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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Board

Item # 8

07-17-03

MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 11, 2003
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board
VIA: Joseph R. Davis, Chief, Development}
Review Division
FROM: A. Malcolm Shaneman, Supervisor, Development Review Division

REVIEW TYPE:  Pre-Preliminary Plan of Subdivision
APPLYING FOR: Three Hundred and Ninety-Six (396) One Family Dwelling Units and Golf
Course

PROJECT NAME: Fairland Golf Course Community
CASE NO. 7-01050

REVIEW BASIS: Chapter 50 Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations
Approved and Adopted Fairland Master Plan

ZONE: RE-2 and R-200

LOCATION: Northwest of Gunpowder Road, South of Spencerville Road (MD 198)
and the ends of Cedar Creek Drive and Saddle Creek Drive

MASTER PLAN: Fairland
APPLICANT: Artery/Fairland, L.L.C.

SUBMITTED: June 20, 2001
HEARING DATE: July 17, 2003

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Pursuant to Section 50-33A of the Subdivision Regulations,
No Objection to the Submission of a Preliminary Plan, Subject to Conditions

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD, 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE, SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910
www.mncppc.org



DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

The purpose of the public hearing on the Fairland Golf Course Community is to

discuss several issues regarding its development. The application contemplates a
public/private partnership to develop property surrounding the Fairland Regional Park.
The development is proposed to consist of residential component and public golf course.
As the Board is aware, the Fairland Regional Park straddles Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties. The Master Plan envisions a regional park that includes, among other
facilities, a golf course. The Commission has contemplated a public/private concept to
develop a golf course community both in counties, for about ten years. The privately
developed golf course will serve as a major feature within the regional park. The project
itself is quite complex requiring rezoning, development applications in both Counties,
and a long-term public/private partnership lease agreement that ultimately will need to be
approved by both Planning Boards and both County Councils.

This discussion is designed to seek the Planning Board’s advice on several issues

that affect the overall proposal. These issues include the following topics:

Developments Split Zoning

Applicant’s Position: The Applicant wishes to proceed with the development
review process on the R-200 portion of the site. The Applicant points out that
because the Board is reviewing the entire site at the pre-preliminary plan stage, in
effect it is approving the project as a “planned development.” The Applicant
states that it can develop a PD-like layout on the R-200 portion of the site, given
the flexibility of the MPDU optional method design standards. The Applicant’s
position is that because it can obtain the density and layout that it seeks using a
combined R-200 MPDU option and PD zone; it can comprehensively “planned
development. The Applicant’s position is that because it can obtain the density
and layout that it seeks using a combined R-200 MPDU option and PD zone; it
can comprehensively plan the project and thereby qualifies for the AGP
exemption as a “planned unit development”.

Staff’s Position: Staff does not support the applicant’s request to allow that
portion of property currently zoned R-200 permission to move forward
independent of the rezoning of the other half of the site. This recommendation is
based on the language contained in the Annual Growth Policy (AGP); (2) the
legislative history of the AGP; (3) the guidance provided in the Approved and
Adopted Fairland Master Plan; and (4) the limiting effect a split review process
will impose on design and layout issues.

Environmental Issues

Applicant’s Position: Much of the effort extended in preparation of the Pre-
Preliminary Plan layout is primarily related to the complex environmental issues



on the site. These issues resulted in the establishment of certain environmental
corridors by Environmental Staff and the Applicant. These environmental
corridors served to guide the layout of the pre-preliminary plan. The layout of the
public golf course and private development are consistent with the established
corridors because the preservation areas established to protect high-priority
forested areas along the Silverwood and McKnew tributaries have been protected.
The Applicant is seeking approval of the golf course and development layouts
(including the environmental corridors).

Staff’s Position: Staff recognizes that placement of the land-intensive master
plan proposed land uses (school, residential, and “championship” golf course) on
this site requires flexibility in the strict implementation of environmental
guidelines on this highly constrained property. Staff guidance was given for
design of the site through designation of areas of preservation, areas of maximum
feasible forest retention and restoration areas per the attachment dated May 7,
2002 (Attachment 1). This attachment, entitled “Fairland Golf Course Revisited”,
identified the environmental corridors referred to by the Applicant, and further
defined how, where, and under what conditions flexibility would be applied. This
staff directive was intended to move the proposal forward to create the best
opportunity for developing an acceptable plan. While the Applicant’s proposed
layout reflects considerable improvement in addressing the areas of
environmental sensitivity, staff believes further protection can be achieved.
Whether the proposal is indeed acceptable cannot be determined until the full
breadth of planning and zoning options are examined during subsequent reviews,
and the determination is made that the master plan land use objectives, and the
public purposes they engender, are acceptable in balance to the environmental and
forest impacts that will occur as a result.

