTILITY ROW'S WHICH WILL NOT 0.0 ACRES
BE IMPROVED AS PART OF THE DEVELOPMENT

APPLICATION

ACREAGE OF EXISTING FOREST, WETLANDS 0.0 ACRES
FLOODPLAINS, AND STREAM VALLEY BUFFERS

ACREAGE OF TOTAL FOREST RETENTION 0.0 ACRES

LAND USE CATEGORY AND CONSERVATION AND
AFFORESTATION THRESHOLDS FROM THE SECTION
22A-12(a) OF THE FOREST CONSERVATION LAW

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREA
0.15 ACRES; AFFORES. THRESHOLD
0.19 ACRES; CONSERV. THRESHOLD

LINEAR FEET AND AVERAGE WIDTH OF STREAM BUFFER 0 FEET LONG
PROVIDED 0 FEET WIDE

AREA RETAINED |AREA CLEARED |AREA PLANTED
ACREAGE OF FOREST RETAINED, CLEARED AND PLANTED
ARG R 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES
ACREAGE OF FOREST RETAINED, CLEARED, AND PLANTED
R G o T aRES T e AN 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES
ACREAGE OF FOREST RETAINED, CLEARED, AND PLANTED
A e U EEae 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES
ACREAGE OF FOREST RETAINED, CLEARED, AND PLANTED
R s R AR E A 0.0 ACRES 0.92 ACRES 0.0 ACRES
Igl‘rgg\ﬁ/\% [FEET AND AVERAGE WIDTH OF STREAM BUFFER 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES 0.0 ACRES

REFORESTATION REQUIREMENTS (0.57 ACRES) TO BE MET BY PROVIDING THE EQUIVALENT CREDITS AT THE
LORAX FOREST, LLC FOREST CONSERVATION BANK.

INITIAL SUBMITTAL TO M-NCP¢PC

REVISED PER MNCPPC REVIEW COMMENTS
REVISED PER MNCPPC REVIEW COMMENTS
REVISED PER MNCPPC REVIEW COMMENTS
REVISED PER MNCPPC REVIEW COMMENTS

RE-SUBMITTAL TO M-NCP¢PC

REVISION

JMo
JMo
JMo
JMo
JMo

11/08/10
03/08/11
05/17/11
07/18/11
oe/I1/11
11/701/11

120110100

EXISTING OFFSITE

B4 ST -
D ONITH GATE) / —
M | — AN
A = I ~ AREA OF RECENT N
<[ =9 CONSTRUCTION —__— /.
ZzN | EX. OFFSITE ACTIVITY
> &% / | CAloPY LINE
-=>Q (APPROX.)
Il <<
(O | / \ TREE #71 15 DEAD -
_l ZntE EX. S.H.A. NO VARIANCE REQUIRED
< |~—— SLOPE EASEMENT —
D )~ o i (PER SRC PLAT 248l1) e
P =Y 1|
Q0 :
- m
U< % OFFSITE TREES 8, 72, 73, AND 75 ARE TO BE PROTECTED BY * OFFSITE TREES 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82 AND
STTINY LIMITING ROOT ZONE DISTURBANCE TO 30% OR LESS AND WITH \ THE 28.5" WHITE PINE ON PART OF LOT 11 ARE v | C | N | TY M A
W 8 ROOT PRUNING AND TREE PROTECTION FENCE. NO ADDITIONAL OFFSITE TREE #55 TO BE // T0 BE PROTECTED BY LIMITING ROOT ZONE
)— M MEASURES ARE NECESSARY. REMOVED, SEE LETTER DISTURBANCE TO 30% OR LESS AND WITH DC MAP 5284, GRID G-9
u_l {0 OF CONSENT PROVIDED / ROOT PRUNING AND TREE PROTECTION FENCE. SCALE: I" = 2000'
- \L_[ TO PREVENT DISTURBANCE TO PROTECTED ONSITE ON SHEET 2 OF 2. SEE NO ADDITIONAL MEASURES ARE NECESSARY.
/ _l )] <3 AND OFFSITE TREES, THE REMOVAL OF TREES NEAR PLANTING NOTE #2. \
RS Q ) & o OR BEYOND THE PERIMETER OF THE L.0.D., MUST BE / * * e
/(L - o DONE UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF A QUALIFIED l':'g”g O_F ODéSIl'JA\RBQNCE G _—
g "o TREE CARE PROFESSIONAL (TYPICAL). / * = - o oK
/ M on E E | < N_42°39'00" E__ 240.00' B, A/\/,N 42°39'00%E" losé-:\' é A~ —
\ LOD—SSF———  LOD-SSF TTF"—‘RP ssr+—<Loo —SSF D-SSF—— —[oD- SSFWLOD—SSF L0D—4%SF SSF — — jtf ~ <W‘7 e f =7
p / - ; ===t A g o >< | SEE PLANTING/TRIMMING ’
- #3| 9 F N\ NOTE #1
o PROP. 4" CURB - 13' SIDE B.R.L.
et B e N g O . i | .
CONTRACTOR TO REPAIR | / e \ >< \ 3
AND MODIFY CONCRETE ||~ W/ #32 52 AN |
CHANNEL FOR_DRIVEWAY [|8 ] B ]
CULVERT INSTALLATION . \\ ™~ ‘
- 7 7\& FOREST NOTE: REMOVAL OF TREES NEAR OR BEYOND THE
P #63 STAND "A" PERIMETER OF THE L.0.D., MUST BE DONE UNDER
VA =L | & 0.921 ACRES THE SUPERVISION OF A QUALIFIED TREE CARE
i /P(j; 5 >< (0s) — (izi) PROPD.R;P‘QNENﬁkq / \ \ (PR|OR|TY A PROFESSIONAL TO PREVENT DISTURBANCE TO
g 4 \ = = X M PROTECTED ONSITE AND OFFSITE TREES (TYPICAL).
PROP. TRENCHJDRAIN ; /
/ 5:@ 5304 B IS ?ITE INS : m /
' LOCATED |
N 263 / THE CABI i o —>/
& f CREEK WAT HED L NEX /
——— < (USE 1-P) / ’m>< S
/ 5 £ o (2 S % = ek
S S 7 S H}\
T & / gl  F45 /[ = £ >
L Q Q R K -
[o) ~ X
\ / RO 20" o ] X RALEY oLV 0 o /o PROP, P e Brort, < (L]
CULVERT @ 4.0%: [ Frs7s 3 : el . oo A1 COURT ﬁ(é g *
LL: 475 = B
PROP. SHC* 0 - LD p—— T Ml & SEE PLANTING/TRIMMING y
—.l ! | PATIO M-S NOTES #2 AND #3.
i T 4 1/ 50)’6‘21/ \
: 5 X ol 3 w7/ Xt 7 | i .
T O \© ~ I
z A (7 o “ﬁI ciz Eq B /
N 5460 g /
iy / r—(cip EASEMENT o i 56\ 54_# 40 151 Oq SE H d
ole T ! e e e (6] \ . [
3 @l o aon S N LA #'7% PROP...GHC# / Loy = 72 SIDE B.R.L.__ER(I)}; I 1,1\1 XEKI = 5 ‘ g
/ |—LOD LoD LoD fl LoD LoDR 4 Lop—TP—RP—{S}——L—Lop-TP— RPLOD TP RP—HLOD 6 \ Nk rop=TP=RP—{3} COU=TP=RP [Sl=too=Tr=re | \ / @@/
L2) Ny
z I } / \/?Pk —T&Ea / ng_TP_RP LoD—TP—RP ////’Z,
- P -— - 10D LOD—7<24 -— — - s - -— -/
S 42°39'00" W 240.00' . * éxtz‘ﬂoo“ W108:45! z/?é/ %
/ * TREE #36 * \ * F1970516.62

