IN THE MATTER OF * BEFORE THE

ROBERT BOUTWELL * BOARD OF APPEALS
- LEGAL OWNER /PETITIONER
CARL PARKER / CONTRACT PURCHASER * OF
RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING * BALTIMORE COUNTY
E/S FALLS RD., 2500 FT., N/W BRICK STORE RD,
(18426 FALLS ROAD) *
5™ ELECTION DISTRICT
- 3*Y COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT * CASE NO.: 10-082-SPH
ORDER OF DISMISSAL

This matter comes to the Board of Appeals by way of an appeal filed by J. Carroll
Holzer, Esquire, on behalf of Mary Zodhiates, Patricia Shook, Edward and Dorothy Yingling,
Alexander and Elizabeth Seidler, and Falls Road Friends, from a decision of the Deputy Zoning
- Commissioner dated March 24, 2010 in which the requested Petition for Special Hearing was
granted.

WHEREAS, the Board is in receipt of a voluntary joint Motion to Dismiss signed by J.
Neil Lanzi, Esquire, Counsel for Carl F, Parker, Contract Purchaser and Jeffrey H. Gray, Esquire,
Counsel for Robert Boutwell, Legal Owner, Petitioner. (a copy of which is attached hereto and
made a part hereof)

WHEREAS, that in paragraph number 8. of the Motion to Dismiss, it is stated as follows:
"the filing of this Motion effectively withdrawing the zoning relief previously approved in the
above referenced case."

WHEREAS, the parties Boutwell and Parker under the requirement of the release of
contract with regard to the above mentioned Property, withdraw the Petition for Special Hearing,

filed Maich 24, 2010; and
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WHEREAS, said Counsel for Petitioner and Contract Purchaser requests that the Petition
for Special Hearing taken in this matter be withdrawn as of June 28, 2011,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED this 14N day of  : T g ,2011 by the
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County that the Petition for Special Hearing approved in Case No.
10-082-SPH be and the same is heteby withdrawn and therefore DISMISSED without prejudice,
thereby rendering the March 24, 2010 Order of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as null and void

in this matter.

BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
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i .
Lawrence S. Wescott, Chairman

Wendell H. Grier

Afidrew M. Belt




IN RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING

E Side of Falls Road;
2500 Feet NW of Brick Store Road
(18426 Falls Road)

5™ Election District

3" Councilmanic District

Robert Boutwell, Petitioner

Carl F. Parker, Contract Purchaser
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MOTION TO DISMISS
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JUNZ § 201
BEFORE THE BALTIVORE COUNTY

BOARD OF APPEALS
COUNTY BOARD

OF APPEALS

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

Case No. 210-0082-SPH

Carl F. Parker (“Parker”), Contract/Petitioner, by J. Neil Lanzi and J. Neil Lanzi,

P.A., his attorney and Robert Boutwell (“Boutwell”), Petitioner, by Jeffrey H. Gray, his

attorney, move to dismiss this case and in support thereof states as follows:

1. Robert Boutwell, Petitioner is the owner of the Baltimore County property

known as 18426 Falls Road (the “Property™).

2. The Property was the subject of a Petition for Special Hearing for various

zoning relief including the following:

(@) To permit a non-density transfer of 0.13 acres from tract 5 zoned RC 2 to
tract 2 zoned RC 2, which would place the well on the same parcel as the

dwelling it serves.

(b) To permit a non-density transfer of 0.04 acres from tract 4 zoned RC 2 to
that portion of tract 1 zoned RC 2, in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee

access strip to a public road from tract 1.

(¢} To permit a non-density transfer of 0.44 acres from tract 2 zoned RC 2 to
that portion of tract 1 zoned RC 2, in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee

access strip to a public road from tract 1.

(d) To permit a non-density transfer of 0.53 acres from tract 5 zoned RC 2 to
that portion of tract 1 zoned RC 2, in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee

access strip to a public road from tract 1,




(e) To permit a non-density transfer of 0.53 acres from tract 5 zoned RC 2 to
tract 2 zoned RC 2 to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access strip to a public road
from tract 2,

(f) To approve the continued existence of agricultural buildings on 8.13 acres
of tract 1 zoned RC 2 and on 9.57 acres of tract 1 zoned RC 8 without a
principal structure.

