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Descrintion

Location: Located in the northwest quadrant of the
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Zone: R-60

Master Plan: Bethesda/Chevy Chase

Property size: 1.33 acres

Application to subdivide 1.33 acres of land into two
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Applicant: CC Green Vision, LLC

Filing date: April 8,2010

Summary
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

The public hearing was opened on February 2, 2012, and deferred to March 15, 2012.

The purpose of the upcoming hearing is to address the staff-recommended conservation easement. At the
previous hearing, staff was directed to work with the applicant to develop appropriate language for a
conservation easement document and associated forest management plan that would protect the subject
property’s steep slopes while affording the applicant and future property owners some measure of independence

with respect to property maintenance.

During the intervening weeks, staff prepared a modified Category | easement document and an associated forest

management plan.




RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to the following conditions:

1)

2)

Approval under this preliminary plan is limited to two lots for two one-family detached dwelling

units and one outlot.

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. Specific conditions include:

a. Show a Category | easement, as modified by the proposed easement document, over the
steep slopes and associated large trees.

b. Revise the plan, worksheet, notes, tables and legend to reflect the forest retained and/or
planted in the modified Category | Easement.

c. Include a provision to install all underground utilities for proposed Lot 38 and Outlot A by
directional boring to be performed in manner minimizing any disturbance to the roots of
saved trees. Air spading (instead of boring) may be performed in areas outside of the forest
boundary.

d. Revise the legend symbols and plan views for existing vs. proposed root protection matting
so they match actual existing and proposed conditions.

Delete miscellaneous tree note #1.

f.  Provide appropriate plan notes for the careful removal of tree #6, and update miscellaneous
tree note #2 accordingly.

g. Revise miscellaneous tree note #7 (regarding tree #17) to retain tree protection fencing at
the curb line throughout construction and install additional fencing along the proposed
sidewalk edge. Alternately, temporary root protection matting can be used instead of
installing fencing in the street right-of-way.

h. Remove the plan note and graphics related to “LOD previously recommended by M-NCPPC-
EPD” or show the LOD which was actually recommended by M-NCPPC.

i. Shift the LOD away from tree #2/23 to an east-west line that is no closer than 15’ from the
tree.

Prior to any clearing, grading, demolition, or issuance of any building permit, the applicant must

submit for review and obtain approval of a Final Forest Conservation Plan (FFCP). Specific

conditions include:

a. Replace the arborist’s report, dated December 13, 2011, with a table or chart on the plan
that concisely highlights all necessary tree protection measures.

b. Specify the reforestation requirements and how they will be met.

c. The project arborist must supervise all tree care work, including the directional boring of
utilities.

d. Provide details and locations of permanent boundary monuments to appropriately delineate
the conservation easement.

e. Provide details for applications of root protection and/or aeration matting.

f. Provide plan notes, details, specifications and/or exhibits to clearly demonstrate how the
roots of saved trees will be preserved underneath of proposed structures such as the
driveway, walls, and the garage. This condition particularly applies to trees 1/22, 2/23, 18,
23, 24 and 25.

The applicant must submit the final drafts of the sediment and erosion control plan and

stormwater management plan with the revised Final Forest Conservation Plan to ensure

consistency with the LOD and the associated tree and forest preservation measures.



5)

6)

10)

11)
12)

13)

14)

15)
16)

The applicant must submit for review and approval a financial security for any planting
requirements which may be specified in the FFCP, prior to any land disturbing activities
occurring onsite.

The modified Category | conservation easement must be recorded by plat prior to any land
disturbing activities or clearing occurring onsite. The record plat must reflect a modified
Category | easement over all areas of steep slopes and forest conservation.

The certificate of compliance for any off-site forest mitigation must be submitted by the
applicant, then approved by M-NCPPC Associate General Counsel Office, prior to land disturbing
activities occurring onsite.

Any applicable maintenance and management agreement must be submitted by the applicant
and then approved by M-NCPPC Associate General Counsel Office. The final document must be
recorded in the land records prior to any land disturbing activities occurring onsite.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of the MCDPS stormwater management
approval dated September 8, 2011. 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 June 18, 2010. 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 MCDOT prior
to recordation of plat(s).

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

The record plat must show building restriction lines at the top and bottom of the steep slope
area, as depicted on the preliminary plan. Building foundations must not be placed on the steep
slope area between the two building restriction lines.

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 during
the building permit process. 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 record plat must show necessary easements.

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, is a platted lot and is 57,726 square feet (1.33 acres) in

area. The property is zoned R-60. It is located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection of Meadow
Lane and Oak Lane, within the Town of Chevy Chase. The property has frontage on Meadow Lane and
Oak Lane to the east and on a public alley to the west. There are currently no buildings on the property,
but parts of the lot have been graded in a previous attempt to construct a one-family detached dwelling.
The partially completed dwelling has been demolished. Surrounding properties to the north, south,
east, and west are developed with one-family detached dwellings in the R-60 zone.



The subject property is located within the Lower Rock Creek watershed. Steep slopes, with
gradients of 25% or greater, exist in a band in the center of the property. An area that exhibits some of
the characteristics of a wetland exists on the lower portion of the property, near Meadow Lane. This
area was ultimately determined not to be a wetland. There are no streams or floodplains on the site.
The subject property contains 0.32 acre of forest.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes to resubdivide the existing lot into two lots for two one-family detached
dwellings and one outlot. Proposed Lot 37 is 30,442 square feet and proposed Lot 38 is 24,210 square
feet in area. The lots are proposed to be perpendicular to the street and the public alley to the west of
the property, similar to other lots in the area. Despite having frontage on Meadow Lane and Oak Lane
on one side and the alley on the other side, the lots are not considered to be through lots per the zoning
ordinance because the alley is not considered to be street frontage. As such, they will have front and
rear yards and not two front yards for each lot. Access to the lots is proposed via individual driveways
from the alley. Although both lots will have frontage on Meadow Lane and Oak Lane, no vehicular
access is proposed from those streets. A 2,447 square-foot outlot is proposed along the frontage of Oak
Lane, north of proposed Lot 38.



Previous Hearing

A hearing for this application was held on February 2, 2012. At the hearing, the Planning Board
heard the staff presentation and applicant and citizen testimony before deliberating on the application.
The Planning Board then directed staff to work with the applicant to prepare a draft conservation
easement for the steep slope area.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Staff’s recommended findings with respect to conformance to the Master Plan, public facilities,
the environment, the zoning ordinance, and the subdivision regulations, including the resubdivision

criteria, can be found in the staff report for the previous hearing, dated January 20, 2012 (Exhibit 1).

This staff report will address the proposed conservation easement document and associated
forest management plan.

Conservation Easement

Staff prepared a draft conservation easement document with an associated forest management
plan. The document was revised numerous times based on discussions with the applicant. The draft
presented with this staff report is the final result of our discussions with the applicant, and it is our
recommended language. The draft conservation easement and associated draft forest management
plan can be found in Exhibit 2. A plan showing the extent of the easement area on the property is
shown in Exhibit 3. As outlined in the forest management plan, the applicant will be permitted to
conduct initial work on the property prior to approval of the final forest conservation plan and
recordation of the plat, including removal of tree #6, installation of plant material within the easement,
and pruning and removal of dead plant material within the easement area.

The applicant is also proposing to remove approximately 18 trees outside of the easement area.
These trees have been approved for removal by the Town of Chevy Chase. Staff recommends that the
applicant be permitted to remove these trees prior to approval of the final forest conservation plan.
This approval should be conditioned on a pre-construction meeting, demonstration that the trees can be
removed without adverse impacts to the saved trees, and demonstration that the work can be carried
out without the need for a sediment control permit. Although tree removal is not typically permitted
prior to approval of a final forest conservation plan, it is recommended in this case to accommodate
deadlines imposed by the Town’s approval process.

The proposed grading area at the bottom of the steep slope area is not included in the
easement area, and will be permitted to be graded and filled in compliance with sediment and erosion
control plans and the final forest conservation plan. However, this area may optionally be added to the
easement if the applicant wishes to have this area credited towards reforestation.

Citizen Correspondence and Issues

The applicant conducted a pre-submission community meeting on February 27, 2010. No
significant subdivision 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. Citizen correspondence was



received for the previous Planning Board hearing held on February 2, 2012. As of the date of this report,
no citizen correspondence has been received relative to the current hearing.

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 two proposed lots are of the same character as the existing lots in the defined neighborhood with
respect to each of the resubdivision criteria, and therefore, comply with Section 50-29(b)(2) of the
Subdivision Regulations. The proposed lots meet all requirements established in the Subdivision
Regulations and the Zoning Ordinance and substantially conform to the recommendations of the
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Master Plan. Access and public facilities will be adequate to serve the proposed
lots, and the application has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom have
recommended approval of the plan. Therefore, approval of the application with the conditions specified
above is recommended.

Exhibits

Exhibit 1 — Previous staff report, dated January 20, 2012

Exhibit 2 — Draft conservation easement and associated forest management plan
Exhibit 3 — Plan showing proposed conservation easement area

Exhibit 4 — Proposed preliminary plan and forest conservation plan
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Summary
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Staff is recommending that a Category | conservation easement be placed on areas of forest retention and steep
slopes. The applicant is requesting that either no conservation easement be placed on the property or that it be
limited to a category Il easement.

The application is a resubdivision. A finding that the proposed lots are of the same character as existing lots in
the neighborhood is necessary for approval.

This application is in the Town of Chevy Chase and the Town has reviewed the current application and provided
comments.
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RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to the following conditions:

1)

2)

Approval under this preliminary plan is limited to two lots for two one-family detached dwelling

units.

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. Specific conditions include:

a. Show a Category | easement over the steep slopes and associated large trees.

b. Shift the proposed limits of disturbance (LOD) and the associated root zone impacts for
trees 5, 6, 7 and 12 to areas outside of the forested steep slopes.

c. Revise the plan, worksheet, notes, tables and legend to reflect the forest retained and/or
planted in the Category | Easement.

d. Include a provision to install all unground utilities for prosed Lot 38 by directional boring to
be performed in manner minimizing any disturbance to the roots of save trees. Air spading
(instead of boring) may be performed in areas outside of forest boundary.

e. Revise the legend symbols and plan views for existing vs. proposed root protection matting
so they match actual existing and proposed conditions.

f. Delete miscellaneous tree note #1.

g. Update miscellaneous tree note #2 to reference the project arborist’s pending explicit
recommendation on whether or not tree #6 is to remain. Provide appropriate plan notes for
the care/monitoring or the careful removal of the tree as applicable.

h. Revise miscellaneous tree note #7 (regarding tree #17) to retain tree protection fence at
curb line throughout construction and install additional fencing along the proposed sidewalk
edge. Alternately, temporary root protection matting can be used instead of fencing
installation in the street right-of-way.

i. Remove the plan note and graphics related to “LOD previously recommended by M-NCPPC-
EPD” or show the LOD which was actually recommended by M-NCPPC.

j. Remove the proposed “bump out” of the wall (near trees #4 and 41) on lot 38. Relocate the

wall outside of the high priory forest and steep slope areas.

k. Shift the LOD away from tree #2/23 to an east-west line that is no closer than 15’ from the
tree.

Prior to any clearing, grading, demolition, or issuance of any building permit, the applicant must

submit for review and approval a Final Forest Conservation Plan (FFCP). Specific conditions

include:

a. Replace the arborist’s report dated December 13, 2011, with a table or chart on the plan
that concisely highlights all necessary tree protection measures.

b. Specify the reforestation requirements and how they will be met.

The project arborist must supervise all tree care work including the directional boring of
utilities.

d. Provide details and locations of permanent boundary monuments to appropriately delineate
the forest conservation easement.

e. Provide details for applications of root protection and/or aeration matting.

f. Provide plan notes, details, specifications and/or exhibits to clearly demonstrate how the
root of saved trees will be preserved underneath of proposed structures such as the
driveway, walls, and the garage. This condition particularly applies to trees 1/22, 2/23, 18,
23, 24 and 25.



4)

5)

10)

11)
12)

13)

14)

15)
16)

The applicant must submit the sediment and erosion control plan and stormwater management
plan with the revised Final Forest Conservation Plan to ensure consistency with the LOD and the
associated tree and forest preservation measures.

The applicant must submit for review and approval a financial security for any planting
requirements which may be specified in the FFCP, prior to any land disturbing activities
occurring onsite.

The Category | conservation easement must be recorded by plat prior to any land disturbing
activities occurring onsite. The record plat must reflect a Category | easement over all areas of
steep slopes and forest conservation.

The certificate of compliance for any off-site forest mitigation must be submitted by the
applicant, then approved by M-NCPPC Associate General Counsel Office, prior to land disturbing
activities occurring onsite.

Any applicable maintenance and management agreement must be submitted by the applicant
and then approved by M-NCPPC Associate General Counsel Office. The final document must be
recorded in the land records prior to any land disturbing activities occurring onsite.

The applicant must comply with the conditions of the MCDPS stormwater management
approval dated September 8, 2011. 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 June 18, 2010. 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 MCDOT prior
to recordation of plat(s).

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

The record plat must show building restriction lines at the top and bottom of the steep slope
area, as depicted on the preliminary plan. Building foundations must not be placed on the steep
slope area between the two building restriction lines.