AN > *
\ \

— 3% OFFSITE TREES 84 AND 85 ARE TO BE

PROTECTED BY LIMITING ROOT ZONE //,//
DISTURBANCE TO 30% ORLESSAND  ~ — ./~ _— =
WITH ROOT PRUNING AND TREE B —
PROTECTION FENCE. NO ADDITIONAL — — ' —— O—__
MEASURES ARE NECESSARY. T
T~
T~

FOREST AREA /
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PROPOSED LOT 29
PARTS OF LOT I, BLOCK 1 (L. 39375 / F. 445)

BRADLEY BOULEVARD, BETHESDA, MD 20817

DEVELOPER CERTIFICATE

THE UNDERSIGNED AGREES TO EXECUTE ALL THE FEATURES OF THE
APPROVED FINAL FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN No. 120110100
INCLUDING, FINANCIAL BONDING, FOREST PLANTING, MAINTENANCE,
AND ALL OTHER APPLICABLE AGREEMENTS.

DEVELOPER: SALMAAN SIDDIQUI
OWNER: SALMAAN SIDDIQUI
ADDRESS: Mt 19TH STREET NORTH
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SIGNATURE:

APARTMENT #1802
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

A17-543-6064

salmaan@gmail.com

CERTIFICATION OF

QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PLAN SHOWN HEREON HAS BEEN PREPARED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH MARYLAND STATE AND MONTGOMERY COUNTY
FOREST CONSERVATION LAWS, AND M-NCP¢PC GUIDELINES.

NC.
6:18:29 PM EDT

7/13/2011

CIVIL e SURVEYING e LAND PLANNING
A DIVISION OF CAS ENTERPRISES, |

ENGINEERING

1170172011

DATE JEFFREY A. ROBERTSON
DNR/COMAR 08.19.06.01
QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL

BRADLEY BOULEVARD
PROPOSED LOT 29
PARTS OF LOT 11,
KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS
FINAL FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN
M—NCP&PC PP FILE NO.:

BLOCK 1
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TREE DATA —
— C—
O |¢
=z 4
s f Events for P 0 Required to Comply With N |z $
equence o ver.1ts or Property Owners Required to Comply Wit Undisturbed Soil TREE D.B.H.| C.R.Z. TREE D.B.H. | C.R.Z. N u 2
Forest Conservation and/or Tree-Save Plans NO. | COMMON NAME | SPECIES NAME (IN) (FT) | CONDITION | COMMENTS NO. | COMMON NAME | SPECIES NAME (IN) (FT) CONDITION | COMMENTS M o Q
Pre-Constructi 1 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 17.5 26.25 36 ToHP—POPEAR tirfoderdron—tutipifera 38 5 REMOVED REMOVED BY PEPCO, NO VARIANCE NECESSARY o u <
re-Construction
o= B:%;'LSL&‘I’_”” 2 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 17.5 26.25 37 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 17 25.5
: ROOTBALL 0%

1. An on-site pre-construction meeting is required after the limits of disturbance %gvga'-;us'ﬁgotmoz - AN ' 2 MULCH 3 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 18 27 38 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD m
have been staked and flagged, but before any clearing or grading begins. The _ : 4 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 12 18 39 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 15.5 23.25 N
Fnr:ppeecrtti‘;:‘gi!:;';fo“r:‘;::::‘rztctt'i‘:n":':C;f;;":hz I?:w?trs]thpcli?s:::'[l:)gar?:ep:r:t?ent ‘ =TS 5 VIRGINIA PINE Pinus virginiana 14.5 21.75 40 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 14 21 o |z
discuss tree protection and tree care measures. The developer's representative 6 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 25 37.5 GOOD 41 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 19 28.5 o ,C:)
construction superintendent, ISA certified arborist or Maryland-licensed tree ld-——bi 7 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD 42 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 FAIR/POOR TWIN, POOR FORM, HOLLOW, DECAY g 1 'E(_:
expert that will implement the tree protection measures, forest conservation O CONTANGR OAERE 8 AMERICAN BEECH Fagus grandifolia 13.5 20.25 | FAIR OFFSITE 43 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 28 42 GOOD 3 O |2
. - . ; 3
:::g:zzg:;ﬁgea?:nrze;:,:;rzez:,:::fcfs:';fefn? sediment control Disturbed Soil 9 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 19 28.5 OFFSITE 44 WHITE ASH Fraxinus americana 12 18 £ O =

y 10 RED MAPLE Acer rubrum 12 18 POOR OFFSITE, ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE 45 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 29 43.5 GOOD