(g) To create a non-density/non-buildable lot of 2.04 acres in that portion of
tract 3 zoned RC 2.

(h) To permit an amendment to the plan that accompanied the zoning petition
approved in Case No. 98-348-SPHX.

3. After a one day hearing before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for
Baltimore County, Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law were rendered by Oxder dated
March 24, 2010, a copy of which is attached hereto as Petitioners’ Exhibit 1.

4, That all requested zoning relief was granted subject to the four conditions as
contained in the Order.

5. That on or about April 22, 2010, a Notice of Appeal was filed by Mary
Zodhiates, Patricia Shook, Edward and Dorothy Yingling, Falls Road Friends and Elizabeth
and Alexander Seidler.

6. By way of background, a portion of the Property was under contract for
purchase by Petitioner Parker from Petitioner Boutwell, Petitioner Parker was under contract
to purchase 8.7 acres of the Property subject to obtaining the necessary Baltiniore County
approvals, including zoning approval.

7. That since the Notice of Appeal was filed, Boutwell and Parker have released
each other from their contractual obligations with regard to the Property.

8. That a requirement of the release of contract between Parker and Boutwell is
the filing of this Motion effectively withdrawing the zoning relief previously approved in the

above referenced case.




WHEREFORE, Petitioners respectfully withdraw all of the zoning relief which is the

subject of this appeal as moot and request this Appeal be dismissed.
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J: % Nell Lanzi
Attorney for Carl F. Parker

-
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J effrey M7/ Gray
Attorney for bert Boutwell

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this (”? % day of /g Ling , 2011, a copy of the

foregoing Motion To Dismiss was mailed, postage prepaid, to J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire

Holzer & Lee, 508 Fairmount Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21286, Counsel for Appellants.

¥
J. Neil Lan21 f
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E side of Falls Road; 2500 feet NW of
* DEPUTY ZONING

Brick Store Road
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3" Councilmanic District * COMMISSIONER
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Robert Boutwell
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Carl F. Parker . . ‘ .
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This matter comes before_ this Deputy Zoning Commissioner for consideration of a Petition

for Special Hearing filed by Robert Boutwell, the legal property owner, and Carl F. Parker, the

~ contract purchaser. Special' 'Heari'r.lg‘reli_ef is requested pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore

‘County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) as follows:

1.

To permit a non-density transfer of 0.13 acre from tract 5 zoned R.C.2 to tract 2 zoned
R.C.2, which would place the well on'the same parcel as the‘dwelling it serves; and

To permit a non-density transfer of (.04 acre from tract 4 2oned R.C.2 to that portion of
tract 1 zoned R.C.2, in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access strip to a public road

from tract 1; and

To permit a non-density transfer of 0.44 acre from tract 2 zoned R.C.2 to that portion of

tract 1 zoned R.C.2 in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access strip to a public road

from tract 1; and -

To permit a non-density transfer of 0,53 acre from tract 5 zoned R.C.2 to-that portion of

tract 1 zoned R.C.2 in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access'strip to a-public road
from tract 1; and - .

To permit a non-density transfer of 0.53 acre f'r;)m tract 5 zoned R.C.2 to tract 2 zoned
R.C.2 to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access strip to a public road from tract 2; and

To approve the continued existende of agricultural Buildings on 8.13:acres of tract 1 zoned
R.C.2 and 9.57 acres of tract 1 zoned R.C.8 without a principal structure; and



To create a non- densrty/non-burldable lot of 2.04 acres in that portion of tract 3 zoned
R.C.2; and : :

Case No. 98-348-SPHX; and .

9. For sueh other and further relief as may be required by the Zoning Comn:u'ssioner.

The subject property and requested relief are described on the site plan which was marked and

accepted .into evidence as.Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, ‘and more.specifically the redlined site plan that
was marked and accepted into evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit 2..