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 during
the building permit process. 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 record plat must show necessary easements.

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 platted lot and is 57,726 square

feet (1.33 acres) in area. The property is zoned R-60. It is located in the northwest quadrant of the
intersection of Meadow Lane and Oak Lane, within the Town of Chevy Chase. The property has frontage
on Meadow Lane and Oak Lane to the east and on a public alley to the west. There are currently no
buildings on the property, but parts of the lot have been graded in a previous attempt to construct a



one-family detached dwelling. The partially completed dwelling has been demolished. Surrounding
properties to the north, south, east, and west are developed with one-family detached dwellings in the
R-60 zone.

The subject property is located within the Lower Rock Creek watershed. Steep slopes, with
gradients of 25% or greater, exist in a band in the center of the property. An area that exhibits some of
the characteristics of a wetland exists on the lower portion of the property, near Meadow Lane. This
area was ultimately determined not to be a wetland. There are no streams or floodplains on the site.
The subject property contains 0.32 acre of forest.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes to resubdivide the existing lot into two lots for two one-family detached
dwellings. Proposed Lot 37 is 30,442 square feet and proposed Lot 38 is 24,210 square feet in area. The
lots are proposed to be perpendicular to the street and the public alley to the west of the property,
similar to other lots in the area. Despite having frontage on Meadow Lane and Oak Lane on one side
and the alley on the other side, the lots are not considered to be through lots per the zoning ordinance
because the alley is not considered to be street frontage. As such, they will have front and rear yards
and not two front yards for each lot. Access to the lots is proposed via individual driveways from the
alley. Although both lots will have frontage on Meadow Lane and Oak Lane, no vehicular access is
proposed from those streets. A 2,447 square-foot outlot is proposed along the frontage of Oak Lane,



north of proposed Lot 38. This outlot was requested by the Town of Chevy Chase to prevent further
resubdivision of proposed Lot 38. Creation of the outlot limits the width of proposed Lot 38 to 100 feet.
Without the outlot, the width of proposed Lot 38 would have been approximately 135 feet, wide
enough to provide for two lots that are at least 60 feet wide, which is the minimum width for the R-60
zone.

(Attachment B — proposed plan)
Previously Scheduled Hearing

A hearing for this application was scheduled for February 17, 2011. At that time, the preliminary
plan included three lots. After the hearing was noticed but before the hearing date, the applicant
requested that the hearing be postponed so that the application could be revised by reducing it to two
lots. The two-lot subdivision is now under consideration at today’s hearing. The staff report for the
previous three-lot subdivision can be found at:
http://www.montgomeryplanningboard.org/agenda/2011/documents/20110217 Meadow Lane CORR

ECTED 000.pdf

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-60 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 lots will be
similar to surrounding lots with respect to dimensions, orientation, and shape, and the proposed
residences 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.

The Master Plan also recommends the preservation, wherever possible, of wetlands and steeply
sloping areas (25 percent and greater slopes) that may lie outside of floodplains or stream buffers as
defined by existing regulations and guidelines (page 137). The preliminary plan, as conditioned in the
staff recommendation, would be in substantial conformance with this recommendation of the Master
Plan by placement of a category | conservation easement on the steeply sloped portion of the property.

Public Facilities

Roads and Transportation Facilities

Access to the proposed lots is proposed via individual driveways from a public alley, which is
accessed from Ridgewood Avenue. This access will be safe and adequate for pedestrian and vehicular


http://www.montgomeryplanningboard.org/agenda/2011/documents/20110217_Meadow_Lane_CORRECTED_000.pdf
http://www.montgomeryplanningboard.org/agenda/2011/documents/20110217_Meadow_Lane_CORRECTED_000.pdf

access. Because fire and rescue vehicles cannot safely negotiate a 90 degree turn in the existing alley,
those vehicles will serve the two proposed lots by entering the alley and stopping at the turn in the
alley. Rescue vehicles will be able to serve the proposed lots from that point.

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

Background And Project History

The site is within the Coquelin Run sub-watershed of Lower Rock Creek, which is a use-class |
watershed'. Three distinct topographic areas characterize the property. The western portion contains
the area of highest elevation, which has a number of individual trees, and an open lawn area, which was
created after the stabilization of a former home site. The central portion of the site contains a forested
area associated with mature trees and steep slopes in excess of 25%. All onsite forest is considered a
high priority for retention due to the presence of specimen trees and association with steep slopes. At
the bottom of the steep slopes there is relatively flat area that contains low-lying ground. The area is
lower in elevation than the adjacent land associated with the Meadow Lane right-of-way

According to Town records, a previously-existing house was constructed in 1947. Most of the
adjacent homes in the community were built in the 1920s through 1940s. Forest conservation
exemption #42001045E was granted on August 18, 2000, for the demolition of the original house and
the construction of a new home. The work included high-end construction for the new home and
extensive tree care and stress reduction measures to preserve trees during the demolition of the
original structure and the construction of the new home. The most significant item of the tree

! Use I: WATER CONTACT RECREATION & PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE

Waters that are suitable for: water contact sports: play and leisure time activities where the human body
may come in direct contact with the surface water; fishing; the growth and propagation of fish (other
than trout); other aquatic life, and wildlife; agricultural water supply and industrial water supply.



care/preservation measures at the Meadow Lane site included extensive use of protective matting that
was installed over the existing undisturbed soil surface and overlaid with stone or mulch. The matting
and its cover allowed heavy construction equipment to access the site with only minimal disturbance to
the adjacent trees and the root systems. A sediment control fence was also lapped into the matting and
was not trenched in to the ground (which would otherwise sever the roots of adjacent trees).

However, the construction of the large home was not completed, and it was ultimately
demolished in 2007 under an updated forest conservation exemption granted on April 11, 2007. The
demolition was also conducted under the supervision of an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
certified arborist in a manner which continued to protect the saved trees.

The applicant originally submitted an application for a 3-lot subdivision. At some point during
the review process, staff was asked to evaluate the property for possible acquisition. Parks staff
assessed the property but did not express interest in acquiring the property. Planning Department Staff
ultimately recommended approval with conditions of the proposed three-lot development and a staff
report was posted for the scheduled hearing. However, the applicant requested that the hearing be
postponed in order to resolve issues with the Town of Chevy Chase. (Refer to the link provided at front
of this report for a copy of previous report).

Three major circumstances have changed since the three-lot plan was submitted. First, the
limits of disturbance (LOD) for the project have expanded, and this additional disturbance is not
supported by staff. Second, staff and the Planning Board has expressed higher expectations for
appropriate and strong justifications to make the findings necessary to grant a forest conservation
variance. Third, additional trees affected by the plan were determined to be subject to the variance.

Existing Forest and Environmental Setting

Currently, large native trees dominate the existing on-site forest. The shrub layer and
groundcover of the forest area include both native species and non-native landscape plantings. The
definition of forest requires that only one half of its trees measure 2” diameter or greater; no minimum
size is specified for the other half of the trees. Although the forest on the subject property (measuring
13,980 square feet or 0.32 acres) contains landscape shrub plantings (which are not specifically
precluded in the forest definition), there are also numerous native trees interspersed throughout, which
contribute to the total tree counts. Numerous native tree species less than 2” diameter identified in the
NRI/FSD and observed by M-NCPPC staff include dogwood, elm, ash, holly, beech, sycamore, and tulip
tree, in addition to the larger trees that are greater than 2” diameter. The forest area still meets the
definition of forest even if the landscape plantings are not included in the stem counts.

Wetland Delineation

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 1961 Soil Survey of Montgomery County shows the
downslope side of the property as part of the bottomland of a stream valley. The soil survey shows the
soils in the bottomland area as Worsham silt loam. Such soils are hydric and poor draining and are
typically associated with floodplains. The current Master Plan (page 137) strongly discourages
development on these soils. However, as development took place, fill was placed over portions of the
low-lying areas and some flow was diverted to the storm drainage system installed along Meadow Lane.



During the Natural Resources Inventory / Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD) review process,
staff noted the apparent wetland on the site and issued the following comment on February 1, 2010 (a
similar comment was previously made on October 19, 2009):

1. M-NCPPC considers the wetland to exist on the subject property based on staff observations of
standing water and associated plant species such as New York ironweed, in addition to soils
exhibiting low chromas and mottling/oxidation (which were in some instances also associated
with sulfidic odor). The NRI/FSD cannot be conditionally approved. Therefore prior to approval
of the plan the wetland must either be shown as existing or otherwise proven to be absent
from the site (would require further information which disputes the presence of the wetland for
consideration by staff, and staff would have to agree with findings). Update related plan notes,
labels, legend datasheets and reports accordingly. Note: include the wetland buffer on the
plans as applicable.

In response to the comment, the applicant’s consultant (CAS Engineering) revisited the site and
delineated the wetland boundary in the field. The NRI/FSD 420100470 approved on February 23,
2010, contains a note stating “The wetland delineation shown hereon is based on a field study
performed by James W. Witmer on December 18, 2009.

The applicant had also been coordinating with a separate consultant specializing in wetland
delineations and believed that he could ultimately prove that the wetlands did not technically exist on
the property.

Ultimately, MDE determined that the site does not contain jurisdictional wetlands.

Slope Protection and Conservation Easement

The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan (page 137) emphasizes the following recommendation:

This plan supports the preservation, wherever possible, of wetlands and steeply sloping areas
(25 percent and greater slopes) that may lie outside of floodplains or stream buffers as defined
by existing regulations and guidelines. This recommendation will prevent extensive hillside
erosion which can result in large amounts of sediment runoff into streams.

A major goal of the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan (on Page 5) states:

A goal of this Plan is to protect the natural resources and environmental qualities which are
important to the quality of life for Bethesda-Chevy Chase. Steeply sloped and heavily wooded
areas are distinctive features of the Palisades area and portions of the Chevy Chase area.
Throughout B-CC, residential areas are heavily wooded. Environmental concerns with those
areas include loss of mature woodlands, stream quality...

...Recommendations to protect the natural resources of B-CC include:

1. Preserve wetlands, steeply sloping areas...

The plan and associated worksheet shows the removal of the entire onsite forest, even though
most of the areas are not affected by the proposed work. The clearing figures are reflected in the



submitted forest conservation worksheet, which identifies all of the forest as being cleared. The plan
proposes offsite mitigation for the clearing of the high priority onsite forest. Staff does not support the
clearing and proposes a condition to more appropriately protect the existing forest and environmentally
sensitive steep slope areas.

If the plan were approved as submitted, any tree contained within the forest could be cleared in
the future with no further input from M-NCPPC. The forest areas shown as cleared also contain trees
which are 30” in diameter or greater and would, therefore, be subject to a forest conservation variance
(since they are part of the forest proposed as cleared). Therefore, the condition to show additional
areas of conservation easement is necessary to consider the application as complete, since the variance
request does not mention the tree clearing beyond the LOD and the variance request must be
consistent with the plan. Refer to the variance section of this staff report for additional information on
the forest conservation variance.

There is disagreement between staff and the applicant over which type of conservation
easement should be placed on the subject property — a Category | easement or a Category Il easement.

A Category Il Easement would partially meet the requirements of the variance request in terms
of physically protecting individual trees. However, a Category Il Easement will not ensure stabilization of
the slope, which is necessary to make the finding of no adverse impacts on water quality.

The proposed development excessively encroaches into environmentally sensitive areas (slopes
over 25%) in conflict with the subdivision regulations. 50-32(c) of the Subdivision Regulations allows for
the Planning Board to restrict the subdivision of land to achieve the objectives of Chapter 22A relating to
conservation of tree and forest resources and to protect environmentally sensitive areas. Section 50-
32(c) states:

For purposes of this subsection, environmentally sensitive areas are limited to critical habitats
for wildlife or plant species, slopes over 25% or over 15% with highly erodible soils, wetlands,
perennial and intermittent streams, and stream buffers.

A Category | Easement would satisfy the requirements of the above referenced code and is also
required to comply with the Forest Conservation Law (Chapter 22A-12(b). Furthermore, the Category |
Easement area would ensure the stability of the steep slope, which presently shows no signs of erosion
in the areas associated with the forest. Erosion is occurring in the grassy slope outside of the forest
footprint. The applicant has indicated he would be agreeable to a Category Il Easement over the steep
slopes, but not a Category | Easement. The less stringent Category Il Easement would allow the removal
of groundcover and understory, which would destabilize the slope contrary to the Master Plan language,
Environmental Guidelines, Forest Conservation Law, Subdivision Regulations and forest conservation
variance provisions. Staff is, therefore, recommending a condition that onsite areas of existing forest
and slope be placed in a protective Category | Forest Conservation Easement.

Forest Conservation and Tree Save

The Forest Conservation Plan covers approximately 1.57 acres that includes the offsite limits of
disturbance (LOD). The plan shows clearing of the entire 0.32-acre high priority forest, which generates
a reforestation requirement of 0.63 acres. The plan proposes to meet the reforestation requirements
either by a payment of a fee-in-lieu or through an offsite forest conservation easement. The onsite



conservation easement area and associated LOD proposed by staff would retain enough forest to
comfortably meet the forest definition. A minor planting requirement may be generated under the
scenario recommended by Staff. However, the minor planting requirement could be accommodated on
site, along the southern and northern sides of the slope, which would expand the existing forest
boundary and further protect the slope.