2. No clearing or grading shall begin before stress-reduction measures have been 1 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 18 27 POOR OFFSITE, ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE 46 WHITE ASH Fraxinus americana 15 22.5

imp'emsnted- Appropriate measures may include, but are not limited to: OACKELL S 12 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 22 33 % 47 | TUUP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 32 48 GOOD olololao
a. Root pruning 2/ EXSTING SOIL . o . s _ _
b. Crown reduction or pruning HEIGHT: ROOTBALL 10% AND 175 COMPOST 13 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD * 48 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 33 49.5 GOOD /FAIR CO—DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK E E E E
c. Watering ABOVE FINISHED GRADE 2" MULCH 14 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26.5 39.75 GOOD * 49 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 33.5 50.25 GOOD /FAIR CO—-DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK L>‘:-l L>‘:-l L>‘:-l L>‘:-l
d. Fertilizing 15 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD 50 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 27 40.5 GOOD /FAIR CO—-DOM., V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK Yyl E
oo vertial mulching 16 | TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 26 39 GOOD 51 | WHITE AsH Froxinus americana 17 25.5 L SIS1818
. Root aeration mattin

Measures not specified on thge forest conservation plan may be required as 17 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 27 40.5 GOOD * 52 WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 34 51 FAIR/POOR DECAY, HOLLOWING, LOWER LIMB DIE OFF, PRUNING IS ADVISED 'b"‘; rd I dl B i<

determined by the forest conservation inspector in coordination with the 18 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26 39 GOOD POOR FORM 53 WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 16 24 KZ) b_) W)

arborist. 19 WHITE PINE Pinus strobus 18 27 54 AMERICAN SYCAMORE | Platanus occidentalis 24 36 POOR SIGNIFICANT CANOPY DIEBACK )E ?f LI>.l LI>.l LI>.l LI>.l

3. A Maryland-licensed tree expert or an International Society of Arboriculture- 20 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron_tulipifera 7.5 26.25 * 55 TULIP_POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 3 46.5 GOOD OFFSITE o % ol Rl el

- certified arborist must perform all stress reduction measures. Documentation of Planting on Slope 21 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 18 27 56 TUUP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 24 36 GOOD + )E b_) b_) b_) b_)
stress reduction measures must be either observed by the forest conservation 22 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 22.5 33.75 57 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 16 24 2o % % % %
iznosglegtoTrhorfsent to the inspector at 8787 Gelfcrisia Avenue% Silver Sprinsé "QD 23 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 16 24 58 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 24.5 36.75 GOOD ff = % % % %

. t tion i t i t inet t t t b
& forest conservation inspector wiicetermine the exact method to ORIGINAL GRADE 24 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 24 36 GOOD/FAIR | TWIN, V—CROTCH, INCLUDED BARK % 59 | TULP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 30.5 45.75 GOOD =l
convey the stress reductions measures during the pre-construction meeting. 501 MIX BACKFILL = lylw|lw|w
25 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 17 25.5 60 NORWAY SPRUCE Picea abies 16 24 M .!: T T I T T}

4. Temporary tree protection devices shall be installed per the Forest Conservation /‘2" MULCH 26 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 22 33 61 NORWAY SPRUCE Picea abies 15.5 23.25 - 7 = R
Plan/Tree Save Plan and prior to any construction activities. Tree protection 27 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 12.5 18.75 62 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 24 36 GOOD S| ,|m@ 8 8 8 8
fencing locations should be staked prior to the pre-construction meeting. The b — — . . ) X Qlonlolonlw
Forest consetvation inspector, in coordination with the DPS sediment cantrol 28 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 17 25.5 63 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 28 42 FAIR/POOR TWIN, V—-CROTCH, SEAM LA L N T U (D-L - Lo .2
inspector, may make field adjustments to increase the survivability of trees and 29 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 27 40.5 GOOD POOR FORM, SLIGHT DEADWOOD, 64 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 17 25.5 L|>_| E L||_| L|>_| L|>_| L|>_| L|>_|
forest shown as saved on the approved plan. Temporary tree protect devices WIDTH = 2 /2 X ROOTBALL ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE * 65 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 34 51 POOR ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE dl=|o oo o)
mavmclct;‘déi ik fence (four feet high Source:Adapted from Forast Conssrvation Manual, 1991 OR CONTAINER DIAMETER 31 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 24 36 GOOD 66 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera | 19 28.5

a. ain link fence (four feet hig
b. Super silt fence with wire strung between support poles (minimum 4 feet 32 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 25 37.5 GOOD 67 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 19.5 29.25 ololo o)
high) with high visibility flagging. 33 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 23.5 35.25 GOOD 68 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 15.5 23.25 POOR ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE ; ; ; ; ;
c. 14 gauge 2inch x4 inch welded wire fencing supported by steel T-bar 34 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 26.5 39.75 GOOD 69 TULIP POPLAR Liriodendron tulipifera 18 27 POOR ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE
posts (minimum 4 feet high) with high visibility flagging. c . . . . . ; o e DI o L > " AR
ontainer Gl’OWn and B&B Plant[ng Techn]ques Flgure 35 RED CEDAR Juniperus virginiana 13 19.5 ——7t+—WHITEPINE Pinus—strobus 47 700 DEAD OFFSITE, TREE HAS DIED, NO VARIANCE NECESSARY —
ol |l=l=]| =
D:16 NN =
IB = INCLUDED BARK VC= V-CROTCH SIGNIFICANT TREES ARE INDICATED WITH BOLD TYPE SPECIMEN TREES ARE INDICATED WITH BOLD TYPE AND AN " "% § Q 'E g N %
N|O|w (|| N
=0 |0 (O |0 | =
~ ~
— LO