The case ﬁrst came before the undersrgned for the requisite pubhc hearmg on November

| 16 2009 At that time, Carl and Dawn Parker, the contract purchasers, appeared with therr

attorney, J. Neil Lanzi, Esquire, and their licensed property line surveyor, _Kenn_e_th Wells with

kjWells, Inc, "Alfs'o appearing was the property owner, Robert Boutwell, and his son, Gregory

Boutwell. Appearing in.opposition to the requested relief were several nearby neighbors that

included Patricia Shook of 18613 Falls Road and Mary Zodhiates of 4001 and 4209 Beckleysviile.

Road, and her attorney, G. Macy Nelson, ‘Es;quire. ‘

At that time, Mr, Lanzi requested a continuance because he be]ie_ved that‘ the case would
need more time than the one hour allotted for the. hearing, as well as .the fact that he had 'just
received the comrnent from the Office of Piamring indicating that the panhandle length for
- proposed Lot 2, which.ig the subjeet lot : exceede 1,000 ﬁet and therefore would require a
variance. Mr, Lanzi indicated he did not expect ﬂns comment from Planning, havmg discussed
this issue with that office prewously Hence Mr. Lanzi thought it would be necessary to have a
postponement so he could revisit this issue with the Planning 'Ofﬁce.' ‘He also indicated that the
property ower, Mr. Boutwell; was present but he had not spoken mth him or had the opportunity

to know what his participation, if any, would involve, and was also of the understanding that Mr.

To permit an amendment to the plan that accompamed the zomng petition approved in A



Boutwell was represented by counsel, Jeffiey Gray, Esquire. Mr. Nelson indicated that he had

spoken with his client, Ms Zodhiates, and that she wished to go forward and opposed the. ‘

postponement request,

The undersigned granted the postponement request; however, in the interest of fairness I

offered Ms. Shook the opportunity to testify in the event she was unable to attend the next hearing _,

daté. She did in fact testify and echoed many of the assertions that were made in her letter dated

November 9, 2009, which was marked and accepted into evidence as Protestant’s Exhibit 1. There -

was also a related letter from Edward and Dorothy Yingling of 18609 Falls Road, that was very

similar to Ms. Shook’s lettér, and which was marked and accepted into evidence as Protestant’s

Exhibit 2. In her testimony, Ms. Shook pointed out that the subject property is zoned R.C.2 and
R.C.8, which emphasizes watershed and agricultural uses and area. She does not desire to have
any more buildings or lots created. She also references the property’s proximity to the Pretty'Blop
Reservoir and believes that even one additional lot would have a detrimental effect on th'e"area, in
particular with wells, dramage issues and wildlife preservation. She also test.lﬁed that this request
would impact traffic because the creation of one more lot and access to Falls Road viaa panhandle
would make Falls Road, which is a]ready very congested, even more so. In short, she does not
believe there should be any exceptions or vananoes to allow this additional development On
cross-¢xamination, Ms. Shook indicated that she has hved at her pr0pe1ty cons1st1ng of

approxtmately two acres since 2001. She is located west of the Boutwell property and can see one

of the homes on the Boutwell p;'operty, and does not want a use in common driveway even though

she cannot see it, The hearing was then continued and res cheduled.

. Appearing at the heanng on February 17,2010 in support of the requested special hearmg

rehef were Petitioners Carl Parker and Dawn Parker, the contract purchasers, thelr attomey, J, Neil



Lanzi, Fsquire, and Kenneth Wells with kjWells, Inc., the licensed property line surveyor who

prepared the site plan. Also appéaring in support of the requested relief was Jeffrey H. G*ray,

Esquire, attorney for the property owner, Robert Boutwell. Appearing in opposition to the
requested relief was Mary Zodhiates of 420§ _Beckleysville. Road.

Testimony, and evideﬁce offei‘ed revealed that the overall property owned by Mr. Boutwell
and/or his famlly once consisted of approximat_ely 92,59 acfes zoned R.C.2 and R.C4. The
property was comprised of a number of individual tracts and parcels located on the east side of

Fa]ls Road, north of Bnck Store Road and south of Beckleysvﬂle Road in the Beckleysvﬂlc?_area

of northwestem Baltu:nore County The property now consists of approxnnately 60 acres zoned
R C.2 and R.C.8 and is n"regtﬂar-shaped In order to g1ve some context to the mstant request for
special hearing relief, a brief review of the property’s zoning history is instructive.