The proposed plan includes substantial impacts to a number of trees. An arborist report was
provided to address the proposed impacts (Attachment D). The report contains recommendations for
extensive use of a handheld air-jet tool for excavation (air-spading). For example, on page 25 of the
arborist report (under the hardscape section for tree #3/25) the recommendation is to carefully
excavate the piers for the garage and porch and have the structure built over the retained root systems.
Such intensive measures require extremely careful coordination of all construction personnel. Staff has
included conditions for the plan to provide the necessary details, notes and specifications to implement
the tree save plan.

Note: the applicant has stated that the driveway could be re-designed further away from the
tree which would simplify the preservation measures proposed near the northwest portion of the site.

Forest Conservation Variance

Section 22A-12(b) (3) of Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that
identify certain individual trees as high priority for retention and protection. Any impact to these trees,
including removal of the subject tree or disturbance within the tree’s CRZ, requires a forest conservation
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. The law
requires approval of a variance for impact to trees that measure 30 inches diameter at breast height
(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 are designated as Federal or State rare, threatened, or endangered
species. The applicant submitted a complete variance request on December 16, 2011, for the impacts to
and removal of trees as a result of the proposed subdivision (Attachment E). The applicant proposes to
remove two trees that are 30” DBH or greater, and to impact, but not remove, 15 other subject trees. In
total, 17 trees are that are considered high priority for retention under Section 22A-12(b) (3) of the
County Forest Conservation Law are proposed to be affected.

Note: As stated in previous sections of this staff report, the submitted application and
associated variance request contain inherent conflicts regarding the forest clearing declared and
appropriate protection of specimen trees. The only means of correcting the existing application is to
condition that an easement be established to protect the subject trees. Otherwise, the application
would have to be considered incomplete and could not be acted on by the Planning Board.
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Variance Request

Table 1: Trees 2 30” DBH to be removed or potentially removed

Diameter CRZ Area
(inches) Condition Status (sf)
6 Tulip Tree 51" DBH Poor Remove* 18,386
9 American Beech 34.5" DBH Hazard Remove 8,414

*The variance request and arborist report do not clearly indicate whether or not tree #6 is to be
removed; the submitted documents state minor impacts and retention with monitoring should occur.

Table 2: Trees 2 30” DBH to be impacted but retained

CRZ CRZ

Diameter Area  Impacts
Species (inches) Condition Status (sf) (%)

5 Tulip Tree 41" DBH Good Save 11,883 | 53.2%*
8 American Beech 31" DBH Good Save 6,793 27.7
11 American Beech 31" DBH Good Save 6,793 43.0
13 American Beech 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 4.1
14 American Beech 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 7.9
15 American Beech 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 12.4
16 American Beech 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 16.8
17 Tulip Tree 32" DBH Poor Save 7,238 60.0
18 Red Oak 37" DBH Good Save 9,678 11.7
19 Tulip Tree 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 2.2
23/2 Red Oak 32" DBH Good Save 7,238 25.0
25/3 White Oak 32" DBH Good Save 7,238 32.5
53 American Beech 32" DBH Good Save 7,238 7.8
55 White Oak 30" DBH Good Save 6,362 5.6
56 American Beech 33" DBH Good Save 7,698 4.2

* The proposed fill (not supported by staff) would increase the impact to tree #5 to 63%.

As required, the applicant has presented a variance request and justification letter to the
following four questions (see Attachment E for applicant’s response):

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

hardship; (2) Describe how enforcement of these rules will deprive the landowner of rights commonly
enjoyed by others in similar areas; (3) Verify that State water quality standards will not be violated or
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that a measurable degradation in water quality will not occur as a result of the granting of the variance;
(4) Provide any other information appropriate to support the request.

Although staff does not agree with all of the justifications made by the applicant, staff has made
its own determinations to support the findings of the variance. Staff agrees that some level of impact
would be required and that a plan meeting the general intent of the application can be approved.
However, staff believes that some of the impacts proposed are unnecessary and recommends that
additional tree preservation methods be provided on the plan, and that certain reductions in the LOD
occur. As conditioned in the staff recommendation, staff agrees that there is an unwarranted hardship
in not granting the variance. Based upon consideration of the existing site features, and the proposed
conditions of approval, staff agrees that enforcing the rules would deprive the landowner of rights
enjoyed by others in similar areas.

Variance Findings

Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law sets forth the findings that must be made
by the Planning Board or Planning Director, as appropriate, in order for a variance to be granted. Staff
has made the following determinations in the review of the variance request and the proposed forest
conservation plan:

Variance Findings - Staff has made the following determination based on the required findings that
granting of the requested variance:

1. Will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants.

The site previously contained a large residential structure. The current proposal, as conditioned,
occupies roughly the same area of disturbance that would be needed to replace a similar
structure.

As conditioned, the plan will avoid a number of unnecessary impacts to subject trees.
2. Is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the applicant.

The requested variance, modified by the conditions in the staff recommendation, is not based
on conditions or circumstances which are the result of actions by the applicant. Some level of
impact is required to redevelop the site, and some of the disturbance corresponds to existing
disturbed conditions. Staff concurs with the removal assessment of tree #9; and assuming the
project arborist provides an explicit recommendation for removal of tree #6, staff would also
concur with the removal of that tree. Staff believes that the variance can be granted under this
condition and no mitigation for the two removals would be necessary. As conditioned, the
proposed plan avoids and minimizes disturbances to the subject trees. The variance request
would be granted to any applicant in a similar situation.

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

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

12



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

On September 8, 2011, MCDPS has approved a stormwater management concept (Attachment
J) for the proposed project. As conditioned, a Category | easement will be placed to protect the
forest on the steep slopes in an undisturbed/stable condition. State water quality standards will
not be violated and measurable degradation in water quality will not occur.

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
County Arborist must make a recommendation on the variance request to the Planning Board within 30
days from the receipt of the request. If there is no recommendation from the County Arborist, the
response is presumed to be favorable. The request was forwarded to the County Arborist on December
19, 2011. The County Arborist issued a response to the variance request on December 23, 2011 and will
not provide a recommendation since she believes that the tree variance provision does not apply to
development applications submitted before October 1, 2009 (Attachment F).

Staff Recommendation on the Variance

Based on the above findings and conditions of approval, staff recommends that the Board
approve the applicant’s request for a variance to the Forest Conservation Law to remove two subject
trees, and to impact 15 subject trees associated with the site. The trees subject to this variance (to be
impacted but retained) will receive adequate tree protection measures, as conditioned. No mitigation is
recommended for trees impacted but retained.

Stormwater Management

The MCDPS Stormwater Management Section approved the stormwater management concept
on September 8, 2011. The stormwater management concept consists of environmental site design
through the use of nonstructural devices including drywells and micro-bioretention.

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 lots were reviewed for compliance with the dimensional requirements for the R-60 zone as
specified in the Zoning Ordinance. The lots as proposed will meet all the dimensional requirements for
area, frontage, width, and setbacks in that zone. A summary of this review is included in attached Table
1. The application has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom have
recommended approval of the plan.
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Conformance with Section 50-29(b)(2)
A. Statutory Review Criteria

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

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

B. Neighborhood Delineation

In administering Section 50-29(b)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations, the Planning Board must
determine the appropriate “neighborhood” for evaluating the application. In this instance, the
Neighborhood selected by the applicant, and agreed to by staff, consists of 28 lots (Attachment G). The
neighborhood includes platted lots in the R-60 zone on and in the vicinity of Meadow Lane. The lots
share several points of access on Meadow Lane, Oak Lane, Ridgewood Avenue, and Thornapple Street.
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 H.

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 28 lots, lot frontages range from 50 feet to 224 feet. Six of the lots have

frontages of less than 60 feet, 15 lots have frontages between 60 and 100 feet, and the
remaining seven lots have frontages of 100 feet or more. The two proposed lots have frontages
of 100 and 104 feet, respectively. The proposed lots will be of the same character as existing
lots in the neighborhood with respect to lot frontage.

Alignment:
Twenty-one of the 28 existing lots in the neighborhood are perpendicular in alignment, and the

remaining seven are corner lots. The two proposed lots are perpendicular in alignment. The
proposed lots are of the same character as existing lots with respect to the alignment
criterion.
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Size:

The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 5,007 square feet to 27,913 square feet.
Twelve of the lots are smaller than 7,000 square feet, 11 are between 7,000 and 10,000 square
feet, and five are between 10,000 and 28,000 square feet. Proposed Lot 37 will be 30,442
square feet in size, and Proposed Lot 38 will be 24,210 square feet in size. Proposed Lot 37 will
be the largest lot in the neighborhood, and proposed Lot 38 will be larger than all but one of the
existing neighborhood lots. This is an unavoidable consequence of the plan being revised from
three lots to two lots, which the applicant did at the request of the Town of Chevy Chase. In
addition, the existing lot that comprises the subject property is currently the largest lot in the
neighborhood by a large margin. The proposed resubdivision into two lots creates smaller lots
that are closer in size to existing neighborhood lots. Staff recommends that the Planning Board
find that the proposed lot sizes are in character with the size of existing lots in the
neighborhood.

Shape:
Fourteen of the existing lots in the neighborhood are trapezoidal, eight are rectangular, and six

are irregular. Two of the proposed lots are irregularly shaped, and one is rectangular. The
shapes of the proposed lots will be in character with shapes of the existing lots.

Width:
The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 50 feet to 139 feet in width. Six of the lots
have widths of less than 60 feet, 14 lots have widths between 60 and 80 feet, and the remaining
eight lots have widths of more than 80 feet. Both of the proposed lots have widths of 100 feet.
The proposed lots will be in character with existing lots in the neighborhood with respect to
width.

Area:

The lots in the delineated neighborhood range from 1,083 square feet to 11,132 square feet in
buildable area. Fifteen of the lots have a buildable area less than 3,000 square feet, nine are
between 3,000 and 5,000 square feet, and four are between 5,000 and 11,500 square feet.
Proposed Lot 37 has a buildable area of approximately 11,684 square feet, and proposed Lot 38
has a buildable area of approximately 10,679 square feet. Proposed Lot 37 will have the largest
buildable area in the neighborhood, and proposed Lot 38 will have a buildable area larger than
all but one of the existing neighborhood lots. This is an unavoidable consequence of the plan
being revised from three lots to two lots, which the applicant did at the request of the Town of
Chevy Chase. In addition, the existing lot that comprises the subject property currently has the
largest buildable area in the neighborhood by a large margin. The proposed resubdivision into
two lots creates smaller buildable areas that are closer in size to existing neighborhood lots.
Staff recommends that the Planning Board find that the proposed lots will be of the same
character as other lots in the neighborhood with respect to buildable area.

Note: The resubdivision data table submitted by the applicant indicates that proposed Lot 37
has a buildable area of 21,950 square feet, and proposed Lot 38 has a buildable area of 16,065
square feet. These figures include portions of the lots that are not actually buildable because
they are behind a building restriction line and within a forest conservation easement that are
recommended by staff to protect the steep slopes on the subject property, as discussed in this
report. Staff estimated the buildable area figures used in the analysis by measuring on the plan
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the remaining buildable area after excluding the area behind the building restriction line and
within the forest conservation easement.

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

Conformance with Section 50-32(b)

Section 50-32(b) of the Subdivision Regulations states that “the board must restrict the
subdivision of any land which it finds to be unsafe for development because of possible flooding or
erosive stream action, soils with structural limitations, unstabilized slope or fill, or similar environmental
or topographical conditions.”

The band of steep slopes, which exceed 25% gradient, that crosses the central portion of the
subject property constitutes unsafe land in the meaning of Section 50-32(b). As such, staff recommends
that that portion of the subject property be restricted by means of building restriction lines, as
authorized by Section 50-32 of the Subdivision Regulations. The preliminary plan submitted by the
applicant shows a building restriction line at the bottom of and near the top of the steep slope area.
The staff recommendation includes a condition that requires that the building restriction line be shown
on the certified preliminary plan and that no building foundation may encroach beyond the building
restriction line.

Town of Chevy Chase

The subject property is located within the Town of Chevy Chase. As provided in Article 28 of the
Maryland Code, the Montgomery County Planning Board exercises subdivision power within the Town.
The Town provided three letters to the Planning Board, dated June 9, 2010, October 28, 2010, and
November 15, 2010, respectively, that recommend denial of the application.

However, the applicant worked with the Town and ultimately revised the application to a two-
lot subdivision (instead of three lots), and the Town withdrew its recommendation of denial. The Town
is now recommending approval of the two-lot subdivision, as stated in its letter of August 25, 2011
(Attachment 1). Although the Town recommends approval of the preliminary plan, it continues to
express concerns regarding tree preservation, stormwater management, and pedestrian safety.

With regard to tree preservation, the letter states it must issue a tree removal permit before
any grading or clearing can take place. Although the letter states that a permit was denied by the Town,
subsequent to the date of the letter, a permit was issued by the Town.

With regard to stormwater management, the letter states that the applicant must comply with
Section 28 of the Town Code, which requires the installation of stormwater management facilities. The
applicant has received approval of stormwater concept from MCDPS, and the applicant will obtain any
necessary Town stormwater approvals prior to the Town’s issuance of building permits.