5. Temporary protection devices shall be maintained and installed by the (D <
contractor for the duration of construction project and must not be altered HONG KONG ECONOMIC & TRADE OFFICE TSEE COMMON NAME SPECIES NAME ?INB).H. 8_;?)2 COND COMMENTS 0 <t
without prior approval from the forest conservation inspector. No equipment, ° :
trucks, materials, or debris may be stored within the tree protection fence areas HONG KONG SPECIAL ADMINISTRATIVE REGION GOVERNMENT 72 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 7 10.5 poor In power lines. Cut back (\l O Z
during the ent‘ire construFtion project. No viehicle or equipment accessito the 73 Red Maple Acer rubrum 12.5 18.75 fair In power lines. Cut back D :\ <
fenced area will be permitted. Tree protection shall not be removed without 75 | Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 6 9 fair OFFSITE, ROOT DAMAGE FROM OFFSITE DISTURBANCE Q) i o
prior approval of forest conservation inspector. E Z -~ {— 0

76 American Holly llex opaca 8 12 good L @) Q n_ —

6. Forest retention area signs shall be installed as required by the forest s May 13, 2011 77 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 10 15 poor Dead. N 1 — —~ Q
conservation inspector, or as shown on the approved plan. ﬁ Salmaan Siddiqui 78 Eostern Hemlock Tsugo canodensis 5 5 fair <\ N U m ‘[E < Z g

th -

7. Long-term protection devices will be installed per the Forest Conservation Eu 1111 197 Street North /3 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga comodemsis 6 9 good D ™~ | (D >__‘ 0 N
Plan/Tree Save Plan and attached details. Installation will occur at the T Apartment #1602 80 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 8 12 good U) m < 5 3 e—
appropriate time during the construction project. Refer to the plan drawing for B Arlington, VA 22209 81 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 10 15 good ll.l 5 % | % |_

. . o0

long-term protection measures to be installed. B 82 Black Gum Nyassa sylatica 12 18 good I N M -z Z < "

During Construction B Re:  Preliminary Plan #120110100 83 Sycamore Platanus occidentalis 20 30 poor Poor ratio. M I O >0

During Construction 7317 Bradley Boulevard, Bethesda, MD 84 Norway Spruce Picea abies 20 30 Fair / Poor l_ ‘_ L '_ ‘: = MZ
5 Proposed Lot 29, Block 1

8. Periodic inspections by the forest conservation inspector will occur during the F3 Kefguver Tract i}radley Hills _ TREE PROTECTION FENCE 85 Norway Spruce Picea abies 16 24 poor Dead il (_)l @ @) > Iu

construction project. Corrections and repairs to all tree protection devices, as B 4 - m | TN ‘_ m u.l
) o o o 86 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 6 9 poor Mostly deadwood < 1 =z
dete;mlned by Lf;e;o;e;t cznservahon inspector, must be made within the E::3 Dear Mr. Siddiqui: émggReiTﬁgﬁEAngA = Sycamore Slotorus occidentans > = Soor Sood Q M oS Z _l
timeframe established by the inspector. ~ _ —
% I hereby agree to allow, Salmaan and Faizah Siddiqui, owners of a property at 7317 OR L.O.D. 88 White Ash Fraxinus Americana 23 34.5 poor Leaning due to root failure. D % l_l_l l_Ll ~ O 0 IL
Post-Construction [ ] Bradley Boulevard, currently known as Parts of Lot 11, Block 1, Kefauver Tract 89 White Pine Pinus strobus 18 27 good M O M U U
Bradley Hills, and/or your representatives, to enter our property at 7323 Bradley o — _ — - T
pd ; 7 90 Black Locust Rob d 7 10.5 d R, (1 I
9. After construction is completed, an inspection shall be requested. Corrective Boulevard, Part of Lot 12, Block 1, Kefauver Tract Bradley Hills for the purpose of Y ! ack Locus obinia pseudoacacia : goo < O ‘_ >_
measures may include: b removing a 31” Tulip Poplar. Said tree denoted as Tree #55 on the approved ~~ ROOT PRUNING TRENCH 91 American Holly llex opaca 8 12 good > O il D ~ |_ n—
a. Removal and replacement of dead and dying trees = ]JRI/FSE Plj“tl(]#‘?omz?g)’l When z“l;er;)“gﬂ:he Il‘thoperty, advance notice should - 2' MINIMUM DEPTH 92 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia 18 27 poor Dead. Falling over. wl % M ’ ~ m
. S arties.
b. :rlvjlnlng ofdead or declining limbs = e served and the time schedule agreed by both p: \ 93 White Pine Pinus strobus 20 30 poor Significant hollowing. _l < < { % IIJU
;. F::‘t:i;i:;onn o As discussed when we met at the property on May 9, 2011, it is understood and ROOT IF’RUNlNG: TRENCH 94 Norway Spruce Picea abies 26 39 fair > — ) N} M n_
" Wateri agreed that you will pay for the tree removal and correct any damage to the 6" MAXIMUM WIDTH 95 Norway Spruce Dicoa ables o2 % P Fil around trunk. Pruned. l l M N O'ﬂ'
:. Wz ue;;nfepair $ HKE&TO fence or property within ten to fifteen days after the tree removal. 6" MAX. TRENCH WITHIN LIMITS OF 0 ‘_ L E u- n_
g. Clean up of retention areas B ) ,UA ) DISTURBANCE OR LIMITS m O l_l_l m s O U
P /3 / = CRITICAL ROOT ZONE OF FOREST CONSERVATION - = Z
) ) ) ] %4 (S f20/ ] (CRZ) ALL SIZES, LOCATIONS, AND CONDITIONS ARE APPROXIMATE DUE TO THE TREES BEING LOCATED ON PRIVATE PROPERTY. T Z —l

10. After inspection and completion of corrective measures have been undertaken, Signature 7 Date 7 SURVEY PERFORMED 02/25/2011 )— L sz [D < 1
all temporary protection devices shall be removed from the site. Removal of tree u_l O
protection devices that also operate for erosion and sediment control must be NOTES _l Z Z
coordinated with both the Department of Permitting Services and the forest Andrew Kwok, Office Manager D N u__
conservation inspector. No additional grading, sodding, or burial may take place Please Print Name 1. Retention Areas to be established as part of the forest conservation plan review process. ‘_
after the tree protection fencing is removed. 2. Boundaries of Retention Areas to be staked, flagged and/or fenced prior to trenching. < v