Mr. Boutwell’s property came before this Commission in 1998 as Petitions for Special
Hearmg and Special Exception. According to the testimony and evidence presented to then-

Zoning Commissioner Lawrence E. Schmidt, the Boutwells acq‘uired their 92.59 acres p1ecemea1

over a petiod of years from October 1943 through September 1971. Subsequently, the Boutwells

made a serigs of conveyanées of portions of their pf(;perty. This includgd an-outconveyance to the
Thqmp'son: family in 1984 and an oﬁtconveyance to the Wilson family in 1985. At the hearing in
1998, the Boutwells sought t6 réconﬁéure and refsubd_iifide their remaining holdings comiﬁﬁg ;of
approximately_ 60 acres. | | |

One of the main iésues concerning- tﬁe relief sought at that time involved a determination
of the density available on the property. Following the 1998 hearing, John Lewis with the Zoning

Review .Office undertook a lengthy examination of the devolution of. title for -the Boutwell

1 D , ‘ ‘ c 'Z
The R.C.4 portion of the property was subsequently rezoned to R.C.8, although the number i i
units did not change. The overall density remains the same, ’ B umber of available density



property and pro'vided a summary of the conveyances and their impact on the density rights.
associated with the Boutwell property. In additien, the Bout\w:elis submitted a site plan detailing
the prewous conveyances and the’ densrcy rights associated w1th the variance tracts and parcels of
particular importance, Commissioner Schrmdt concluded that the remainder of the Boutwell
property contained nine (9) density units and made this and other findings in his Order dated
* October 1, 2003 in Case No. 98-348-SPHX, | |

The Boutwell prOperty as it is todsy is reflected on the présent redlined site plan that was
accepted into evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit 2’. and the pﬂOrsite ptan that aceompanied the
previous zoning Petition with the'density calculations is shown in the upper left comer .Aof the
redlined site plan, At this juncture,_ Petitioners Carl and Dawn Parker, the contract putchasers of
proposed Lot 2, and. Mr. Boutwell, the legaI owner, are requesting special hearing relief to approve
the non-density 'transfers as described above. Althotlgh 'the Boutwell property has available
den51ty, the non-density transfers are needed to allev1ate condmons that emsted when-the 1998
case was heard, but were not specifically addressed at that time. Chlef among these for Mr. and
Mis: Parker is access to their proposed lot from Falls Road.

While the requests for-ﬁon-densi.ty transfers appeats _somewhatj complicated, Mr. Wells,
Petitioner’s land use .consultant, indicated in bis testimeny that the requests are really rather
minimal and straigtltf'orward. He also previded a visiial representation with the photographs that
were marked and accepted into evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibits 3A through 30. As depicted in
the photographs and labeled and shown on the redlined site plan, the subjeet property has access |
via s driveWe_ly from Falls Road, The driveway runs along the northen.i portion of Tract 5,
contim_tes along the ﬁorthem portion of Tract 2 -where it sptits, with part of the dx_'itreway running

along the northem portion of Tract 4 and the other part continuing to Tract 1 (and Petitioner’s



proposed Lot 2) and through the middle of Tract 2. The crosshatched areas shown on the redlined