With regard to pedestrian safety, the Town is concerned that the proposed lots will greatly
increase vehicular traffic in the alley, putting pedestrians at risk. However, the addition of two one-
family detached dwellings will not generate a significant amount of traffic. The alley provides primary
vehicular access apparently to six existing lots; with the two proposed lots the total would be eight. The
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Planning Board has approved other preliminary plans for subdivisions on streets with no sidewalks,
based on a determination that the low traffic volume allows pedestrians to safely travel in the roadway.
Many of these subdivisions have been on streets with more dwellings accessing them than the eight lots
that will access the alley if this subdivision is approved. Moreover, the alley is posted with a maximum
speed of ten miles per hour, further ensuring pedestrian safety. Finally, the applicant has agreed to
work with the Town to address pedestrian safety concerns.

Citizen Correspondence and Issues

The applicant conducted a pre-submission community meeting on February 27, 2010. No
significant subdivision 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, no citizen correspondence has been received relative to the current, two-lot preliminary plan.

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 two proposed lots are of the same character as the existing lots in the defined neighborhood with
respect to each of the resubdivision criteria, and therefore, comply with Section 50-29(b)(2) of the
Subdivision Regulations. The proposed lots meet all requirements established in the Subdivision
Regulations and the Zoning Ordinance and substantially conform to the recommendations of the
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Master Plan. Access and public facilities will be adequate to serve the proposed
lots, and the application has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom have
recommended approval of the plan. Therefore, approval of the application with the conditions specified
above is recommended.

Attachments

Attachment A — Vicinity Development Map

Attachment B — Proposed Preliminary Plan and Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan
Attachment C— MDE Wetland Letter

Attachment D — Arborist Report

Attachment E — Applicant’s Variance Request

Attachment F — County Arborist Letter

Attachment G — Resubdivision Neighborhood Map

Attachment H — Resubdivision Data Table

Attachment | - Recommendation of the Town of Chevy Chase

Attachment J — Agency Correspondence Referenced in Conditions
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Table 1: Preliminary Plan Data Table and Checklist

Plan Name: 7206 Meadow Lane

Plan Number: 120100270

Zoning: R-60

# of Lots: 2

# of Outlots: N/a

Dev. Type: Residential

PLAN DATA Zoning Ordinance Proposed for Verified Date
Development Approval by the
Standard Preliminary Plan
- 24,210 sq. ft. NB 1/20/12
Minimum Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. minimum
Lot Width 60 ft. 100 ft. minimum NB 1/20/12
Lot Frontage 25 ft. 100 ft. minimum NB 1/20/12
Setbacks
Front 25 ft. Min. Must meet minimum® NB 1/20/12
Side | 8 ft. Min./18 ft. total | Must meet minimum* NB 1/20/12
Rear 20 ft. Min. Must meet minimum® NB 1/20/12
. May not exceed NB 1/20/12
Height 35 ft. Max. maximum®
Max Resid’l d.u. per 9 > NB 1/20/12
Zoning
MPDUs N/a NB 1/20/12
TDRs N/a NB 1/20/12
Site Plan Req'd? No NB 1/20/12
FINDINGS
SUBDIVISION
Lot frontage on Public Street Yes NB 1/20/12
Road dedication and frontage improvements Yes Agency letter 6/18/10
Environmental Guidelines Yes Staff memo 1/10/12
Forest Conservation Yes Staff memo 1/10/12
Master Plan Compliance Yes Staff memo 12/15/10
ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES
Stormwater Management Yes Agency letter 9/8/11
Agency 9/30/10
Water and Sewer (WSSC) Yes comments
10-yr Water and Sewer Plan Compliance Yes Agency 5/24/10
comments
Well and Septic N/a Agency letter 5/24/10
Local Area Traffic Review N/a Staff memo 5/24/10
Policy Area Mobility Review N/a Staff memo 5/24/10
Transportation Management Agreement No Staff memo 5/24/10
School Cluster in Moratorium? No NB 1/20/12
School Facilities Payment Yes NB 1/20/12
Fire and Rescue Yes Agency letter 6/16/11

! As determined by MCDPS at the time of building permit.
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Exhibit 2

CONSERVATION DEED OF EASEMENT (“Easement”)
Category |
(For Purposes of Forest Conservation and Slope Retention)
DEFINITIONS

Grantor: CC Green Vision, LLC, or the fee simple owner of the Property (as defined below)
subject to a:
1) Plan approval conditioned on compliance with a FCP, whether or not the applicant is the
fee simple owner of the property; or
2) Plan approval conditioned on compliance with a conservation easement agreement
(issued pursuant to Chapter 50 or 59, Montgomery County Code).

Grantee: Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission ("Commission").

Forest Management Plan: The pre-approved activities and conditions for the Grantor, as part of
the FCP, to manage that portion of the Property subject to this Easement.

Property: Lots 37 and 38, Block 5, Subdivision: 7206 Meadow Lane, to be recorded among the
Land Records of Montgomery County, Maryland together with the Plat consistent with and as
noted on the Plan.

Planning Board: Montgomery County Planning Board of the Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission.

Planning Director: Director of the Montgomery County Planning Department of the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Montgomery County, or the
Director's designee.

Plan: Preliminary Plan 120100270 approved under Montgomery County Code Chapter 50.

Forest Conservation Plan (""FCP""): Forest Conservation Plan approved as part of Preliminary
Plan 120100270 approved by the Planning Board or Planning Director pursuant to Chapter 22A,
Montgomery County Code.

Exhibit A:
FCP approved as a condition of receiving any of the Plan approval noted above.

Exhibit B:
Description and sketch of the easement over and across property to be developed.

Grantor Initials


Neil.Braunstein
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WITNESSETH

The Easement reflects a grant of easement by Grantor to the Grantee.

WHEREAS Grantor has obtained authority to develop the Property pursuant to a Plan in
accordance with Montgomery County, Maryland laws; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board or other approving authority approved Grantor's Plan
conditioned upon a requirement that development occur in strict accordance with an FCP
approved by the Planning Board after full review of the FCP pursuant to the provisions of
Montgomery County Code Chapter 22A (Forest Conservation); Chapter 50 (Subdivision
Regulations); and/or Chapter 59 (Zoning Ordinance); and/or

WHEREAS, the Planning Board approved Grantor's Plan conditioned upon Grantor
subjecting the Property, or a portion of the Property to a conservation easement pursuant to the
provisions of Montgomery County Code Chapter 22A (Forest Conservation Law), Chapter 50
(Subdivision Regulations), and/or Chapter 59 (Zoning Ordinance); and

WHEREAS, Section 22A-12 of the Forest Conservation Law states that the primary
objective of a forest conservation plan is to retain certain vegetation and specific areas in an
undisturbed condition, including steep slopes; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 50-32(c) and (d) of the Subdivision Regulations,
in order to protect environmentally sensitive areas, the Planning board may restrict the
subdivision of land by the establishment of building restriction and land disturbance limit lines,
and other protective measures or conditions, including conservation easements, deed restrictions,
or covenants over portions of lots or parcels to be recorded; and

WHEREAS, the location of this Easement is as shown on Exhibit A attached hereto and
incorporated by reference into the terms of this Easement; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Easement is to protect steep slopes on the Property from
degradation and erosion by maintaining existing natural conditions; existing and future forest
cover; individual trees; and other sensitive natural features ; and

WHEREAS, the purpose also includes the protection and preservation of natural features
within the area of the Easement which efforts are consistent with the terms and conditions of the
approved Plan and applicable law; and

WHEREAS, the Grantor and Grantee (collectively referred to as the “Parties”) intend for
the conditions and covenants contained in this Easement to run with the land in perpetuity and to
be binding on all subsequent owners and occupants of the Property; and

Grantor Initials



WHEREAS, the Grantor intends that a servitude be placed upon the Property to create a
conservation benefit in favor of the Planning Board.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Grantor has executed this Easement for no monetary
consideration but for the purpose of ensuring compliance with development standards imposed in
accordance with Montgomery County law as a condition of development approval. The Grantor
does hereby grant and convey unto the Planning Board, in perpetuity, an easement on the
Property of the size and location described in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated by
reference into the terms of this Easement, and further described on the applicable record plat(s),
of the nature and character described herein. This Easement constitutes a covenant real running
with the title of the land, and is granted to preserve, protect and maintain the general topography
and natural character of the land. The Grantor does hereby waive any challenge to the validity of
this easement whether or not shown on a plat. Grantor, its heirs, successors and assigns covenant
to abide by the following restrictions within the Easement:

1. The foregoing recitals are agreed to and incorporated herein and shall be binding
upon the Grantor.

2. Unless undertaken pursuant to the Forest Management Plan, no living trees or
shrubs (of any size or type), shall be cut down, removed or destroyed without prior written
consent from the Planning Board Diseased or hazardous trees or limbs may be removed to
prevent personal injury or property damage after reasonable notice to the Planning Board, unless
such notice is not practical in an emergency situation or removal of trees is undertaken pursuant
to the Forest Management Plan.

3. To prevent erosion and maintain the integrity of the forest floor, unless
undertaken pursuant to the Forest Management Plan, no plant materials (including, but not
limited to brush, saplings, undergrowth, non-woody vegetation, groundcover, or leaf litter) shall
be mowed or cut down, dug up, removed or destroyed. Noxious weeds (limited to those weeds
defined as "noxious™ under Maryland State or Montgomery County laws or regulations and
“exotic or invasive plants” in the Montgomery County Trees Technical Manual) may be
removed, but the method of removal must be consistent with the limitations contained within this
Easement, and protective measures must be taken to protect nearby trees and shrubs.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, Grantor may remove understory vegetation less than two inches
(2") in diameter at breast height within any path or trail as shown on the FCP and the Grantor
shall be required thereafter to mulch such areas, in accordance with the Forest Management Plan,
where understory was removed in accordance with this paragraph.

4. No mowing, agricultural activities, or cultivation shall occur. Grantor may
replace dead trees or undergrowth provided that new plantings are characteristic of trees or
undergrowth native to Maryland and other new plantings indicated on the final forest
conservation plan.
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5. Nothing in this Easement precludes activities consistent with the Forest
Management Plan, or necessary to implement an afforestation or reforestation efforts pursued
pursuant to the FCP or a maintenance agreement implemented under Chapters 19 or 22A of the
Montgomery County Code.

6. Unless undertaken pursuant to the Forest Management Plan or the FCP, the
following activities may not occur at any time within the Easement area:

a. Construction, excavation or grading (except for the following activities
conducted in compliance with the FCP i) afforestation/reforestation, ii)
utility installation, and iii) landscape lighting along the paths).

b. Erection of any building or structural improvements on or above ground,
including (but not limited to) sheds, dog pens, play equipment and
retaining walls.

C. Construction of any roadway or private drive.

d. Activities which in any way could alter or interfere with the natural
ground cover or drainage (including alteration of stream channels, stream
currents or stream flow).

e. Industrial or commercial activities.

f. Timber cutting, unless conducted pursuant to an approved forest
management plan approved by the Planning Director and the Department
of Natural Resources for the State of Maryland.

g. Location of any component of a septic system or wells.

h. Excavation, dredging, or removal of loam, gravel, soil, rock, sand and
other materials.

i Diking, dredging, filling or removal of wetlands.

J. Pasturing of livestock (including horses) and storage of manure or any
other effluent.

k. Alteration of stream.

7. Nothing in this Easement shall prevent construction or maintenance of stormwater

structures and/or facilities, including, but not limited to water and sewer lines, on, over, or under
the easement area, if said structures, facilities or utilities are (i) required to implement the Plan,
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and (ii) approved by the appropriate governing bodies or agencies in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations.

8. No dumping of unsightly or offensive material, including trash, ashes, sawdust or
grass clippings shall occur. Natural biodegradable materials may be allowed in a properly
located, designed, managed and maintained compost pile, provided the activity does not damage
adjacent trees. In accordance with the Forest Management Plan, suitable heavy fill and other
stabilization measures may be placed to control and prevent erosion, provided that the fill is
covered by arable soil or humus and properly stabilized.

9. Fences may be erected or relocated within the Easement area if approved by the
Department of Permitting Services and after written approval from the Planning Director. It is
understood and agreed that the existing wood picket fence on proposed Lot 38 may be repaired
and maintained in its current location.

10. Except the paths (one for each of Lots 37 and 38 as shown on the FCP), 3-feet in
width, unpaved paths or trails consistent with the purposes of the Easement may only be created
after written approval from the Planning Director. Unpaved paths as identified and shown on the
FCP may be continued and maintained.

11.  Allrights reserved by or not prohibited to Grantor shall be exercised so as to
prevent or minimize damage to the forest and trees, streams and water quality, plant and wildlife
habitats, and the natural topographic character of the land within the Easement.

12.  Grantor authorizes Planning Board representatives to enter the Property and
easement area at their own risk and at reasonable hours for the purpose of making periodic
inspections to ascertain whether the Grantor, its heirs, successors or assigns have complied with
the restrictions, conditions, and easements established herein. This Easement does not convey to
the general public the right to enter the Property or easement area for any purpose. This
Easement does not restrict or enlarge access to the general public in common open space held
under community or homeowner association control beyond any access rights created by
applicable community or homeowner association covenants and by-laws.