Applicant’s Position: The conceptual Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan for
the site demonstrates that forest retention requirements for the site can be met
without need for the reforestation, if existing forest located in MNCPPC park land
is credited toward this joint development project. If such credit is not given, the
resulting reforestation requirements for the project should be met by MNCPPC.

Staff’s Position: The Forest Conservation Law requires that forest conservation
calculations be based on a “tract area” that includes the legal boundaries (platted
or deeded) of all lots or parcels that contain any of the deve,lopment.1 The current
development envelope extends slightly into several deeded parcels within
Fairland Recreation Park, because residential lots and/or golf course extend into
the parkland under the current design. The combined effect of the definition of
“tract” and the Applicant’s use of a small portion of parkland parcels for
development is that large tracts of publicly owned forest are reflected in the
Applicant’s Forest Conservation Plan as “retained forest,” and credited against
forested areas that will be cleared. These parkland parcels, however, already are

1 “Tract” means the property subject to a development application or sediment control permit, as
described by deed or record plat.” FCL Section 22A-3(qq).



protected from development by virtue of the approved Forest Conservation Plan
for Fairland Park. It would be possible to revise the approved Forest
Conservation Plan for Fairland Park to facilitate use of these parcels in the
proposed plan. However, staff recommends that the Board assert, as public
policy, that it is in the public interest to commit only the minimum necessary
MNCPPC resources to the implementation of this joint public-private proposal,
and do not permit credit for any forest already protected within parkland

¢ Site Circulation and Connections to the Surrounding Road Network

Staff’s Position: At the time of preliminary plan submission a more
comprehensive review will be undertaken regarding site circulation and the
impact of the development on the existing road infrastructure. Staff has, however,
conducted an Adequate Public Facilities (APF) review based on information
submitted by the applicant for this development. The summary of the
transportation analysis performed by staff has been included in this report and
contains recommendations that will be considered as part of the reviews
conducted with the submission of the preliminary plan.

Applicant’s Position: To date the applicant has not raised any substantive issues
regarding the transportation analysis conducted by staff.

PROJECT DSECRIPTION: Vicinity and Property Description

The subject property is located in both Montgomery and Prince George’s
Counties adjacent to the existing Gunpowder Golf Course, northwest of Gunpowder
Road and south of Spencerville Road (MD 198) at the extensions of Cedar Creek Drive
and Saddle Creek Drive. The site has diverse existing conditions, such as rolling
topography with an assortment of cleared areas and forests. The lower areas of the site,
adjacent to the stream valley areas will be primarily incorporated into the golf course and
parkland/openspace. The higher elevations are generally more open and are slated for the
residential component of the development. The Little Paint Branch Watershed bisects the
property from north to south.

The total tract area included in this application consists of approximately 463
acres of land in both Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties. Of the total area
approximately 354 acres are located in Montgomery County. This acreage is comprised
of both private and public holdings including an area designated as “Parcel X”. This
parcel, approximately 42 acres in size, is privately held and must be acquired in order for
the regional park to be developed. Previously submitted plans designated a large portion
of Parcel X as slated for residential development and the remainder would be transferred
to the Commission as part of a land exchange to complete the golf course layout. More
recent plans have removed the residential component from this parcel.



PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal

Consistent with the Approved and Adopted Fairland Area Master Plan, the project
includes expanding and upgrading the existing public Gunpowder Golf Course while
integrating a well-designed residential community. The development of both
components must be designed to be environmentally sensitive, provide openspace and a
stream valley parkland and trail system. The plan as currently configured proposes 300
one family detached dwelling units and 96 one family attached dwelling units on
approximately 115 acres of land. Approximately 254 acres of additional land is
dedicated to the golf course. The proposal will also include the dedication of land
suitable for an elementary school site. The proposal provides for direct access and
connections between local parks and the Fairland Recreational Park. As the plans evolve
through zoning, subdivision and site plan reviews processes, a more comprehensive
review will be undertaken for all the contributing elements of the proposal.