site plan are the. lecatiens.ef the proposed non-density transfers, If permitted, Petitioner’s
proposed Lot 2 would gam irl-t‘ee .acce_ss to f‘alts Road, as would Tract 2. As minor housekeeping
matters to approve'erristing cenditiorrs, ‘M. Bout‘well. also seeks a non-density transfer of a small
: portion of Tract 5 (0.13 aere) to Tract 2. in order to place the existing well for Tract 2 on the same
parcet as the dwelling it serves; to legitimize the eontinued existence of agrlcultural buildinge on.
8.13 acres of Tract 1 zoned R.C.2 and 9.57 acres of Tract 1 zoned R.C.8 without a principal
structure; and to create a non- densrty/non buildable Iot of 2,04 acres on the portion of Tract 3
zoned R.C.2. | | . |
Teeﬁfying irr opposition to the requested relief was Mary Zodhiates of 4209 Beckleysville
Road. Ms. Zodhiates owns substantial acreage north of the Boutwell property She is very
concerned about overdevelopment in this area. Ms, Zodhiates asserted that the law does not_
permit non-density transfers or lot line adjustments which result in more subdivisions of the
property. She also indicated that- it was conirary to the conservation goale of the R.C. Zone to
approve the requested relief a.nd'essentially permit what is now an unbuildable lot to become
buildable, She also mdlcated that under- Sectlon 1A00.4.B of the Zoning Commissioner’s Policy
Manual (Z. C P.M. ) entltled “Sale or Transfer of Small Parcels » the requested transfers in the
msta.nt matter are permrtted only if the number of lots does not increase and the end result does not
increase density. Finally, Ms. Zodhiates testlﬁed that she beheves the in-fee access stnps that.
- would be created by the transfers do result in a panhandle access to proposed Lot 2 that exceeds .
the permitted 1,000 feet in length, |
The Zoniné. Advisory Committee (ZAC) comnrents were received and are made part of the

record of this case. A revised comment received from the Office of Planning dated February 16,




2010 indicates that Office does not oppose the ‘special hearing reciuests. . General comments
received from the Departxnenf of Environmental Protection and Resource Manageme'nt (DEPRM)
dated ‘November 3, 2009 ‘indicates' that development of the property must comply with the

Regulations for the Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlarids and Floodplains and with the

Forest Conservation Regulations. In particular, Tom Panzarella with the Environmental Impact

Reviéw Section indicates that a Forest Conservation Plan has not been submitted to DEPRM for

review; therefore, the Fo‘x"est Conservation .Easements and Forest Buffer Easements shown oﬁ the
plan have not been approved (the forest buffers have been approvéd by a Steep Slopes ahd
" Erodible Soils analysis). DEPRM éomments above pertain to any futﬁre development of the
property when more detailed infoi-niati;:m will be required, per DEPRM comments .on the minor
subdivision review dated January 23, 2007. In addition, Wallace S. Lippincott with the
Agt’iCLllﬁH&] Preservation Secﬁon (.)f DEPRM indicates that this farm has been divided up into
numerous pieces. The question is whether there is any agricultural basis to support the retention
of the “agficultural- buildings” or the trailer. - ]
J Based on the testiino_ny and evidence.aé the hearing; I am péfsuaded to grant the special
hearing relief, As was confirmed by theﬁ-_Zoning Commissioner Schmidt in his Order dated
~ October 1, 2004, the. remaining tracts and parcels that cori_lprise the Boutwell property contain n'iné
(9) density units, As shown on the redlin_ed sit_e plan, one of those units would be utilized by Mr.
-and Mrs. Parker as proposed Lot 2, with much of that lot being preserved as a Forest Buffer
Eas_gment and Forest Conservation Easement, as‘v'Jell as the-meation of a non-density and non-
buildable area, Mr. Parker testified that he has known Mr. Boutwell for a nuﬁlber of ye.ars and had

been intergsted in this property for about five years. With Mr. Boutwell’s permission, Mr, Parker

has mgintained the existil_ig driveway access to the prbperty'gind has placed the well in anticipation



of hopefully purchasmg it in the near future One important issue not addressed in the 1998 case

was access to the interior 31te, mcludmg what is. now proposed Lot 2 Petltroners des1re to

alleviate this condition with the aforementloned non—denslty transfers.

In opposition to the requested telief, Ms. Zodhiates argues that the non-density transfers
should not be permitted based on her reading of the Zoning Commissioner’s Policy Manual;
however, I beheve her interpretation is rmsplaced in this case. The section to which she refers,

Section 1A00.4.b of the Z.C P. M., states that the sale or transfér of small R.C. zoned parcels may

be pernntted for non—den31ty purposes such as access or agrlcultural use. It also states that a parcel

could be transferred from an overall development tract to an ad_]acent exrstlng lot of record