13.  The Grantor does hereby waive any challenge to the validity of this Easement in
the event it is not shown on a plat, and Grantor agrees to make specific reference to this
Easement in a separate paragraph of any subsequent deed, sales contract, mortgage, lease or
other legal instrument by which any possessory or equitable interest in the Property is conveyed.

14. No failure on the part of the Planning Board to enforce any covenant or provision
herein shall waive the Planning Board's right to enforce any covenant within this Easement.

15. Upon finding a violation of any of the restrictions, conditions, covenants and
easements established by this Easement, the Planning Board shall have the right to enforce such
provisions in accordance with any statutory authority (including, if applicable, the imposition of
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civil monetary fines or penalties in amounts and by such means as may be promulgated from
time to time),. The Planning Board also may seek injunctive or other appropriate relief in any
court of competent jurisdiction, including the right to recover damages in an amount sufficient to
restore the property to its original natural state, and Grantor agrees to pay for court costs and
reasonable attorney fees if the Planning Board successfully seeks judicial relief.

16.  All written notices required by this Easement shall be sent to the Planning
Director, M-NCPPC, 8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unto the Planning Board, its successors and assigns forever,

this Grant shall be binding upon the heirs, successors and assigns of the Grantor in perpetuity
and shall constitute a covenant real running with the title of the Property.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]

Approved for legal sufficiency
Office of the General Counsel, MNCPPC
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused to be executed this Easement to be signed by

itself or its duly authorized officer as of this day of , 20
WITNESS: GRANTOR:
Type: Name
Organization (if applicable)
Address

Contact phone number
STATE OF MARYLAND

COUNTY OF to wit:

| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of ,20___, before me, a
Notary Public in and for the State and County aforesaid, personally appeared
, known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to be the
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing and annexed instrument and acknowledged
that said individual executed the same for the purposes therein contained.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | hereunto set my hand and official seal.

My Commission Expires:

[NOTARIAL SEAL]

ATTORNEY CERTIFICATION

| certify that this instrument was prepared under the supervision of the undersigned, an attorney
admitted to practice before the Court of Appeals of Maryland.
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Meadow Lane Forest Management Plan:

Qualifications of personnel

A Maryland licensed tree care expert (LTE) with an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
certification must perform and/or supervise all tree care/removal work within the easement area for
the initial Site Work. Initial site work is defined as removal of tree #6 with the easement area, removal
of invasive or noxious plant material, installation of supplemental native plantings, and removal of
dead shrubs.

In the event that spraying in the easement area is necessary, a Certified landscape or forest pesticide
applicator will be required.

A Maryland licensed tree care expert with an ISA certification must direct the planting and invasives
control work, to ensure appropriate protection of existing plant material and slope stability for all of
the Site Work.

The LTE/ISA certified arborist shall provide a final memorandum / report to the M-NCPPC forest
conservation inspector within 10 businesses days after completion of all Site Work shown on the forest
conservation plan and as outlined in the forest management plan, documenting that the work
performed within this plan has been appropriately performed.

o The report must include photographic documentation of the process and include certification
that the work was appropriately performed.

Removal of hazard tree(s)

Perform work in manner which will minimize impacts to existing vegetation and slope stability.
Stabilization/replanting of affected areas as needed.

Removal of existing tree(s) > 24” DBH (for any purpose) shall be replaced with a minimum ratio of 1”
DBH for every 4” DBH removed, using trees that are a minimum of 2” caliper. (Even if the tree(s) die by
natural causes, the replacements are needed to ensure continuation of slope cover/protection).

o The replanting must occur within the easement area.

o Appropriate care and maintenance of the plantings is required to sustain the forest cover and
maintain slope stability.

o 50/4 = at tree 6 (50” dbh) equates to 12.5 rounded up to 13 inches. Using the 2 inch minimum
tree rounded up equals 7 total trees. It is agreed and understood that these 7 trees can be
disbursed throughout the easement area and not limited to lot 38 where tree 6 currently
resides.

o The applicant its successor and assigns is required to maintain at least the minimum 200 stem
count noted above and in the easement document.



Plant removals and invasives control:
e Provide a list of target species

o New species occurring in future or invasives not otherwise listed may be removed if the
species are defined as "noxious" under Maryland State or Montgomery County laws or
regulations and “exotic or invasive plants” in the Montgomery County Trees Technical
Manual). Approval for the removal of certain species may also be granted by the M-NCPPC
forest conservation inspector.

e Specify the phasing of the removal. Applicant shall prune, and plant slope prior to occupancy of
second house.

o Address method, number and extent of removals:
= hand pulling or cutting/spraying combinations
o Provide for the protection of existing plants, water quality and slope stabilization.

o Mark vegetation to be removed with flagging tape. Obtain inspector approval during the pre-
construction meeting before treatment/removal occurs.

Demolition of existing retaining walls near southern property line:
e To occur prior to clearing and grading or before issuance of building permit

e Under direction of project arborist/LTE

e Hand work only, to be performed in a manner minimizing adverse impacts to slope stability and
adjacent trees.

e Stabilization/replanting

Path Installations (two per lot):
e To be located /installed in manner minimizing adverse impacts/removal of trees over 2” caliper.

e Field adjustments may occur in coordination with M-NCPPC (and Town of Chevy Chase) inspection
staff.

e Do not disturb the fibrous surface roots within the conservation easement. Mulch over the existing
undisturbed surface may be installed.

e Any installation of wires for lighting must not adversely impact vegetation or slope stability.

Mulching

e The natural leaf litter shall be the primary means of mulching.



Leaf litter that falls from the existing on-site and neighboring trees and shrubs shall remain in place in
order to retain the natural characteristics of the forest floor and to maintain the stability of the slope.
A minimum layer of 3 inches of hardwood mulch may be applied as needed to stabilize any bare area
which occurs though approved work such as native planting installations and invasives control; or to
stabilize any bare areas caused by usual weather conditions such severe winds or water flows.

When needed per above conditions, hardwood mulch to be applied by hand work only, to be
performed in a manner minimizing adverse impacts to slope stability and existing vegetation.

Hardwood mulch shall not be placed in contact with the bases of trees or otherwise bury any native
vegetation within the easement area.

Woodchips are not an acceptable form of mulch for sloped areas, as the chips do not bind together and will
not provide a stable cover.

Planting techniques

Supplemental native and non-invasive herbaceous, tree and shrub species may be planted by the
owner to enhance the understory and future canopy which provide additional slope stabilization.

Hand work only, to be performed in a manner minimizing adverse impacts to slope stability and
existing vegetation.

Do not disturb the fibrous surface roots within the conservation easement with the exception that
disturbance which is necessary to plant the additional vegetation.

Provide planting details and notes which minimize the size of planting pits within easement areas to
decrease the general disturbance and also protect the roots of existing save trees. Include a provision
to shift the location of planting pits if significant roots are encountered during the installation (to be
performed by hand).

Final grade within the existing access route (through the northern portion of steep slope area)

The previously established access route may be used for the proposed construction of the new homes
on condition that appropriate root protection matting is installed or restored in a manner which will
protect the adjacent trees during the construction process (maintenance of access will be required).

Upon completion of the construction, careful removal of the matting, stone and fences shall occur to
the fullest extent possible, without adversely affecting the protected trees.

Stabilization of the access road shall be performed immediately.

Planting of the access road shall occur immediately after stabilization or within the earliest possible
planting window.



Erosion
If erosion occurs within the conservation easement area appropriate steps must be taken to stabilize the area:

e Coordinate with M-NCPPC (and Town inspectors); techniques inside the easement area may include
the following or a combination:

o Suitable heavy fill and other stabilization measures may be placed to control and prevent
erosion, provided that the fill is covered by arable soil or humus and properly stabilized and is
installed in a manner which does not adversely impacts adjacent vegetation.

o Planting of supplemental groundcovers and/or shrubs
o Water diversion with logs or stone.
o Mulching or placement of supplemental cover of leaf litter

o Diversion of drainpipes channels which are outside of the easement area (assuming the
pipes/channels are contributing to the erosion).
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GENERAL NOTES

1) WATER CATEGORY - |

SEWER CATEGORY - |

2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY CAS ENGINEERING,

DATED MARCH 2010.

3)
DATED MARCH 2010.

4)
5)

6)
SOIL TYPE(S): 2UC.

7)
8)

9) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE:

PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 209 NW 04.

TWO-FOOT CONTOUR DATA BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY CAS ENGINEERING,

PROPERTY SHOWN ON TAX MAP HN 342, CHEVY CHASE, SECTION 4

PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 27.

FLOOD ZONE *N/A' PER F.E.M.A. FIRM MAPS, TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE.
SITE 1S LOCATED IN THE LOWER ROCK CREEK WATERSHED. (USE I-P)

WATER ¢ SEWER - WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION

ELECTRIC - PEPCO
TELEPHONE - VERIZON
GAS ~ WASHINGTON GAS

10)

ARE INTENDED FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY.

)
12)

ALL EXISTING OFFSITE FEATURES ILLUSTRATED ON THIS PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE AND

ALL OFFSITE TREE SIZES AND LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE.
THERE ARE NO COUNTY OR STATE CHAMPION TREES LOCATED ON THIS SITE NOR ARE

THERE TREES WHICH MEASURE 75% OR MORE OF THE SIZE OF A STATE CHAMPION

TREE.
13)

PRIORITY MANAGEMENT AREA (PMA).

THIS SITE 1S NOT LOCATED WITHIN A SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA (SPA) NOR WITHIN A

TRE E DATA (SIGNIFICANT AND SPECIMEN TREES)

TREE D.B.H.

NO. | SPECIES (INCHES )| CONDITION | COMMENTS

| AMERICAN BEECH 23 GOOD

2 RED QAK 24 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
3/25 WHITE OAK 24 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
4 AMERICAN BEECH 27 GOOD

5 TULIP POPLAR 41 GOOD

o TULIP POPLAR 50 POOR HOLLOW, DECAY

7 AMERICAN BEECH 27 GOOD

& AMERICAN BEECH 31 GOOD NEAR PREVIOUS DISTURBANCE
q9 AMERICAN BEECH 345 GOOD NEAR PREVIOUS DISTURBANCE
10 AMERICAN BEECH 26 GOOD

i AMERICAN BEECH 31 GOOD

12 AMERICAN BEECH 26.5 GOOD

13 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
14 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
15 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
117} AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER)
17 TULIP POPLAR 32 OFF-SITE (R/W)

-] RED OAK 30 OFF-SITE

19 TULIP POPLAR 30 OFF-SITE

SPECIMEN TREES IN BOLD
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EXISTING FEATURES
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PROPOSED FEATURES

* % e = 3 8 8 s s s 5 »

PROP.

EX. TREE
(= 24'DBH)

STORM DRAIN WITH MANHOLE
SEWER LINE WITH CLEANOUT
SEWER MANHOLE AND INVERT
WATER LINE WITH VALVE

EX. GAS LINE WITH VALVE

EX. OVERHEAD UTILITY WITH POLE
UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINE

. TWO- AND TEN- FOOT CONTOURS
SPOT ELEVATION

. CHAIN LINK OR WIRE FENCE
WOOD FENCE

EX. SPECIMEN TREE
(>30" OR 75% OF CHAMPION SIZE)

e 3 EX. TREE < 24" DBH

EX. TREES TO BE REMOVED

EX. FOREST AREA = [3,980 SF (0.32 AC)
(PER FIELD CONFIRMATION W/ MNCPPC)
(FOREST HAS HIGH PRIORITY FOR RETENTION)

ISOLATED WETLANDS
= 880 SF (0.02 AC) APPROXIMATE
WITH 25' BUFFER

EX. SLOPES >»=25%

e PROP. WHC ———  PROP. WATER-HOUSE CONNECTION
PROP. SHC PROP. SEWER-HOUSE CONNECTION
PROP. GHC ——  PROP. GAS-HOUSE CONNECTION

——— PROP. EHC ———  PROP. ELECTRIC-HOUSE CONNECTION

62 PROP. CONTOUR WITH ELEVATION
05*0 PROP. SPOT ELEVATION
PROP. PVC PIPE
— PROP. SWM DEVICE
[ PROP. YARD INLET
//////// PROP. ROOT MATTING

LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE

ZONING DATA

1) ZONING: R-60 (MC)

MIN. LOT AREA = 6,000 SQ FT

MIN. LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 25

MIN. LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. = 60 FT

FT

FRONT B.R.L. = 256 FT (OR ESTABLISHED)
REAR B.R.L. = 20 FT
SIDE B.R.L. = & FT MIN. EACH SIDE,

18

(MC) - DENOTES MONTGOMERY COUNTY

SITE / ZONING TABLE

GROSS SITE AREA:

FT MIN. TOTAL

57,726 SQ. FT. (PER PLAT)

RIDGEWNOOD AVE

PROPOSED DEDICATION:. 0.00 sSQ. FT.
NET TRACT AREA: ... rcemcscsessiinnensisenns 57,726 SQ. FT.
ZONING: R—-860 REQUIRED PROVIDED
PROP. LOT 37 PROP. LOT 38
MINIMUM LOT AREA 6.000 SF.
30,714 S.F. 24,210 S.F.
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH AT B.R.L. 60’ 100’ 100.0’
MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE (20%) 20% 16.5% (6.5
ALL LOTS GREATER THAN 16,000 S.F.
SETBACK FROM STREET R/W . , . . .
(PER EST. BLDG. LINE SUR/VEY) 25" (MC) 25" * / 5427 ** 25 * / 5117 **
SETBACK FROM SIDES: 8 & 10" (MC) 14.2° & 15.8 ** 127 & 18° **
OTHER LOT LINES - - -
REAR: 25" (MC) 122.85" ** 105.817 **

NOTE: SITE / ZONING DATA SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE DESIGNS

* FRONT BUILDING RESTRICTION LINE IS 25’ OR IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 59—A-5.33 OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE.
¥*% ESTABLISHED BUILDING RESTRICTION LINES IN ACCORDANCE WITH TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE ORDINANCE.