Authorized Representative 3. Exact location of trench to be determined at pre—construction meeting MLOEER CERT' FlCATE M <
The Financial Secretary, Inc., w/ Forest Conservation Inspector. —
4. Trench should be immediately backfilled with soil removed or organic soil. THE UNDERSIGNED AGREES TO EXECUTE ALL THE FEATURES OF THE (D 0
5. Roots must be cleanly cut using vibratory knife or other acceptable equipment. APPROVED FINAL FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN No. 120110100
6. Shallow root pruining to be provided where specified or determined at pre—construction meeting. INCLUDING, FINANCIAL BONDING, FOREST PLANTING, MAINTENANCE,
AND ALL OTHER APPLICABLE AGREEMENTS.
Source: Adapted from Steve Clark & Associates/ACRT, Inc.
1520 18th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036-1306 and Forest Conservation Manual, 1991.
Telephone (202) 331-8947 « Facsimile (202) 331-8958 » E-mail hketo@hketowashington.gov.hk NO SCALE DEVELOPER: SALMAAN SIDDIQUI
OWNER: SALMAAN SIDDIQUI
ADDRESS: 11 19TH STREET NORTH (©)
APARTMENT #1802 =z
FOREST CONSERVATION WORKSHEET ARLINGTON, VA 22209 =
TREE PROTECTION FENCE DETAIL CAS No. 09-092B: BRADLEY BOULEVARD PHONE: QI7-543-6064 z
INSPECTIONS ” x 15 INCH N j
WEATHERPROOF SIGNS .
NOT TO SCALE . EMAIL: salmaan@gmail.com a ©
All field inspections must be requested by the applicant. Inspections must be conducted as SECUREE gEON'IEEECEM%XSO FEET NET TRACT AREA: =
follows: ( ) A. Total tract area (property + offsite disturbed areas) 0.97 SIGNATURE: QO . 0~
8 FOOT NI METAL ‘T B. Land dedication acres (parks, county facility, etc.) 0.00 Zz9
Tree Save Plans and Forest Conservation Plans without Planting Requirements ) FEEF_I-I;NIﬁI_-ZI_oPC_IgEES(;R%IUVﬁB 11" x 15" WEATHERPROOF C. Land dedication for roads or utilities (not being constructed by this plan) 0.00 w <C n o
ilTeNsso SFE:%%RED 10 FENCE I D. Area to remain in commercial agricultural production/use 0.00 —x o
1. Aftzlj thilimits of disturbance have been staked and flagged, but before any clearing or CENTER (MAX.) 1 i E. Other deductions 0.00 Z ® & g
grading begins < MAXIMUM 10 FEET il F. Net Tract Area 0.97 —_— o =,
2. After necessary stres§ reduction measures have be?n completefi and p‘rotection 14/14 GXEIE;%R/MQEDFEM%E BETWEEN POSTS HIGHLY VISIBLE il' i‘ll’ O E 5

measures hav.e been installed, bl:It befo.re. a'ny clearing and grading begin. . 2 IN. X 4 IN. OPENING FLAGGING 3 KR D LAND USE CATEGORY: (from Trees Technical Manual) C ER | | F | CA | | ON OF Z L s

3. After completion of all construction activities, but before removal of tree protection gﬁ %ﬁ %ﬁ ) u-l > 0 ~
fencing, to determine the level of compliance with the provision of the forest ; ; ~| e ‘J Ilnpltjtt the rllumber 1" under the appropriate land use, Ll < >
conservation. imit o only one entry. QU A L- | F | E D OF ESS | O A L > o <

N | | 2 ll l <
ARA MDR IDA HDR MPD CIA Z % LC.3 -
Additional Requi for Pl ith Planting Requi
Additional Requirements for Planz with Planting Requlremants 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PLAN SHOWN HEREON HAS BEEN PREPARED n_ 53
- @]

4. Before the start of any required reforestation and afforestation planting y 2 G. Afforestation Threshold ... 15% xF= 0.15 INO ACSC_?RCDO?I\éCE pﬂ-_FI;IOﬁARYLéANENSTQTﬁcA?DC MONTGOMERY COUNTY w Py o = O?

5. After the required reforestation and afforestation planting has been completed to verify [‘: E H. Conservation Threshold ... 20% xF = 0.19 FORE ERV LAWS, D M-NCP¢PC GUIDELINES. %) I~

that the planting is acceptable and prior to the start the maintenance period. LY = : Z =| Z 5 o

6. At the end of the maintenance period to determine the level of compliance with the AN E | EXISTING FOREST COVER: >0 0 — ©
provisions of the planting plan, and if appropriate, release of the performance bond. N | t £ . Existing forest cover 0.92 | I/OI/20] | u_l 6 < -8 -

E J. Area of forest above afforestation threshold 0.77 ‘5 %

K. Area of forest above conservation threshold 0.73 DATE JEFFREY A. ROBERTSON D~

N DNR/COMAR 08.19.06.01 B

- ' BREAK EVEN POINT: QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL <

QX //7 // W \</// \’%// , L. Forest retention above threshold with no mitigation 0.34 S —

SECURE FENCING l ‘i l M. Clearing permitted without mitigation 0.58 o 8

TO METAL POSTS Il 3 ©

IlIIIlIIIlII PROPOSED FOREST CLEARING: m |

N. Total area of forest to be cleared 0.92 o B

O. Total area of forest to be retained 0.00 E ©

Q —

PLANTING REQUIREMENTS: D) go

NOTES: P. Reforestation for clearing above conservation threshold 0.18 R O P O S E D I_ O T 2 9 25

SIGN STYLE #21 . . . o ~—

1. LOCATION AND LIMITS OF FENCING SHALL BE COORDINATED IN FIELD WITH ARBORIST. Q. Reforestation for clearing below conservation threshold 0.39 o

2. BOUNDARIES OF PROTECTION AREA SHOULD BE STAKED PRIOR TO INSTALLING R. Credit for retention above conservation threshold 0.00 :) 8 £

PROTECTIVE DEVICE. S. Total reforestation required 0.57 ’ =0

3. ROOT DAMAGE SHOULD BE AVOIDED. T. Total afforestation required 0.00 © =

e R KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 2
5. FENCING SHALL BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. V. Total reforestation and afforestation required 0.57 ’

EORE ST GRS 057 AGRES 0 S VT ST ROV CINAL FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN

STANDARD SYMBOL
— TPF——TPF—

THE EQUIVALENT CREDITS AT THE LORAX FOREST, LLC FOREST
CONSERVATION BANK.