Beginning in 1997, the property owner of the majority of the acreage (Konterra)
met with parks staff from both counties to discuss how the golf course could be
developed and operated. During these exploratory meetings, discussion centered around
the concept of land exchange between the M-NCPPC and Konterra and acquisition of the
intervening properties owned by individuals other than Konterra, specifically Parcel X,
which is a severely degraded land fill site.

In 2000, Ryland Homes and Artery entered into a long-term contract purchase
agreement with Konterra to develop the site as a golf course community. These
developers were not involved in the drafting of the AGP language, and decided to take a
different approach to the master plan recommended development process. The
developers and golf course architect began meeting with staff in 2000 and presented a
proposal to submit a pre-preliminary plan for to be presented to the Planning Board for
guidance to be followed by a preliminary plan the portion of the property zoned R-200.
The RE-2 zoned land, held by M-NCPPC would proceed through a rezoning to be used
for residential development. The developers believed that this approach would reduce
the time spent in the development process and would allow them to exercise their
contract purchase agreement in a timely fashion. There was much discussion on the
appropriateness of this approach; Planning Staff maintains that such an approach is
contrary to the master plan. The applicant decided to submit a pre-preliminary plan in
July 2001 in Montgomery County and a preliminary plan in Prince George’s County.

The M-NCPPC full Commission held a public meeting on July 18, 2001 to hear
concerns regarding the proposal by communities in both counties. The Prince George’s
County Planning Board subsequently approved the preliminary plan for that portion of
the project. That approval included 120 one family detached dwelling units on 67 acres ~
of land and 60 acres of land dedicated to the golf course portion of the development.



DISCUSSION OF ISSUE: Developments Split Zoning
Compliance with the Approved and Adopted 1997 Fairland Master Plan

The main goal of the 1997 Approved and Adopted Fairland Master Plan was
community building: recognizing and reinforcing each community’s unique character and
identity. The master plan organized the area into communities and each community was
described as to housing types, local facilities, known problems and what could be added
if there was any development potential within the community.

A secondary goal that applied to all the communities was providing more housing
options including increasing the number of single-family detached housing where the
existing housing mix favored attached or apartment units. The plan therefore
recommended rezoning including optional methods of development, such as TDRs, PD,
and cluster, to balance the overall mix of units within a community.

The 1997 Approved and Adopted Fairland Master Plan designated the subject
properties as Area 2 within the Oakfair-Saddlecreek Community and described the
community as follows:

Much of this area was built in the 1980s and encompasses about 1200 homes ...
there are 800 townhouses and over 400 detached homes. The average density is
six units to the acre ... Problems in the area include the lack of pedestrian
connections from this neighborhood to the Fairland Recreational Park... Three
public streets stub at the 200-acre tract of vacant land (Area 2) and there are
concerns regarding the extension of these roads and the ability of the road system
to accommodate additional units.

Area 2 is located between the residential development and the County line. Prior
to the 1980s much of this acreage was used for sand and gravel excavation. There
are forested areas steep slopes and wetlands associated with the upper reaches of
the Little Paint Branch...Area 2 has the potential of adding detached units to the
housing mix, expanding or reconfiguring the Gunpowder Golf Course, as
proposed by one of the owners; improving the road network including a possible
extension of roads to Old Gunpowder in Prince George’s County; and hiker/biker
access to the Fairland Recreational Park. The Planning Staff for the Montgomery
County Public Schools has recommended that a school site be included in Area 2
for two reasons: the number of household that could be served (approximately
1,500) and the potential for children to walk to school. A school would provide a
centrally located community focal point,

The master plan noted in the detailed description of Area 2 that there were nine ~
separate parcels in private ownership totaling 198 acres. Prior to the 1997 master plan,
Area 2 was zoned R-200/TDR and RE-2. The 1997 master plan recommended removed
the TDR zone designation because the TDR density could not be achieved due to



environmental constraints associated with the Little Paint Branch.  The plan
recommended that the properties in conjunction with the adjoining public Gunpowder
Golf Course would be suitable for development as a golf course community with the golf
course remaining in public ownership.