¥% SIDE AND REAR BUILDING RESTRICTION LINES IN ACCORDANCE WITH TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE ORDINANCE.
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\ INADEQUATE FRONTAGE ey STANDARDS SUCH AS, SETBACKS, BUILDING Voo
\ ALONG R/W. THEREFORE ~ \ RESTRICTION LINES AND LOT COVERAGE FOR EACH \
EXCLUDED FROM EBL \ LOT. OTHER LIMITATIONS FOR SITE DEVELOPMENT \
13 N MAY ALSO BE INCLUDED IN THE CONDITIONS OF THE \ ~
\ e a0 ™ PLANNING BOARD'S APPROVAL. ~ \ APPLICANT
\ { \ CC GREEN VISION, LLC
\ \ 6912 WOODSIDE PLACE
\ \ CHEVY CHASE, MD 208I5
e~ ST, \ ATTN: THOMAS A. BRAULT
\ /T~ HOUSE 269 301-990-0014 (PHONE)
/T — \
7
/ / \ N
L { \ {
\ \> ) 1 /
\ e 4 -~ \
\ P e L \ 20 0 10 20 40
g - \ > ' i R
\ \ \ - 77/
A -
\ . ove \ \ GRAPHIC SCALE
x (APPROX, LOC. ) — \ 1 INCH = 20 FEET
\ A
\ \
3y —
\ - —~
\ _—
\ / B
\ P -

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED BY ME, AND THAT

| AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND,
LICENSE NO. 19568, EXPIRATION DATE 3/8/2012, AND THAT THIS PLAN IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND.
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MISS UTILITY

- FILE No. 120100270
7206 MEADOW LANE

FOR LOCATION OF UTILITIES, CALL "MISS UTILITY" AT 1-800-257-7777, OR LOG ON
TO WWAL.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 1S RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 36A OF THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY CODE.

BLOCK 5, CHEVY CHASE, SECTION 4
TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE |

PRELIMINARY PLAN

VICINITY MAP
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PROPOSED LOTS 37-38 4 OUTLOT A, BLOCK 5
PLAT 5723, CIRCA 1959
7206 MEADOW LANE
BETHESDA (7TH) ELECTION DISTRICT
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
PRELIMINARY PLAN

CIVIL + SURVEYING ¢« LAND PLANNING
A DIVISION OF CAS ENTERPRISES, INC.

108 West Ridgeville Boulevard, Suite 101, Mount Airy, Maryland 21771

DC Metro (301) 607—8031

ENGINEERING

FAX (301) 607—8045

9:14:07 AM EDT
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Exhibit 4


| | | S _ | | ENV. DATA TABLE
GENERAL NOTES ———— e —— = = | e | o SOILS ENV, DAT/ SLE 0
x 2UC GLENELG URBAN COMPLEX (NOT EATURE EXISTING = o
1) WATER CATEGORY - |  SEWER CATEGORY - | -, i GLENELG LAND (NOT HYDRIC) - e g g
- INFORMATION BAS ORM | MAR | . THIS SOIL IS MODERATELY FINE TEXTURED, VERY DEEP, WELL | e 2 2
2) BOUNDARY INFORMATION BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY CAS ENGINEERING, DATED MARCH | ‘ DRAINED AND MODERATELY PERMEABLE. AVAILABLE WATER “ENVIRONMENTAL BUFFER AREA 0.00 AC. g g
2000. | : | CAPACITY IS HIGH. PRODUCTIVITY IS HIGH. EROSION HAZARD 15 o ' 032 AC -
3) TWO-FOOT CONTOUR DATA (ON-SITE) BASED ON A SURVEY PERFORMED BY CAS ENGINEERING, ERATE. CAP SUBCLASS HIIE. OTAL FORESTED AREA 32 AC. |
DATED MARCH 2010, FIVE-FOOT CONTOUR DATA (OFF-SITE) BASED ON MNCPPC DIGITAL FILES. o ey — — y —
P . LOC, s : b .
4) ON-SITE FEATURES (I.E. FENCES, TREES, WALLS, ETC.) FROM SURVEY BY CAS ENGINEERING. 4 imwm p—ey Py mﬁ ‘ = .
M . S A \ 7 -2 o]
6) PROPERTY SHOWN ON WSSC 200' SHEET 209 NW 04. I | .NETLANDs ——— g %
7) PROPERTY SHOWN ON MONTGOMERY COUNTY SOILS SURVEY MAP No. 27. | | _;FORESTED WETLANDS 0.00 AC. o =
SoiL E(s)t 2uc ":?\VERAGE WIDTH OF ENVIRONMENTAL BUFFER 0 FT. N
8) FLOOD ZONE *N/A* PER F.EM.A. FIRM MAPS, TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE. JTreywmry— = § §
4) SITE IS LOCATED IN THE LOWER ROCK CREEK WATERSHED. (USE I-P) 1 T NN |
10) LOCAL UTILITIES INCLUDE: \ _ =
) LOER 't SEWER, © WASHINGTON SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION N | 1 - - — — = \/lCINlTY M 5 %2
ELECTRIC - PEPCO » I § AP > 5|k
TELEPHONE - VERIZON |
GAS - WASHINGTON GAS ADC MAP 5407, GRID G-3 o alak
SCALE: I* = 2000 ’ S frodl
1) ALL EXISTING OFFSITE FEATURES ILLUSTRATED ON THIS PLAN ARE SHAE
) APPROXIMATE AND ARE INTENDED FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY. SIE|]®
i2) ALL OFFSITE TREE SIZES AND LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. ! N - i Sl 0 § oo
13) NO RTE SPECIES WERE LOCATED OR OBSERVED DURING THE SITE ANALYSIS. REFERENCE MD DNR (APPROX. LOC.) \ % [3’ \ 212l |ZlglEl8
LETTER DATED OCTOBER 15, 2004. i \ Voo | ' 515 Z|EIE|E
14) THERE ARE NO CULTURAL OR HISTORICAL FEATURES LOCATED ON THIS SITE. 1 | \ N ‘; N . g 'g ® § i § § )
15) THERE ARE NO COUNTY OR STATE CHAMPION TREES LOCATED ON THIS SITE NOR ARE THERE i AN i ] A LIRIBlolulule
)TREE$NHICHHEASURE?S%ORNOREOFTHES!ZEOFASTATECHA”P!ONTREE \ ~—_ “ ,- — — \ , \ , __‘,__‘§&§g-&
s ~<_ ] ~ B NO FOREST , IR IFINIFAE
16) THE NRI FIELD ANALYSIS FOR THIS SITE WAS CONDUCTED IN JULY, 2009, BY JAMES W. WITMER | zi ~ Sl EXISTS —_— EIEIZ|E|EIE|E
AND JEFFREY A. ROBERTSON. i | - : SFE.SITE . % £|E oo o o
17) A FORESTRY DIAMETER TAPE WAS USED TO MEASURE TREE DIAMETERS. ! *‘ \ | / | 200 vyRPNE IR
18) THIS SITE IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN A SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA (SPA) NOR WITHIN A PRIORITY . \ / / \ \ &5 &n alalalala
MANAGEMENT AREA (PMA). N \ I x SPROSE | %l% g % % g >
. : ‘-(___ S—— . . . e NS ' s\ 2 1 . '>",::“;. 1. 121
. S == T - N 181819(9(8(5|8
\ HOFF-SITE TOPOGRAPHY ISTING WATER AND SEWER ' -ttt 2 |
ZON l NG DATA A \ ! i [{| AND IMPROVEMENTS %J E CONNECTIONS TO BE ag 1 T
== | ! FROM MNCPPC DIGITAL us;o FORLOT-38 - EX T2 viogle eyl
1) ZONING: R-60 - : DN v?owrﬁfﬁz%g;zFEN:S‘réREBX%&cB ; ‘\/ [|LTOPOGRAPHIC FILES == « TN PROPOSED SIDEWALK IN ~. S EIEIEIEIEIE
MIN. LOT AREA = 6,000 SQ FT FRONT BRL. = 25 FT (OR ESTABLISHED) Ex. HOUSE TO TREES. GRADING IN THIS % N A o~ NN\ - S BRIDGEDS OVER. %asrme . N
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT R/W = 25 FT REAR B.R.L. = 20 FT s ousE AREATO BE/BERFORMED BY / ! ] S __.,))\ . PRIDGED. Ve ,»
MIN. LOT WIDTH AT B.RL. = 60 FT  SIDE BR.L. = 8 FT MIN. EACH SIDE, HAND EQUIPMENT. ) \ ”e 14, AK g ‘va‘{é’ B P | N
i FT MIN. TOTAL 3 ey N L 2
G S : N
| \ ’\\q g OQU%‘E s'r RPSGOT x S
TR_EE __DATA (SIGNIFICANT AND SPECIMEN TREES) ; i ._‘*1 \ S A A-c)&\,@ o f CP
’ il S N 73}614 32" R. OAK MM : -’y < % 23935 z PROP EHC -
TREE , D.B.H. | > B A . 900000" W 2.8 J. A 28 e N = |
NO. | SPECIES (INCHES )| CONDITION | COMMENTS q K Py g1 = = s ~ e N2 e
I, 22 | AMERICAN BEECH 23 GOOD | R = = ‘ 4\ N ! > ALl UND EQN ooD
2, 22 | RED OAK 32 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER) | ; : ! o £ |
3, 25 | WHITE OAK 32 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER) Q | ¥ . KO \ STéEET Z
4 AMERICAN BEECH 27 GOOD Q) > { Sl 5o Rowr) , <
5 TULIP POPLAR 4 GOOD v B - > : o | > 0
6 TULIP POPLAR 50 POOR HOLLOW, DECAY, REMOVE % L 7 fsc P R TN AW RN e AN 3 =d
7 AMERICAN BEECH 27 - GOOD ; ROOT MATTING A 32% e)gO\RCH N \ o ‘ _ A Rt DN : " 5xo@u/,\ \ . S \~ o - ﬂ_ -
) AMERICAN BEECH 3. | goop NEAR PREVIOUS DISTURBANCE il | S s N AR R A 4 TR . - Y | T
a AMERICAN BEECH 345 HAZARD | REMOVE V] t | s 202 R ?S:/""""-’ TOSITN . ~ g coe N \ / \ a -z
o AMERICAN BEECH 26 GOOD EX. CONC. : < . ,
: X : : GARAG! WHC TO \ S . o :
T AMERICAN BEECH | 3l GOOD 9 S ol | 11G: 3227 EIOTING WATER ANQ: DA R A e b v A ‘ O
12 AMERICAN BEECH | 265 GOOD | v T i I : 3 | SEWER LINES ON-SIT T RS ' T FIASARY . : N 0 *-:
- . Hous Sopn —— = — ~ =] 23 - - .
13 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER) ChreRON L6C.) s - A / , < NS L N '
14 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER) . A 8‘ oz LOT 38 e Y m L 8 — gLZ
15 AMERICAN BEECH 30 OFF-SITE (ADJOINER) | I8 ‘ 3% 24,210 SF. 1y g ) ‘ zN81 Lal> g
'6 A“ER’CAN BEEC“ 30 . OFF“'SITE (AD”‘NER) l \ i ,o'FF,,slTE T PHY N l '_: NOCKEﬁ\lUT \‘ @ (om AC) / 02§/5 \ e ~' « ‘ .............................................. : I < m ,‘ m z M .J
17 TULIP POPLAR 32 POOR OFF-SITE (R/W) : | | P mpaovmm R ;_. NI | < Pe \NE§ I RECoM ,,;Npg - I | *"fs ! B
0 RED OAK 37 OFF-SITE - <2 /| FrRoM MNCPPC DiGITAL || S Jemh £ G R AN e % I < O
" Tup rorAe | =0 orr-SITE N ToPoGRARHC FLEs | ¥ L SN o oee T L s Je_ogqg,
2 BLACK WALNUT 22 oS TE T T _——— = - — = - \\I\ o A LL: 35,0 N ‘]:\ N R «\ 91 Z ;:( Z 11}
=2 AMERICAN BEBCH | 32 Goo® OFF-SITE__ T T ! B Voe \ : | - \ ) \ReoERe 8 B\ N\ ol 235" BEECH | ' SN < >_ !-:‘ 1 S| >'
54 TULIP POPLAR 24 | OFF-SITE “ \ > e AR N N 0\ e S N 2 : \ \ \ v FS 5 = e
55 WHITE OAK 30 GOOD OFF-SITE (EAST OF MEADOW LANE) N — <« INV=32710 | by \ \ \ \ Eax':‘ SIDE BRL, \w \ R AN . : 2% 3¢ g 5 \ e | -y o B ~ U
56 WHITE OAK 33 OFF-SITE (EAST OF MEADOW LANE) Y z ut 53 \\ \\ \ \ \ SN o AN X 5\ 37 ’@‘{ 54 % . 1; g I « Ed % o ()]
SPECIMEN TREES IN BOLD \\ \'\ D 32'BEECH \ o “3_ _N_90°00'00" E \ 150.00 NZIA S ANRY LY 1o e e ver o : . - ‘ Z&L \ : oy \ . ‘ Z ‘ U S oS L
: : " AN I AR \ i N NSR o n ALrR0E e : 3 y " PARNR LS o SNS M)
LEGEND | RN it e llo— =N \ ‘%\\ oY \ 2 SEEEG ~ TS Tt
;- . , 3 N " \ \ - { ( ) N o ' '
s a 3 \ ’ :
‘ ‘ ' o \,‘ | g e \?&O\E l FATE NG ‘\I \ 5.8' SIDE BRI g N O S ¥ ‘Z ,
EXISTING FEATURES | A e o U | | PROP. | ' LOCATED IN THE ]| & il | | '
R | | ' Lo ) o™ N\ N\ k \ | ~ SCREEN R/W MAY BE REMOVED AND e =z -A 8 .
p— EX. STORM DRAIN WITH MANHOLE F_ENQ__E NOTE | Y 14 é N\ Voo ~. _PoRcH ALL&A&C ggRAgRADNECINEngSg b % < L% | -
s < EX. SEWER LINE WITH CLEANOUT ' THE OWNER HAS THE THE OPTION TO \\\ g l&' N e sron! £ \%‘i R— / UTILITIES WITHIN THE R/W (TYP) O - ‘
—@i—— e smm et o e BT N TR e B w3 NJT N Lot a7 . . e O 8 | >
| v - EX. WATER LINE WITH VALVE ’ PROPERTY LINES. AN o o a : “&\ M R %\ Soaae or l’ """""""" T B 1w ) {'— Q - v
- o 6As LnE Wi ALve N N NI B <t <
oHL, EX. OVERHEAD UTILITY WITH POLE I 0 ?é?ﬁl Q \ \\ \ AN ngPERE L o A ’TF%'Q S GHTREE‘ PAATE REA """ .. o \ : z
v EX. uuosai:ounn u*m.or; LINE - DR l VENAY NQT_E_ { \\. § | %m “?{ " Sl Ol Tl IUE . e _Z_:
---------- 2y oo o e B < EX. TWO- AND FIVE- Fi CONT! 5 S ~ : :
DRIVEWAY ON LOT 38 TO BE MODIFIED IN & ~ ~— ~— ) 2.4 X e
29 EX. SPOT ELEVATION THE EVI E;;T THAT TREE ROOTS ARE l EX. HOUSE ‘ & o RROPOSEDJ-IOUSE o . 0 2 . ' J Y, / i s ' : ’?t’_‘ 56 3
o EX. CHAIN LINK OR WIRE FENCE m g‘}gg’%ﬁm g’éCAVAT’ON | (APPROX. LOC.) | s N ™~ N LEE: %E\ N - RN z ] ) . . L b \ , T 1
EX. WOOD FENCE COORDINATED WITH TONN AND PROJECT : ! : ; i \\ et S~ N ~ \ 33% WM., OAK % u_l
|| A | 7Sk AN T Y ' v
’ i ~ - N o socsss s thm 18, 80 19 .. ((0.32 AC ) RS as nd Repcees AR B0 0 LA % . ¥ 8 '
5T o8 To% OF CHAMSION BIZE) | | , ~ } = ~ S T~ ~// \ SRR S, Y ‘ ) dt ‘ ‘ HOTAL < 52,500 SF. 5
RET. WALL NOTE s [NoTFoREST \ BRI B2, AN Gt D SR i || n
EX. SIGNIFICANT TREE W/ CRZ. Tt — : = —t - ~ EXISTS ~Ho 3 .51 LN ; 3140 , ' * ARG PR Ryp L . _ ‘ 2, P
(= 24" DBH and < 30" DBH) LOCATIONS OF PROPOSED RETAINING Tk ~N - NorF-sITE s 28% + BLfroh 3 P R e 02Re A R WA\ et Y N : 24 : N — A KA\ \
. WALLS TO BE COORDINATED WITH TOWN . | i \ N & g : ' - |  PORTE 320§ ~ . ' SRS R , ' S _ 1 S A
EX. TREE < 24" DBH ARBORIST AND TO BE IN ACCORDANCE | \ N S -} DRivERAM o COCHERE ' - Ry ‘ : JS S ! \ ‘
WITH TONN VAR'ANC£ PLAN. ‘%\ \ \\ . 128_9128.8382 9
EX. TREES TO BE REMOVED ; ' \ N HAG ; : © GARA G y N i
’ ‘ _—— e~ - - = - ‘ - Bl PROPOSED
\ AN \\ §-479197.9414 3 \aBx 24x7 23%7 x\ g‘;‘;ﬁz NN e /AT ol NNNE 1l O A : QG’ N ~—~ —_— MICRO-BI
FOREST AREA = 13,980 SF (0.32 AC) CRZ NOTE , \ G \  E 1288843.4614 ' | Y / NN : >< /\ ) FACILITY \
$§§E§%‘%&%‘;‘§m’ ;ggcg';.,c éNT'ON) CRITICAL ROOT ZONES (C.R.Z.) HAVE BEEN DETERMINED BASED - o * ) 35x0 % BXIST N X3 S
ON A 1.5 MULTIPLIER OF THEIR DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT b \ AN : JSARAGE TEVD geeT B, % <
(DBH). FOR EXAMPLE, A 30° TULIP POPLAR (DBH IS 30 INCHES) \ \ T —— Taeer \ \jﬁ\ TO gl M‘%@T
X 1.5 °COMPUTES TO A 45-FT RADIUS CRITICAL ROOT ZONE. ———— = e — — 2 R : \o~ 9 : — BLDG Y | \BLDG ,
PROPOSED FEATURES | « ONGYL N _