M—NCP&PC PP FILE NO.:

120110100

7317 Bradley Boulevard\5

P:\ 2009\ 090928
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Attachment D

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Isiah Leggett Robert G. Hoyt
County Executive Director

December 16, 2011

Frangoise Carrier, Chair

Montgomery County Planning Board

Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

RE: 7317 Bradley Boulevard, DAIC 20110100, NRI/FSD application accepted on 6/10/2010
Dear Ms. Carrier:

The County Attorney’s Office has advised me that Section 5-1607 of the Natural
Resources Article, Maryland Code, applies to any application required under Chapter 22A of the
Montgomery County Code submitted after October 1, 2009. Since the application for the above
referenced request is required to comply with Chapter 22A based on a review by the Maryland
National Capital Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC) and was submitted after this date, I
am providing the following recommendation pertaining to this request for a variance.

Section 22A-21(d) of the Forest Conservatlon Law states that a variance must not be
granted if granting the request:

1. Will confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants;

2. Is based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the
applicant; '

3. Arises from a condition relating to land or bu11d1ng use, either permitted or
nonconforming, on a neighboring property; or

4. Will violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water
quality.

Applying the above conditions to the plan submitted by the applicant, I make the
followmg findings as the result of my review:

1. The granting of a variance in this case would not confer a special privilege on this
applicant that would be denied other applicants as long as the same criteria are applied in
each case. Therefore, the variance can be granted under this condition.

WWW. montgomerycountymd gov/dep
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Francoise Carrier
December 16, 2011
Page 2

2. Based on a discussion on March 19, 2010 between representatives of the County and the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources Forest Service and the MNCPPC, the o
disturbance of trees, or other vegetation, is not interpreted as a condition or circumstance
that is the direct result of the actions by the applicant. Therefore, the variance can be
granted under this condition, as long as appropriate mitigation is provided for the
resources disturbed. -

3. The disturbance of trees, or other vegetation, by the applicant does not arise from a
condition relating to land or building use, either permitted or nonconforming, on a
neighboring property. Therefore, the variance can be granted under this condition.

4. The disturbance of trees, or other vegetation, by the applicant will not result in a violation
of State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water quality.
Therefore, the variance can be granted under this condition.

Therefore, I recommend that this applicant qualify for a variance conditioned upon
mitigating for the loss of resources due to removal or disturbance to trees, and other vegetation,
subject to the law. In the case of removal, the entire area of the critical root zone (CRZ) should
be included in mitigation calculations regardless of the location of the CRZ (i.e., even that
portion of the CRZ located on an adjacent property). When trees are disturbed, any area within
the CRZ where the roots are severed, compacted, etc., such that the roots are not functioning as
they were before the disturbance must be mitigated. Exceptions should not be allowed for trees
in poor or hazardous condition because the loss of CRZ eliminates future potential of the area to
support a tree or provide stormwater management. Tree protection techniques, such as trimming
branches or installing temporary mulch mats to limit soil compaction during construction without
permanently reducing the critical root zone, that are implemented according to industry standards
are acceptable mitigation to limit disturbance. Techniques such as root pruning should be used
to improve survival rates of impacted trees but they should not be considered mitigation for the
permanent loss of critical root zone. Until other guidelines are developed, I recommend
requiring mitigation based on the number of square feet of the critical root zone lost or disturbed.
The mitigation can be met using any currently acceptable method under Chapter 22A of the
Montgomery County Code.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Sincerely,

aura Miller
County Arborist

cc: Robert Hoyt, Director
Walter Wilson, Associate County Attorney
Mark Pfefferle, Acting Chief




GENERAL NOTES

1)  ZONING: R-200
MIN. LOT AREA = 20,000 SQ FT FRONT B.R.L. = 40 FT (ESTABLISHED)
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 25 FT REAR B.R.L. = 30 FT
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. = 100 FT SIDE B.R.L. = 12 FT MIN. EACH SIDE,
25 FT MIN. TOTAL

2) WATER CATEGORY - | SEWER CATEGORY - |

3) BOUNDARY INFORMATION BASED ON AVAILABLE RECORD INFORMATION.

4) TOTAL LOT AREA = PROPOSED LOT 29 = 40,151.09 SF

5) PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP GP 34|, KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS

6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 211 NW 07.

7) SITE IS LOCATED IN THE CABIN JOHN CREEK WATERSHED.

8) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE:
WATER ¢ SEWER - WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION
ELECTRIC - PEPCO

TELEPHONE - VERIZON
GAS - WASHINGTON GAS

LEGEND

PARTS OF LOTS AND PARCELS
(NOT INCLUDED)

BUILDING RESTRICTION LINES
(PER PLAT & R-200 ZONE)
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Attachment E

VICINITY MAP

ADC MAP 5284, GRID G-9
SCALE: 1" = 2000'

APPLICANT

SALMAAN SIDDIQUI

mi 19TH STREET NORTH
APARTMENT #1802
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
q17-543-6064
salmaan@gmail.com
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GRAPHIC SCALE
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BRADLEY BOULEVARD
PART OF LOT 11 AND

PART OF LOT 11, BLOCK 1
KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS
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Attachment F

PROPOSED LOT 29, BLOCK 1, KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS

Comparable Lot Data Table - Sorted in descending order by Lot Size

Lot | Block Subdivision Frontage Alignment Lot Shape Width @ BRL Buildable Area
26 A ARROWOOD 0 Feet perpendicular 65,675 S.F. irregular 145 feet 10,720 S.F.
17 1 KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 138 Feet perpendicular 55,291 S.F. rectangular 149 feet 26,754 S.F.
21 1 KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 234 Feet perpendicular 47,588 S.F. rectangular 246 feet 12,607 S.F.
21 A ARROWOOD 204 Feet perpendicular 44,158 S.F. irregular 164 feet 27,297 S.F.
13 1 KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 134 Feet perpendicular 43,560 S.F. rectangular 134 feet 29,992 S.F.
29 1 KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 115 Feet perpendicular 40,151 S.F. rectangular 115 feet 25,221S.F.
18 A ARROWOOD 160 Feet perpendicular 31,243 S.F. rectangular 176 feet 12,835 S.F.
18 1 KEFAUVER TRACT, BRADLEY HILLS 135 Feet perpendicular 31,198 S.F. rectangular 135 feet 17,660 S.F.
25 A ARROWOOD 196 Feet perpendicular 30,736 S.F. rectangular 190 feet 10,724 S'F.
20 A ARROWOOD 100 Feet perpendicular 29,899 S.F. rectangular 136 feet 16,605 S.F.
24 A ARROWOOD 0 Feet perpendicular 29,105 S.F. rectangular 145 feet 17,995 SF.
17 A ARROWOOD 100 Feet perpendicular 26,630 S.F. rectangular 128 feet 13,559 S.F.
22 A ARROWOOD 113 Feet perpendicular 24,317 S.F. rectangular 114 feet 11,038 S.F.
19 A ARROWOOD 135 Feet perpendicular 21,450 S.F. rectangular 135 feet 9,734 SF.
23 A ARROWOOD 0 Feet perpendicular 21,249 S.F. rectangular 114 feet 10,749 S.F.

ahwn e

Lot statistics taken from available record plats.
Parts of lots and parcels were not included.

Longest front property line used for frontage calculation on corner lots
40' Front BRL (per R-200 Zone) assumed for buildable area calculations.

Lot width measured at front building restriction line.

Lot Size

Kefauver Tract resub data.xls

2/10/2012
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Attachment G

Risa Bender and Benjamin Klubes
7200 Armat Drive
Bethesda, Maryland 20817

May 23, 2011 RIHEE!

Chair of Commissioner o
Development Review Division

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

Re: Preliminary Plan 120110100 (the “Plan”),
Bradlev Blvd 2 Parts of Lot 11, 400 feet northwest of Redwood Avenue (the Property”)

Dear Chair of Commissioner:

We are writing to oppose the Plan put forth by applicant, Salmaan Siddiqui. In particular,
the forest conservation plan does not preserve anything. As an adjacent property owner, our
family and the Burning Tree community will be directly and adversely affected by the removal
of literally all the trees from the Property. We are deeply concerned because the Plan calls for
the destruction of a number of exceptionally large mature (our arborist estimated several to be
between 70 and 90 feet tall) and numerous specimen trees on the property (as well as certain
trees offsite) in order to put up a long double drive, house, pool and extra large sport court. It is
especially disturbing that the reforestation requirement to replant .58 acres of trees is being
transparently circumvented by the proposal to plant trees miles away somewhere in Montgomery
County. Such a “reforestation” does nothing to address the problems created by the
implementation of the Plan. Indeed, the “procedure for reforestation” only comes into play
“[a]fter all attempts to maximize the areas of forest retention on a tract have been exhausted”.
There appears to have been no attempt whatsoever to maximize forest retention here.

We have several specific concerns arising from the potential complete removal of all
trees from the Property:

e Noise. The noise level to our home from the traffic on Bradley Blvd. and from Interstate
495 will increase dramatically.

e Visibility. We will see through to Bradley Blvd. from our property as substantial
screening from trees on the Property will be gone.

* Wind. The wind level will increase to such an extent that it could make our trees quite
vulnerable and increase the risk that our trees could be affected by wind and storms.

* Roots. The destruction of such a large number of significant trees will impact the root
system of some of our trees. The Plan itself reveals that the path of planned removal
extends into the CRZ (Critical Root Zone) of our trees and may cause them to be
damaged.

%‘f%
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Development Review Division
May 23, 2011
Page 2

Our layman observations about the obvious effects on our property by the plan were
confirmed by a discussion with our Arborist from The Care of Trees, Andrew Walker.

Fundamentally, the plan strikes us as wholly contrary to the Forest Conservation Law that
is designed “to save, maintain and plant forested areas for the benefit of county residents and
future generations.....Trees cleanse the air, offset the heat generated by development and reduce
energy needs. And in a less tangible sense, trees improve quality of life in a community by
providing recreation and visual appeal”. Clearly recognizing the benefits of trees, Montgomery
County has launched a tree planting program, Leaves for Neighborhoods, “to increase the
county’s tree canopy on residential property.” That program delineates all the benefits of the
trees: “to protect soil and help prevent erosion, absorb carbon dioxide and improve local air
quality (this is especially important to our family which includes two young children), filter
storm water runoff to improve local water quality in streams, rivers and tributaries, [the ones]
that are native are drought tolerant and need less water than non-native trees.” The County
characterizes the planting of trees, correctly, as proactive environmental stewardship. Certainly
the benefits of retaining as much of the existing, mature canopy as possible is less costly, and
provides a more immediate and significant benefit, than planting young trees.

In addition to the environmental benefits described by the County, there are tangible
economic benefits to trees that include, according to the County, an increase in residential
property values by as much as 15%. We are very concerned that the destruction of a large swath
of trees in our neighborhood will have a significant negative effect on our property value
precisely because those looking to purchase in our neighborhood expect a beautiful mature tree
canopy throughout the neighborhood. The value of homes in our neighborhood could be
negatively affected as well. According to the County, specific economic benefits flow from
mature trees: (i) shade trees lower energy costs in the summer and (ii) proper placement of trees
on the property can block wind for energy savings in the winter.

Finally, the impact of the destruction on the wildlife habitat could be significant. Native
trees, according to the Montgomery County website, “need less water and maintenance and
attract birds, butterflies, squirrels, small animals and deer whose habitat will be minimized by
land development. Some birds pollinate flowers and consume garden pests.” All those animals
and birds that currently inhabit the adjacent Property will be forced out to other properties,
upsetting the delicate balance that currently exists.