Since assemblage of the nine privately owned parcels and publicly held land was
necessary to accomplish the golf course community concept, the master plan encouraged
the use of the Planned Development (PD) zone to achieve the appropriate mix and size of
units, an improved golf course design outside the stream valley along with protection of
other environmental features. The PD zone process would require the developer to
assemble the parcels and cooperate with MNCPPC as well as allow the highest level of
consideration of compatibility and environmental issues and public input prior to the
subdivision process. The PD Zone provides the flexibility required to address housing
types, environmental protection, overall site circulation and compatibility with the
existing community and Public Park.

The master plan further proposed that the development of the golf course community
would include a public/private partnership between the M-NCPPC and the developer,
since the golf course is owned by the M-NCPPC and a land exchange is necessary to
redesign the golf course within a new residential community. If the developer were
interested in pursuing the golf course community, then rezoning and cooperation with M-
NCPPC was necessary to permit residential land uses on existing parkland. The complex
issues inherent in this kind of project would be best resolved through a rezoning process
that would redraw the boundaries between public and private lands and establish the
phasing and other necessary arrangements necessary to achieve the master plan goal.
Some parkland would have to be zoned PD to, including the golf course, to achieve the
master plan densities.

Sectional Map Amendment G-747, implementing the master plan, removed the TDR
designation and reconfirmed the R-200 on privately held land and rezoned any privately
held land in the RE-2 zone to the R-200 zone to create a consistent zone on all privately
held land. The SMA reconfirmed all publicly owned lands in the RE-2 zone, thereby
requiring rezoning of any public lands that would be used for residential development in
a land exchange, ensuring District Council input into a future golf course community
project.

In the event the property owners wished to develop properties individually, without
being part of a golf course community proposal, development could occur through the
subdivision process under the R-200 standards and per all other regulations pertaining to
environmental protection including those sensitive areas described in the master plan,
such as the McKnew and Silverwood Tributaries. The publicly owned land would
remain in the RE-2 Zoned reflecting the public use.

The master plan recommended that evaluation at the time of rezoning and
development should include:



e Density cap of 396 units in Montgomery County with an appropriate mix of
housing

MDPUs distributed throughout the development

Extension of the road network

Areas of no disturbance and environmental impact

Non-vehicular access to the Recreational Park

Connect roads to Prince George’s County, if desirable

Common open space for the residents

A 12-15 acre school site

The master plan also contains recommendations for protecting the environment and
for an expanded transportation. In the Environmental section of the plan stated that the
stream valley between McKnew Local Park and the Fairland Recreational Park, although
disturbed, contained a diverse and unusual plant community, and was worthy of
protection as parkland.  On page 140, the master plan discussed the forest cover and
recommends protection where possible and practicable, specifically on Area 2 (Konterra)
where development is to cluster in order to protect stream buffer areas and high quality
forest stand between the stream and the Colonial Gas Pipeline right-of-way. The
environmental analysis is covered in more detail later in this report.

In the Transportation section of the master plan, on page 94, the plan recommends
that an interconnected road system be evaluated creating a connection between Cedar
Tree Drive and Gunpowder Road to access the golf course and proposed golf course
community. The plan also recommends on page 92 that the traffic signal at McKnew
Road be evaluated and possibly moved the Cedar Tree Drive because Cedar Tree Drive
can accommodate more traffic since it has fewer driveway access points. The
transportation issues are addressed in greater detail later in this report.

Planning Staff in reviewing the layout and community design aspects of the plan
notes the following with respect to the recommendations of the master plan, except the
recommendation that the project proceed through rezoning as a PD.

1) Density cap of 396 units in Montgomery County with an appropriate mix of
housing.

A mix of units is detached housing 60% and attached housing 40%, which is the
required mix for the R-200 MPDU development standards. The total number of
units reflects the 396 units cap.

The type and mix of housing is an issue because if the relationship of the
developable areas and the environmental constrains, which are many. The
standards for the R-200 zone require lots of a certain size with standard setbacks. .
The PD zone has much greater flexibility for detached and attached unit types.
The setbacks are established with respect the unit type and compatibility with
surrounding development and most importantly, only single family detached lots
can be located within 100 feet of land recommended for single-family detached



2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

zoning.  This requirement helps establish compatibility with the existing
development. The applicant has been unable to take advantage of the PD
standards to minimize the overall impact of the proposed development on the
environmental conditions.

MDPUs distributed throughout the development

This detail has not been examined in any great detail, but is not an issue at this
time. The master plan recommends distribution of MPDUs and this can be
accomplished regardless of the layout.