NOTE: THE BUILDING FOOTPRINTS SHOWN ON THE
PRELIMINARY PLAN ARE ILLUSTRATIVE. FINAL

EXISTING LA& AND

9 \/ N .
/ ' LL NDSCAPED AR
Q\ ’/\ ™~ [ = m\? i ot FOREST):
~ \ APPROX. F

T i
\ \ /
e PROP. WHC = : HOUSE CONNECTION | - : I | |
PROP. WHC PROP. WATER-HOUSE ECTI UT‘ Ll""‘Y NO""E \“; ’ -
|
|

AND TREE SAVE PLAN

i § " X
_— ——  PROP. SEWER-HOUS : ‘ / BUILDING LOCATIONS WILL BE DETERMINED DURING __
.__.__.PROP' sﬂc._.__ - e HOUSE CONNECTION UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON ARE PROPOSED { 1 a / \ ' e THE BUILDING PERMIT PROCESS PLEASE REFER TO -
PROP. GHC PROP. GAS-HOUSE CONNECTION TO BE INSTALLED VIA DIRECTIONAL BORING IN AN EFFORT TO f | \ / S BooT MATTI ExlsT. THE ZONING DATA TABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT 0
/ BUILDIN MATTING. .
—_— EHC———  PROP. ELECTRIC-HOUSE CONNECTION N ; o B REMoveD |I\ - GARAGE STANDARDS SUCH AS, SETBACKS, BUILDING
PROP. : PRESERVE THE SLOPE AS WELL AS MANY OF THE TREES | ; To BE REMO A =
. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. EX. HOUSE | \ , | A e Doveo RESTRICTION LINES AND LOT COVERAGE F =
62 PROP. CONTOUR WITH ELEVATION [ (APPROX. LOC) \ / . / / LOT. OTHER LIMITATIONS FOR SITE DEVELOPMENT -
0890 PROP. SPOT ELEVATION FINAL UTILITY LOCATIONS AND CONNECTIONS ARE sua._lsgf TO / | \ MAY ALSO BE INCLUDED IN THE CONDITIONS OF THE , I
. CHANGE AND APPROVAL FROM THOSE INDIVIDUAL UTILITY : x / 7 NOT A THOUGH LOT, . / PLEANNING BQAR{;S APEROVAL e 3
=z =z PROP. RETAINING WALL , ' COMPANIES PROVIDING SERVICE. ALTERNATE SERVICE i , 1 - INADEQUATE FRONTAGE [ , — — SRR I
: LOCATIONS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE NORTH SIDE L ] o0 ALONG R/W. THEREFORE B T - F% < “
PROP. PVC PIPE OF THE LOT 37 AND/OR ACCESS THROUGH THE 20' PUBLIC | | / E A EXCLUDED FROM EBL \ - APP Llc ANT b= =
| RIGHT-OF-WAY MAY ALSO BE FEASIBLE. | | - | ‘ RO \ 13 [ € , % IR 5
@ @ PROP. SWM DEVICE A { i | 3 \ \ \ 30% BEECH cc GREEN VlSl Pi_A < % - k
| : | i \ 6912 WOODSIDE Oi—5 g <
PROPOSED STEEP SLOPE BRL e _—— 1 \ ! " CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 LS S
_ T T 7T PER MNCPPC MlSC. TR_EE N__OTES | —_— 7 | vy \ \ \ STTN: THOMAS A BRAULT Zloz g =
. COUNTY TREE INSPECTOR TO VERIFY TREES 37 AND 34 ARE { i : 1 : ‘\ 1 301-656-4472 (PHONE) — iz o o
o m  m PROPOSED LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE APPROVED FOR REMOVAL BY TOWN PRIOR TO REMOVAL. ; A\ ; \ , E §§§ 3
2. TREE 6 HAS BEEN APPROVED FOR REMOVAL BY THE TONN i \ \ \ NO FOREST |l/ - o §5
MONITOR TREE AND IF IT WORSENS WILL REMOVE wm& - ) | ITE . \ Zlaz 31 |9
~TP-RP PROP. ROOT PRUNING/TREE PROTECTION FENCE - PROPER NOTICE TO COUNTY (MNCPPC). ) B HoUsE . g | / — ( e ~ t“ OFF-S ' 6 .S =5 )
5. TREE 24 ROOTS TO BE BRIDGED IF FOUND DURING FOOTING | (APPROX. LOC) ‘ / \ ‘ \ _ — ‘ OFF—SIeE TOPOGRABHY >l2z =@ Ie
EX. ROOT MATTING TRUCTION OF NEW E AS FTORED BY A IST. i - s \ x\// ~~ | HAND IMPROVEMENTS Ll =2 -3 %
. CONS HoM MON RBOR ) . . G v < om B2
4. ARBORIST TO MONITOR HAND WORK IN THE AREA OF TREES i " \ - TOPOGRAPHIC FILES . ©< 22 8
22 AND 23. EXISTING ROOT MATTING IS TO REMAIN UNLESS 2 \ ; GRAPHIC SCALE R =< S
PROP. ROOT MATTING ARBORIST RECOMMENDS REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT WITH / A2 . \ \ TR o B2
NEW MATTING.. | : \ (APPROX. LOC.) / i agomery o §*- £
5. APPLICANT MAY INSTALL A NEW SIDE YARD FENCE ON THE { / R WO R e eEES 7, an k=
CLOSE TO THE THE PROPERTY BOUNDARIES ﬁ?&sfé&}:sf | / / . - 3O 5
. L : . . 4] :
' DIRECTION SO AS TO SELECTIVELY DETERMINE POST \ / / / FILE No. 1201 00270 * NOV 23 g1 5 Ko
ARBORIST'S REPORT CECATIONS N GROER T0 FROTECT RoOT ZonGS. . CERTIFICATION OF \ y . N i
=i = = =1 | - - — - ‘ . oo RS
REFER TO ARBORIST'S REPORT BY TERRA GREEN 6. APPLICANT 1AY REMOVE RHDODENDRON wwss;%;ms QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL / ) o 7206 MEADOW LANE B1ing pepar®™ ol E
SR o AL e T ladugis : p—— S ‘ PROPOSED LOTS 37-38 & OUTLOT A, i |f
) ' 7 ONE TREE FENCE SHOULD BE LOCATED EAST OF THEZ TREE ’ %Aécﬁﬁmyfu:uﬁwmﬁonsmﬁ mmeonmwf / / \ 8 E
; . Vi e .
NEAR THE CURB LINE. PRIOR TO COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION M-NCI i Y , : v, Bs
TP —— OF THE SIDEWALK, THE FENCE SHOULD BE MOVED InggSm COUNTY FOREST CONSERVATION LAKS, AND PIPC GUIDELINES ) v . B LOCK 5 CH EVY CH ASE SECT‘ ON 4‘ CEN S
: - |
LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE, INSTALLATION TO BE PERFORMED UNDER ARBORIST AND A e e TO WN OF CH EVY CH ASE J
THET ARE BASED é)POANND ARE INSPECTOR SUPERVISION, | ; “{ g\ y _ ‘ e y 2
AVAILABLE RECORDS , . | ' : | y S
SN T SR s g g PRELIMINARY FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN :
ABILITY. ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS ‘ 08.19.06.0} e / . 2
MUST BE FIELD VERIFIED. ' ' ":'ED OFESSIONAL K s / 8
KRS —— /
f