~ provided that the end result does not permit a re-subdivision into.a greater ,number— of lots, and

indicates that a special hearing may be required to determ_ine if a particular non-density transfer is

pern:utted

In my Judgment, the requested non-den31ty transfers are appropnate Itis 1mportant to note -

that this case is not about densrty That issue was already determmed by former Commlssroner
Schmidt, who determined there were nine (9) avallable density units, ‘M. Parker’s desired
purchase of a portion of one of the tracts of the'Boutwell property does not create additional

ensity It merely utilizes one of the aVailable density umts however, in order for Mr, Parker’s
proposed Lot 2 to be accessed by a publlc street Petlttoners are in need of the aforementloned
© relief in order to acqurre in-fee access to Falls Road Sectlon lAOO 4.b of the Z CPM. permits a
nonndensrty transfer for such a purpose Moreover, i in my view, the development of proposed Lot

2 will not have a negative impact on adjacent properties, nor will it be detrimental to the health,

safety, or general welfare _of the community. Single-family dwellings are permitted s of right in

the R.C.2 and R.C.8 Zones and the development of proposed Lot 2 will not be inconsistent with




those zoning classifications. I am also persnaded to pérmit the non-density transfer in order to
place the well that serves Tfact 2 on the same parcel. Finally, I shall permit the continued
existence of agricultural buildings on Tract 1 without-a principalistrucmre. The evidence indicates

that these structures have been on the property for a number of years and the photographs indicate

that much of thé property continues to be used for agriculture, .as evidenced by the rows of

~ cornfields as well as other ‘plowed fields on the prOperty

Pursuant to the advertisement, postmg of the property, and public heanng on this petition

held, and after considering the testimony and evidence offered by the: parties, 1 find that

Petitioner’s requests for special hearing should be gra.qtgd.

" THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore

Countj», this 2 i w7 day of March, 2010 that Petitioner’s request for Special Hearing relief
pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) as follows:

1. To permit a non-density transfer of 0.13 scre from tract 5 zoned R.C.2 to tract 2 zoned
R. C 2, which would place the well on the same parcel as the dwellmg it serves; and

2. To permit a non-densnty transfer of O 04 acre ﬁ'om fract 4 zoned R C.2 to that portlon of
tract 1 zoned R.C.2, in order to create a 24 foot wide in-free access stnp toa pubhc road

from tract 1; and

3. To permit a nbn-'density transfer of 0.44 acre from tract 2 zoned R.C.2 to that pdrtmn of
tract 1 zoned R.C.2 in order to create a 24 foot wide in-fee access strip to a public road
from tract 1; and

4. To permit g non-denSLty transfer of 0, 53 acre from tract 5 zoned R.C,2 to that portion of
tract 1 zoned R.C.2 in order to create a 24 foot wide m—fee access strip to a public road

from tract 1; a.nd

5. To permit 4 non-dens1ty transfer of 0.53 acre from tract 5 zoned R.C.2 to tract 2 zoned.
R.C.2 to create a 24 foot wide m—fee access stnp to a public road from tract 2; and

6. To approve the continued existence of agncultural bm]dmgs on 8 13 acres of tract 1 zoned
R.C.2 and 9.57 acres of tract 1 zoned R. C 8 w1thout a principal structure; and



To create a non-density/non-buildable lot of 2.04 acres in that portion of tract 3 zoned

R.C.2;and
To permit an amendment to the plan that accompanied the zoning petition approved in
Case No. 98-348-SPHX, '

be and are hereby GRANTED, subject to the following;:

1.

Petitioners may apply for-permits and be granted same upon receipt of this Order;
however, Petitioners are héreby made aware that proceeding at this time is at their own risk
until such time as the 30-day appellate process from this Order has expired. If, for
whatever reason, thie Order is reversed, Petitioners would be required to return, and be

responsible for returning, said property to its original condition,

.Deve10pment .of this property must comply with the Forest Consewatioﬁ Regulations-
(Sections 33-6-101 through 33-6-122 of the Baltimore County Code). :

Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the I-’rotection' of Water
Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains (Sections 33-3-101 through. 33-3-120 of the

Baltimore County Code),

Petitioners shall cbmply with the requirements of the Development Review Committee
concerning lot line adjustments under Section 32-4-106(a)(1)(viii). :

Any appeal of this decision must be made within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.

i% ,3%-\
OMAS H. BOSTWICK ™
Deputy Zoning Commissioner

for Baltimore County
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