Extension of the road network

The proposed road network extends the existing road network and provides
access to the proposed school site.

Areas of no disturbance and environmental impact

The Environmental Planning Unit will cover the complex aspects of these
recommendations.

Non-vehicular access to the Recreational Park

The plan includes connections to the existing trail system and access via sidewalk
has been included in the plan. More details at the appropriate scale will be
necessary during the next stage in the development process.

Connect roads to Prince George’s County, if desirable

Cedar Tree Road has been connected to Old Gunpowder in Prince George
County. The Prince George’s County Planning Board has approved this
connection.

Common open space for residents

Community open space has been provided, but the details and the
interconnections between the public and private open space systems have to be
developed further.

12-15 Acre School site

The plan includes a school site centrally located and with access from the two
primary roads that serve the existing and new communities. i



Annual Growth Policy

The Annual Growth Policy’s Alternative Review Procedure for Limited
Residential Development is available only to a “planned unit development” in the
Fairland/White Oak policy area that includes a golf course or other major amenity that is
developed on a public/private partnership basis.

Unless the parcel is rezoned to be consistent with the “planned unit development™
requirement, the golf course community is not eligible for the Alternative Review
Procedure.

During the 2001-2003 AGP Policy Element, the issue was raised as to whether
this language would require the whole of the golf course community property to be
rezoned PD-2 in order to be eligible for the Alternative Review Procedure. The issue was
discussed in detail at the Planning Board and County Council level. Planning staff
recommended against the change — a position that was endorsed by the Planning Board
and agreed to by the County Council. At all times during these discussions it was clear
that, by not changing the language, the Council was requiring the R-200 portions of the
parcel to be rezoned in order to be eligible for the Alternative Review Procedure. The
RE-2 portion of the site was always considered to be part of the rezoning application

On September 27, 2001, the Montgomery County Planning Board reviewed a
request to amend the AGP from Artery/Ryland LLC, developer of the public/private golf
course community in the Oak Fair/Saddle Creek area of Fairland. The applicant requested
that the language in the AGP authorizing their use of the Alternative Review Procedure
for Limited Residential Development be revised from “planned unit development” to the
more general “planned development.” The purpose of the request was to allow the R-200
portion of the property to be approved under the Alternative Review Procedure for
Limited Residential Development without rezoning.

Planning staff recommended against the language change and the Planning Board
agreed. The Planning Board’s letter to the Council President to the County Executive
states the rationale:

“Developers of a proposed golf course community in the Fairland/White
Oak Policy Area requested that the procedure be extended and revised for their
use only. The Planning Board agrees with one exception: the Board does not
support the applicant’s request to change a stipulation in the procedure. The
change would mean that the procedure, instead of applying only to projects in the
planned development zone, would apply only to “planned development” projects.
This change is contrary to clear language in the master plan and would deny a
critical additional opportunity for County Council (and public) review.”
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About the Alternative Review Procedure for Limited Residential Development

The Alternative Review Procedure for Limited Residential Development was
added to the FY 1994 Annual Growth Policy and continued to be available for new
approvals until November 1, 2001. Projects for which a complete application for a
preliminary plan of subdivision was filed before November 1, 2001 continued to be
eligible until July 1, 2002. The only exception to this rule is (FY03 AGP cited):

“However, TA3 may be used in the Fairland-White Oak Policy Area to approve a
planned unit development that includes a golf course or other major amenity that is
developed on a public/private partnership basis, regardless of when an application for a
preliminary plan of subdivision is filed for this development.”

The Alternative Review Procedure for Limited Residential Development contains
limits on how many approvals can occur in any policy area. For certain golf course
communities in Fairland/White Oak, the rules are somewhat different -- there’s no limit
on the number of approvals but there is a limit on the pace at which the development may
be built out. According to the FY03 AGP:

“The limits in TA3.3.1 do not apply to a planned unit development in the
Fairland-White Oak policy area that includes a golf course or other major
amenity which is developed on a public/private partnership basis if:

e not more than 100 units, in addition to MPDUs, are built in the first fiscal
year after construction of the development begins, and

e not more than 100 units, in addition to MPDUs and the unbuilt remaining
portion of all prior year's approved units are built in any later fiscal year.

In 2001, the Planning Board “strongly opposed” the continuation of the
Alternative Review Procedure for Limited Residential Development.