/
- !/

ﬂ’)l | S - | %7{7 ,mu{: ﬂ&éoﬂ/s% /S A 936 L& _ | ‘



CERTIFICATION OF

0.63 ACRES OF REFORESTATION WILL BE PROVIDED EITHER THROUGH
FEE-IN-LIEU OR THROUGH AN OFF-SITE FOREST CONSERVATION EASEMENT,
TO BE DETERMINED DURING THE APPROVAL OF THE FINAL FOREST
CONSERVATION PLAN.

o
o
Q |¢ |
| 37 Qe 2
| - QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL NS E S
| FOREST CONSERVATION TABL FOREST CONSERVATION WORKSHEE NBE e
DETAIL — ROOT PRUNING CRES | 2 : : | f NIEE
i ‘ : | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PLAN SHOWN HEREON HAS BEEN
O PROPOSED LOTS 5720, BLOGKS PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MARYLAND STATE AND MONTGOMERY
ACREAGE OF TRACT 157 ACRES (INCLUDES OFF-SITE LOD) ’ | 5-Aug oz COUNTY FOREST CONSERVATION L LANS AND M-NCP#PC GUIDELINES. o
ACREAGE OF TRACT REMAINING IN AGRICULTURAL USE 0.00 ACRES ‘ » NET TRACT AREA: S |, -o
ROAD AND UTILITY ROW'S WHICH WILL NOT 0.00 ACRES o |2
BE IMPROVED A5 PART OF THE DEVELOPMENT , A. Total tract area ... - 1.57 (INCLUDES OFF-SITE LOD) 5y é N
APPLICATION B. Land dedication acres (parks, county facility, etc.) ... 0.00 l ‘S g o |2 ;% )
15TIN WETLANDS 0.32 ACRES C. Land dedication for roads or utilities (not being constructed by this plan) ... 0.00 b 3 =
?fgggg&&g E)f\ND S REAN VALLEY BUFFERS D. Area to remain in commercial agricultural production/use ... ggg DATE a Q |= 7 i
E. Other deductions (specify) ........ - .
ACREAGE OF TOTAL FOREST RETENTION 9.00 ACRES F. NEt TIACL ARG ....coveerveerreriieereeiceenteneaessessaneseesessensessssesssramneasssssaesnas = 1.57 - 1=
(B USE ATERL AN SONER AT A0 S RELTY SN y SIS
: d - LAND USE CATEGORY: (froffirees Technical Manugl 722/ ( o
22A~i2(a) OF THE FOREST CONSERVATION LAW 0.31 ACRES; CONSERV. THRESHOLD Input the number "1* under the appropriate land use, / L2 918
LINEAR FEET AND AVERAGE WIDTH OF STREAM BUFFER 0 FEET LONG % limit to only one entry.
j—— LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE PROVIDED 0 FEET WIDE =|gly
ARA MDR IDA HDR MPD CIA E E E
l TRENCH WITHIN 12" (£) . AREA RETAINED |AREA CLEARED |AREA PLANTED 0 0 ° ! 0 0 cldiy
OF LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE G. Afforestation Threshold ... 15%  xF= 0.24 ~ I ug
Q%r_zlme& Eg{A I;OREST RETAINED, CLEARED AND PLANTED | 000 ACRES 0.00 ACRES 0.00 ACRES H. Conservation Threshold ... 20%  xF= 0.31 N g E
00T UNING / Sl le
I /__ %QEE ggorgcﬂoN FENCE ﬁ?&%ﬁﬁ%ﬁf{ Er?'gi?})o %EJLAA!#\‘ED CLEARED, AND PLANTED | 00 ACRES 0.00 ACRES 0.00 ACRES | EXISTING FOREST COVER: é § ol?
(SAME TRENCH) : I. Existing forest - 0.32 piviple
. RES AIN CLEARED, AND PLANTED . g SLCOVET «oeviiirniiiiiinianiiiiiiiriincneencarsans
l ﬁl%SHEIQG& OS:EFSSAN gUFkggRS' ED: 0.00 ACRES 0.00 ACRES 0.00 ACRES. J. Area of forest above afforestation threshold ............ = 0.08 58. § :z; g g g
L : ACREAGE OF FOREST RETAINED, CLEARED, AND PLANTED | 400 acres 0.91 ACRES 0.00 ACRES K. Area of forest above conservation threshoid ............ = 0.01 % g T t_] T
! A 33::; :z:f';o E\ZQAGE WIDTH OF STREAM BUFFER BREAK EVEN POINT: RS 0 § % §
00T 0 FEET 0 FEET O FEET olo
§l n;;q&%‘#’ggpmmm PROVIDED L. Forest retention above threshold with no mitigation ....= 0.28 e § & g 8 8
v o ‘ ' M. Clearing permitted without mitigation ...............c..... = 0.04 é 21 _ % % % %
ROOT PRUNING TRENCH « PROPOSED FOREST CLEARING: FlE § Z1€|2|8
6" MAXIMUM WIDTH : =l
N. Total area of forest o be cleared ............................ = 0.32* 55 Al
0. Total area of forest to be retained ............ceceeernenenns = 0.00 8 3 “jalojala
(X
) CR’T'CA%CRZM)C' ZONE — ' . : PLANTING REQUIREMENTS: é A % % % % %
’ e : : : P. Reforestation for clearing above conservation threshold ....= 0.00 ol %l s slzlzle
3 Q. Reforestation for clearing below conservation threshold ....= 0.63 o] e vivlolo
: : ' J R. Credit for retention above conservation threshold ............ = 0.00 ,
1. Retention Areas to be established as part of the forest conservation plan review process. ) S. Total reforestation required ..........ccccceieereerccrienareerenne = 0.63 ol o ololela
2. Boundaries of Retention Areas to be staked, flagged and/or fenced prior to trenching. T. Total afforestation required ............coeovrverievnnerieeiiannannd = 0.00 E <l<|<l< % <<
3. Exact location of trench to be determined at pre—construction meeting 5 U. Credit for landscaping (may not exceed 20% of "S") ....... = » _ 0.00 | 5 315 315
w/ Forest Conservation Inspector. : S V. Total reforestation and afforestation required ................. = 0.63
4, Trench should be immediately backfiled with soil removed or organic soil. N
5. Roots must be cleanly cut using vibratory knife or other acceptable equipment. A _ » ON-SITE FOREST AREA WILL NOT BE PLACED WITHIN A CATEGORY H g
" Source: Adopted from Steve-Clark & Associates/ACRT, inc. . EASEMENT, THEREFOR IT 1S CONSIDERED TO BE REMOVED. IT WILL BE : : D
and Forest Conservation Manudl, 1991. » - ; PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION BY THE LMWS OF DISTURBANCE : 2
: SHOWN HERON. - =
NO SCALE | | | | MDE WETLAND LETTERS

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

1800 Washington Boulevard e Baltimore MD 21230
410-537-3000 ¢ 1-800-633-6101

Robert M., Summers, Ph.D,
Acting Secretary
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WELDED WRE FENCE l..___. MAXIMUM 10 FEET_/_ CC Greenvision LLC E PR
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Nontidal Wetland Application #10-NT-0215/201060887
Project: CC Greenvision, LLC/Meadow Lane/Lot Fill & Outfall
County: Montgomery

" Dear Mr. Brauit,

. . . . “fhe Ndnircfaﬁ’{ Wetlands Division has completed the review of the Joins FederuliSiate Application for the
FOREST CONSERVATION oFeer J The Maryland Department of the Environment, Nontidal Wetlands Division has determined that | ;;-E Alt or a& on Qf ay I"!as@tlp zh, H’ . fW@}S b xd'ai or Nonti daf W&Tm in ’vfmalana' for meprm st

the parcel located at 7206 Meadow Lane, Chevy Chase, Maryland does not contain any
jurisdictional wetlands as defined in the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and
corresponding Regional Supplement. For an area to be considered a jurisdictional wetland, you

| Y | S must individually verify the presence of all three criteria (hydrology, hydric soil, and | g OB, ArE SAl 8 L i e nocded fom tho N Eaad D
N Y}ees For Yéur,ﬁuture.v , ‘ | hydrophytes). These criteria were not met, . therefme, will ot bumgulatcdaaaudx. Vu«umeumummmcdcd o the Nontidal Wetland Division.

| Wyouhave any questwns xegatdmg the above comments, pleasc coiact e via phionz st 410-537-3788 ar

CIRCA 1959

On May 24, 2010, the Department conducted a pre-application meeting with the consultant, Mr. ,
. ' ! Mike Thompson (Biohabitats), Mr. Hira Shrestha (MDE's Waterway Division), and myself. i
NOTES: . ' , o ' : During this meeting, the Department determined there was no need for Mr. Brault to submit a
_ ' . ' W 4 Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or '
I. LOCATION AND LIMITS OF FENCING SHALL BE COORDINATED IN FIELD WITH ARBORIST. A : A o - Nontidal Wetland in Maryland for the proposed project.
2. BOUNDARIES OF PROTECTION AREA SHOULD BE STAKED PRIOR TO INSTALLING N\ SIGN STYLE #21 _ i
PROTECTIVE DEVICE. B : . S E ' In August of 2010, the Department did in fact receive a Joint Federal/State Application for the
3. ROOT DAMAGE SHOULD. BE AVOIDED. : R ‘ Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Nontidal Wetland in Maryland for the ‘ , al Rasoiroes Planher
4. PROTECTIVE SIGNAGE IS REQUIRED. : ‘ , e : : proposed project. This reviewer contacted Mr. Thompson on why an application had been ; v Nontidd \’v%dandsDivxSwn
. : £ ' submitted to the Department. Mr. Thompson stated that the wetland indicated on the plans were ) E . : R
\ ' : o designated by Maryland-National Capital Parks and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). ' : TR er
STANDARD SYMBOL g Verbally and in a letter dated August 18, 2010, this reviewer stated that the site does meet the : { CC: Mt: Tom Brault, CC 1&%%%5;0“;1:@ L
i TP e TP e ' v ' o ol , . : ' criteria to be considered a jurisdictional wetland. p o A S SRRy RS R

PLAT 5723

7206 MEADOW LANE

PaulaCatlson:

TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
PROPOSED LOT 37-38 ¢ OUTLOT A, BLOCK 5
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
AND TREE SAVE PLAN

BETHESDA (7TH) ELECTION DISTRICT

WSSC GRID: 209 NN 04, TAX MAP: HN 342

5. FENCING SHALL BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION.

After being contacted this January by the consultant, Mr. Thompson, an additional site visit was

conducted. On January 19, 2011, the additional site visit took place Mr. Thompson
(Biohabitats), Ms. Sara Roberts (Biohabitats), Ms. Pavia Cervova (MDE's Nontidal Wetland

Recycled Paper www. mde.state.md.us TTY Users 1-800-735-2258
@ Via Maryland Relay Service

PRELIMINARY FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN

Name
Page Two

Division), and myself. During this site visit, the Department reaffirmed that the site does not : , ' : %
contain jurisdictional wetlands. The Department advised Mr. Thompson to submit data sheets = X ‘
using the US Army Corps of Engineers regional supplement known as the Eastern Mountains : Hoz €2 fow X
and Piedmont Supplement.

, %
i Y
The Department became in receipt of these data sheets on January 26, 2011. These data sheets _ 05 Arpwiobuod®

are representative of what was at the site and further demonstrates that no jurisdictional wetlands
are located at 7206 Meadow Lane, Chevy Chase, Maryland.

In conclusion, the Department would like to see any representation of a nontidal wetland
removed the existing plans since the site does not contain any.

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact me via phone at 410-

537-3788 or by e-mail pearlson@mde.state.md.us.

Sincerely,

o Paula Carlson
b : : Natural Resources Planner
s Nontidal Wetlands and Waterways Division

APPLICANT

CC GREEN VISION, LLC
6912 WOODSIDE PLACE
CHEVY CHASE, MD 208i5
ATTN: THOMAS A. BRAULT
301-656-4472 (PHONE)

- CC: Mike Thompson, Biohabitats

i
3
i
i

‘

A DIVISION OF CAS ENTERPRISES, INC.

108 West Ridgeville Boulevard, Suite 101, Mount Airy, Maryland 21771

ENGINEERING
"CIVIL - SURVEYING + LAND PLANNING

FAX (301) 607—8045

FILE No. 120100270
7206 MEADOW LANE

@ Recycled Paper www.mde.state.imd .us TTY Users 1-800-735-2258

e BLOCK S, CHEVY CHASE SECTION 4

DC Metro (301) 607—-8031

: - TOWN OF CHEVY CHASE
¢ ~ PRELIMINARY FOREST CONSERVATION PLAN
AND TREE SAVE PLAN
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