Given the tremendous benefits of maintaining trees — and Montgomery County’s clear
recognition of those benefits in its laws and regulations -- we, as well as neighbors with whom
we have discussed this, were shocked and dismayed to learn that the reforestation of .58 of an
acre, somewhere else in Montgomery County, is all that the plan contemplates. An offsite
easement which is not even in our neighborhood does not protect us and our neighbors. The
notion that one can destroy an acre of trees on the Property (with a request to remove offsite trees
as well) is particularly disturbing for the Burning Tree neighborhood because of the unique and
highly valued beauty of its mature tree cover. It certainly was one of the main reasons we moved
here, as is the case for many neighbors. Most homes and improvements in our area have been
designed to keep as many trees as possible, and we would hope and expect that new development
in our neighborhood can be done in the same manner.



Development Review Division
May 23, 2011
Page 3

Given the location of many of the trees to be removed near the edge of the Property,
surely there is a way to retain many trees while permitting the building of a beautiful home, pool
and Sport Court --without having to decimate irreparably the entire forest cover. This emphasis
on retaining existing trees should be reflected in the Forest Conservation Plan: “Priority must be
given to techniques for retaining existing forest on the site.” Forest Conservation Plan p.23. In
fact, the Findings of the County Council itself [in promulgating the Forest Conservation Plan]
state that “tree loss as a result of development ...is a serious problem for the County.”

We truly believe that the purpose of the law, “to minimize tree loss as a result of
development and to protect trees and forests during and after construction...”, can be
accomplished here with a modified plan that avoids the destruction of the trees and the “scorched
earth” plan that has been submitted. We urge MNCPPC to prevent the total destruction of the
habitat, so that our family can enjoy the fresh air, the natural buffer from noise, and the
protective screening that the trees on the Property provide. Bradley Boulevard is not nearly as
aesthetically pleasing as viewing the scores of majestic poplars, maples, pines and other beautiful
trees to be lost as a result of the Plan. The house, court and pool to be constructed on the
Property should be built in accordance with Montgomery County’s laws and regulations and in a
manner so as to preserve as many trees as possible for our family’s benefit as well as that of the
Burning Tree community.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.

Very truly youi‘s /
e

// @&’7

-

i Rlsa Bender Esq o

‘Jv‘ B Klubes,Esq.

Benj

cc: Neil Braunstein
Marco Fuster
Bradley Boulevard Citizens Association
Jeffrey Zyontz, Esq
Patrick F. Greaney, Esq.



 thecareoftrees.

Our Business is People
And Their Love for Trees®

Ms. Bender
7200 Armat Dr.
Bethesda MD

The Care of Trees Tel: 301.444.9041
8000 Queenair Drive Fax: 301.444.9049
Gaithersburg, MD 20879 Web: www.thecareoftrees.com

May 23, 2011

RECOMMENDATIONS

From my meeting with Ms. Bender on the 16" of May, and our discussion on the
20" of May, | have come to the conclusion that the neighbor to the rear right of
Ms. Bender’s property will have an impact on her trees in several different ways
if every tree is removed.

If the neighbor removes every tree in the rear yard for their swimming pool and
sports court, wind levels will change, and can increase the risk of Ms. Bender’s
trees to be more vulnerable to fail, and possible fall over. This could cause
possible harm to the property and her family.

Noise level will increase. Trees not only shield and block winds, but reduce noise
levels from traveling. Ms. Bender’s privacy will also be compromised as well, as
there will be zero barrier from her back yard to the neighbor’s.

Ms. Bender has three trees that are close to the neighbor’s property line. If the
grade were to change and be lowered, this could impact the “critical root zone”
of Ms. Bender’s trees, and if there is major root loss, tree lose is possible.

I would suggest on keeping as may trees as possible on the property, most
importantly are the large mature trees close to Ms. Bender’s property

Andrew Walker
ISA Certified Arborist MA-4453A
Maryland Tree Expert License 001741

awalker@thecareoftrees.com
Office # 301-444-9048
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Isiah Leggett Arthur Holmes, Jr.
County Executive Director

March 8, 2011

Ms. Rose Krasnow, Team Leader Area 1
The Maryland-National Capital
Park & Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

RE:  Preliminary Plan No. 120110100
Kefauver Tract, Bradley Hills

Dear Ms. Krasnow:

We have completed our review of the preliminary plan dated December 22, 2010. This
plan was reviewed by the Development Review Committee at its meeting on February 7, 2011.
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 DPS in the package for record plats, storm
drain, grading or paving plans, or application for access permit. Include this letter and all
other correspondence from this department.

1. Necessary dedication along Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) site frontage in accordance
with the master plan.
2. Grant necessary slope and drainage easements. Slope easements are to be determined by

study or set at the building restriction line.

3. Access and improvements along Bradley Boulevard (MD 191) as required by the
Maryland State Highway Administration.

4. We recommend the applicant be required to construct Dual Bikeway DB-4 (shared use
path and signed shared roadway) across their site frontage.

5. Relocation of utilities along existing roads to accommodate the required roadway
improvements shall be the responsibility of the applicant.

Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations

100 Edison Park Drive, 4th Floor * Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878
Main Office 240-777-2190 » TTY 240-777-6013 « FAX 240-777-2080
trafficops@montgomerycountymd.gov

240-773-3556 TTY

montgomerycountymd.gov/311 : SWERING uv___




Ms. Rose Krasnow

Preliminary Plan No. 120110100
March 8, 2011

Page 2

6. If the proposed development will alter or impact any existing County maintained
transportation system management component (i.e., traffic signals, signal poles,
handboxes, surveillance cameras, etc.) or communication component (i.e., traffic signal
interconnect, fiber optic lines, etc.), please contact Mr. Bruce Mangum of our
Transportation Systems Engineering Team at (240) 777-2190 for proper executing
procedures. All costs associated with such relocations shall be the responsibility of the
applicant.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this preliminary plan. If you have any questions
or comments regarding this letter, please contact Mr. David Adams, our Development Review
Area Engineer for this project, at david.adams@montgomerycountymd.gov or (240) 777-2197.

Sincerely,

W

Gregory M. Leck, Manager
Development Review Team

m:/subd/gml/docs/pp/1-20110100, Kefauver Tract Bradley Hills.doc
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