Purpose of the PD Zone

As has been stated previously, both the Master Plan and the Annual Growth
Policy contemplated the subject property be rezoned to a zone that would allow greater
flexibility in setbacks, lot sizes and housing types. Staff recommends a zone that helps to
also protect stream valleys, wooded areas and other natural features. The Planned
Development (PD) zone is this type of zone. Approximately 222 acres of the northern
portion of the site are zoned R-200, and approximately 146 acres of the southern portion
of the site are zone RE-2. The purpose of the PD zone states the following:

“It is the purpose of this zone to implement the general plan for the
Maryland-Washington Regional District and the area master plans by permitting
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unified development consistent with densities proposed by master plans. It is
intended that this zone provide means of regulating development which can
achieve flexibility of design, the integration of mutually compatible uses and
optimum land planning with greater efficiency, convenience and amenity that the
procedures and regulations under which it is permitted as a right under
conventional zoning categories. In so doing, it is intended that the zoning
category be utilized to implement the general plan, area master plans and other
pertinent county plans and policies than may be possible under other zoning
categories.”

The purpose clause further states: “... the purpose of the zone is to
provide and encourage a broad range of housing types.... Preserve and take
greatest possible aesthetic advantage of trees and, in order to do so, minimize the
amount of grading necessary for construction of the development. Encourage and
provide for open space not only for use as setbacks and yards surrounding
structures and related walk ways, but also convientley located with respects to
points of residential and commercial concentration so as to function for the
general benefit of the community and public at large as places for relaxation,
recreation and social activity; and, furthermore, openspace should be so situated
as part of the plan and design of each development as to achieve the physical and
aesthetic integration of the uses and activities....”

Staff believes that the PD zone provides not only greater flexibility in housing
types but allows for the ability to reduce lot sizes to avoid encroaching into
environmentally sensitive areas. This flexibility is not provided in the R-200 zone, even
under the optional method of development.

The Applicant wishes to proceed with the development review process on the
R-200 portion of the site. The Applicant points out that because the Board is reviewing
the entire site at the pre-preliminary plan stage, in effect it is approving the project as a
“planned development.” The Applicant states that it can develop a PD-like layout on the
R-200 portion of the site, given the flexibility of the MPDU optional method design
standards. The Applicant’s position is that because it can obtain the density and layout
that it seeks using a combined R-200 MPDU option and PD zone; it can comprehensively
plan the project and thereby qualifies for the AGP exemption as a “planned unit
development”.

A detailed development plan will be required as part of the review by the
Planning Board and approval by the County Council for application of the PD zone. A
development plan specifies proposed housing types, location of the housing, schools,
parks, recreation areas pedestrian connection and other features. The development plan
must be approved as an integral feature of the rezoning. The development plan approved
by the County Council in conjunction with its approval of a PD zone is binding unless or
until the Council approves an amendment.

11



Staff does not support the applicant’s request to allow that portion of property
currently zoned R-200 permission to move forward independent of the rezoning of the
other half of the site. Based on the language contained in the: (1) AGP; (2) the legislative
history of the AGP; (3) the guidance provided in the Approved and Adopted Fairland
Master Plan; and (4) the limiting effect a split review process will impose on design and
layout issues.

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES: Environmental Analysis

Site Description

The site of this pre-preliminary plan proposal includes the main stem and several
tributaries of the upper watershed of Little Paint Branch, a Use I stream. In addition to the
associated stream valleys and their sensitive components including riparian forest,
floodplains, and wetlands, the site also has valuable natural resources in the upland areas,
including priority forest contiguous to the stream valleys and, throughout the site,
locations of rare, threatened and endangered species (RTE), and flora and fauna unique in
Montgomery County due to this site’s location straddling the fall line between the
Piedmont Plateau and Coastal Plain physiographic provinces.

The site occurs on and/or below the geologic fall-line, which separates the
piedmont physiographic province from the upper coastal plain. Topography, soil profile
and vegetation are more typical of the coastal plain, contributing to it being unique
among MNCPPC lands in Montgomery County. Soils, even in upland areas, are nearly a
pure sand/gravel mixture. This profile produces a rapidly infiltrating, nutrient poor soil
in contrast to most piedmont soils. With such soils, plant association not typical of
Montgomery County result.

Two-second order perennial streams in the headwaters of the Little Paint Branch
watershed 